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Coalition/Colton 1 

PREAMBLE TO IR (IF ANY):   
Mr. Colton cites the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (“CCPA”) for the following 

proposition: 

Poverty rates tell us how many people are living in poverty at a particular

time, but it is also important to consider the depth of poverty. This indicator

looks at how far below the poverty line people in low income are living. In

2011, people living in poverty had an income that was, on average, 33

percent below the poverty line. Depending on the poverty measures used, the

depth of poverty in Manitoba has stayed between 25 and 35 percent below

the poverty line throughout the last two decades. This tells us that

Manitobans have not been living just below the poverty line, they have been

living far below it.  (emphasis added) (66)

Mr. Colton observes that: 

One joint study, performed in collaboration with the Center for Workforce

Preparation of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Center for Workforce Success

of the National Association of Manufacturers, reports that many low wage workers
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fail to access public benefits. (79) (emphasis added)

Mr. Colton recommends that: 

Ultimately, based on the data and discussion above, I recommend that the PUB find,

as the Pennsylvania PUC also found more than 20 years ago, that “for the poorest
households. . ., existing initiatives do not enable these customers to pay their bills in

full and to keep their service. . .”   (emphasis added) (119)

QUESTION: 
a) Please explain what Mr. Colton means by the “poorest household” and indicate

whether Mr. Colton's definition of the “poorest households” include those  experiencing

the greatest depths of poverty?

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton refers to the “poorest households” as being households at or below the     
various   measures commonly demarcating low-income status in Canada (e.g., LICO, 
LIM).  These households would include, but not be limited to, to those which are, in the 
terms of the question “experiencing the greatest depths of poverty.” 

b) Can Mr. Colton confirm based upon his review of the View from Here (p. 32) or

otherwise “that the incomes of EIA (now Manitoba Assistance also colloquially known

as welfare) participants are well below low-income thresholds.”

RESPONSE: 
Yes. 

c) Would Mr. Colton accept, subject to check, that persons living on Manitoba
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Assistance (welfare) comprise a disproportionate element of the “poorest  households”

in Manitoba?

RESPONSE: 
No. 

d) In preparing his evidence, did Mr. Colton consider Income Assistance for Certain
Persons 65 Years Old and Over Regulation 260/89 or Assistance Regulation,404/88,
Schedule B, s. 1(A) (D) and s. 2(D) (attached as Appendix A to the information
requests to GAC) or the EIA Administrative Manual, S.  19.2.1 RECONCILIATION OF
ESTIMATED UTILITY COSTS (attached as Appendix B to the information
requests to GAC)

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton did not specifically consider the programs identified in Appendix A or 
Appendix B.  However, he did consider the potential for such programs, whether it is 
these programs or otherwise.  Page 120 of his Direct Testimony, starting at line 15, 
reads: “To the extent that public funds (through a social assistance program) are 
available to pay the bills of inability-to pay customers, ratepayer-provided funds through 
a bill assistance program are not needed.”  Moreover, footnote 90 in his Direct 
Testimony, page 120, reads:  “This is one reason why bill affordability assistance in 
places such as New Jersey, Colorado, Illinois and elsewhere is provided to the net low-
income bill, the bill remaining after fuel assistance is applied to the account. It is also 
one reason why, in the United States, households receiving “utility allowances” from the 
federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”) designed to pay their 
utility bills are either excluded from bill affordability programs, or provided minimum 
grants.” 

e) Has Mr. Colton examined or considered whether or not assistance (welfare)

recipients have the option of asking Manitoba Hydro to direct bill the Department

for payment rather than bill the assistance recipient directly?
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RESPONSE: 
See, Response to Coalition/Colton-1(d). 

f) Focusing specifically on the Manitoba context, does Mr. Colton have a view on

whether the challenges experienced by low income customers in paying their bills

and keeping service is related primarily to the working poor, to recipients of

Manitoba Assistance (welfare) or to some other element of the population (for

example, persons living in remote communities including those living on First Nation

reserves and geographically proximate non reserve Indigenous communities)?   Please

support your answer.

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton does not accept the proposition that “the challenges experienced by low-

income customers in paying their bills and keeping service is related primarily to” any 

one of the stated populations. (emphasis added).  As support for this proposition, see, 

Coalition/Colton-1(f), Attachment A.  See also, the response to Coalition/Colton-1(g) 

and accompanying attachments and the response to Coalition/Colton-2(a) and 

accompanying attachments 

g) Assuming that the primary challenges experienced by low income customers in  paying 

their bills and keeping service is not related to recipients of Manitoba  Assistance 

(welfare), what are the implications, if any, for successful programming  design including the 

achievement of meaningful participation rates? 
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RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton would expect that there are bill payment problems across the spectrum of 

low-income status, not related primarily to any of the particular programs or household 

characteristics identified in the question.  In support of this proposition, Mr. Colton has 

attached a series of reports identifying the needs of low-income populations across the 

range of demographic variables in the United States.  Coalition/Colton-1(g), 

Attachment A; Coalition/Colton-1(g) Attachment B; and Coalition/Colton-1(g), 

Attachment C.    The lessons learned from these reports on how the energy needs 

reach across the spectrum of demographics would be applicable to Manitoba as well.   

The implications of this are several-fold.  First, the collaborative process recommended 
by Mr. Colton should seek out a wide participation amongst stakeholder groups.  
Second, in a collaborative process, the PUB would benefit from broad conversations 
with service providers in the same fashion as the Ontario Energy Board reported it 
benefitted from such conversations.  Third, eligibility determinations for a bill 
affordability program, irrespective of any specific design ultimately adopted, cannot be 
placed with the utility, which has neither the resources nor the expertise to make such 
determinations.  Fourth, to the extent that community-based organizations can be used 
in the outreach and intake process, the achievement of “meaningful participation rates” 
(in the words of the question) will benefit.  Fifth, to the extent that a demonstration of 
eligibility for bill assistance can be associated with a demonstration of eligibility for 
existing programs, a bill assistance program will benefit.   

h) Please identify and provide a description of leading bill assistance programs in

the United States or otherwise where persons on welfare are not a significant

element of the target population for persons in receipt of bill assistance.

RESPONSE: 
The question does not define its term “significant element.”  Nor does the question 
define the perspective from which “significance” is to be assessed. However, reading 
“significant element” in conjunction with Sub-part (f), which refers to “related primarily 
to recipients of Manitoba Assistance (welfare),” and Sub-part (i) which refers to 
programs where “the working poor are the primary target of programming,” Mr. Colton 
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would observe that none of the leading bill assistance programs in the United States –
he offers no opinion on such programs in Europe, Great Britain, or other 
Commonwealth countries—are programs where persons on welfare are a significant 
element of the target population. 

i) Please identify and provide a description of leading bill assistance programs in

the United States, Canada or otherwise where “the working poor” are the primary

target of programming and where persons on welfare (non reserve) are not a

significant element of the target population for persons in receipt of bill assistance.

Please elaborate on the particular challenges in delivering cost effective bill

affordability programs to the “working poor” in a manner that achieves meaningful

participation rates.

RESPONSE: 
None of the “leading bill assistance programs in the United States –he offers no 
opinion of such programs in Europe, Great Britain, or other Commonwealth countries—
are programs where “the working poor are the primary target of programming.” 
(emphasis added).  While the question offers no insights into what it considers a 
“meaningful participation rate” or what it means by “particular challenges,” Mr. Colton’s 
experience would counsel that the “working poor” offer the same challenges and 
opportunities as other particular sub-groups (e.g., the elderly, the disabled, households 
with children).  The challenges are to identify the potentially eligible household, to 
educate that household about the existence of the bill assistance program, and to 
enroll that household if and to the extent that the household needs and wants 
assistance.  See, Coalition/Colton-1(i), Attachment A, Coalition/Colton-1(i), Attachment 
B.   

Mr. Colton agrees with the assessment of Food Stamp outreach in the United States, 
and asserts that it is as applicable to Manitoba bill affordability assistance as it is to any 
other public program: “”From a policy viewpoint, an informed decision on the part of an 
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eligible household not to participate in the program is not an issue. Lack of information 
about the program, however, and at least some program and access problems can and 
should be remedied.” 

j) Please identify and provide a description of leading bill assistance programs in

the United States, Canada or otherwise which have a primary design focus on

Indigenous people living in disproportionately poor housing conditions whether on

reserve or in communities adjacent to the reserve.

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton is unaware of any leading bill assistance program in the United States or 
Canada –he offers no opinion on such programs in Europe, Great Britain, or other 
Commonwealth countries—that are programs which have a primary design focus on 
Indigenous people living in disproportionately poor housing conditions, whether on 
reserve on In communities adjacent to the reserve.   

k) Please describe the expertise of Mr. Colton in delivering bill assistance or bill

affordability programming to Indigenous people living in disproportionately poor

housing conditions whether on reserve or in communities adjacent to the reserve.

RATIONALE FOR QUESTION: 
While Mr. Colton has asserted that it is the poorest households that are experiencing

challenges in paying their bills and keeping their service, there is considerable

evidence to suggest that Manitoba assistance (welfare) recipients  have programming
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available to assist them in meeting their energy bills.  There is significant evidence

to suggest that provincial welfare recipients disproportionately comprise the population

of those experiencing substantial depths of poverty

An important issue raised in Manitoba may relate to energy affordability challenges of

low income persons other than those on welfare (ie the working poor and Indigenous

people living in disproportionately poor housing conditions whether on reserve or in

communities adjacent to the reserve).

It is important to understand whether there is demonstrably cost effective programming

aimed at either the working poor or Indigenous people living in disproportionately

poor housing conditions.

If those programs exist and are demonstrably effective, insight from these programs

would be valuable to future collaborative discussions.

RESPONSE: 
The expertise of Mr. Colton was described in detail in the opening pages of his Direct 
Testimony and in Appendix A to his Direct Testimony.   

RATIONALE FOR REFUSAL TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION:
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Coalition/Colton 2 

PREAMBLE TO IR (IF ANY):   
Mr. Colton states: 

I have been asked by GAC to present a process through which an appropriate Made-

in- Manitoba bill affordability program could be developed.

QUESTION: 
a) Please outline the research you have undertaken to understand the unique 

dynamics, if any, which underlie the bill affordability issue in Manitoba.  Please 

highlight  the research you have undertaken relating to the Manitoba bill 

affordability issue as it  may be affected by provincial social safety net programs 

and housing quality.  As well,  please articulate the research you have undertaken 

into the bill affordability issue as it relates to the challenges faced by the reserve, off 

reserve and urban Indigenous population in Manitoba including challenges posed 

by disproportionately low quality housing, low income and cold Northern climates. 
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RESPONSE: 
In preparing his testimony and formulating the conclusions and recommendations 
offered in his Direct Testimony, Mr. Colton reviewed the information and analysis 
presented in the materials listed below and included as Coalition/Colton-2, Attachment 
A through Attachment BE.   

Attachment Author Date Title 2(a) 
Report on Manitoba's Employment and A Manitoba Ombudsman May-10 Income Assistance Program 

Audit and Evaluation Evaluation of the Income Assistance B Sector, Indian and Dec-07 Program Northern Affairs Canada 
Social Science and A Family Living Wage for Manitoba: 2013 C Humanities Research Nov-13 Update Council of Canada 
StatsCan: Income D Dec-14 Low-Income Lines: 2012 - 2013 Statistics Division 

E Homeless HUB Canada Undated Welfare incomes over time--Prairie 

F Homeless HUB Canada Undated Welfare incomes, poverty lines, and 

The View from Here: How a living wage G CCPA Nov-09 can reduce poverty in Manitoba 
Working for a Living Wage: Making Paid 

H CCPA Sep-08 Work Meet Basic Family Needs in 
Vancouver and Victoria 
Why is the Health Status of Some Manitoba Centre for I Mar-03 Manitobans Not Improving? The Widening Health Policy Cap in the Health Status of Manitobans 

Winnipeg Social J Feb-10 Poverty Measurement: A Short History Planning Council 
Winnipeg Social K 2003 Acceptable Living Level: Manitoba Planning Council 
Winnipeg Social Poverty in Manitoba: Survey of Labour and L 2006 Planning Council Income Dynamics: 2006 data 
Winnipeg Social Manitoba at a Crossroads: Manitoba Child M 2008 Planning Council & Family Poverty Report Card 
Winnipeg Social 20 Years Lost: the Poverty Generation: N Nov-09 Planning Council Manitoba Child and Family Report Card 

EIA Statistics: Incidence and Depth of Winnipeg Social O Jul-08 Shelter Budget Inadequacy (private rental Planning Council housing units) 
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P Winnipeg Harvest 2009 Facts: 2009 
National Council of Welfare Incomes: 2008: single person Q 2008 Welfare Reports considered employable 
National Council of Welfare Incomes: 2008: single person with R 2008 Welfare Reports a disability 
National Council of Welfare Incomes: 2008: lone parent with S 2008 Welfare Reports child aged two 
National Council of Welfare Incomes: 2008: couple with two T 2008 Welfare Reports children aged 10 and 15 
National Council of Welfare Incomes: 2008: Methodology, U 2008 Welfare Reports notes and information sources 
National Council of Poverty profile: poverty trends by family V 2007 Welfare Reports type 
National Council of W 2007 Poverty profile: Poverty trends by province Welfare Reports 
National Council of Poverty profile: Poverty trends by province-X 2007 Welfare Reports -charts 
National Council of Y 2007 Poverty profile: Depth of poverty Welfare Reports 
National Council of Z 2007 Poverty profile: Duration of poverty Welfare Reports 
National Council of AA 2007 Poverty profile: Paid work and poverty Welfare Reports 

Provincial Sustainability Report for AB Government of Manitoba 2005 Manitoba 
AC Government of Manitoba 2013-14 Manitoba Family Services: Annual Report 

AD Government of Manitoba 2012-13 Manitoba Family Services and Labor: 

AE Government of Manitoba 2011-12 Manitoba Family Services and Labor: 

AF Government of Manitoba 2010-11 Manitoba Family Services and Consumer 

AG Government of Manitoba 2009-10 Manitoba Family Services and Consumer 

AH Government of Manitoba 2008-09 Manitoba Family Services and Housing: 

AI Government of Manitoba 2007-08 Manitoba Family Services and Housing: 

AJ Government of Manitoba 2006-07 Manitoba Family Services and Housing: 

All Aboard: Manitoba's Poverty Reduction AK Government of Manitoba May-12 and Social Inclusion Strategy 
All Aboard: Manitoba's Poverty Reduction 

AL Government of Manitoba Sep-13 and Social Inclusion Strategy: Annual 
Report 2012-13 
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All Aboard: Manitoba's Poverty Reduction 
AM Government of Manitoba Sep-14 and Social Inclusion Strategy: Annual 

Report 2013-14 
AN Government of Manitoba 2012 All Aboard: 2012 Budget Document 
AO Government of Manitoba 2013 All Aboard: 2013 Budget Document 
AP Government of Manitoba 2014 All Aboard: 2014 Budget Document 

AQ Government of Manitoba Undated All Aboard: Targeting Support for those 

All Aboard: Manitoba's Strategy for a 
AR Government of Manitoba Undated Sustainable Economy and a Stronger 

Labor Market 
AS Government of Manitoba Mar-13 All Aboard: What we Heard 

Caledon Institute of AT Dec-13 Welfare in Canada in 2012 Social Policy 
National Council of Summer AU Welfare Incomes: 2005 Welfare 2006 
National Council of Winter AV Welfare Incomes: 2006 - 2007 Welfare 2008 
National Council of Winter AW Welfare Incomes: 2008 Welfare 2010 

AX Campaign 2000  Child and Family Report Card: 2010 
AY Campaign 2000  Child and Family Report Card: 2011 
AZ Campaign 2000  Child and Family Report Card: 2012 
BA Campaign 2000  Child and Family Report Card: 2013 
BB Campaign 2000  Child and Family Report Card: 2014 

Poverty or Prosperity: Indigenous Children BC CCPA Jan-13 in Canada 
BD Canada without Poverty 2013 Manitoba Poverty Profile Update 

Aboriginal Peoples and Poverty in Canada: 
BE Noel and Larocque Aug-09 Can Provincial Government Make a 

Difference 

b) Please outline the engagement you have undertaken in Manitoba, if any, relating to

the bill affordability issue in Manitoba.  Please outline the contact you have had with

community organizations in Manitoba, government agencies such as Manitoba Family

Services and Housing and the Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation as  well as

First Nation and Metis leadership organizations.
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RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton was retained to provide expert testimony in the pending Manitoba Hydro 
rate proceeding before the Manitoba Public Utility Board.  He was asked to assess 
whether a multi-stakeholder collaborative process outside of the strictures of a rate 
proceeding would be an appropriate substantive and procedural mechanism to use in 
determining the objectives and structure of a rate affordability program.  He was asked 
further to describe the broad elements of existing program models from which such a 
multi-stakeholder collaborative process might draw in future discussions about an 
appropriate rate affordability program.  In that capacity, and prior to the 
commencement of the collaborative process which would occur outside the strictures 
of the pending rate proceeding, Mr. Colton has had no discussions with the institutions 
listed in this question. 

c) Please review Appendix C, Housing Conditions and Affordability Problems Among

Manitoba Households On- and Off-Reserve – 2011, and indicate whether Mr. Colton is

prepared to accept the table and accompanying narrative as an accurate reflection

of certain data presented in Statistics Canada, 2011 National Household Survey, Cat.

No. 99-014-X2011028.

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton has no basis to accept or not to accept Appendix C to this question.  He 
offers no opinion on whether the table and accompanying narrative is “an accurate 
reflection of certain data presented in” the referenced StatsCan publication.   

d) Assuming that Mr. Colton accepts the data and narrative presented in Appendix C

what are the implications, if any,  for a Made in Manitoba bill affordability program of

the following conclusions:

• Band Housing is in much worse shape than non-band housing with 51% 
needing major repairs compared to only 10% of non-band housing. 
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• Low income households are more likely to live in housing needing major repairs 
than higher income households.  This is particularly true of non-band housing.  
For those living in band housing, only the two highest income groups are less 
likely to have housing needing major repairs but the per cent is still much higher 
than those living in non-band housing. 

• The per cent of households spending more than 30 per cent of their income on 
shelter costs, including utilities, is strongly correlated with household income, 
ranging from 88% of those with household income of under $10,000 to only 1% 
of those with household incomes above $100,000.   

• The risk of living in housing needing major repairs is about the same for those 
with and without an affordability problem; i.e. paying more than 30 per cent on 
shelter costs.  

• Being low income also increases the risk of experiencing affordability problems.  
For those living in Winnipeg, 70 per cent of low income persons experience 
affordability problems compared to only 9.2 per cent of non-low income persons.  
Outside of Winnipeg, only 41 per cent of low income persons experience 
affordability problems compared to 5.8 per cent of non-low income persons. 

RATIONALE FOR QUESTION: 

While Mr. Colton quite properly seeks to promote a Made in Manitoba dialogue on bill

affordability issues, he does so with little reference to Manitoba data.  He does not

address the implications, if any, of substandard housing on affordability as well as the

implications of the unique challenges faced by Indigenous people living on or near

reserve.

Any future collaborative dialogue would benefit from the application of Mr. Colton's

policy expertise to Manitoba realities.

RESPONSE:  
See Response to Coalition/Colton-2(c).   

RATIONALE FOR REFUSAL TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION: 
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Coalition/Colton 3 

PREAMBLE TO IR (IF ANY):   
Mr. Colton commented that: 

The Pennsylvania PUC found that bill affordability programs could be a lesser cost way

to address inability-to-pay. (9)

Rather, it is unreasonable to avoid pursuing such a program as a part of the utility’s

cost-effective, efficient, just and reasonable rate structure. The question should be how

to structure a program, not whether to structure a program. (10)

Mr. Colton also discusses Pennsylvania CAP programs at page 42 of his evidence. 

QUESTION: 
a) Is Mr. Colton aware of any recent analysis which considered the effectiveness of

CAP programming in Pennsylvania in reaching individuals living at great depths below

the poverty line?  Does Mr. Colton accept or take issue with the following  commentary

from Apprise (http://www.appriseinc.org/reports/MSS_PA.pdf) relating to PECO's

Customer Assistance Program:

Low participation rates were seen for customers with income below 25 percent
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of the poverty level. (25)

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton was a co-author of the Multi-Sponsor Study (MSS).  He accepts the 
statements made therein as his own.   

b)  Can Mr. Colton offer an updated commentary of the current success of

Pennsylvania programming in reaching low income populations in general and those

living at great depths of poverty in particular?   Please provide links to any sources

relied upon.

RESPONSE: 
See, Coalition/Colton-3(b), Attachment A.  The question provides no indication of what 
the questioner means by use of the term “great depths of poverty.”  Under 
Pennsylvania state utility commission regulations, every three years (on a rolling 
basis), each regulated natural gas and electric utility having a low-income bill 
assistance program must submit a three-year Universal Service and Energy 
Conservation (USEC) plan to the Pennsylvania commission’s Bureau of Consumer 
Services (BCS) for review and then to the Pennsylvania commission (with the BCS 
comments) for review and approval.  That review process is subject to public comment 
and hearing by all interested stakeholders (including both low-income advocacy groups 
and the state Office of Consumer Advocate, representing all residential ratepayers, 
which is the client for whom Mr. Colton works).  One specific element of the USEC 
review is the “needs analysis” prepared and presented by the utility, along with the 
utility’s proposed mechanisms of meeting that needs analysis.  No utility USEC has 
been disapproved because it fails to adequately reach populations “living at great 
depths of poverty.”   

b) In terms of the Pennsylvania low income population, is Mr. Colton aware of any 

research relating to the percentage of low income household who directly pay

electrical bills?  In particular, does Mr. Colton accept the suggestion by Apprise
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(http://www.appriseinc.org/reports/MSS_PA.pdf) that about 88% of low income

households in Pennsylvania directly pay electric bills (Table 2C)

RESPONSE: 
See, Response to Coalition/Colton-3a 

d) In terms of bill assistance programs, does Mr. Colton accept the suggestion by

Apprise that:

“we often find that programs achieve only a 50% participation rate.”

http://www.appriseinc.org/reports/MSS_PA.pdf, (20)

“With unlimited enrollment, many programs reach about 50% participation.”
Multi-Sponsor Study of Ratepayer-Funded Low-Income Energy Programs, (59)

“Many states find that only 50% of eligible households participate.”  Multi-
Sponsor Study of Ratepayer-Funded Low-Income Energy Programs, (61).

RESPONSE: 
See, Response to Coalition/Colton-3a 

e) Would Mr. Colton agree that a key element of state programming reaching even

50% of their target population is the ability to co-ordinate with other means tested

programs including welfare in order to facilitate enrollment.  If not, why not?

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton agrees that a key element of state programming for a bill affordability 
program is coordination with as many stakeholders as possible, including both public 
entities and community-based organizations, in reaching desired target populations.  
The conclusion as to such coordination being a “key element” of programming is not 
dependent on the target program penetration rate.   
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e) Can Mr. Colton offer an updated commentary of the current success of bill

assistance programming in reaching low income populations in general and those

living at great depths of poverty in particular?   Please provide links to any sources

relied upon.

RESPONSE: 
Coalition/Colton Information Request 3 had two sub-section “e’s” to it.  See, response 
to Coalition/Colton-3b.   

f) In terms of Low Income Assistance programming in the United States, does Mr.

Colton accept the legitimacy of the following challenges identified by DEFG?  If your

answer is yes, how might that challenge be surmounted in Manitoba?  If your answer is

no, please explain with reasons.

• As is the case with most low income assistance programs, energy assistance 
programs are typically oversubscribed and under resourced, particularly in times 
of economic distress.   

• Programs funded by utility surcharges on non-participating customers can also 
be politically touchy, particularly with respect to customers who make just too 
much to qualify, and thus fund the program rather than receiving its aid.  

• Even under the best of circumstances, many customers still struggle to afford 
their energy costs even after all available assistance has been exhausted. 
Assistance amounts often do not keep up with the rising cost of energy, or with 
overall cost of living.   

(Prepaid Energy and Low Income Assistance Programs,

http://home.paygoelectric.com/wpcontent/uploads/2012/09/DEFG_Prepaid_Energy_Low_Inc

ome_Assistance_White_Paper_Sep2012.pdf, p. 8 and 9/21) 
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RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton does not agree with the characterization of the quoted DEFG statements as 
“challenges.”  With that observation, his reactions to specific statements are as follows.  
While the question does not enumerate the three quoted statements , for purposes of 
reference, Mr. Colton has labelled them as Statement A, Statement B, and Statement 
C.   

Ø Statement A.  The quoted statement is presented out of context.  The statement 
is made in a section titled “declining funding levels.”  The statement in full reads: 
“As is the case with most low income assistance programs, energy assistance 
programs are typically oversubscribed and under-resourced, particularly in times 
of economic distress. Chronic high unemployment and underemployment 
increase the number of households who need assistance, but programs 
funded by federal or state governments are often on the chopping block as 
these entities struggle to balance their budgets.” (emphasis added).  When the 
quote is read in the context in which it was presented, Mr. Colton agrees that 
programs funded by federal or state governments are oversubscribed (relative 
to available resources), particularly in times of economic distress. 

Ø Statement B.  No.  Just as the Ontario Energy Board’s survey found that there 
was widespread public support  for an affordability program, survey-after-survey 
has found widespread support in the United States. No public willingness-to-pay 
survey of which Mr. Colton is aware has found a lack of public support for utility 
affordability programs for low-income households.  See, Coalition/Colton-3(f), 
Attachment A through Attachment J. 

Ø Statement C.  The quoted statement is presented out of context.  The statement 
is made in context to the same “programs funded by federal or state 
governments” as discussed above.  The full quote reads: “As mentioned above, 
assistance amounts may decline when demand is high but available funding is 
low. Even under the best of circumstances, many customers still struggle to 
afford their energy costs even after all available assistance has been exhausted. 
Assistance amounts often do not keep up with the rising cost of energy, or with 
overall cost of living. Assistance amounts vary by program and sometimes by 
year, and may run out once the program’s funds are exhausted.”  Mr. Colton 
agrees, however, that “even under the best of circumstances, many customers 
still struggle to afford their energy costs. . .”  This recognition is one reason that 
the Ontario Minister of Energy concluded that Ontario should continue its 
Emergency Financial Assistance (EFA) program even after the adoption of 
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OESP; it is one reason that Mr. Colton has recommended that bill affordability 
programs do not eliminate the need for crisis assistance programs.   

g) Does Mr. Colton agree with the following statement by DEFG?  If not, why not?

• The best way to help low income customers afford their bills is to keep the price 
of electricity affordable, or as affordable as possible (4/21) 

(Prepaid Energy and Low Income Assistance Programs,

http://home.paygoelectric.com/wpcontent/uploads/2012/09/DEFG_Prepaid_Energy_Low_Inc

ome_Assistance_White_Paper_Sep2012.pdf, p. 4/21) 

RESPONSE: 
The quoted statement is presented out of context.  The full context indicates that the 

discussion is of total bills, not of prices.  The full quote states: “The best way to help 

low income customers afford their bills is to keep the price of electricity affordable, or 

as affordable as possible. However, some prepaid programs charge more for the 

commodity. Some also charge monthly participation fees and relatively high transaction 

fees, which add up to a substantial monthly cost for customers who make multiple 

payments every month. This could result in a prepaid customer paying more annually 

than he would as a postpaid customer, if as a postpaid customer he experienced no 

disconnections (and the fees and deposits that usually accompany them). While in the 

short term the higher commodity and participation costs may be outweighed (in terms 

of value to the customer) by the lower up-front cost, over time that balance will shift as 

customers pay higher prices than their postpaid counterparts year after year. “ 

(footnotes omitted).   As can be seen from the full quote, the references are not to 

prices per se, but include a reference  to fees that contribute to a “substantial monthly 

cost” and the result that a customer would “result in. . .paying more annually.”  

(emphasis added).  With this recognition, that the statement would more accurately 

read “the best way to help low-income customers afford their bills is to keep the bill for 
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electricity affordable, or as affordable as possible,” Mr. Colton would agree with that 

statement.   

h) Does Mr. Colton agree with the following statement by Apprise?  If yes, how might

such challenges be  surmounted in Manitoba?  If not, why not?

In many affordability programs, customers are not removed from the program and 
continue to receive program benefits until their utility service is terminated. This
practice leads to higher program retention rates than those programs that dismiss
program participants who miss payments. However, programs still have difficultly
recertifying customers or having customers reapply for the program. While
recertification rates can be difficult to interpret, as some customers are not required to
recertify when they participate in particular programs such as LIHEAP, reenrollment
rates are more straightforward. The NJ USF evaluation showed that only 44% of
customers reenrolled in the program.

Apprise, Multi-Sponsor Study of Ratepayer-Funded Low-Income Energy Programs, p.
xii

RATIONALE FOR QUESTION: 
While Mr. Colton offers important insight into the utility of bill assistance programs, there are a 

number of material challenges identified in the US literature.   

Mr. Colton's advice in terms of the legitimacy of identified challenges and means to address 

them can form an important foundation for any Made in Manitoba collaborative effort. 

RESPONSE: 
See, Response to Coalition/Colton-3(a).  Mr. Colton has no New Jersey specific 
information upon which to offer an opinion as to whether or not the New Jersey data 
cited in the April 2006 evaluation of the New Jersey program accurately continues to 
represent re-enrollment rates in the USF program after the years of continuing program 
operation.   
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RATIONALE FOR REFUSAL TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION: 
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Coalition/Colton 4 

PREAMBLE TO IR (IF ANY):   
Mr. Colton states: 

This Manitoba Hydro ideology is at odds with judicial precedent in Canada. In the 2008

decision in Action Centre for Tenants Ontario (ACTO) v. Ontario Energy Board, Court

File No. 273/07 (May 6, 2008), the Divisional Court of the Ontario Superior Court of

Justice, rejected just such an argument.

QUESTION: 
a) Has Mr. Colton considered the case law relating to bill affordability from any other

Canadian jurisdictions including Nova Scotia?  If so, can Mr. Colton summarizes the

results of any other case law such as the Nova Scotia caselaw?

RATIONALE FOR QUESTION: 
Mr. Colton appears to have offered an incomplete summation of relevant Canadian case law. 

RESPONSE:  
No.   
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RATIONALE FOR REFUSAL TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION: 
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Coalition/Colton 5 

PREAMBLE TO IR (IF ANY):   
Mr. Colton states: 

For example, consider the Apprise, Inc. evaluation of the New Jersey Universal Service

Fund.

QUESTION: 
Please provide an electronic link to the Apprise Inc study. 

RATIONALE FOR QUESTION: 
The study provides important insights into the strengths and weaknesses of Bill Assistance 

and should be on the record. 

RESPONSE:  
The New Jersey evaluation by APPRISE, Inc. is attached as Coalition/Colton-5, 
Attachment A. 

RATIONALE FOR REFUSAL TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION: 
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Coalition/Colton 6 

PREAMBLE TO IR (IF ANY):   
They have been frequently and comprehensively evaluated for multiple utilities, in multiple 

jurisdictions, by multiple third party evaluators. A list of third party program evaluations that I 

have reviewed and have in my possession (with some exceptions noted for older reports) is 

presented in Appendix B.  

QUESTION: 
a) Has Mr. Colton reviewed Pathways to Success in Low Income Energy Assistance

Payment Programs: The Differential Effects of Customer Characteristics and Program

Design on Payment Rates, Megan Campbell, Opinion Dynamics, La Jolla CA

http://www.opiniondynamics.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/08/Pathways-to-Success-in-Low-
Income-Energy-Assistance-Payment 

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton has reviewed Ms. Campbell’s paper.  There are substantial difficulties with 
the paper, however.  She states that her team conducted an “end-to-end evaluation” 
for an “electric utility in the Northeastern United States.”  While she does not identify 
the utility, she states that the program “falls under the rubric of Universal Service 
Programs.” She states further that “CAP credits are limited. . .”  This means that she 
was reviewing a Pennsylvania electric utility. (Pennsylvania is the only states that 
refers to its programs as “universal service programs,” and is the only state that refers 
to its bill assistance programs as CAPs, Customer Assistance Programs. Indeed, 
Pennsylvania places an annual ceiling on its “CAP credits”).  One problem that appears 
on the face of her analysis is that she refers to the “bottom two” deciles of program 
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participants as having 17,023 participants, while the “top two” deciles have 16,106 
participants.  A decile equals one-tenth of the program participants.  Since two deciles 
of participants have between 16,106 and 17,023 participants, each single decile 
standing alone would have between roughly 8,000 and 8,500 participants.  The total 
program participation would thus be between 80,000 (8,000 x 10) and 85,000 (8,500 x 
10).  However, as shown in the table below, PECO Energy (electric) has the largest 
program in Pennsylvania (with roughly 140,000 participants) (but, in any event, does 
not operate an income-based program as Ms. Campbell says she was examining).  
The next largest electric program in Pennsylvania is PPL Energy (37,204 in 2013) and 
Duquesne Light (35,568 in 2013). No electric program in Pennsylvania, in other words, 
has a participation rate anywhere close to that reported by Ms. Campbell.  Given the 
suspect reporting of data, Mr. Colton does not accept either the analysis or the 
conclusions of Ms. Campbell’s paper.   

CAP Participants by Year

Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Company 

15,142 19,922  20,741 20,686 20,945 20,427 19,858 20,094  21,291 xxx xxx xxx Allegheny Electric 

15,075 16,809  18,490 23,093 25,522 27,566 30,799 33,145  35,981 37,893  36,156 35,568 Duquesne Electric 

13,338 6,179  6,288 8,145 9,915 12,123 17,915 23,980  26,023 29,496  28,773 17,517 GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 

86,535 99,187  98,387 116,829 129,643 120,633 126,186 130,619  141,247 138,421  136,529 139,677 PECO-Electric Electric 

xxx 10,364  11,689 13,069 14,940 18,191 27,509 34,147  35,554 39,161  36,848 24,244 Penelec (2003+) Electric 

3,991 3,921  3,198 3,393 4,005 4,877 7,131 9,387  9,991 10,104  9,246 5,590 Penn Power Electric 

10,919 12,420  15,801 14,033 20,721 21,820 23,305 29,313  32,446 34,308  31,657 37,204 PPL Electric 
West Penn Power xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 21,617  21,120 20,607 (2011+) Electric 

b) Does Mr. Colton agree with the following commentary by Ms Campbell?  If not, why

not?

After reviewing previous evaluations of similar programs, it was clear that no

industry standard existed for defining success or for evaluation success in

these programs. (5/12)

RATIONALE FOR QUESTION: 
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The question offers insight into the comparability of analysis. 

RESPONSE: 
Mr. Colton agrees that “no industry standard exists for defining success or for 
evaluation success in these programs.”  The “success” of individual programs is 
measured relative to the objectives sought to be achieved.  If there is no uniformity in 
objective, there can be no uniformity in standards of success.   

There is no “industry standard” on what objectives are sought to be achieved by a bill 
affordability program.  On a macro-level, some programs seek to use programs (as Mr. 
Colton has proposed for Manitoba) to address payment problems.  Other utilities, 
however, have adopted such programs to help address the underlying issues of 
poverty generally irrespective of past payment troubles.  Still other utilities have 
adopted such programs as a supplement to public-funding.  The fact that the definition 
of “success” depends on the definition of the objectives sought lends support for the 
need in Manitoba for a multi-stakeholder collaboration, such as that proposed by Mr. 
Colton, to address the parameters of a bill assistance program.   

On a micro-level, persons might well define parameters of “success” differently. For 
example, Ms. Campbell defined “success” as the proportion of participants making bill 
payments in-full and on-time.  To review that, let’s assume Customer A receives two 
bills, each of which is for $100. Customer A makes two payments, each of which is for 
$99.  Under Ms. Campbell’s measure of “success,” the program supporting Customer 
A would have failed 100% of the time, since neither payment was in-full and on-time. 
(The “on-time payment rate” defined by Ms. Campbell would find 0 on-time payments 
divided by 2 monthly bills).  In contrast, another utility might (quite reasonably) note 
that it had received $198 of the $200 it had billed and declared the effort to collect 
revenue from Customer A “successful.”   

Mr. Colton’s recommended measures of success are those presented in the Pre-
Implementation Plan as developed by Public Service Company of Colorado (in 
collaboration with a multi-stakeholder “oversight” committee).  That PSCO Pre-
Implementation Plan is attached to this response as Coalition/Colton-6(b), Attachment 
A.   
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RATIONALE FOR REFUSAL TO FULLY ANSWER THE QUESTION: 
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MINISTER’S MESSAGE


Fellow Manitoban:


On behalf of the Manitoba government, I am very pleased to introduce this comprehensive and informative document, 
the 2005 Provincial Sustainability Report for Manitoba.


The purpose of this new and innovative report is to provide Manitobans with information on important sustainability
issues and trends. The report was developed by compiling data on key indicators that have been tracked over time to 
measure our progress towards sustainability. This approach improves on the Manitoba government’s state of the environ-
ment reporting during the 1990s. Rather than presenting information based solely on current environmental conditions,
we are reporting on the interrelationships between environmental conditions and social and economic factors.


It is difficult to measure progress towards sustainability using only one or two indicators, or to determine complex trends
over a short time period. Since this is the first report of its kind for Manitoba, the indicators used in future reports will
likely evolve over time. We are committed to improving the coordination of information both within government, and
with Manitobans and stakeholders, to use the most effective and appropriate indicators.


By reading and using this document, readers can become better informed and make wise decisions that contribute to a
more sustainable future for all of us.


I welcome your comments on this report and on our efforts to date. Your input will help improve our process for future
reports. Thank you for participating and for doing your part in making Manitoba more sustainable.


Sincerely,


Stan Struthers
Minister of Conservation
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


T his is the first Sustainability Report for Manitoba,
required under The Sustainable Development Act.
Its purpose is to provide Manitobans with timely, 


accurate information on important sustainability issues and
trends. It is a way of monitoring Manitoba’s sustainability
by tracking and interpreting key indicators in the province’s
many sectors. By studying and reporting on these indicators,
Manitobans can be kept informed about the progress taking
place and be encouraged to participate in the long-term
strategies for sustainable development in Manitoba.


Summary of Indicators 
and Trends
Following is a summary of the indicators presented in this
report, their associated trends and the pages where they are
located. The indicators are organized within a framework 
of three dimensions – natural environment, economy and


social well-being. For a full interpretation of the indicators
and their implications for sustainability, see the relevant 
chapter in this report.


NATURAL ENVIRONMENT


The natural environment dimension, presented in Chapter
One, consists of six categories of indicators, each addressing
a specific environmental/resource area. These indicators will
help determine whether nature’s life-supporting capacity 
is diminishing or being maintained. The categories 
discussed in the chapter on natural environment are: 
biodiversity and habitat conservation; fish; forests; air;
water; and climate change (Table A).


Sustainable management of Manitoba’s rich heritage of 
natural resources and ecosystems is a complex task with
notable successes along with emerging challenges. The list
of familiar threats to the environment, such as water 


Table A. Summary of Natural Environment Indicators


CATEGORY INDICATOR TREND PAGE


Biodiversity and ■  Natural Lands and Protected Areas Positive 12
Habitat 
Conservation ■  Wildlife Species and Ecosystems at Risk Unclear 12


Fish ■  Fish Species Biodiversity and Population Changing 14


■  Commercial Fish Harvest Varies depending on fishery 15


Forests ■  Forest Type and Age Class Stable 16


■  Forest Renewal Stable 16


Air ■  Urban Air Quality Index (AQI) Winnipeg and Brandon 
unchanged; Flin Flon improving 18


Water ■  Water Quality Stable 20


■  Water Allocation/Consumption Municipal use positive;
Agricultural and industrial use 
negative 21


Climate Change ■  Average Annual and Seasonal Temperature Negative 24


■  Total Annual and Seasonal Precipitation Negative 24


■  Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions Stable 25
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pollution, has grown to include risks like climate change
and invasive species. Many of these issues are linked and
cannot be effectively dealt with in isolation. Integrated 
programs like The Manitoba Water Strategy take these links
into account and, therefore, can show significant promise 
if properly implemented.  


The recovery of some formerly endangered species
demonstrates that, with the right approach, negative trends
can be reversed. However, focused attention is now needed
in a number of emerging problem areas. Excessive nutrient
loading has contributed to a deterioration of water quality
in Lake Winnipeg. Although predicting the nature of 
climate change and its effects is filled with uncertainties,
there remains the potential for more frequent, extreme
events and higher costs. In many other areas, such as
indoor air pollution, a lack of monitoring data makes it 
difficult to form any reasonable conclusions. It will be


increasingly important to keep a close watch over the state
of the environment in the face of continuing change – it
may provide the early warning signals needed to adapt 
in a sustainable way.


ECONOMY


The economic dimension, presented in Chapter Two, 
consists of seven categories of indicators. These indicators
help describe and track the impact of the economy on the
natural environment; the ecological efficiency with which
the natural environment is converted into goods and
services for human consumption; and the level of economic
welfare generated. The categories discussed in this chapter
are: economic performance; agricultural viability; mining; 
energy efficiency and conservation; consumption and waste
management; employment; and education (Table B).


Table B. Summary of Economic Indicators


CATEGORY INDICATOR TREND PAGE


Economic ■  Real Gross Domestic Product Per Capita Stable 30
Performance


■  Contributions to Gross Domestic Product by Sector Stable 30


Agricultural ■  Total Net Farm Income Variable 32
Viability


■  Farm Structure Consolidation increasing 32


Mining ■  Mineral Exploration Stable 34


■  Mineral Reserves Negative 34


■  Mineral Production Stable 35


Energy Efficiency ■  Energy Intensity Positive 36
and Conservation


■  Renewable Energy Consumed versus
Total Energy Consumed Positive 36


Consumption ■  Waste Disposal Positive 38
and Waste


■  Waste Recycled or Reused Positive 38
Management


Employment ■  Labour Force Trends Positive 40


■  Labour Force Opportunities Positive 41


Education ■  Readiness for School Not yet established 43


■  Literacy Stable 43


■  High School and Post-secondary High school positive
Education Completion University/college stable 44
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Based on Gross Domestic Product, the Manitoba economy
is holding its relative position within Canada and a trend 
of continued positive growth is expected. On one hand, this
is good news because it contributes to the positive trends
seen in employment rates and labour force opportunities 
in Manitoba. On the other hand, economic progress in
Manitoba has typically translated into increased consumption
of material goods, and this usually means more material
waste. With recycling rates climbing in Manitoba and the
rest of the world, society will begin relying more and 
more on industry to design products and services that
minimize waste.


Successes in Manitoba’s agriculture and agri-food sector
hinge on local and, increasingly, on global forces of change –
as the BSE crisis has highlighted. The average size of a farm
in Manitoba has increased over the years due to required
economies of scale to offset increased costs. The implications
of this shift to economic, social and environmental aspects
of sustainability will require study and monitoring in the
years to come. 


An important component of the economy in Manitoba 
is the education of our youth. While youth literacy in
Manitoba is among the best in the world, some aspects 
of our children’s readiness for school show the need for
stronger learning foundations during their early years. 


Manitoba’s abundant hydroelectricity plays a key role in the
province’s transition to sustainable development. It benefits
our economy by providing an inexpensive source of energy,
and its renewable nature contributes to Manitoba’s energy
security. As well, our hydroelectricity is a clean source of
energy that is helping Manitoba and Canada minimize 
their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and meet global
commitments on climate change.


SOCIAL WELL-BEING


The social well-being dimension, presented in Chapter
Three, consists of six categories of indicators. These
indicators help describe and track society’s capacity to create
sustainable economic and social institutions, and to care for
its members. The categories discussed in the chapter on
social well-being are: demographics; equity and rights;
community and culture; governance; health; and justice
(Table C).


Manitobans are generally healthy, yet particular segments of
our population are at high risk of developing certain health
problems. For example, rates of diabetes in Manitoba 
continue to increase.


Manitobans enjoy the many freedoms that are part of life 
in a democratic society, yet our province and country are
experiencing a decline in voter turnout. Manitoba enjoys


Table C. Summary of Social Well-Being Indicators


CATEGORY INDICATOR TREND PAGE


Demographics ■  Population Growth Positive 48


■  Migration to Manitoba from Other Jurisdictions Positive 48


Equity and ■  Low Income Increasing until the mid-1990s
Rights and positive since 50


■  Income Inequality Negative 50


■  Income Dependency Positive 51


■  Community Supported Living Positive 51


Community  ■  Community Engagement Not yet established 52
and Culture


■  Heritage Conservation Positive 53


■  Primary Language Spoken at Home Unclear 53


Governance ■  Voting Rates Negative 55


■  Progress Toward Debt Repayment Positive 55


Health ■  Health Status Not yet established 57


■  Access and Quality of Care Not yet established 58


Justice ■  Crime Rate Variable 60
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the benefit of having the second most equal distribution of
income in the country, a fact that bodes well for sustainable
development. However, Manitoba’s percentage of low-
income families remains high compared to other provinces. 


While Manitoba’s state of social well-being will always show
mixed trends, it is our many positive features that will


ultimately attract Canadians from other provinces and
citizens from other countries to live in Manitoba and, of
critical importance, will provide a reason for young
Manitobans to remain in our province.
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INTRODUCTION


T his report represents the first Sustainability Report
for Manitoba, as required under The Sustainable
Development Act. The purpose of the report is to


provide Manitobans with timely, accurate information on
important sustainability issues and trends. The report was
developed by the Manitoba government based on recom-
mendations for sustainability indicators from the Manitoba
Round Table for Sustainable Development. 


Provincial Profile
Located in the geographic centre of North America,
Manitoba connects the rich agricultural lands of the
Canadian Prairies with the rugged granite landscape of 
the Canadian Shield and the Arctic waters of Hudson Bay.
Manitoba’s boundaries encompass an area of 650,087
square kilometres, consisting of 54.8 million hectares of
land and 10.2 million hectares of water. It has a physical 
variety of tall- and short-grass prairie, aspen parkland, 
hardwood and softwood forests, hills and plains.


Six of Canada’s 15 ecozones are represented within Manitoba’s
borders (see map of Manitoba’s Ecozones). The province 
has over 100,000 lakes and four major rivers drain the
northern reaches of the province and empty into Hudson
Bay: the Churchill, the Nelson, the Seal, and the Hayes. In
the south, the Red and Assiniboine meander through the
grasslands to Lake Winnipeg, which is the tenth largest
freshwater lake in the world.


Within Manitoba’s population of 1.17 million, more than
100 languages are spoken, a reflection of a tradition of
newcomers from around the world finding a home in
Manitoba and a long history of First Nations inhabiting the
land. This diversity enriches our culture and helps Manitoba
do business on the global market. Manitoba supports a
diverse number of economic sectors including: manufacturing
(such as food processing and aerospace industries); financial
services; agriculture; biotechnology; information and
communication; energy; tourism; forestry; and mining. 


Maintaining and enhancing a healthy physical environment,
a stable and diverse economy and our rich culture and quality
of life in the future will require Manitobans to face a variety
of sustainability issues and trends described in this report.


Figure A. Manitoba’s Ecozones


West Hawk Lake
Falcon lake


Churchill
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Organization of the Report
The report helps to monitor sustainability by tracking and
interpreting key indicators in many sectors of the province.
The indicators are organized into a framework (Figure B)
that reflects the different dimensions of Manitoba’s
sustainability – natural environment, economy and social 
well-being. The concept of sustainability is rooted in the
interconnectedness and interdependency of each dimension
on the other, with the notion that we cannot consider each
aspect separately. Attempts have been made to show the
links and effects of the indicators on each other and each
dimension throughout the report.


Figure B. Indicator Framework


Within each dimension are categories which in turn present
key sustainability indicators and trends. The executive
summary of the report provides a quick reference to the
trends and where they may be found in the report.


Measuring and reporting on progress toward sustainability
is a complex matter. There are an endless number of 
potential indicators and they must be chosen carefully to
ensure that the various objectives are addressed. The 
indicators presented in this report provide information for 


a relatively short period of time, in relation to long-term
sustainability. They are but one of many tools available to
decision-makers. The indicators should not be interpreted
in isolation, but rather in combination with other relevant
information and ideas for making wise, informed decisions
on sustainability issues for Manitoba. 


The type and amount of data available for this report varies
and timelines for reporting may be different for each
indicator. All efforts will be made to follow-up on these
indicators in the next sustainability report, and build upon the
data presented here. This report is based upon the information
that was available at the time of printing. The electronic version
of this report includes many links to additional information 
on these issues, and is available at www.gov.mb.ca/
conservation/sustainabilityreport/


Give us Your Feedback
We would like to know what you think of this report and
the accompanying website. Tell us what you liked best and
what you think needs to be changed, improved or added.
We welcome your comments by mail, telephone, facsimile
or e-mail. Please submit to: 


Manitoba Sustainability Reporting 
Manitoba Conservation
Suite 160 – 123 Main Street
Winnipeg, MB  R3C 1A5
Phone: 204-945-7100
Fax: 204-948-2357 
E-mail: sustreport@gov.mb.ca
Website:
www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/sustainabilityreport/
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NATURAL ENVIRONMENT


A n essential concept in sustainability is that human
well-being is linked with the state of the natural 
environment. It is a two-way relationship: the 


environment supports and influences human well-being; and
human activities have an impact on the environment. To
advance sustainability, it is essential to measure and track the
health of the environment and the state of natural resources
that sustain human well-being.


Located in the heart of the continent, Manitoba’s natural 
environment includes many of the distinct landscapes found
in Canada. Prairie grasslands cover the south, boreal forests
make up the majority of the central part of the province, and
tundra is found in the northeast. Unique among the Prairie 


provinces, Manitoba has both an ocean coastline and lakes
that are among the largest in Canada and the world. The 
richness of Manitoba’s natural environment requires that we
use a wide array of indicators to track its contribution to 
sustainable development.


Categories presented in the natural environment 
dimension are: 


■ Biodiversity and habitat conservation


■ Fish


■ Forests


■ Air


■ Water


■ Climate change


CHAPTER ONE
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BIODIVERSITY AND 
HABITAT CONSERVATION


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Biodiversity refers to the variability, including genetic 
variability, of living organisms and the ecological complexes of
which they are part. Conserving biodiversity is essential for
maintaining the health of ecosystems and the essential services
they provide to human society. While no one has the capacity
to track the number of all species, it is important and possible
to monitor those that are particularly sensitive or that are 
recognized as having unique ecological, economic or cultural
importance to society.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of 
biodiversity and habitat conservation in Manitoba:


■ Natural Lands and Protected Areas which is measured 
by amount of total designated and protected land.


■ Wildlife Species and Ecosystems at Risk which is 
measured by species designated under The Endangered
Species Act of Manitoba.


Natural Lands and Protected Areas
TREND – POSITIVE


Manitoba’s natural lands play a key role in sustaining 
ecosystems and biodiversity. In 2000, the Manitoba govern-
ment released An Action Plan for Manitoba’s Network of
Protected Areas. The plan outlines the steps to establish 
protected areas and identifies methods and criteria used to
choose them and assess how they contribute to achieving the
protected areas goal, which is to create a network of protected
lands that represent the biodiversity in each of Manitoba’s 
natural regions.


Figure 1-1 shows changes in the area of lands under protection.
Currently, 5.4 million hectares (or 8.4 per cent of Manitoba)
are protected. This includes two national parks, 18 ecological
reserves, all or parts of 42 provincial parks and interim 
protected park reserves, all or parts of 43 wildlife management
areas, two areas designated under The Forest Act, and various
parcels of  private land owned by a conservation agency.


Since the 1990s, significant progress has been made in 
expanding the network of permanent and temporary 
protected areas with many areas receiving permanent parks
designations since 2000. This has been achieved with the
cooperation and support of the major resource users, 
especially the mining and forestry sectors and First Nations.


FFiigguurree  11--11.. Change in Protected Area Network – Total Hectares
and Level of Protection


Source: Manitoba Conservation


Wildlife Species and Ecosystems at Risk
TREND – UNCLEAR


Species at risk are animals and plants that are endangered,
threatened or extirpated. Habitat loss and invasive alien
species are widely recognized as the two main threats to
wildlife. Preventing species from becoming rare or at risk 
can be more cost-effective than recovery programs for 
species at risk. 


While the population trends for some species are well-known,
we have little to no data on the population status or trends for
the vast majority of species native to Manitoba. This is also
true for the 28 species of plants and animals that are designat-
ed under The Endangered Species Act of Manitoba as endan-
gered, threatened or extirpated. Of these, 15 species are also
considered at risk on a national scale.


Some species are not designated at risk but are vulnerable 
to changes in their environment, such as woodland caribou.
They are found throughout much of the eastern and 
northern boreal forests, but have not been in the Whiteshell
or southern areas since the 1950s. The polar bear has also
been the focus of concern, as bears in the Western Hudson
Bay population are showing lower body weights than in 
previous years.


One endangered species that has been brought part way back
from the brink is the peregrine falcon. These birds of prey
have responded positively to a ban on the use of hazardous
organochlorines, such as DDT, and to releases of birds into
the wild. Several pairs of peregrine falcons, which typically
breed on remote northern cliffs, currently nest each year in
Winnipeg and Brandon.
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IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


While progress has been made by increasing protection, 
natural habitats continue to be under growing threat from
external factors, such as exotic species. The resulting reduction
in biodiversity may make our environment less sustainable 
in the long term and could result in higher economic costs 
for industry, agricultural producers, government and 
individual Manitobans.


While the picture on species at risk is mixed or unclear due to
lack of data, there are signs of success and hope. In a number
of cases, populations of endangered species responded well to
conservation measures and rebounded. There are even 
examples, such as the Canada geese, where increased popula-
tion has led to new problems caused by overabundance. This
underlines that sustainability is neither an end point nor a
pathway for unlimited growth. It is much more about 
maintaining viable and resilient populations of wildlife species
around a socially and ecologically acceptable medium. For
Manitoba’s woodland caribou population, a management
strategy has been developed. This strategy is in place to 
minimize impacts on woodland caribou, and ensure the via-
bility of the species by working with the various stakeholders
now and in the future. This will continue to be a priority.


Success, in particular cases, should not detract us from the 
fact that all species do not respond equally to conservation
measures. Also, not all species have the same visibility and
direct economic importance as waterfowl and other big game
animals. The intensity and success of conservation measures in
such cases is much more uncertain. Currently, the inventory
and monitoring of species of concern is among the weakest
link in the chain of conservation actions. Information 
gathered through well-designed monitoring systems is 
essential for making sound conservation decisions and to 
support sustainable development.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information related to biodiversity and 


habitat conservation is available at:


www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/wildlife/ and
www.gov.mb.ca/waterstewardship/
water_quality.index.html


This includes topic areas such as exotic invasive species, 
habitat management and migratory game birds.


■ More detailed information on Manitoba’s protected 
areas initiative is available at: 
www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/pai/


■ More information on provincial parks is available at:
www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/parks/index.html


■ More information on ecological reserves is available at:
www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/parks/ecological_reserves/
index.html


■ The following link also contains downloadable Manitoba
government land related information from a variety of
departments and agencies for use in GIS systems:
www.web2.gov.mb.ca/mli/
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FISH


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
A large part of Manitoba is covered by lakes and rivers with
rich fisheries resources that have economic and ecological, 
as well as social and cultural, value. The image of pristine
northern lakes and trophy walleye or northern pike attract 
a large number of visitors to the province. Fish and other
aquatic organisms are also essential components of biodiversity.


Commercial fishing is a valuable industry in Manitoba with
$30 million in annual sales representing a significant 
contribution to Manitoba’s economy. For over 100 years,
Manitobans have been commercially harvesting fish, with 
the majority of production coming from Lake Winnipeg 
and Lake Manitoba. Several smaller lakes in southern and
northern Manitoba are also fished, and this activity provides 
important jobs and economic opportunities at the local level.
Sport fishing has become a billion dollar industry in Canada
providing economic benefits to communities throughout
Manitoba. Proper management of the fishery and fish habitat
is critical to allow fish populations to remain viable and
ensure a way of life for many Manitobans.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in Manitoba’s 
fish resources:


■ Fish Species Biodiversity and Population which is 
assessed by determining the number of fish species pres-
ent, and relative numbers of each of those species in a
given ecosystem.


■ Commercial Fish Harvest Trends which are used to help
determine the status of fish populations by comparing 
harvest levels to a lake’s capacity to produce fish
Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY) estimates and whether
the trend is increasing or decreasing.


Fish Species Biodiversity and Population
TREND – CHANGING


Fish species biodiversity includes species richness (the number
of species) and species evenness (the relative contribution of
those species present). Manitoba has 89 fish species. Lake
Winnipeg has the same species richness that it did in the late
1800s but there have been significant changes in the abun-
dance of several fish species. High value species, such as stur-
geon and trout, were sensitive to pressure from large scale
commercial fishing and saw early population declines. This
was followed by species that could survive more fishing pres-
sure, such as whitefish, followed by walleye and sauger.


Figure 1-2a. Lake Winnipeg Commercial Fishery Yields
Walleye, Pike, Sauger


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


Figure 1-2b. Lake Winnipeg Commercial Fishery Yields
Whitefish, Sturgeon


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship
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Commercial Fish Harvest
TREND – VARIES DEPENDING ON FISHERY


Fisheries trends are viewed from the perspective of maintain-
ing the long-term sustainability of fish stocks while allowing
annual fish harvests. The largest commercial fishery in
Manitoba is on Lake Winnipeg and the highest valued 
species is walleye. The recent increase in walleye yields shown
on Figure 1-3 may be explained by the invasion of smelt, 
which have become a favourite food item of walleye. Some 
of the trends are also due to changing market demands and
the switch in market preference from whitefish to walleye and
sauger starting in the 1980s. Harvests that exceed maximum
sustainable yields (MSY) pose an increased risk to the sustain-
ability of the fishery. Both Lake Winnipeg’s and Lake
Manitoba’s fishery trends indicate that the resource is fully
allocated. 


As part of its mandate, Manitoba Water Stewardship 
undertakes a number of fisheries management initiatives to
sustain walleye and sauger stocks while supporting the largest
freshwater fishery west of the Great Lakes. Figures 1-3 and 
1-4 demonstrate the relationship of annual walleye yields to
three estimates of walleye MSY in the Lake Winnipeg and
Lake Manitoba commercial fisheries.


Figure 1-3. Lake Winnipeg’s walleye Maximum
Sustainable Yield compared to walleye yields.


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


Figure 1-4. Lake Manitoba’s walleye Maximum
Sustainable Yield compared to walleye yields.


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


To better understand sustainability implications for
Manitoba’s fisheries, there is a need for better data and 
monitoring, improved science to understand both the ecology
and social aspects of fisheries management and more substan-
tive stakeholder involvement in the decision-making process.
Based on the observed trends, there is still insufficient evi-
dence to determine whether the policies currently in place will
be sufficient. The emphasis on sustainable fisheries manage-
ment holds promise, but only long-term monitoring of stocks 
and policy impacts can tell if we are managing the resources
successfully and adaptively.


The health of fish habitat in Manitoba continues to be 
affected by pressures, such as intensive agricultural production
and forestry. Compared with presumed pre-settlement 
conditions, fish habitat, particularly in the southern part of
Manitoba, is at higher risk of degradation. Increasing 
emphasis on riparian zone management and sustainable land
and watershed management indicate that if conservation
measures are implemented systematically and industry-wide,
the impact on fish habitat will be positive and ultimately 
contribute to more robust fisheries.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on Manitoba’s fishery resources, 


including commercial and recreational harvesting, is 
available at: www.gov.mb.ca/waterstewardship/
fish/index.html


Walleye Yield
Walleye MSY 1 kg./ha.
Colby’s Walleye MSY
Walleye MSY from catch-effort
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FORESTS


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Forests provide food and medicine, tourism and educational
opportunities, places for recreation and spirituality and 
economic opportunities through sustainable forest harvesting.
Manitoba is home to one of the last remaining large and
intact blocks of boreal forests in the world. Forests provide
wildlife habitat, improve air quality, moderate temperatures
and minimize soil and water erosion. They also play an
important role in global cycles by recycling water, carbon, 
oxygen and other substances.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in Manitoba’s 
forest resources:


■ Forest Type and Age Class which is a measure of the area
and extent of the forest land base and its forest types.


■ Forest Renewal which is a measure reflecting whether
forested areas are brought back to pre-harvest conditions,
maintaining ecosystem stability.


Forest Type and Age Class
TREND – STABLE


The characterization of the area and extent of the forest 
land base and its forest types are the foundation upon which
allocation and management of forest lands, and their use and
preservation, are based. The intent of tracking this indicator is
to ensure that various forest uses do not reduce the diversity
of forest types and ages. 


Manitoba’s forest zone is 38.7 million hectares, comprising
the southern 60 per cent of the province. Approximately 22
per cent, or 14.3 million hectares, of the forest zone is pro-
ductive forest, including the Aspen Parkland section, which


largely coincides with Manitoba’s agriculture zone. Manitoba’s
Forest Resource Inventory categorizes forest stands by species
and age. The table below shows forest age distribution over
the past decade. 


Over the past two decades, fire has been the most significant
influence on forest type and age distribution in Manitoba’s
boreal forest, where the majority of commercial harvesting
occurs. Other natural impacts, such as insect infestations, 
disease outbreaks and weather events, e.g., wind throw 
and flooding, have created forest change. The primary human
impacts on forest lands in recent decades have been from
resource extraction, such as timber harvesting, mining and
conversion of forest land to agriculture. On average, fire
affects about three times the area of harvest activities. From
1996 to 2000, an average of about 45,300 hectares of produc-
tive forest land burned annually, compared to about 15,700
hectares harvested.


Forest Renewal
TREND – STABLE


The renewal of forests after disturbance – whether natural or
caused by humans – is an essential condition for sustainability.
Forest renewal happens naturally, but it can be enhanced
through forest management. Manitoba’s Forest Renewal
Program aims to regenerate satisfactorily all harvested forests
to their pre-harvest condition, thereby maintaining the 
existing mosaic of forest ecosystem stand types and ensuring
sustainability. A measure of area harvested versus area success-
fully reforested tells us whether reforestation methods are 
successful. Tracking the area harvested, as well as volume 
and diversity provides a link to biodiversity and habitat con-
servation. 


In total, 14,849 hectares were harvested in 2001/02, of which
9,772 hectares were softwood forests. Approximately 9,949
hectares of softwood stands were treated for reforestation in
2002/03 and the rest were left for natural regeneration. 


Table 1-1. Age Class Distribution of the Productive Forest Zone (in hectares): Provincial Crown Land – Open Zone


YEAR POTENTIAL REGENERATING YOUNG INTERMEDIATE MATURE OVER TOTAL 
MATURE PRODUCTIVE


FOREST LAND


1991 1,594,875 1,168,740 3,130,528 4,697,180 1,926,317 361,425 12,879,065


1996 2,521,587 1,050,306 2,636,039 4,032,918 1,786,108 389,548 12,416,506


2001 2,708,062 1,041,092 2,582,662 3,821,952 1,716,972 428,584 12,299,324 1


1 Reduction in total hectares of productive forest zone is a result of changes in land status, for example, to provincial parks.







Since 1996, expanded poplar harvest (approximately 30 per
cent of the annual harvest area) increased the area targeted 
for natural regeneration, as poplar regenerates readily from
root suckering.


Figure 1-5. Manitoba Total Hectares Treated


Source: Manitoba Conservation


Figure 1-5 refers to areas that have been scarified for natural
regeneration, seeded and plantations established. Annual 
fluctuations are a result of harvesting activities.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Based on the available information, Manitoba’s overall forest
stock is stable. Closer monitoring will be needed as new 
external pressures, such as climate change or exotic species,
start having an effect. 


Climate change may have significant impacts on forests
through increasing fire frequency and intensity and insect 
outbreaks. Persistent warming could cause the prairie-forest
zone to move northward at a faster rate than the forest zone
can migrate onto the tundra, resulting in a net decrease in 
forest land. Keeping track of Manitoba’s forest capital is
increasingly important in relation to our response to climate
change. The strategy under Manitoba’s Climate Change
Action Plan includes forest management practices to facilitate
carbon sequestration (removal of carbon dioxide from the
atmosphere by vegetation).


Exotic species introductions can be expected to grow as a
result of global trade and climate change. The associated 
risk of damage to forest ecosystems can also be expected 
to increase. 


Continued research is required to assess and adaptively 
manage the impact of forest resource development. Research
partnerships, such as the Sustainable Forest Management
Network, will be critical to Manitoba. Local organizations,
such as the Manitoba Model Forest, can prove invaluable 
in testing new tools and methods and adopting them to 
conditions in the province.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on Manitoba’s forests is available at:


www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/forestry/index.html


■ The Manitoba Model Forest website is located at:
www.manitobamodelforest.net/
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AIR


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
The air we breathe has a large impact on our lives and can
impact our health and well-being and our quality of life. It 
is important to monitor air quality locally where certain 
conditions may lead to air quality problems. It is important 
to have indicators of air quality in order to monitor and 
better understand how it can impact our well-being.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicator reflects trends in Manitoba’s air:


■ Urban Air Quality Index (AQI) which is a measure of over-
all air quality based on a number of potential contaminants
and which provides a general understanding of air quality.


Urban Air Quality Index (AQI)
TREND – WINNIPEG & BRANDON UNCHANGED; 
FLIN FLON IMPROVING


In Manitoba, air quality issues tend to be mostly local in
nature and primarily relate to odour and other pollutants
released from specific local sources or activities. In northern
Manitoba, emissions from the base metal smelters in Flin
Flon and Thompson and smoke from forest fires tend to be
the most significant sources of air pollution.


Winnipeg’s AQI is based on air monitoring data for carbon
monoxide, particulate matter (PM10), nitrogen dioxide,
ground-level ozone and coefficient of haze or soiling (which
has been replaced with fine particulate matter (PM2.5)). 
Since 1995, as part of a joint Manitoba Conservation and
Environment Canada program, the AQI for Winnipeg has
been reported by Environment Canada on the weather 
channel on Winnipeg cable television. The AQI is also 
accessible through Environment Canada’s automated 
phone-in weather information service.


Figure 1-6. Winnipeg Air Quality Index – Downtown


Source: Manitoba Conservation


Figure 1-7. Brandon Air Quality Index


Source: Manitoba Conservation


Figure 1-8. Flin Flon Air Quality Index


Source: Manitoba Conservation
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The hourly AQI has been calculated for Winnipeg since 
1987 and for Brandon and Flin Flon since 1997. Air quality
in both Winnipeg and Brandon is good most of the time 
and is relatively unchanged. In Flin Flon, air quality is good 
at least 80 per cent of the time and is considered to be
improving. However, there are more instances of fair, poor 
or very poor air quality in Flin Flon when compared with
Winnipeg and Brandon.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Air quality affects human and ecosystem well-being through
multiple pathways. The risk of unsustainability can be
reduced by lower emissions and reduced exposure. Outdoor
air quality in Manitoba is generally good and is certainly
comparable to or better than air quality in other parts of
Canada. Air quality issues in Manitoba tend to be local in
nature and usually relate to odour and other pollutants from
sources such as industry, motor vehicles, stubble burning and
forest fires. Taking action at the local level, such as in Flin
Flon, has demonstrated that we can improve local air quality
and make communities more sustainable.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on Manitoba’s air quality is available at:


www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/airquality/
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WATER 


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Manitoba has an abundance of lakes, rivers and streams 
that are crucial to the economic and physical health of
Manitobans. We depend on the flow of water for almost 
every aspect of our lives, including hydroelectricity, fishing,
agriculture and industrial uses. Hundreds of millions of 
dollars are generated each year as a direct result of our vast
supplies of fresh water. As individuals and communities, we
depend on water for our good health and, collectively as a
province, water makes a major contribution to our prosperity.


With more than 100,000 lakes, Manitoba has an ample 
supply of fresh water. In fact, more than 15 per cent of the
province’s area is water, roughly 10.2 million hectares.
Manitoba recognizes that this fresh water supply is not 
unlimited and proper stewardship of this resource will ensure
good quality and an adequate quantity of water for future
generations. 


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in Manitoba’s
water:


■ Water Quality which is assessed using a measure 
called the Water Quality Index to determine a general
understanding of Manitoba’s water quality.


■ Water Allocation/Consumption which is measured to
determine how much water is allocated and consumed 
in Manitoba and by what sector or group.


Water Quality
TREND – STABLE


Water quality in Manitoba continues to be an issue for
Manitobans. Human requirements for water include: 
domestic consumption; agricultural activities, such as 
irrigation and livestock watering; and recreational activities.
Surface waters also provide habitat for aquatic life, ranging
from micro-organisms, such as bacteria and algae, to fish, as
well as wildlife, such as ducks and beaver. Human activity can
have an impact on water uses and aquatic life as expanding
development increases the potential for pollution of
Manitoba’s water resources. 


Manitoba generally has a good record of water quality 
management. However, water quality may be threatened in
some regions, especially through nutrient enrichment of lakes
and rivers. For instance, there are concerns about the water 
quality of Lake Winnipeg due to elevated nutrient levels. The
provincial government’s goal is to reduce nutrients in Lake
Winnipeg to pre-1970 levels (see box story on Lake Winnipeg). 


Water Quality Index: The Water Quality Index (WQI) used
in Manitoba was developed through the Canadian Council 
of Ministers of the Environment (CCME). Indices from 
the Prairie Ecozone were in the range of “fair” water quality 
(Figure 1-9). The overall average prairie index in 1991 was 79
and in 2004 was 78 or just below the water-quality category
of “good”. Indices from sites in the Boreal Plains Ecozone
were generally in the range of “good” water quality except for
slight dips to 79 in 2000 and 2003 (Figure 1-10). The overall
average Boreal Plains Ecozone index in 1991 was 86 and in
2004 was 82. Indices from the Boreal Shield Ecozone were
generally in the upper range of “good” water quality (Figure
1-11). The overall average Boreal Shield Ecozone index in
1991 was 89 and in 2004 was 90. For locations, please refer to
the map of Manitoba in the introduction of this report.


Figure 1-9. Prairie Ecozone Water Quality Index


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


Figure 1-10. Boreal Plains Ecozone Water 
Quality Index


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship
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Figure 1-11. Boreal Shield Ecozone Water Quality
Index


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


Water Allocation/Consumption
TREND – MUNICIPAL USE POSITIVE; AGRICULTURAL
AND INDUSTRIAL USE NEGATIVE


Water allocation/consumption has increased annually since
1996 for agricultural, industrial and irrigation use (Table 1-2). 


Drought and an increase in the cultivation of specialty crops
may account for some of the rise in irrigation use. Potatoes
represented 80 per cent of 2001 total irrigated acreage. In
2001, surface water supplied 57 per cent of the water applied
to irrigated acreage. This water came primarily from the
Assiniboine Delta Aquifer and the Assiniboine River system.


Data on municipal water use, representing 127 municipalities,
not including the City of Winnipeg, indicates that consump-
tion decreased in 2001 (114,465,363 cubic decametres) from
1996 values (129,748,525 cubic decametres). Groundwater
used by municipalities grew from 53.5 per cent in 1996 to 
70 per cent in 2002.


From a consumption perspective, municipal water 
consumption has decreased in Manitoba – a promising trend.
But it is estimated from National Studies that 40 per cent 
of our residential water use still goes to flushing toilets, 
indicating there is much progress to make. Such progress 
could potentially reduce costs of water treatment and help 
to relieve pressure on local water supplies.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


In 2003, the Manitoba government released The Manitoba
Water Strategy. This strategy sets up the framework for 
management and protection of water in the province. 
The goals are to address cumulative issues from numerous 
activities in a watershed or between watersheds, have 
appropriate legislation to enable effective management
options and have a financing framework that allows for 
effective implementation and future management actions.
The Water Protection Act was passed in June 2005 and will
provide the authority to set targets for water quality, establish
water quality management zones and undertake watershed
planning within the province.


In the background of this discussion is climate change. The
risk is real in Manitoba and our water resources are indeed
vulnerable. Responsible management of the quantity and
quality of our water resources now, and in the future, will be
crucial to Manitoba’s ability to be resilient to a range of 
potential climate changes. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on Manitoba’s water quality, water use


and other aspects of Manitoba’s water resources is available
at: www.gov.mb.ca/waterstewardship/


Table 1-2. Water Allocation by Sector


YEAR AGRICULTURE* INDUSTRIAL* IRRIGATION*


1996 2965 42650 45788


1997 3091 43250 46039


1998 3326 52793 46364


1999 3979 63872 46743


2000 4304 65725 47380


2001 5130 68549 49048


2002 5743 68654 50676


2003 6072 68892 52771


2004 6490 69035 53970


* Measured in cubic decametres


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship
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DRINKING WATER


More than 75 per cent of Manitoba’s population uses public
water systems. There are approximately 386 public, 1,500
semi-public and 35,000 private water systems in the province.
Surface water accounts for approximately 73 per cent of the
total drinking water consumption. Regardless of their 
distribution, ground and surface water are closely tied to 
each other. Groundwater can take tens to thousands of years
to replenish and, therefore, is not as readily renewable as 
surface waters. The Office of Drinking Water (ODW) was
established in 2002 to deal with drinking water issues and 
has responsibility for monitoring many chemical and 
microbiological parameters. This will enable potential and
existing sources of contamination to be determined.


Figure 1-12. Distribution of Residential Water Use 
in Manitoba


Source: Manitoba Health


LAKE WINNIPEG


Lake Winnipeg is the world’s tenth largest freshwater lake,
covering almost 24,000 square kilometres in surface area. 
The lake is not only an important symbol for our province, it
also plays a vital role as a fishery, a hydroelectric reservoir, a
transportation corridor, a source of drinking water and a 
recreational and tourism destination. Lake Winnipeg also has
immense intrinsic value as vital habitat for life within the lake
and on its shores. Recent studies conducted by Manitoba
Water Stewardship and other agencies indicate that the lake is
slowly changing. It is believed that excess harmful nutrients
from various sources throughout the drainage basin are 
causing the lake to become enriched, allowing for more 
frequent growth of algae, affecting fish habitat, recreation,
other important water uses and clogging fishing nets. In


February 2003, the Manitoba government announced the
Lake Winnipeg Action Plan, a commitment to reduce 
nitrogen and phosphorous levels in Lake Winnipeg to 
pre-1970 levels. The Lake Winnipeg Stewardship Board was
established in July 2003 as part of the Lake Winnipeg Action
Plan to help the public identify and implement actions 
needed to reduce harmful nutrient levels in the lake. The Lake
Winnipeg Stewardship Board’s Interim Report was released in
February 2005 and contains numerous recommendations to
help government reach nutrient reduction commitments.


Figure 1-13. Relative contribution of nitrogen loading 
to Lake Winnipeg from Manitoba sources.


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


Figure 1-14. Relative contribution of phosphorus 
loading to Lake Winnipeg from Manitoba sources.


Source: Manitoba Water Stewardship


FOCUS ON WATER
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DEVILS LAKE


Devils Lake, in North Dakota, is a closed body of water 
largely isolated from the Hudson Bay drainage basin. Since
the early 1990s, lake levels have risen approximately eight
meters due to excessive inflow to the lake causing millions of
dollars in damage to local property and infrastructure. The
State of North Dakota is constructing an outlet from Devils
Lake to waters within the Hudson Bay drainage basin that
will eventually flow into Manitoba. Manitoba has strongly
opposed the outlet project due to the negative environmental
impacts that the project could have on Manitoba’s ecosystem,
including Lake Winnipeg. Because Devils Lake is landlocked,
its water quality is much poorer with high concentrations of
dissolved salts than is found in nearby lakes and rivers, includ-
ing the Red River and Lake Winnipeg. Manitoba is also con-
cerned with the transfer of non-native species from Devils
Lake to Lake Winnipeg through a constructed outlet that
would place an unacceptable risk to our important fishery
resources. The effects of non-native species in Manitoba’s
waters would be irreversible. Manitoba and Canada, along
with numerous other provinces and states, are actively urging
the United States government to refer the Devils Lake issue to
the International Joint Commission (IJC) for resolution. The
IJC was established by the 1909 Boundary Waters Treaty to
impartially prevent or resolve water disputes between the
United States and Canada.







CLIMATE CHANGE


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Climate change has the potential to affect our lives and the
environment in which we live. We know that Manitoba’s 
climate has begun to change but we do not yet fully under-
stand what impacts these changes may have on us, because of
the complexity of the links between climate, people and our
environment. Climate affects almost everything we do, from
the building of winter roads in the north to growing potatoes
in the south. We rely on certain weather conditions to be able
to maintain our lifestyles and ensure sustainable growth.
Indicators are important for measuring the relative changes in
our province resulting from changes in our climate.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in climate change
observations in Manitoba:


■ Average Annual and Seasonal Temperature which is
measured to monitor temperature trends as a relative 
indicator of climate change.


■ Total Annual and Seasonal Precipitation which is used 
as an indicator of precipitation trends as a measure of
potential climate change.


■ Greenhouse Gas Emissions which provides a measure 
of the compounds emitted into Manitoba’s air which can
potentially affect our climate.


Detecting long-term climate trends in Manitoba, or anywhere
else, is made difficult by the natural short-term variability of
the climate. In particular, there are large-scale processes that
can affect the climate over periods of months and years. Many
of these processes involve ocean currents and the movement
of heat and moisture in the atmosphere over periods of years
or decades. Weather patterns at some locations are susceptible
to influences from these shifts in heat and moisture.


Average Annual and Seasonal Temperature
TREND – NEGATIVE


Analysis of the temperature records for Manitoba reveals a
trend of increased annual average and seasonal temperature 
for the majority of locations (Figure 1-15). The average 
annual temperature increase ranges between 0.9 to 3.3 °C 
per century. The largest rise in average temperature was in the
spring, with locations experiencing a change at the rate of
anywhere from 1.4 to 5.8 °C per century. The upward trend
for spring is closely followed by that for winter, with trends
ranging between 1.5 to 5.3 °C per century. Summer trends


are somewhat lower and range from 0.7 to 2.5 °C per 
century. The largest increases are found at Brochet in 
northwestern Manitoba, where the annual temperature
increased by 3.3 °C per century.


Figure 1-15. Seasonal Total Temperature Trends


Source: Manitoba Energy, Science and Technology  


Total Annual and Seasonal Precipitation
TREND – NEGATIVE


Analysis of the total precipitation records, including rain and
snow, indicates a trend toward increased annual total precipi-
tation for a few locations. The annual total precipitation trend
is an increase of 2.7 to 3.8 per cent per decade. The largest
changes in total precipitation were in the winter, with loca-
tions experiencing changes ranging from 6.9 to 7.4 per cent
per decade. As for seasonal changes in precipitation, there are
a number of increasing trends (Figure 1-16). For four loca-
tions, there was an increasing trend in several seasons. It is
interesting to note that no significant trends were detected at
the southern Manitoba locations with the longest data
records, such as Brandon, Winnipeg and Morden.
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Figure 1-16. Seasonal Total Precipitation Trends


Source: Manitoba Energy, Science and Technology


Greenhouse Gas Emissions
TREND – STABLE


Greenhouse gases play a key role in human-induced climate
change. Carbon dioxide is produced mostly through burning
fossil fuels for energy and the combustion of gasoline in the
transport sector. Other important greenhouse gases include
nitrous oxide and methane; nitrous oxide is released through
the application of nitrogen fertilizers, soil cultivation and the
combustion of fossil fuels and wood, while methane is
released primarily by agriculture and landfill sites. 


In 2002, Manitoba ranked sixth among the provinces and 
territories with total greenhouse gas releases of 21,600 
kilotonnes of CO2 equivalent. Manitoba’s 2002 emissions
were similar to those of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick but
much less than the neighbouring provinces of Saskatchewan,
Alberta and Ontario (Figure 1-17). On a per capita basis,
Manitoba ranked seventh at 18.7 tonnes CO2 equivalent/per-
son in 2002, compared to the national average of 23.3 tonnes 
CO2 equivalent/person (Figure 1-18).


Figure 1-17. Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions in 2002


Source: Environment Canada


Figure 1-18. Per Capita Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions in 2002


Source: Environment Canada


The trend for Manitoba’s total greenhouse gas emissions 
over the period of 1990 to 2002 is fairly stable (Figure 1-19).
With our clean, renewable hydroelectricity, wind, and other
renewable energy sources, Manitoba contributes only about 
3 per cent of Canada’s total greenhouse gas emissions and is
well-positioned to assist Canadain meeting our international
emission reduction obligations, especially through increased
hydroelectric generation for export.


WWiinnnniippeegg


BBiirrttllee


DDaauupphhiinn


TThhee  PPaass


GGiillllaamm


MMoorrddeenn


NNTT NNTT


44..66 NNTTNNTT


NNTT NNTT


NNTT NNTT


NNTT NNTT


NNTT NNTT


NNTT NNTT


NNTT NNTT


NNTT


55..33


55..33


44..22 77..44


NNTT 55..33


NNTT 55..77


NNTT 55..00


Natural Environment  •  25


55..88 NNTT


1100..77 NNTT


BBrraannddoonn


PPiinnaawwaa


BBrroocchheett


CChhuurrcchhiillll


SSpprriinngg


SSuummmmeerr


WWiinntteerr


FFaallll


NT = No Trend







26 •  Natural Environment


Figure 1-19. Manitoba Total Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Source: Environment Canada


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


In the coming years, climate change may bring about changes
in the frequency and severity of drought, forest fires and
insect infestations, and may have an impact on specific
species. A recent research report concluded that some species
of butterflies are now appearing much earlier in spring than
30 years ago. Impacts on the province may become more
apparent in the coming years.


Concern over greenhouse gas emissions has resulted in 
nations agreeing to work to reduce these emissions. A formal
international agreement to reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
the Kyoto Protocol, ratified by more than 125 countries
including Canada, came into force February 16, 2005. Under
the protocol, Canada has committed to reduce its emissions
to an average of six per cent below 1990 levels during the 
period 2008 to 2012.


The Government of Canada released its Climate Change Plan
for Canada in November 2002, outlining how it expects to
meet our Kyoto Protocol commitments. Manitoba released its
Climate Change Action Plan in October 2002, outlining how 
provincial reductions could meet or exceed Canada’s Kyoto
Protocol commitments by 2010. The Action Plan states that
Manitoba’s greenhouse gas emissions can be reduced up to 
18 per cent below 1990 baseline levels. This level of reduction
can be achieved if renewable energy development becomes a
priority in the national market. The Manitoba plan includes
proposals to reduce emissions through a number of actions,
many of which have been implemented. For example,
Manitoba Hydro’s Selkirk Generation Station was converted


to natural gas in 2002, resulting in a cut of 200 kilotonnes of
carbon dioxide emissions per year. In the spring of 2003, the
Manitoba government adopted the Ethanol Advisory Panel’s
recommendations to develop Manitoba’s ethanol industry and
introduced proposed legislation that would mandate ten per
cent ethanol blends in Manitoba by 2005. This will provide a
five per cent reduction in tailpipe greenhouse gas emissions.


Responding to climate change clearly touches on a variety of
other environmental issues. While reducing solid waste pro-
duction, improving manure management and ensuring ade-
quate reforestation are all important to pursue on their own
individual merits, co-benefits can also be realized by reducing
greenhouse gas emissions in each of these areas. Climate
change is linked to these and other activities and must be
taken into account to improve overall sustainability.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on climate change and Manitoba’s 


contribution to Canada’s Kyoto Protocol obligations is
available at: 


Climate Change Branch, Energy Development Initiative,
at Manitoba Energy, Science and Technology –
www.gov.mb.ca/est/climatechange/


Energy Development Initiative at Manitoba 
Energy, Science and Technology –
www.gov.mb.ca/est/energy/index.html


Life Sciences Division at Manitoba Energy, Science and
Technology houses business development for the
Environmental Industries – 
www.gov.mb.ca/est/rit/lifesc/structure.html


Manitoba Hydro – www.hydro.mb.ca/


■ Manitoba Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives:


www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/index.shtml


www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/crops/
specialcrops/bii01s19.html


www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/news/triples/threestage.html


www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/research/covering/
projects/pdf/cng01-04-44exec-summ.pdf


■ Transportation and Government Services
(Hydrogen/Ethanol) – www.gov.mb.ca/est/energy/
hydrogen/hy_comite.html and
www.fva.gov.mb.ca/html/ethanol.htm


■ Air Quality Branch, Manitoba Conservation –
www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/airquality/
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CONCLUSION – 
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 


Sustainable management of Manitoba’s rich heritage of
natural resources and ecosystems is a complex task with
notable successes and emerging challenges. The list of


familiar threats to the environment, such as water pollution,
has grown to include risks like climate change and invasive
species. Many of these issues are linked and cannot be effec-
tively dealt with in isolation. Integrated programs, such as the
Manitoba Water Strategy, take these interactions into account
and have promise. The rebound of some formerly endangered
species demonstrates that with the right approach adverse
trends can be reversed. 


However, focused attention is now needed in a number of
emerging problem areas. Excessive harmful nutrient loading
has contributed to a deterioration of water quality in Lake
Winnipeg. Predicting the exact nature of climate change and
its effects is uncertain but there is potential for more frequent
extreme climate events and higher economic costs. There are
many other areas, such as indoor air pollution, where we are
unable to pass judgment due to lack of monitoring data.
Keeping a close watch over the state of the environment in the
face of continuing change will be increasingly important as it
may provide the early warning signals we need for successful
adaptation.
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ECONOMY
CHAPTER TWO


E conomic activity is the means by which society 
provides goods and services while at the same time
providing income for households to afford these


goods and services. It is an important part of Manitoba’s
sustainability. Sustainability requires the promotion of 
economic activity that is ecologically efficient, raises the
level of society’s economic welfare and can be maintained
over the long term.


Within the economic dimension, there are seven 
categories of indicators:


■ Economic performance


■ Agricultural viability


■ Mining


■ Energy efficiency and conservation


■ Consumption and waste management


■ Employment


■ Education
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ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
A strong economy is vital for Manitoba’s sustained 
prosperity. Centred on the province’s capital city of
Winnipeg, Manitoba has a diverse economy that includes
manufacturing (e.g., food processing, aerospace),
agriculture, transportation, energy, mining, forestry,
insurance and commerce. Supported by low rates for
electric power, its strategic central time zone and its
affordable cost of living, Manitoba is an attractive location
for new business and capital investment.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
economic performance in Manitoba:


■ Real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) Per Capita
which is a measure of the total value of final goods and
services produced within Canada per person, during a
given year.


■ Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by Sector which is a
measure of where economic activity in Manitoba is distrib-
uted and the degree of diversification of the economy.


Real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) 
Per Capita
TREND – STABLE


Real GDP per capita provides a measure that accounts for
the size of the economy. Overall, Manitoba’s Real GDP per
capita has grown in line with overall Canadian growth
rates. Our relative level has remained steady over this period
at about 89 per cent of the national level. This suggests
that, in terms of Manitoba’s overall economic performance,
the province has been holding its own within Canada.


In 2004, total Real GDP per capita for Manitoba was 
estimated at $30,267 per person up 2.1 per cent from
2003. Over the past five years, Manitoba’s Real GDP per
capita has increased by an average of 1.9 per cent annually.
Since 1981, Manitoba’s Real GDP per capita has increased
by 38.2 per cent from $21,903 to $30,267.


Figure 2-1. Real Gross Domestic Product Per Capita
Manitoba and Canada


Source: Manitoba Bureau of Statistics


Contributions to Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) by Sector
TREND –  STABLE


Figure 2-2 illustrates the relative diversity of Manitoba’s
economy. Manufacturing is Manitoba’s largest industry,
accounting for approximately 13 per cent of Manitoba’s
GDP. The majority of Manitoba’s manufactured goods are
exported. These exports include a diverse mix of industrial
and consumer goods, including buses, furniture, food
products, newsprint, aerospace equipment, printing and
publishing, agricultural machinery and chemicals.
Manufactured goods account for 68 per cent of total 
foreign merchandise exports. Diversification has been 
relatively steady over time with no sector exceeding more
than 13 per cent of total GDP.
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Figure 2-2. Shares of Manitoba Gross Domestic 
Product, 2004


Source: Manitoba Bureau of Statistics


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Recent trends suggest that Manitoba is maintaining its 
relative position within Canada in terms of economic 
well-being, as measured by GDP, and that continued 
positive growth is expected. Whether or not this growth 
is occurring in a sustainable manner will be revealed over 
time by Manitoba’s performance in the various other
sustainability indicators. One of the potential challenges of
Manitoba’s diversified economy is that skill shortages may
occur and prove difficult to fill. One mitigating factor is 
that the provincial economy is comprised primarily of small
businesses. This feature might enable skill shortage
strategies, such as Aboriginal skill training and upgrading 
or targeted immigration, to have significant impacts 
with relatively small infusions of human resources in 
any one sector.


FOR MORE INFORMATION


More information on Manitoba’s economy is available at:


■ www.gov.mb.ca/finance/reports/pdf/statistics.pdf –
Manitoba economic indicators;


■ www.gov.mb.ca/finance/reports/pdf/highlights.pdf –
Manitoba Economic Highlights;


■ www.gov.mb.ca/iedm/invest/busfacts/economy/
index.html – The Manitoba Economy 2004; and


■ www.gov.mb.ca/iedm/invest/busfacts/economy/
ec_stats.html – Manitoba Economic Statistics.


Per cent
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AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Agriculture is embedded in the socioeconomic and
ecological fabric of the province. Agriculture represents
about three per cent of Manitoba’s economy, employs over
30,000 people and covers 7.6 million hectares of the
province’s landscape. The viability of agriculture plays an
important role in Manitoba’s sustainability.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
agricultural viability in Manitoba:


■ Total Net Farm Income which is measured by net cash
income minus depreciation plus income-in-kind and
value of inventory change. This is based on the inputs
and value of production related to the year that the agri-
cultural goods were produced. It represents the return to
owner’s equity, unpaid labour, management and risk.


■ Farm Structure which is measured by the number and
size of farms and the type of organization.


Total Net Farm Income
TREND – VARIABLE


Provincial net farm income has been somewhat variable;
from a low of $227 million in 1999 to a high of $507
million in 2003. Net farm income for 2004 is projected to
fall to $307 million. While market income can be
extremely variable year-over-year due to market and climate
factors, government program payments have contributed to
the stability of the industry over the last 20 years. Without
government payments, net farm income would show a
more pronounced downward trend and be negative in
several years. Figure 2-3 illustrates the sales and net
incomes, as well as the program payments, from 1970 
to 2003. 


A trend to earn more income from off-farm sources is
emerging as a result. This farm income situation has been
aided partly by some opportunities to work in facilities that
provide for value-added processing of agricultural products.
This off-farm income response comes from the need to
provide for a family income as farm operations deal with
tight margins and low incomes in many sectors of the
industry. 


Figure 2-3. Manitoba Farm Cash Reciepts and Income
Estimates/Forecasts, Gross and/or Net of Costs, 1970-2004


Source:  Statistics Canada


Farm Structure
TREND – CONSOLIDATION INCREASING


Information relating to general farm structure is provided
in Table 2-1. The number of farms in Manitoba has
declined from approximately 35,000 farms in 1971 to
21,071 farms in 2001. Farm consolidation has resulted in
the average size of a farm increasing from 220 hectares 
(543 acres) in 1971 to 361 hectares (891 acres) in 2001. 


The increase in farm size can be attributed to a number of
factors. Agricultural infrastructure has undergone numerous
changes over the years, including the closure of railway
branch lines and elevator branch lines. These changes and
other reductions in rural services have forced producers to
travel greater distances to deliver their production and
purchase inputs leading to higher costs of production on
the farm. To become economically feasible, producers
needed to reduce the average cost of producing a
commodity. To take advantage of economies of scale farms
needed to operate on larger acreages. 


Technological changes in machinery and equipment have
also driven the change.  First the advances in farm machinery
and equipment reduced the labour requirements, allowing
producers to farm vast tracts of land with virtually the same
labour. The purchase of this farm machinery required an
increasing amount of capital and fewer individuals were
willing to take on debt necessary to farm on a larger scale.
Large cash outlays for farm equipment increased
specialization and operators began producing larger
quantities of a limited number of products. As a result,
fewer farms were needed to meet the demand for
agricultural products and structural change took place.
Structural change continues to take place today, in periods
of low commodity prices, as those producers who are not
economically viable sell the farm and leave the industry
with land being purchased by those who have more capital.
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The proportion of farmland rented or leased from others
increased steadily from 1971 to 1986 and has since
remained relatively constant. Farm organization has
undergone a substantial shift towards partnerships and
corporate structures some of which can be attributed to tax
strategies for eventual farm succession.


With increasing longevity, improved health and
technological advances in farm equipment, many older
farmers can manage their operations into their senior years.
This practice cannot continue forever though, and the
Province of Manitoba has initiated programs to facilitate
inter-generational farm transfers and to encourage younger
people to enter the industry. Manitoba Agriculture, Food
and Rural Initiatives, in conjunction with the Manitoba
Agricultural Credit Corporation (MACC), have introduced
the Succeeding Generations program initiative. This
programming is aimed at the younger generation, and seeks
to enhance the ability of young farmers to network and
receive additional training to help them succeed in the
agriculture industry.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Because of the strong reliance on exports, the success of
Manitoba’s agriculture and agri-food sector hinges on global


forces of change. The sector is competing in a global mar-
ketplace, where success is defined by know-how and tech-
nology, agro-climatic variables (i.e., heat units, frost free
days, rainfall), as well as subsidies and market access. In
addition, the sector faces increasingly sophisticated value
chains.  Consumer preferences in Canada and abroad and,
as the BSE crisis underlines, food safety are increasingly
important in making decisions about what, where and how
to produce and sell. Environmental responsibility is becom-
ing an increasing priority for the industry. Overall stability
of the sector also masks the economic hardships faced by 
small farms that continue to pursue a commodity 
production system. 


Government has undertaken many initiatives over the years
to provide for agricultural sustainability and producers have
responded through active participation and cooperation.
The partnership between the province and Agri-Food
Canada to implement the Agriculture Policy Framework
sets the stage for continued innovation and adaptation to
ensure sustainable development.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on agricultural viability is available at:


www.gov.mb.ca/agriculture/index.shtml


Table 2-1. Manitoba Farm Structure


1971 1976 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001


Farms and Finances


Number of Census Farms 34,981 32,104 29,442 27,336 25,706 24,383 21,071


Average Size – Census Farms


Hectares 220 240 259 283 300 317 361


Acres 543 593 639 700 743 784 891


Area Rented/Leased


Hectares 2,001,124 2,199,689 2,518,269 2,866,798 2,866,674 2,803,402 2,854,731


Acres 4,944,953 5,435,550 6,222,788 7,088,953 7,083,706 6,927,357 7,054,197


Average Capital per Farm $58,764 $141,253 $354,968 $349,525 $399,010 $518,213 $726,346


Type of Organization


Sole Proprietorship 32,183 29,748 25,701 22,869 17,017 15,340 12,322


Partnership 2,094 973 2,653 3,229 7,075 6,847 6,394


Corporation


Family 548 1,089 882 1,035 1,279 1,719 1,936


Other 67 165 85 81 207 372 356


Other 89 129 121 122 128 105 63


Source: Statistics Canada.
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MINING 


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Mining and mineral products are indispensable in our daily
lives and their contributions to our material well-being and
comfort are often overlooked in public discussions of 
sustainability issues. Mineral resources are non-renewable
and Manitobans use minerals in many forms and
combinations and incorporate them into a wide range of
products. In fact, mineral products underpin our society’s
well-being. For example, nickel, copper and zinc are all
produced in Manitoba mines and are essential in the
manufacturing of motor vehicles, buses, airplanes,
industrial equipment, home appliances, recreational
products and health care equipment. Petroleum is used in
manufacturing a variety of plastic products and farm and
garden fertilizers. Petroleum also fuels cars, heats homes
and drives industry. Manitobans use construction materials,
such as sand, gravel, limestone, gypsum to build homes,
roads, railway lines and sewer and water infrastructure.


Mining is also a vital component of the economy. It 
provides significant employment opportunities and 
tax revenue to help pay for important health and social 
programs. It is the second leading primary resource sector
after agriculture. Much of Manitoba’s mineral product 
is exported and significantly contributes to the 
province’s merchandising export.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
mining in Manitoba:


■ Mineral exploration which is a reflection of the future 
of the mining industry, which needs active and healthy
investment levels for mining exploration to replace 
existing reserves.


■ Mineral reserves which is the quantity of “proven” or
“probable” reserves at a producing mine reflecting the
anticipated life of the mine.


■ Mining production which is a reflection of the 
economic contribution that the sector makes to
Manitoba’s gross domestic product.


Mineral Exploration
TREND – STABLE


Mineral exploration and subsequent development are the
future of the metal mining industry. In order to sustain the
mining industry over the long term, new economically


viable mineral deposits must be discovered and put into
production. Mineral exploration is a financially high-risk
venture typically based on past and current mineral
exploration activities within a favourable geological setting.
It is a lengthy and expensive process.


In Manitoba, mineral exploration has been reasonably
stable and it is anticipated that the type and level of
exploration will remain consistent over the foreseeable
future.


Figure 2-4. Mineral Exploration and Deposit Appraisal
Expenditure in Manitoba 1998 – 2004


Source: Manitoba Industry, Trade and Mines (1998-2000); Natural
Resources Canada (2001-2004)


Mineral exploration expenditures represent all field
activities including capital, repair and maintenance
expenditure carried out (on or off mine sites) to search for,
discover and carry out the first delineation of a previously
unknown mineral deposit to establish its potential
economic value.


Mineral Reserves
TREND – NEGATIVE


Estimates of Manitoba mineral reserves come from 
Natural Resources Canada. The ore reserves are estimates
from information contained in annual and other 
corporate reports, and from responses of mining companies
to the annual Federal-Provincial Survey of Mines and
Concentrators. Reserves reported only include metal 
contained in material that is classified by mining companies
as “proven” or “probable” at producing mines, and in
deposits that are committed to production.
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Table 2-2. Manitoba Reserves of Metals (in tonnes)


Source: Natural Resources Canada


The sustainability concept recognizes that mineral resources
are non-renewable and that new economically viable
deposits must be continually discovered and put into
production to sustain the economic and social benefits that
the industry generates. For example, the mining industry has
prospered in the Flin Flon mining district for over 75 years
through the continual discovery of new mines. The long-
term trend is towards depletion where the newly discovered
reserves are not keeping up with those that are mined.


Manitoba has worked very diligently to enhance the 
business climate for mining activity. By maintaining
exploration levels, it is anticipated that new reserves 
will be discovered to offset the negative trend.


Mineral Production
TREND – STABLE


Mining, milling, smelting and refining industries are 
major contributors to the Manitoba economy, providing
raw materials, exports and employment opportunities. 
Mining can dominate local economies and, in fact, 
the viability of some northern communities is highly
dependent on mining.


Mining activity provides 3.2 per cent of provincial Gross
Domestic Product and provides direct employment for
3,700 people and indirect employment for 13,000 people.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


The mining sector is a cornerstone of the provincial 
economy and is integral to job creation and community
development, particularly in northern Manitoba. To
maintain a healthy northern economy and provide
community stability, the ongoing success of the mining
industry is critically important. Canadians and Manitobans


Figure 2-5. Total Value of Mineral Production – 
1997 – 2004


Note: Mineral production represents the total value of Manitoba’s 
mineral production as measured by Natural Resources Canada.


Source: Manitoba Industry, Economic Development and Mines 


enjoy a high standard of living, which is dependent, in part,
upon our ability to export goods and services internationally.
The mining industry in Manitoba produces significant
wealth, averaging approximately $1 billion annually, and 
also contributes to the balance of payments at about 
11.2 per cent of provincial exports. The success of the min-
ing sector helps enhance long-term economic and social 
benefits provincially.


Sustainability within the mining sector requires that
Manitoba and the mining industry use minerals and 
other natural resources to support our economic, social 
and environmental well-being in a manner that does not
damage or diminish prospects for future generations.
Manitobans need to ensure that mineral exploration, 
development and extraction, and the products derived 
from these activities are able to maintain and improve 
our living standards, while allowing future Manitobans to
live equally well, or better, in a cleaner environment. 


Protection of the environment is an important aspect of
mineral exploration and community economic development.
Through the Sustainable Development Innovations Fund,
$2 million was provided between 2001 and 2005 to ensure
that public safety at five abandoned mine sites is maintained
and to ensure these sites are managed so that they pose a
minimal risk to the surrounding ecosystem.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on mining in Manitoba is available 


at: www.gov.mb.iedm/mrd/index.html


Metal 1999 2000 2001 2002


Copper 509 485 417 115


Nickel 1025 949 893 802


Lead 0 5 4 3


Zinc 893 1122 958 401


Silver 579 615 528 100


Gold 79 65 46 10


Year


$
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ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
AND CONSERVATION


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Being efficient and thoughtful about how we use energy,
and taking responsibility for any adverse impacts is vital to
the sustainability of Manitoba. Improved energy efficiency in
all sectors clearly results in significant reductions in the
consumption of imported, non-renewable fuels, such as
refined petroleum products and natural gas. A reduction in
energy consumption also impacts on air-borne pollution
and greenhouse gas emissions. 


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
energy efficiency and conservation in Manitoba:


■ Energy Intensity which is measured by the ratio of 
energy consumed to real gross domestic product (GDP).


■ Renewable Energy Consumed versus Total Energy
Consumed which is expressed as a percentage.


Energy Intensity
TREND – POSITIVE


Energy intensity is defined as the ratio of energy consumed
to Real GDP. A decrease in energy intensity can indicate
improvements in energy efficiency. Figure 2-6 shows that
Manitoba experienced a 17 per cent reduction in energy
intensity over the five-year period from 1996 to 2001 and a
30 per cent overall reduction from 1982 to 2001. Energy
intensity has stabilized from 2001 to 2003.


Figure 2-6. Manitoba Energy Intensity


Source: Manitoba Energy, Science and Technology


Several major factors may have played a role in this decline
in energy intensity:


■ consumers in the residential and commercial sectors
switching from refined petroleum products and natural
gas liquids to electrical energy (refined petroleum 
products and natural gas liquids are less efficient for
space heating than electrical heat);


■ displacement of natural gas with electrical energy in 
the industrial sector;


■ energy-efficiency improvements in the residential and
commercial sectors through improved technology, better
insulation and better building envelopes (the compo-
nents, such as vapour barriers, that separate heated
space from unheated space, the exterior air and the
ground);


■ improved processing efficiencies in the industrial 
sector; and


■ general warming contributing to reduced energy 
requirements.


Renewable Energy Consumed versus 
Total Energy Consumed
TREND – POSITIVE


The ratio of renewable energy to total energy consumed in
Manitoba increased from 18 per cent in 1980 to 27 per
cent in 2003 as demonstrated in Figure 2-7. Improvements
in energy efficiency and consumers switching from non-
renewable sources, such as refined petroleum products, to
renewable hydroelectricity, contributed to an increase in the
ratio of renewable to total energy consumption from 1980
to 2003. The ratio will continue to increase through the
implementation of new and sustainable initiatives, such as
wind farms, increased use of ground source heat pumps and
biodiesel fuel sources.


Renewable energy sources include hydroelectricity,
geothermal, biomass, solar and wind energy. Hydroelectricity
accounts for 99.5 per cent of the renewable energy that is
consumed in Manitoba. Another currently available source
of renewable energy is ethanol. The Husky Minnedosa
Ethanol Plant annually produces 10 million litres of ethanol
from wheat. Approximately nine million litres is consumed
in gasohol, which is a 10 per cent ethanol to 90 per cent
gasoline blend. Ethanol currently accounts for 0.5 per cent
of the renewable energy that is consumed in Manitoba.
Other renewable energy sources, such as wind and solar
power, currently contribute a negligible share in Manitoba.
Manitoba’s first wind farm is currently under construction
in St. Leon, in the southwestern part of the province. The
99-megawatt farm will include 61 wind turbines and will be
fully operational by the fall of 2005.
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Figure 2-7. Renewable Energy Consumed Versus 
Total Energy Consumed In Manitoba


Source: Manitoba Energy, Science and Technology


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


The abundance of hydroelectricity in Manitoba provides
many benefits for sustainable development. First, it is a
clean source of energy that is helping our country minimize
its greenhouse gas emissions which contribute to 
global warming – a global sustainability issue with
implications for virtually every aspect of our economy,
society and environment. Second, it helps our economy by
providing an inexpensive source of energy. Finally, being a
renewable energy source, it helps contribute to the long-
term security of our energy supply. Integrating additional
types of home grown sources of renewable electricity, such
as wind, solar and geothermal power, will complement our
hydroelectricity sources and contribute considerably to the
sustainability of our electricity supply. 


Electricity production and consumption represents only 
a part of our overall energy picture. Refined petroleum
products and natural gas are still the dominant fuels in
Manitoba. Our transportation sector, which accounts for
almost a third of all energy consumed in Manitoba, is 
99 per cent run on refined petroleum products. Hydrogen
fuel-cell and hybrid fuel technology may contribute to the
transportation industry’s transition to greater sustainability.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on energy efficiency and conservation


is available at: www.gov.mb.ca/est/energy


■ Information on Manitoba Hydro is available at:
www.hydro.mb.ca/
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CONSUMPTION AND 
WASTE MANAGEMENT


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
The earth’s ability to sustain human development and
assimilate its impacts is limited. Not only may the impacts
of some forms of waste know no boundaries, the associated
costs are also passed on to future generations. The legacy 
of more waste includes increased health risk and cost to
society and higher potential for environmental degradation. 
It also leads to economic loss by failing to recognize that
waste from one form of economic activity may be a 
useful input to another. A comprehensive and effective 
system for waste management is a basic component of a
sustainable society. 


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
consumption and waste management in Manitoba:


■ Waste Disposal which is measured by tonnes of solid
waste disposed of in landfills, which represents materials
taken out of the production and consumption cycle.


■ Waste Recycled or Reused which is measured by 
recovery in tonnes of residential waste materials.


Waste Disposal
TREND – POSITIVE


Waste disposed in Manitoba declined by 0.022 tonnes per
capita from 0.798 tonnes per capita in 2000 to 0.776
tonnes per capita in 2002 (Table 2-3). While this is a
positive trend, Manitoba was ranked sixth of nine provinces
in waste disposed per capita in 2002, above the national
average.


Waste Recycled or Reused
TREND – POSITIVE


Recovery of residential waste materials in Manitoba has
increased from approximately 16,000 tonnes in 1995 to
over 57,000 tonnes in 2003 (Figure 2-8). Of the 88,425
tonnes of materials eligible for recycling in 2003, 57,723
tonnes were recycled, representing a recovery rate of 65 
per cent. This is a positive trend in relation to overall waste
generation. When all other non-hazardous wastes are 
considered, Manitoba’s overall diversion was 22 per cent in
2002, up from 19 per cent in 2000. 


Table 2-3. Annual Waste Disposed by Province in Tonnes


PROVINCE WASTE DISPOSED (TONNES) WASTE DISPOSED PER
CAPITA (TONNES PER CAPITA)


2000 2002 2000 2002 Rank


Newfoundland and Labrador 398,818 376,818 0.742 0.725 4


Prince Edward Island n/a n/a n/a n/a -


Nova Scotia 391,827 389,194 0.416 0.417 1


New Brunswick 415,058 413,606 0.550 0.551 2


Quebec 5,806,200 5,543,800 0.787 0.745 5


Ontario 8,931,600 9,645,633 0.764 0.797 7


Manitoba 914,511 896,556 0.798 0.776 6


Saskatchewan 821,946 795,124 0.804 0.799 8


Alberta 2,750,004 2,890,294 0.914 0.928 9


British Columbia 2,581,336 2,744,901 0.636 0.667 3


Yukon, Northwest Territories, Nunavut n/a n/a n/a n/a -


CANADA 23,168,870 23,835,730 0.753 0.760 -


Source: Statistics Canada
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Figure 2-8. Recovery of Residential Materials in 
Metric Tonnes


Source: Manitoba Product Stewardship Corporation


Nearly 95 per cent of Manitobans have access to 
multi-material recycling, which has continued to increase
since the Manitoba Product Stewardship Corporation
(MPSC) was established in 1995. MPSC works in 
partnership with local governments to improve recycling
systems through support payments, education programs 
and technical assistance. 


Current waste management mechanisms and initiatives 
promoting sustainability include a two-cent distributor-
paid levy, excluding deposit (beer) containers, which is
placed on all non-dairy beverage containers to fund local
government multi-material recycling. A five- or 10-cent
Environment Protection Tax is applied to liquor beverage
containers to support environmental projects. A seven per
cent provincial sales tax (PST) applied to disposable diapers
also supports environmental projects. The province has
completed consultations on a draft Household Hazardous
Waste Regulation and released guidelines for construction
and demolition waste management.


To improve waste reduction and recycling systems, three
product stewardship regulations have been established
under The Waste Reduction and Prevention Act (1990).
These regulations establish authorities that are accountable
to the Minister of Conservation for achieving specific waste


reduction goals and to operate transparently to the public
and stakeholders. The Manitoba Product Stewardship
Corporation, Tire Stewardship Board and Manitoba
Association for Resource Recovery Corporation spent
approximately $13 million in 2003 on multi-material, tire-
and oil-recycling programs.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Economic progress in Manitoba has typically translated 
into increasing consumption of material goods. However,
progress founded on the growth of material consumption
usually means more waste. One of the key challenges of
sustainable development is de-linking the two. Although
there are signs of progress, there continues to be potential
for less waste in production and consumption. A greater
emphasis on awareness, participation and education on
waste reduction is required.


Sustainability concerning waste production will require
that Manitobans reduce the amount of waste sent to
landfills by 50 per cent of 1988 levels, as established by the
Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment. This
will require continued support for municipal governments
to manage solid waste through innovation and partnerships
with the public and private sector. Meeting this, and
possibly more ambitious future targets, would also require
looking at waste production from a broader perspective.
Besides recycling and reducing waste production, nurturing
a culture of material reuse has an important role. As the
participation of households in recycling and programs
reaches high levels, products and services will need to be
designed with waste minimization in mind. This will need
to include more widespread product stewardship and
engineering product life cycles from production through 
use to recovery. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More consumption and waste management information


is available at: www.gov.mb.ca/conservation/
pollutionprevention/


Year


To
nn


es







40 •  Economy


EMPLOYMENT


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Employment indicators reflect both the rate at which 
individuals seek work and the rate at which employers hire
workers to produce goods, develop resources and provide
services. These indicators show the balance between supply
and demand in the labour market. Because the total level of
employment is simply the number of people with jobs, the
rate of population growth can encourage or limit growth in
the level of employment. 


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
employment in Manitoba:


■ Labour Force Trends which is measured by labour 
force participation rates, employment rates and 
unemployment rates.


■ Labour Force Opportunities which is measured by 
number of employment training clients and number 
of job vacancies.


Labour Force Trends
TREND – POSITIVE


Labour Force Participation Rates – The labour force
participation rate measures the percentage of the
population that is either working or actively looking for
work. It is also an indicator of the abundance of jobs,
because people may be drawn into the labour market when
there is a good chance of finding a job. Over the past
number of years, Manitoba’s labour force participation rate
has increased, rising from 66.5 per cent in 1997 to 69.0 per
cent in 2004. The age groups with the largest increases were
55 to 59, and 60 to 64 years. Although the participation
rate of men continues to be higher than that of women, the 
participation rate of women is increasing faster than the
participation rate of men. Manitoba’s overall participation
rate has been the second highest among the provinces
throughout this period.


Figure 2-9. Manitoba Labour Force Participation 
Rates by Age (1997 and 2004)


Source: Statistics Canada Labour Force Survey


Employment Rates – The employment rate represents the
percentage of Manitobans aged 15 years and over who have
paid employment or are self-employed. Over the past five
years, Manitoba’s employed workforce has increased by 
6.7 per cent (from 540,000 in 1999 to 576,000 in 2004).
The employment rate increased from 63.5 per cent in 1999
to 65.4 per cent in 2004. A higher proportion of men are
employed, compared to women, but the difference is
decreasing over time.


Figure 2-10. Employment Rates by Gender 
(1999 and 2004)


Source: Statistics Canada Labour Force Survey


Year
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Over the past five years, increasing numbers of women have
been shifting from part-time to full-time work, especially 
at younger ages. In 2004, four out of every five jobs were
classified as full time. About 78 per cent of those who work
part time are doing so voluntarily. 


Aboriginal people in Manitoba have increased their labour
force participation rate and employment rate. Between
1996 and 2001, their participation in the labour force grew
from 54 per cent to 59 per cent, while the proportion
employed increased from 40 per cent to 48 per cent. 


Unemployment Rates – Unemployment rates are an
indicator of the opportunity for employment in the
economy and the relative economic well-being of
individuals. They can also be used as a measure of
availability of labour for the expansion of industry. 


Manitoba’s unemployment rates continued to remain 
quite low when compared to other Canadian provinces,
decreasing from 5.7 per cent in 1999 to 5.3 per cent in
2004. In 2004, the unemployment rate was 5.6 per cent in
Winnipeg, and 3.1 per cent in the South Central region.
The North Central, Interlake, Southeast and Southwest
regions had unemployment rates between 4.5 per cent and
4.9 per cent. The highest regional unemployment rate was
in the Parkland region and the North (combined economic
regions for the purposes of the Labour Force Survey) at 
6.8 per cent. 


Figure 2-11. Unemployment Rates by Region (2004)


Source: Statistics Canada Labour Force Survey


Aboriginal unemployment rates remained much higher 
than the provincial average of 6.1 per cent in 2001. From
1996 to 2001, the Aboriginal population benefited from
economic development in northern communities, on
reserves and in urban areas. However, as employment
opportunities rose, more Aboriginal people began to
participate in the labour force by looking for work and, 
as a result, the unemployment rate remained high. The
government is promoting economic development, 
skills training and employment opportunities in northern
communities through the Northern Development Strategy,
and is partnering with First Nations to develop and 
promote eco-tourism. 


Labour Force Opportunities
TREND – POSITIVE


Employment and Training Services – Manitoba Advanced
Education and Training (AET) provides a variety of services
for adults to access employment, skills improvement and
career development. In 1998, a province-wide service-
delivery network was established with the creation of 16
provincial Employment Centres. Between 2001/02 and
2003/04, over 40,000 clients have been served annually.


Job Vacancies – The Manitoba Job Bank maintains a count
of open job positions that employers are seeking to fill.
Over the past four years, the number of job orders in the
bank has increased steadily. In 2001/02, the Job Bank
averaged 1,509 job orders per month, while in 2004/05 the
average was approximately 1,900 orders per month, as
reported by Human Resources Development Canada, for a
total of 22,829 orders.


In 2002, legislation was enacted to help the continued
development and operation of Adult Learning Centres
(ALCs) across the province. Adults attending Manitoba’s
ALCs are earning high school credits to prepare for 
post-secondary studies and enhance their employment
opportunities.







42 •  Economy


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


The positive trends in Manitoba’s labour force
participation, employment rates and unemployment rates,
along with labour force opportunities, are contributing to
the strength of Manitoba’s economy. Creation of training
and employment opportunities across Manitoba is crucial
to sustaining economic and social growth. Across
government departments, a large variety of coordinated
initiatives are conducted to address community needs. 
The government’s Action Strategy for Economic Growth,
Innovation Strategy and Northern Development Strategy
are a few examples. Support for major long-term projects,
such as hydro development, is another approach that
provides current and future employment opportunities for
Aboriginal people and northern residents. Continued
priorities for government include working with employers
to reduce under-employment and working with
professional licensing groups to recognize foreign
credentials. 


The increase in labour participation for those aged 60 to 64 
is interesting to note. The implications of this will require
further analysis. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on employment is available at:


www.gov.mb.ca/labour/
www.edu.gov.mb.ca/aet/ets2/about.html
www.edu.gov.mb.ca/aet/jobseek/lmi.html
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EDUCATION 


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
For Manitoba to be competitive in the global economy, its
citizens must be highly educated and trained. Instilling 
a strong learning foundation during children’s formative
years and providing accessible life-long learning 
opportunities for youth and adults is essential for the
province’s future well-being and economic prosperity.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
education in Manitoba:


■ Readiness for School which is measured by the Early
Development Instrument (EDI) in Kindergarten and
reading and numeracy assessments in Grade 3.


■ Literacy which is measured by youth and adult 
international assessments. 


■ High School and Post-Secondary Education which 
is measured by high school graduation rates and 
post-secondary completions.


Readiness for School
TREND – NOT YET ESTABLISHED


School entry is an important transition point where
individual differences in what children know and can do 
are predicative of longer-term self-concept development,
learning and achievement. Over the past number of years,
Manitoba school divisions have introduced a variety of
local and provincially supported initiatives to assess
children’s readiness for school both prior to and upon their
arrival at school. The Government of Manitoba allocates
over $6 million annually for school divisions to work with
communities to provide early literacy intervention
programs with special emphasis on reading and numeracy. 


The Early Development Instrument (EDI) is being phased
in province-wide on a voluntary basis in Manitoba school
divisions. It will measure the success of communities in
early childhood development prior to school entry and 
predict children’s learning success in later grades. The 
EDI provides a snapshot of children’s readiness for school
in five areas of development: physical health and well-
being; social competency; emotional maturity; language 
and cognitive development; and communication skills 
and general knowledge. 


During the first year of provincial implementation in
2002/03, 24 of 38 school divisions (representing about
8,000 kindergarten students) completed the EDI. It is


hoped that, by 2006/07, all Manitoba school divisions will
be implementing the EDI on an ongoing basis. This will
help monitor the effectiveness of Manitoba’s investments in
early childhood development. Based on preliminary EDI
data collected to date, the overall school readiness of
Manitoba’s children is generally comparable to Canadian
norms, with about 28 per cent of children not ready to
learn when starting school. These children are found in
families across the socioeconomic spectrum, but most (55
per cent) live in middle- and higher-income families. Both
universal and targeted approaches are needed to help
improve our children’s school readiness.


Figure 2-12. Early Development Instrument (EDI):
Percentage of Children “Not Ready to Learn at School
Entry” In One or More Areas of Development, age 5,
Manitoba and Canada


Source: Healthy Child Manitoba Office and Offord Centre for 
Child Studies


Annually, since 2001, a classroom-based Grade 3 reading
and numeracy assessment has found that the majority of
Manitoba students have successfully mastered all reading
competencies and most numeracy competencies expected 
at this stage of their schooling.


Literacy
TREND – STABLE


Youth Literacy – In spring 2000 and 2003, Manitoba
students aged 15 years participated, as part of Canada’s
sample, in the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD) Program for International
Student Assessment (PISA) in reading, mathematics, and
science. In both assessments, Canadian students performed
exceptionally well compared to students in other
participating countries (total of 32 countries in 2000 and
41 countries in 2003). Canadian students ranked second in
reading and third in mathematics for both 2000 and 2003,
while in science they ranked fourth in 2000 and fifth in
2003. In both the 2000 and 2003 assessments, Manitoba
students performed at the Canadian average in all three
domains, placing them among students from the top-
ranked countries of the world. 


%


2002/03


Manitoba Canada Manitoba Canada


2003/04
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Adult Literacy – In 1994 and 2003, Canada participated
with six other countries in an International Adult Literacy
Survey (IALS), which assessed literacy skills of adults aged
16 to 65. The assessment evaluated the ability to read prose
and documents and manipulate numbers. In the 1994
survey, Canada’s results were in the middle range of
countries surveyed (behind Sweden and the Netherlands,
but significantly ahead of the United States and Poland).
Overall, the 1994 survey found that literacy levels decreased
as age increased. Comparative information will become
available late in 2005 with the international release of the
2003 survey findings, followed in the fall of 2005 with
Canadian reports. 


High School and Post-Secondary Education
Completion
TREND – HIGH SCHOOL INCREASING;


UNIVERSITY/COLLEGE STABLE


High School Graduation Rates – Over the past decade,
12,000 - 14,000 students graduated annually from
Manitoba high schools (public, independent and band-
operated), with the overall annual graduation rate
increasing from 75.9 per cent in 1994 to 80.7 per cent in
2004. An increasing number of graduates come from Adult
Learning Centres. Higher proportions of female students
than male students consistently graduate each year.


Figure 2-13. High School Graduation Rates


Source:  Manitoba Education, Citizenship and Youth


In recent years, many new school-based initiatives have
been introduced to encourage students to stay in school
(e.g., dual-credit options with universities and colleges,
processes to challenge courses for credit and introduction 
of a new technical-vocational initiative) and return to
school (e.g., expansion of Adult Learning Centres and


access to prior learning assessments).


Post-secondary Education Completion – Every year, 
30 to 35 per cent of Manitoba high school graduates go
directly into post-secondary full-time study. Many more
students enrol in part-time study or wait a number of years
before enrolling in a university or college. On average,
Manitoba’s four public universities graduate between 5,000
and 6,000 students annually, while its four public colleges
graduate between 3,000 and 4,000 students. In recent
years, the number of diplomas/certificates awarded by 
colleges and degrees/diplomas awarded by universities has
been steadily increasing. Approximately 90 per cent of 
university degrees/diplomas are at the undergraduate/
professional level.


Figure 2-14. Manitoba College and University Graduate
Counts (1996/97 to 2003/04)


College Graduates – includes day programs and full-time 
programs at regional centres and apprenticeship 


University Graduates – includes regular and summer sessions


Source:  Council on Post-Secondary Education


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


As there is a direct correlation between the highest level of 
education attained and a person’s health, employment level
and income, Manitoba’s education systems are vital to 
the social and economic sustainability of our province.
Indicators of education in Manitoba show positive signs.
Children’s readiness programs are providing stronger 
learning foundations during the formative years. Youth 
literacy in Manitoba is among the best in the world, high
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school graduation rates are growing and more than 10,000
Manitobans completed post-secondary education in
2003/04. Baseline data suggest that the overall school
readiness of Manitoba’s children is generally comparable to
Canadian norms. Investing in early childhood development
provides the best chance for better preparing our youngest
children for school and improving the overall quality of
Manitoba’s future population of youth and adult learners,
workers, parents and citizens.


To promote future economic growth for Manitoba, efforts
are being made to further increase the number of students
who complete high school, participate in post-secondary
education and ultimately graduate with university and/or
college credentials.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on education is available at:


www.gov.mb.ca/healthychild 
www.edu.gov.mb.ca/







CONCLUSION – ECONOMY


Based on Gross Domestic Product, Manitoba is
holding its relative position within Canada with
respect to economic progress. A trend of continued


positive growth is expected. This trend contributes to the
positive trends seen in employment rates and labour force
opportunities in Manitoba. However, economic progress in
Manitoba has typically translated into increased consumption
of material goods and this usually means more material
waste. With recycling rates reaching high levels in
Manitoba, society will begin looking more to industry to
design products and services with waste minimization 
in mind. 


With respect to education, youth literacy in Manitoba is
among the best in the world and our children’s readiness to
learn is comparable to Canadian norms.


Successes in Manitoba’s agriculture and agri-food sector
hinges on local and global forces of change – as the BSE
crisis highlighted. The average size of a farm in Manitoba
has increased over the years and there has been a shift
toward partnership and corporate organization.
Implications of this shift to economic, social and
environmental aspects of sustainability will need to be
monitored and studied in the years to come. 


Sustainable development in Manitoba benefits considerably
from an abundance of hydroelectricity. It provides energy
security because of its renewable nature and it helps our
economy by providing an inexpensive source of energy.
Hydroelectricity is a clean source of energy that is helping
Manitoba and Canada minimize their greenhouse gas
emissions and meet global commitments toward mitigating
climate change.
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SOCIAL WELL-BEING


S ustainability is not just a matter of maintaining the
physical environment for future generations, nor is
economic well-being by itself enough to ensure a


healthy society. To help complete our understanding of 
sustainable development in Manitoba, we must comple-
ment our knowledge of the economic and environmental
dimensions by measuring progress in social well-being.


Categories presented in the social well-being 
dimension are: 


■ Demographics


■ Equity and rights


■ Community and culture


■ Governance


■ Health


■ Justice


CHAPTER THREE
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DEMOGRAPHICS


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Population trends for Manitoba provide important signals
for economic, social and environmentally sustainable 
development and, therefore, understanding them can be
helpful in understanding other issues in this report.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in Manitoba’s
demographics:


■ Population Growth which includes the growth of
Manitoba’s Aboriginal population.


■ Migration to Manitoba from Other Jurisdictions
which is measured by the number of people migrating
to Manitoba, while accounting for those leaving 
the province.


Population Growth
TREND – POSITIVE


Manitoba’s total population was estimated at 1,174,645
persons as of January 1, 2005, an increase of approximately
9,700 since January 1, 2004. Over the last three years,
Manitoba’s population growth has been steadily increasing
(Figure 3-1).


Manitoba’s annual growth rate as of January 1, 2005 was
0.83 per cent, the best since 1985 and just under national
growth of 0.91 per cent. It was also fourth best among the
provinces, only Alberta, British Columbia and Ontario
recorded stronger growth. 


Figure 3-1. Manitoba Annual Population Growth:
January 1, 1988 to January 1, 2005


Source: Statistics Canada


In the 2001 Census, 150,045 persons in Manitoba
identified themselves as Aboriginal, representing 13.6 per
cent of the province’s population. Of Manitoba’s total
Aboriginal population in 2001, 97,980 persons lived off
reserve while 52,065 lived on reserve. Among those living
off reserve, 52,415 lived in Winnipeg and Headingley, and
accounted for 34.9 per cent of Manitoba’s total Aboriginal
population. The combined Aboriginal populations of
Brandon, Thompson and Portage la Prairie totalled 10,570
or 7.1 per cent of Manitoba’s total Aboriginal population.


Compared to Manitoba’s population as a whole, the
Aboriginal population is younger. The share of the
Aboriginal population that is less than 15 years old is 
36 per cent; this compares to 18.9 per cent of the non-
Aboriginal population. Nearly one in four Manitobans
under the age of 15 is of Aboriginal descent. On the other
hand, the percentage of Manitoba’s Aboriginal population
that is 65 and older is 3.7 per cent, which is well under the
14.6 per cent share of the non-Aboriginal population. 


Migration to Manitoba from 
Other Jurisdictions
TREND – POSITIVE


In 2004, total net migration was almost double the number
in 2003. From January 1, 2004 to January 1, 2005,
Manitoba recorded a net gain of 6,025 persons due to all
forms of migration. This compares to an estimated gain of
3,245 persons in 2003. The 6,025 gain is the largest inflow
in at least 33 years. Figure 3-2 illustrates that, in the last
three years, more people came to Manitoba than left.


Net international migration reached 6,132 persons in 
2004, the highest level since the 1980s. In 2004, the total
number of immigrants to Manitoba was 7,414, also the
highest level since 1980 when the total number of 
immigrants was 7,713. 


Figure 3-2. Total Net Migration: 1988 to 2004  


Source: Statistics Canada
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IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


These demographic and population trends provide an
important context for understanding sustainable
development in Manitoba. If the current demographic
trend continues, Manitoba can expect to average annual
population growth of 0.8 per cent to 2017. This growth
would be mainly driven by international migration which
would result in a proportionately younger population and
higher fertility rates. As a consequence, births will continue
to outnumber deaths and the natural increase will also
contribute to population growth. This tells us that
maintaining or increasing population levels in Manitoba
will depend on our ability to attract citizens from other
countries and Canadians from other provinces, as well as
keep Manitobans in Manitoba. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on Manitoba’s population trends is


available at: www.statcan.ca


Information on Manitoba’s Aboriginal population trends
is available at: www.gov.mb.ca/ana/population.html
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EQUITY AND RIGHTS


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
The equality of all people is basic to the concept of
sustainable development. The level of income available to a
person or family directly affects the material standard of
living they are able to enjoy. The ability to provide the
necessities of life and have access to opportunities offered
by society is also vital.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
equity and rights in Manitoba:


■ Low Income which is measured by Statistics Canada
After-Tax Low Income Cut-off (LICO-IAT), which
states that a family has a low income if it spends more
than 64 per cent of its after-tax (and transfer) income
on the basic necessities.


■ Income Inequality which is measured by the Gini 
index, which ranges in value from 0 to 100. A score 
of ‘0’ indicates everyone has the same level of income
(complete equality) while a score of ‘100’ indicates that
one person has all of the income (complete inequality). 


■ Income Dependency which is measured by the degree of
reliance on government transfers for financial support,
as a per cent of total income.


■ Community Supported Living which is measured 
by the number of people with mental disabilities in
community supported living residences.


Low Income
TREND – POSITIVE


Figure 3-3 shows trends in Manitoba’s After-Tax Low
Income Cut-Off (LICO-IAT) from 1989 to 2003. 
The percentage of individuals with incomes below the
LICO-IAT was lowest in 1989 at 12.4 per cent, rose to a
peak of 17.4 per cent in 1991 and has since shown gradual
improvement. Manitoba’s LICO-IAT percentage stood at
12.4 per cent in 2003, 0.9 percentage points higher than
the provincial/territorial average of 11.5 per cent. A key
reason for the increase in the rate of low-income after 1989
was the decline in market incomes between 1989 and
1996. Only after 1996, when average market incomes rose
more substantially, did the rate of low- income begin to fall.
The Statistics Canada report, Income in Canada, 2003,
revealed that Manitoba had the second highest percentage
of persons living below the LICO-IAT.


Figure 3-3 also shows that the rate of low income dropped
the most for those most likely to experience it – those


living in female lone-parent families and those living alone
or with non-family persons. Between 1994 and 2003, the
rate of low income fell by 32 per cent (from 64.6 to 43.7
percentage points) for persons in female lone-parent
families. For unattached individuals, it fell by 29 per cent
(from 39.9 to 28.3 percentage points). By comparison, it
fell by only 12 per cent for those living in all economic
families (from 11.0 to 9.7 percentage points). 


Figure 3-3. Manitoba’s After-Tax Low-Income Cut-Off
Per cent of Persons in Low Income


Source: Statistics Canada


Income Inequality
TREND – NEGATIVE


As illustrated in Figure 3-4, income inequality in Manitoba
has slightly worsened since 1989. The after-tax income Gini
index was lowest in 1990 at 34.2, rose to a peak of 36.7 in
1998 and again to 37.0 in 2002, falling to 35.8 in 2003.


The slight increase in the degree of after-tax income
inequality can be traced to two trends. One is the change 
in the distribution of market incomes (from earnings,
pensions and investment income). The other is the change
in the distribution of taxes and federal and provincial
transfer payments, which reduce the overall degree of
inequality. Between 1989 and 1998, the level of inequality
in market incomes rose and remained high, largely
accounting for the much smaller increase in the inequality
in after-tax incomes. However, since 1998, the inequality 
of market incomes has dropped by two percentage points
while the inequality in after-tax incomes has stayed about
the same, dropping only in 2003. This would indicate that
the distribution of taxes and transfers has become less equal
over the same time period. Nonetheless, in 2003, Manitoba
had the second lowest level of after-tax income inequality,
after Prince Edward Island, in Canada.
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Figure 3-4. Gini Index Manitoba


Source: Statistics Canada


Through a number of initiatives, Manitoba is working 
to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income
and to further the social economic and labour market
inclusion of all citizens. 


Income Dependency
TREND – POSITIVE


Government transfers can be an effective way to reduce the
degree of low income and income inequality in society.
Transfers include all direct payments from federal, provincial
and municipal governments. Figure 3-5 shows the rates of
dependency on government transfers for all economic family
units in Manitoba between 1989 and 2003. Government
transfers, as a percentage of total family income in
Manitoba, rose from 13.0 per cent in 1989 to a high of 15.7
per cent in 1994 and have since declined to 12.4 per cent in
2003. The same trend occurred for all of Canada, with
slightly lower dependency on transfers than in Manitoba.


Figure 3-5. Government Transfers as a Percentage of
Total Income 


Reliance on government transfers and the state of the economy
are related for working-age individuals and families. As income
from employment decreases due to economic downturns,
transfer payments are provided to the unemployed, mainly
through Employment Insurance and income assistance. 


Community Supported Living
TREND – POSITIVE


Community living for persons living with a mental 
disability has been a priority.  Between 1999/00 and 2003/04
the number of residents in developmental centres has
declined by 16 per cent, while the number of people in
community supported living residences has increased by 
33 per cent.


Figure 3-6. Number of People Supported in
Community Living Residences  


Source: Statistics Canada


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Recent trends suggest that Manitoba is maintaining its relative
position within Canada in terms of economic well-being.
Income distribution in Manitoba, an important indicator of
equity, was the second most equal in the country in 2003.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on income in Manitoba is available


at: www.gov.mb.ca/fs/


■ More information on services for persons with 
disabilities is available at: www.gov.mb.ca/fs/pwd


■ The document, Full Citizenship: A Manitoba Provincial
Strategy on Disability, is available at:
www.gov.mb.ca/access/


Source: Statistics Canada
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COMMUNITY 
AND CULTURE


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Manitoba has a growing and vibrant cultural diversity that
enhances community life. Languages and traditions,
whether old or new to our social landscape, are central to
cultural growth and development, and are fundamental to a
healthy and productive community. Sharing and sustaining
heritage and culture provides opportunities for
understanding and fellowship. A strong link with the past
provides a path for future directions. Remembering,
embracing and sharing traditions and spiritual values help
people to connect with and maintain their culture. 


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
community and culture in Manitoba:


■ Community Engagement which is measured through a
sense of belonging, of being involved in community
organizations, and through charitable donations.


■ Heritage Conservation which is measured by the num-
ber of heritage sites.


■ Primary Language Spoken at Home which is measured
by the retention of people’s mother tongue.


Community Engagement
TREND – NOT YET ESTABLISHED


Sense of Belonging – Manitobans show a very high level of
connectedness to their communities. According to Statistics
Canada, Manitoba has the fourth highest percentage 
(91 per cent) of individuals who described their sense of
belonging to Canada as very or somewhat strong 
(Figure 3-7).


Figure 3-7. Sense of Belonging


Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2003


Involvement in Community Organizations – Manitoba
has the third highest percentage (64.6 per cent) of
individuals reporting that they were involved in at least one
organization, a strong indicator of commitment and
involvement in local communities (Figure 3-8).


Figure 3-8. Percentage of Individuals Who are Involved in
at Least One Organization, by Province, Canada, 2003


Source: Statistics Canada, General Social Survey, 2003
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Charitable Donations – More Manitobans give to charities
than the national average and their average gift is also more
than the national average. Income tax data for 2003
indicates that the average deduction claimed by
Manitobans for charitable donations was $1,308.51, higher
than the national average of $1,204.21. The average
donation by Manitobans increased by 12.52 per cent
between 2002 and 2003, compared with a national
increase of 9.75 per cent.


A little over 28 per cent of Manitobans claimed a
deduction for a charitable contribution, compared to the
national average of 24.56 per cent in 2003. Interestingly,
the 2000 National Survey of Giving, Volunteering and
Participating (Statistics Canada) reports a higher donor
rate, noting that only 45 per cent of all respondents
indicated they, or someone else in their household,
intended to claim a tax credit for charitable donations 
they had made; this suggests the 2003 data may understate
the extent of charitable giving. Indeed, the 2000 study
showed that 84 per cent of all Manitobans made a financial
donation to at least one charitable organization, an 
increase from 81 per cent in 1997. In both cases, giving 
by Manitobans was higher than the national average of 
78 per cent. The study also found that donors are more
likely than non-donors to volunteer and belong to an
organization and the likelihood increases with the 
amount given.


Figure 3-9. Average amount of donation by Canadians
and Manitobans 2002 and 2003


Source:  Canada Revenue Agency


Heritage Conservation
TREND – POSITIVE


Manitoba’s built and natural heritage and its network of
museums and heritage organizations, embody the
province’s diverse and complex heritage. Cultural sites,
museums and signature community events are major
attractions for visitors to Manitoba and, in turn, enhance
and sustain community gathering places. Historic places
provide tangible economic, environmental and social
benefits and contribute to the identity and social cohesion
of Canada. They connect us to the past, to our future and
to each other.


Table 3-1.  Number of Heritage Sites Designated
(Cumulative)


Source:  Manitoba Culture, Heritage and Tourism


The number of heritage sites protected by the Province of
Manitoba, local governments and The City of Winnipeg
has increased from 222 in 1991 to 601 in 2005. The 
designation of heritage sites continues at a steady pace with
approximately 20 new sites designated each year at present.


Primary Language Spoken at Home 
TREND – UNCLEAR


Manitoba has a diversity of languages that reflect the 
evolving ethnic flavour of the province (Table 3-2). 
Cities and communities are witness to the evolution of the
province’s ethnic fabric and the part which language plays
in community and culture. 


YEAR DESIGNATED MUNICIPAL CITY OF 
PROVINCIAL HERITAGE WINNIPEG
HERITAGE SITES BUILDING


SITES CONSERVATION


1990/91 27 44 151


1992/93 70 82 161


1994/95 98 116 173


1996/97 98 140 173


1998/99 106 177 193


2000/01 109 213 201


2002/03 115 244 210


2004/05 118 266 217
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A critical component of Winnipeg’s population profile 
and Winnipeg’s future is linked to its Aboriginal
population. Winnipeg has one of the highest percentages 
of Aboriginal people in Canada and they speak about 
seven Aboriginal languages.


Language is not the only indicator of preservation of
culture and heritage. A more precise picture of an evolving
social identity includes other related cultural institutions,
such as dance, stories, books, plays, activities, religious
affiliations and related organizations.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


In many ways, community and culture represent the fabric
of sustainable development. Our communities interact
directly with the environment and members of the
community, along with the culture they create, participate
in all aspects of Manitoba’s economy. Manitoba’s quality of 
life is strengthened by the commitment of the provincial
government to the cultural sector. In 2002/03, Manitoba’s
per capita expenditure of $93 per person on culture was the
second best in Canada and significantly higher than the
national average of $67 per person.


Manitoba also benefits from the growth of its community
foundations. According to The Winnipeg Foundation, in
2003, foundations in Manitoba had the highest per capita
assets of $260.66 compared with the national per capita
rate of $52.21. Between 1998 and 2003, foundation assets
in Manitoba increased by 94 per cent and grants increased
by 142 per cent.


The Aboriginal and immigrant populations are the fastest
growing in Manitoba and will have the most impact within
the province over the next twenty years. For example, in
rural Manitoba, over one quarter of youth is Aboriginal.
Many Aboriginal people are leaving reserves and moving to
Winnipeg and other communities to find employment and
education. The retention of language and culture is,
therefore, an issue for both groups into the future.


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on Manitoba’s culture and heritage 


is available at: www.gov.mb.ca/chc/ and
www.gov.mb.ca/labour/


Table 3-2. Primary Language Spoken at Home


MOTHER TONGUE 1996 CENSUS PER CENT OF TOTAL 2001 CENSUS PER CENT OF TOTAL 
(INCLUDING MORE THAN POPULATION POPULATION


ONE RESPONSE)


English 831,490 75.6 per cent 839,765 76.1 per cent


French 50,575 4.6 per cent 47,560 4.3 per cent


German 65,295 5.9 per cent 63,215 5.7 per cent


Ukrainian 30,505 2.8 per cent 26,540 2.4 per cent


Tagalog (Filipino) 15,230 1.4 per cent 18,385 1.7 per cent


Cree 23,620 2.1 per cent 18,110 1.6 per cent


Other 83,580 7.6 per cent 90,125 8.2 per cent


Source: Statistics Canada
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GOVERNANCE


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
Under the Constitution, provincial and local
governments have sole or shared responsibility for
governance in numerous key areas relevant to
sustainability: natural resources and the natural
environment; agriculture; business, labour and the
economy; human health; and education. Accordingly,
effective governance can have a positive impact upon
sustainability at both the local and the international
levels. A key component of governance is the ability of
the citizens to take part in decision-making through the
representative democratic system. Voter turnout is one
indicator of the level of participation in our political
community.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators reflect trends in the area of
governance in Manitoba:


■ Voting Rates which is a proxy for opportunities for 
participation and redress.


■ Progress Toward Debt Repayment which is a proxy 
for fiscal accountability.


Voting Rates
TREND – NEGATIVE


Voter turnout for all electoral divisions in Manitoba since
1959 is shown in Figure 3-10. Voter turnout in Manitoba 
has been declining steadily since 1988, as it has in most
provinces and at the federal level. Over the period, the
highest voter turnout was 78 per cent in the 1973 election.
The 2003 voter turnout of 54 per cent is the lowest voter
turnout since 1962. By comparison, voter turnout for 
parliamentary elections in Canada has ranged from a high
of 81 per cent in 1958 to the lowest national voter turnout
in 2000 of 61 per cent. 


Figure 3-10. Provincial Voter Participation Rate


Source: Government of Manitoba with data obtained from 
Elections Manitoba


An Elections Manitoba survey determined voter turnout,
based on samples of 400 voters and 400 non-voters for the
2003 provincial election. The results suggest reasons for
non-voting generally fall into two broad categories: those
who did not want to vote for whatever reason; and those
who intended to vote but were distracted by lack of time,
illness or travel. The number of electors who reported they
were uninterested in the election or did not know enough
to vote grew dramatically in 2003. A common primary or
secondary reason for not voting was the perception that
whether they voted or not, the outcome had already been
determined well before Election Day. About four out of 
ten non-voters cited this reason. When the election process
began, most non-voters intended to vote. Most decided 
not to vote partway through, or on the day of the 
election. Many made the decision after they thought the
outcome was clear. In the 2003 election, it appears the
dramatic decrease in the voting rate was circumstantial.
The complete results of the survey may be accessed on 
the Elections Manitoba website at:
www.electionsmanitoba.ca/default.htm


Progress Toward Debt Repayment
TREND – POSITIVE


Fiscal sustainability is a key determinant of the
government’s ability to continue funding government
programs, including those that have a profound effect on
quality of life, environmental protection and health of the
population.
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The Balanced Budget, Debt Repayment and Taxpayer
Protection Act (known informally as balanced budget 
legislation, or BBL) was made law in 1995. It requires the
government to make orderly repayments of debt while
maintaining a positive balance in its Operating Fund, the
account into which revenues are deposited and from which
expenditures are drawn. Since 1995/96, Manitoba has
delivered balanced budgets in the context of provincial 
legislative requirements. An escalating minimum amount
for debt repayment must be set aside yearly in the Debt
Retirement Fund (DRF); the fund can be collapsed at any
time, and no later than every fifth year, to repay debt. Since
1999, Manitoba has transferred a total of $594 million to
the Debt Retirement Fund to pay down general purpose
debt and pension liabilities. Payments were boosted from
$96 million in 2004/05 to $110 million in 2005/06.


A simple indicator of a province’s capability to service the
debt is the debt-to-Gross Domestic Product (GDP) ratio,
set out in the following chart for Manitoba, Figure 3-11.


Figure 3-11. Debt to Gross Domestic Product Ratio


Source: Manitoba Finance


Debt-to-GDP ratios are useful in gauging a government’s
capacity to service debt. If a province’s GDP is increasing,
then size of the tax base is increasing. Amid a steadily 
growing economy, Manitoba’s ability to service its debt
increased from 1999 to 2004 as the debt-to-GDP ratio 
fell from 31.2 per cent to 26.2 per cent during that time.
Manitoba ranks fifth best among provinces for lowest 
debt-to-GDP ratio among two different measures of debt.
The Dominion Bond Rating Service, a credit rating agency,
and Statistics Canada create their own measures of net debt
for inter-provincial comparisons.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Public participation in democratic governance is critical for
sustainability – the law alone cannot enforce the common
interest. Sustainability will also be based on community
knowledge and support. Participation in democratic
elections is one good indicator of such knowledge and
support. The apparent trend of declining voter turnout in
Manitoba is concerning. Increased effort to improve voter
turnout will be needed to help ensure the sustainability of
complex future development decisions.


Trends in fiscal responsibility have implications for all
aspects of sustainable development. Manitoba’s legislated
commitment to a balanced budget and to long-term debt
repayment is a signal to future generations that they have
indeed been factored into the development equation in 
this province. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on governance in Manitoba is 


available at: www.electionsmanitoba.ca/default.htm and
www.gov.mb.ca/finance/index.html


%
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HEALTH 


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
The World Health Organization has affirmed that 
health – as a state of complete physical, mental and 
social well-being and not merely the absence of disease 
or infirmity – is a fundamental human right, and the
attainment of the highest level of health is a most 
important world-wide social goal.


The health of a population is affected by social, 
environmental and economic determinants, including:
employment/working conditions; education; income/
socioeconomic status; healthy child development; personal
health practices and coping skills; physical environment;
social support network; biology and genetic endowment;
and health services. 


The ongoing attainment of the optimal level of health and
well-being must be supported through sustaining resources
for the health of future generations.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicators have been selected to reflect
trends in the area of health in Manitoba:


■ Health Status which is reflected here through two 
measures – Ability to Function and Potential Years of
Life Lost.


■ Access and Quality of Care which may be measured 
in part by the quality and availability of health care
services available to Manitobans.


Health Status
TREND – NOT YET ESTABLISHED


Ability to Function – Ability to Function measures the
overall functional health of the population based on nine
dimensions of functioning – vision, hearing, speech,
mobility, dexterity, feelings, cognition, memory and pain.


In 2003, a Statistics Canada survey reported that 18 per
cent of Manitobans over the age of 12 indicated either
moderate or severe functional health problems. Females
reported slightly higher rates of moderate to severe
functional health problems than males. Compared to other
provinces, Manitoba ranks in the middle nationwide. 


Manitoba is addressing these dimensions of functioning in
part through a range of strategies to promote healthy
living, including: healthier eating; increase in physical
activity levels; reduction of preventable injuries; reduction
in the use of tobacco and other dangerous substances;
improved sexual health; a mental health renewal strategy;
and reduction in the rates of chronic disease.


Potential Years of Life Lost (PYLL) – Potential Years of
Life Lost measures the years of life lost before age 75 in a
population due to premature death. Males have a higher
overall rate of potential years of life lost than females,
although the rate over time (1992 to 2001) has remained
constant for both sexes. 


The potential years of life lost by specific cause of death 
for Manitobans as a whole are ranked below in order of
greatest number of years of potential life lost:


1. Unintentional injuries 


2. Lung cancer 


3. Suicide 


4. Heart attack 


5. Stroke


For women, breast cancer is the second leading cause of
PYLL, followed closely by lung cancer. Rates for breast 
cancer have remained relatively constant since 1979. 


Some other trends in the rates of PYLL are noteworthy.
Unintentional injuries among males have decreased, 
stabilizing in 1998. Between 1979 and 1999, the rates of
PYLL due to lung cancer among males decreased, while the
trend among females was in the opposite direction, with
smoking as the major cause. 


Suicide rates have declined since 1979, but rates among
women have remained stable. First Nations Manitobans are
two times more likely than non-First Nations Manitobans
to die by suicide. 


Rates of PYLL due to heart attack among men and women
declined between 1979 and 1999 due to improved drugs
and medical care for heart attack patients, reduced
smoking rates among men and greater control of
hypertension. While genetic factors play a role, other risk
factors for heart disease include unhealthy diet, obesity,
inactivity and diabetes. These risk factors are increasing in
the Manitoba population and are described on the Healthy
Living website at: www.gov.mb.ca/healthyliving/
index.html
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Access and Quality of Care
TREND – NOT YET ESTABLISHED


One of the determinants of health is access to quality
health services. Access to high quality health services is
important in the prevention, early detection and treatment
of illness. Key dimensions around quality and access
include the appropriateness of the health services available,
their effectiveness in maintaining/improving health, the
efficiency with which they are delivered and the
responsiveness of the health system to adapt to demands. 


Patient Perceived Quality of Care – This measure reflects
patients’ overall perception of the quality of care received. It
is subjective and differs from objective measures of clinical
effectiveness and appropriateness. 


In 2003, Statistics Canada conducted the Canadian
Community Health Survey in provinces across Canada.
Results of that survey showed the following for Manitoba:


■ 85 per cent of Manitobans rated the quality of overall
health care received to be “excellent” or “good” (80 per
cent in 2000);


■ 80 per cent of Manitobans rated the quality of 
tele-health services received to be “excellent” or “good” 
(data for 2000 unavailable);


■ 92 per cent of Manitobans rated the quality of 
physician care received to be “excellent” or “good” 
(89 per cent in 2000); and


■ 82 per cent of Manitobans rated the quality of 
hospital care received to be “excellent” or “good” 
(82 per cent in 2000).


The rates reported for men and women, and for Manitoba
and Canada overall were similar. 


Per cent of Population Having Difficulty Obtaining
Services – This is a measure of the public’s perception of
access to health services. In 2003, Statistics Canada
conducted a Health Services Access Survey and asked
Manitobans whether they experienced any difficulties
accessing health services in the preceding 12 months. 


The results of the Statistics Canada survey showed the 
following for Manitoba:


■ 82 per cent of Manitobans reported having no difficulty
accessing health information or advice;


■ 75 per cent of Manitobans reported having no difficulty
accessing immediate care; and


■ 81 per cent of Manitobans reported having no difficulty
accessing routine care.


The rates reported for Manitoba and Canada overall were
similar. Trend data is not available for this indicator.


Figure 3-12. Age-Standardized Per cent of Population
Reporting No Difficulty Accessing Services


Source: Statistics Canada


A number of strategies are being developed to improve
access to services in Manitoba, to improve the quality of
services and to reduce costs and inefficiencies in the system.
The Manitoba Primary Health Care Policy Framework, 
for example, outlines the goals to address primary health
care reform in the province (www.gov.mb.ca/health/
primaryhealth.html). Additional strategies underway
include the reconfiguration of rural health service delivery,
a human resource strategy and a wait list reduction strategy.


IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Average data for the entire population of Manitoba does not
show the important disparities between groups of people.
However, analysis of the data by gender, Aboriginal status,
income, other socioeconomic variables and geography
(north-south, rural-urban), etc., can show some significant
differences in health status, personal practices/coping skills,
use of health services and other determinants of health. 
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The expenditures on health services in Manitoba account
for 42 per cent of the provincial budget. The largest
proportion of the costs for health services are hospitalization
costs, physician’s salaries and pharmaceutical drugs.
Research has shown that, while access to key effective
services is important to health status, there are many
determinants of health, of which health services is just one. 


Questions for sustainability are whether the amount and 
mix of services are appropriate, and how to achieve a better
balance between prevention and care to improve health and
reduce disparities. Reducing or delaying the onset of illness
can impact on service delivery costs. With the aging of 
society and the increasing proportion of the Aboriginal 
population, increased pressure is anticipated on the health
system. Reducing disability and illness will be key to 
sustaining the health system and a productive society. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION


More information on health is available at:


■ Manitoba’s Comparable Health Indicators Report –
www.gov.mb.ca/health/pirc/1.pdf


■ Manitoba Health –  www.gov.mb.ca/health/
■ Manitoba Healthy Living – www.gov.mb.ca/


healthyliving/index.html
■ The Manitoba Primary Health Care Policy Framework –


www.gov.mb.ca/health/primaryhealth.html
■ Manitoba Centre for Health Policy –  


www.umanitoba.ca/centres/mchp/
■ Canadian Institute for Health Information –


www.cihi.ca
■ Statistics Canada – www.statcan.ca
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JUSTICE


WHY IS IT IMPORTANT?
The law and the justice system are important to
Manitobans because they provide order in society, a
peaceful way to settle disputes and a means of expressing
the values and beliefs of our province and country. The
justice system deals with a broad range of criminal,
constitutional, and administrative laws. It also provides
processes to resolve private disputes fairly and without
violence in matters such as contracts, property ownership,
family rights and obligations, and damages to property. 


Despite the importance of the justice system in supporting
the social well-being of Manitobans, it is very difficult to
adequately measure its effectiveness because of the
complexity of our laws, the number of independent
stakeholders in the system, the need for fairness and due
process and the extremely wide variety of individual matters
and personal situations that the system must handle.


INDICATORS AND TRENDS


The following key indicator reflects trends in justice:
■ Crime Rate which is measured by the number of crimes


recorded by police agencies in Manitoba. The crime rate
is reflective of activity in the criminal justice system. It
does not encompass other justice activities and services. 


Crime Rate


TREND – VARIABLE


Justice statistics are gathered and published annually by the
Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics (CCJS), an agency of
Statistics Canada. One of the most common indicators
referred to in connection with the justice system is the
crime rate, which demonstrates the number and types of
criminal incidents that are reported to, and then officially
recorded by police forces in various parts of Canada.


It is best to think of the crime rate as only a general indicator
of criminal activity. For instance, a higher rate of a certain
type of crime may not necessarily mean that type of activity
is more common in a certain area. It may indicate that the
justice system in that area is doing a better job of identifying,
reporting and dealing with those kinds of incidents.


Manitoba’s violent crime rate has been fluctuating over the
last 10 years. In 2003, Manitoba’s total violent crime rate
decreased slightly (-1 per cent). This rate is slightly lower 
(-1 per cent) than the average rate over the previous 10


years and is six per cent lower than the rate in 1997, which
was the highest rate in the past 10 years (Figure 3-13).


Figure 3-13. Manitoba Total Violent Crime Rates 
1993-2003


Source: Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics


In 2003, Manitoba’s property crime rate increased (+12 per
cent) after having followed a general trend of decreases
since 1995, but was still 12 per cent lower than the 1994
rate, which was the highest rate within the previous 10
years (Figure 3-14). The majority of the increase in
Manitoba’s property crimes (71 per cent) was due to an
increase in theft under $5,000, which may be partly due to
a new telephone reporting system in Winnipeg that makes
it easier to report those offences. 


Figure 3-14. Manitoba Total Property Crime Rates 
1993-2003


Source: Canadian Centre for Justice Statistics
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IMPLICATIONS FOR SUSTAINABILITY


Manitoba Justice supports a variety of crime prevention
and community justice programs, and helps to fund police
forces in the province (although policing in larger centres 
is a municipal responsibility). Consultation and special 
supports are provided to victims of more serious crimes. 
To help reduce future re-involvement in criminal activity,
Manitoba’s correctional system provides sentenced 
offenders with counselling, education, vocational training
and appropriate remedial programs. While all these efforts
are important, they cannot on their own prevent a crime
from occurring. 


It is generally accepted that a wide range of individual, 
family, community and societal factors influence
potential criminal behaviour. Simple indicators, such as
crime rates, may point to problems, but they cannot
prescribe solutions. 


In recognition of these challenges, in June of 2003, the
Justice Information Council agreed on the need to move in
a significant new direction. The council has endorsed 
gathering and analyzing a broad spectrum of national data
on individual, family and community/societal factors, and
justice and partner system interventions, to determine their
effect on offending and recidivism, quality of life, skill
development/employment, parenting skills and economic
growth. It is expected that this broader approach will
improve the national capacity to address key policy 
questions and will support research-based policy
development in the future. 


FOR MORE INFORMATION
■ More information on the justice system in Manitoba is


available at: www.gov.mb.ca/justice/index.html


■ Crime rate statistics are published yearly by Statistics
Canada and can be accessed at: www.statcan.ca
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CONCLUSION – 
SOCIAL WELL-BEING


Manitobans are generally healthy, yet certain
segments of the population have higher risk
factors for adverse health effects. Rates of


diabetes, for example, have increased in recent years. In
addition, Statistics Canada reports that about 14 per cent
of Manitoba’s population identifies as having a disability.
Manitoba benefited from a growth in its population last
year as total net migration to the province reached its
highest level in modern times.


Manitoba has the benefit of enjoying the second most equal
distribution of income in the country, a fact that bodes well
for sustainable development. Manitoba has among the
highest percentage of low-income families compared to
other provinces. 


While we enjoy being among the most free and democratic
nations, Manitoba and Canada are experiencing a decline
in voter turnout – a concerning trend given the importance
of public participation and community knowledge in
moving toward a more sustainable future. 


The positive aspects of our social well-being will help
attract Canadians from other provinces and citizens from
other countries to live in Manitoba and, of critical
importance, will provide reasons for young Manitobans to
stay in Manitoba. 
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THE BIG PICTURE


I s Manitoba progressing toward a sustainable society?
Finding the answer to this is not a simple task, even
based on the indicators presented in this report. While


the results indicate there are some negative trends that need
to be addressed in order to improve Manitoba’s perform-
ance, there are certainly many positive trends that show
hope for the future and point to the need for continued
effort on behalf of all Manitobans to ensure we continue to
create a more sustainable province. This report will help
build a foundation for developing a sustainable Manitoba.
Better performance in some areas may balance out poorer
performance in others. But, based on all of this informa-
tion, can we really see the “big picture”? Aggregating indi-
cators is a way to provide a more complete, but simpler
picture of complicated issues. A specific tool using aggre-
gated indices to present a picture of sustainability for
Manitoba is presented in this section – the Ecological
Footprint. 


The Ecological Footprint
The ecological footprint (EF) is an index of the
sustainability of our lifestyle. Our lifestyle and activities
need an ecosystem to support them. Our activities can be
expressed in the amount of productive land it takes to
produce the inputs required and assimilate the wastes. 
The EF of a given activity of the population is expressed as
the total hectares of productive land that is ‘consumed’ to
support that activity based on prevailing technology. The
EF, compared to the total available productive land of the
given area – bioproductivity, indicates the sustainability of
the lifestyle.


The EF is globally the most widely used single
sustainability measure. It describes the distance from and
progress toward a sustainable lifestyle, while providing
sufficient detail on the impact of various activities. 


The EF calculation comprises six major bioproductive
areas, namely: arable land; pasture; forest; fishing 
grounds; fossil energy land; and built land. It considers 
the human demand on each of these land types wherever
they are located.


The arable land component includes the area Manitoba
needs to produce all the crops (cereals, oil crops, fruits and
vegetables, roots and tubers, pulses, tea, coffee, sugar,
tobacco, cotton) that Manitobans consume, and the area
for all the crops grown for feeding animals whose meat,
milk or eggs are consumed in Manitoba (but excludes meat
from free-ranging animals). 


The pasture land component includes the area that relates
to Manitoba’s consumption of meat, dairy products, hides
and wool obtained from free-ranging livestock occupying
permanent pastures (i.e., livestock that are not crop-fed or
not in feedlots). 


Forest land represents the area that Manitoba requires to
produce all the primary timber products (sawn wood,
wood-based panels and fibreboards) and all the secondary
timber products (pulp, paper and paperboard) consumed. 


Fishing grounds are the total area required to catch
freshwater fish for human consumption in Manitoba. 
(Sea space required for sea fish and other sea products
consumption in Manitoba is negligible compared to total
food consumption.) 


Fossil energy land represents the area that Manitoba
requires to sustain its energy consumption of fossil fuels
(mainly coal, oil and natural gas). It includes all non-
renewable energy used for heating, transportation and
electricity generation. The energy footprint is adjusted 
for the energy embodied in traded goods. 


Finally, built land includes the entire infrastructure for
housing, transportation and industrial production.


CHAPTER FOUR
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Results of the calculations 
The analysis reveals that, in 2001, Manitoba had an
ecological footprint of approximately 9 million global
hectares1 (8,924,532 gha) or 7.78 gha per person. This is
equivalent to about 20 football fields put together or three
city blocks per person. Manitoba’s total available productive
land, or bioproductivity is 18,823,608 global hectares (or
16.42 gha/person). The analysis shows that, overall,
Manitoba is able to meet its demand from its existing
bioproductive land in the near future. 


Components (gha):


■ Fossil fuel energy2 5.77


■ Cropland 0.77


■ Forest 0.48


■ Built-up area 0.38


■ Pasture 0.30


■ Fishing grounds 0.08


Total EF for Manitoba: 7.78 gha


Figure 4-1. The  Ecological footprint of Manitoba by
Area Type in per cent


Sustainability in Manitoba will depend to a large extent 
on how the surplus bioproductivity will be used in years 
to come. Care should, therefore, be taken on how this 
bioproductivity is utilized.


2Includes: non-renewable energy consumed (natural gas, oil, coal, etc.)
for heating, electricity generation and transportation, and the embodied
energy in products consumed.


1 A ’global hectare’ is an adjusted figure to make the comparison of
lands with different productivity possible.
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PROGRESS REPORT ON SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT PROCUREMENT 


T he Sustainable Development Act requires the estab-
lishment of sustainable development procurement
guidelines, goals and action plans. These are to be


integrated into government procurement procedures to
ensure that the purchase of all goods or services is consis-
tent with the principles and guidelines of sustainable devel-
opment. A progress report for 2003/04 activities related to
each of Manitoba’s five procurement goals is provided below. 


Education, Training 
and Awareness
The intent of this goal is to ensure a workplace culture that
supports sustainable procurement practices exists within
government. Departments have undertaken a variety of
actions. The most common include: making use of
departmental or branch Intranet sites and/or newsletters to
communicate news and raise awareness; and having staff
attend sustainable development procurement training
sessions and workshops. Sustainable development
considerations are being integrated into the corporate
procurement service functions by communicating
sustainable development policies and initiatives to
government and the business community; establishing
specifications and corporate standards for environmentally
preferred goods; engaging key stakeholders in government
to advance sustainable development initiatives and
enhancing programs to address community economic
development (CED) in Manitoba. 


Pollution Prevention and
Human Health Protection 
The intent of this goal is to protect the health and 
environment of Manitobans from possible adverse effects 
of government operations and activities and provide a 
safe and healthy working environment. The province is
working to reduce the purchase and use of substances
whose quantity, concentration or the conditions under
which they are managed pose an elevated risk to the
environment or human health. Progress has been made in
the area of janitorial supplies, salt and ice-melt products.


Efforts to reduce the amount of solid waste generated and
sent to landfill are also underway. 


Reduction of Fossil 
Fuel Emissions
The intent of this goal is to reduce fossil fuel emissions of
government operations and activities, primarily through
vehicle fleets within government. Fleet Vehicles Agency
owns and manages the majority of the province’s 2,624
light duty vehicles while Mechanical Equipment Services
owns and manages some 1,275 light duty vehicles and the
equipment used to maintain highway infrastructure. The
following data measures the province’s efforts to reduce
vehicle emissions.


Table 5-1. Alternate Fuel Vehicles – 2003/04


Source: Manitoba Transportation and Government Services


Table 5-2. Fuel Volume Percentage by Type – 2003/04


APPENDIX


VEHICLE TYPE NUMBER OF VEHICLES


Chrysler E85 mini van 87


Chrysler E85 Sebring 10


E85 Trucks and SUVs 10


Toyota Prius gas electric hybrid 2


Honda Civic gas electric hybrid 6


Dodge bi-fuel (gasoline/propane) – full size van 1


Total 116


FUEL TYPE FUEL VOLUME* PERCENTAGE OF 
IN LITRES FUEL VOLUME


Gasoline 9,298,757 51.23 %


Ethanol (E10) 2,538,404 13.99 %


Diesel 6,312,743 34.78 %


Other N/A N/A


* Fuel volume numbers include fuel purchased for all Fleet Vehicles Agency vehicles (including 
customers in the broader public sector), all Mechanical Equipment Services Branch vehicles and
equipment and all other fuel purchased by Manitoba Transportation and Government Services.
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Resource Conservation
The intent of this goal is to reduce government use 
and consumption of resources in a sustainable and
environmentally preferable manner primarily through the
reduction of utilities consumption (such as water, electricity
propane, fuel oils and natural gas) and product and services
purchases. Government manages the operation of its owned
facilities and the utilities servicing these properties and also
pays directly for the utilities servicing a number of leased
facilities. These properties combined, comprise the most
significant portion of accommodations for government
employees and facilities for delivery of public services. As
the owner or the lessee of these various properties,
government controls their construction and operation and
is responsible for the resource efficiency of these facilities.
An independent audit has demonstrated that, overall,
government buildings have achieved a 2001/02 greenhouse
gas (GHG) reduction of eight per cent over 1990/91 levels.
Therefore, government operations have already achieved
compliance with and exceeded Canada’s Kyoto Protocol
target to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to six per cent


below 1990 levels. The fuel, energy and water provided by
service utilities for both owned and leased properties are
listed for two consecutive fiscal years in Table 5-4. The
GHG emissions of the fuels used in these properties is
presented in Table 5-5. The year-over-year change is a
decrease in global warming potential of five per cent to
42,521 tonnes of CO2 equivalents emitted in 2003/04,
with the change predominately from the reduction in fuel
oil use. Water consumption increased year-over-year by 0.7
per cent to 726,371 cubic meters.


The province continues to research and develop
specifications for government-wide application that
consider Environmental Choice/Eco-Logo standards and
certification systems, such as ISO 1400/1401, Energy Star
and the Canadian General Standards Board (CGSB). The
following environmentally preferable products have been
mandated in government:


■ Recycled Multipurpose Copier, Fax and Printer Paper
that requires a product with 30 per cent post-consumer
content is running at 99 per cent of paper purchases.


Table 5-3. Gasoline and Ethanol (E10) Purchased by Departments – 2003/04


DEPARTMENT LITRES OF GASOLINE AND LITRES OF  ETHANOL (E10) ETHANOL (E10) PURCHASED
ETHANOL (E10) PURCHASED* PURCHASED* AS A % OF TOTAL


Executive Council 11,883 6,078 51.15


Agriculture, Food and Rural Initiatives 246,233 42,311 17.18


Justice 487,450 132,759 27.24


Consumer and Corporate Affairs 7,501 2,235 29.80


Finance 39,817 14,934 37.51


Family Services and Housing 476,863 148,567 31.16


Industry, Economic Development and Mines 141,333 30,692 21.72


Labour and Immigration 126,824 28,106 22.16


Conservation 2,593,435 280,067 10.80


Intergovernmental Affairs 142,881 34,973 24.48


Culture, Heritage and Tourism 58,588 14,154 24.16


Transportation and Government Services 5,017,857 1,140,960 22.74


Education, Citizenship and Youth 97,966 39,475 40.29


Aboriginal and Northern Affairs 110,125 15,645 14.21


Health 97,430 44,296 45.46


Totals 9,656,186 1,975,252 20.46


Source: Manitoba Transportation and Government Services
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Table 5-4. Government Buildings Utilities Consumption – 2002/03 and  2003/04


COMBINED 
BUILDING 
VIEW 02/03 03/04 02/03 03/04 02/03 03/04 02/03 03/04 02/03 03/04 02/03 03/04


Building Area Area Electricity Electricity Natural Gas Natural Gas Propane Propane Fuel Oil Fuel Oil Water Water
Type m2 m2 kWh kWh m3 m3 L L L L m3 m3


Corrections 69,676 69,676 14,327,407 14,358,231 2,198,441 2,300,989 400,501 394,339 37,411 0 102,037 107,874


Courts 56,338 56,338 5,705,402 5,657,397 400,041 364,417 117,052 153,169 0 0 34,859 35,714


Education 144,509 144,270 26,033,783 25,412,634 4,289,837 4,027,216 644,417 565,400 119,008 3,621 183,503 165,906


Health Care 75,082 75,082 9,550,800 9,690,180 4,497,780 4,469,908 0 0 124,380 17,934 182,393 194,193


Office 189,028 186,296 32,130,645 31,856,069 2,457,493 2,134,524 0 0 0 0 98,282 97,009


Special 86,433 86,433 16,008,201 16,159,049 4,277,581 4,304,185 0 0 91,874 0 116,534 122,627


Vacant 57,947 57,947 688,994 960,970 1,095,165 1,101,349 0 0 0 0 1,433 605


Warehouse 15,431 15,431 2,226,731 2,216,473 404,519 337,496 0 0 0 0 2,250 2,442


Grand Total 694,444 691,473 106,671,963 106,311,003 19,620,856 19,040,083 1,161,970 1,112,908 372,673 21,555 721,290 726,371


Source: Manitoba Transportation and Government Services


Table 5-5. Government Buildings Greenhouse Gas Emissions – 2002/03 and 2003/04


COMBINED 
BUILDING VIEW 02/03 03/04


Building Type Global Warming Potential Emissions / Area Global Warming Potential Emissions / Area
(tonnes of CO2eq) (tonnes/ m2) Global (tonnes of CO2eq) (tonnes/ m2)


Corrections 5,254.00 0.0747 5,327.87 0.0758


Courts 1,099.61 0.0193 1,089.96 0.0191


Education 10,107.34 0.0693 9,143.83 0.0629


Health Care 8,984.90 0.1192 8,631.76 0.1145


Office 5,530.93 0.0291 4,930.43 0.0263


Special 8,675.58 0.0999 8,465.67 0.0976


Vacant 2,052.01 0.0353 2,071.59 0.0356


Warehouse 816.73 0.0527 692.10 0.0447


Grand Total 42,521.10 0.0609 40,353.21 0.0580


Source: Manitoba Transportation and Government Services


*Reported figures include purchases of gasoline and ethanol (E10) for Fleet Vehicles Agency and Mechanical Equipment Services Branch vehicles and equipment assigned to or used
by the designated departments.
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■ Remanufactured Toner Cartridges for use in selected
printer and fax machines. Savings are approximately
$20,000 per month in addition to diverting spent 
cartridges from landfill sites. 


The province’s Fleet Vehicles Agency and Materials
Distribution Agency (MDA) purchase environmentally
preferable products government-wide. MDA lists
approximately 200 environmentally preferable products in
its catalogue. Fleet Vehicles promotes the use of alternate
fuel vehicles and ethanol, and reports that use of E-10
Ethanol was 20.46 per cent of total fuel purchased by
government departments for 2003/04. 


Community Economic
Development
The intent of this goal is to ensure that government 
procurement practices foster and sustain community 
economic development in the Aboriginal community, 
environmental industry sector and small, community-based
businesses and co-ops. Manitoba’s Aboriginal population 
is growing quickly, including an expanding business and
entrepreneurial sector, yet Aboriginal firms have historically
been under-represented in responding to government
procurement opportunities. The Province of Manitoba’s
Aboriginal Procurement Initiative is designed to increase


the participation of Aboriginal businesses in providing
goods and services to government through the use of an
Aboriginal Business Directory and other tools that are
accessible government-wide for buyers to obtain goods 
and services from Aboriginal suppliers. Benchmark data for
Manitoba Government Aboriginal Business Awarded in
2003/04 is 2,583 purchase documents/transactions and 
a total dollar value of $6,951,317.


The Manitoba Environmental Industry sector is comprised
of approximately 350 companies in Manitoba involved in
the production of environmental goods or services and
environment-related construction activities. Provincial 
government departments continue working to increase
awareness of the environmental businesses offering services
through the Manitoba Companies Directory among 
procurement staff and adapting this tool to meet the needs
of the procurement process. The goal is to raise awareness
of small business within departments. Further work is 
needed to determine which areas of small business should
be the focus of this objective to maximize the intended
community economic development benefits. There is also
an ongoing need to identify barriers preventing this sector
from accessing opportunities and to take inventory of what
is currently being done by government.
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more depth to the income debate by including the role 
of government initiatives such as the Child Tax Credit. 
This living wage report blends the methodologies of 
the a.l.l. report and CCPA B.C.’s living-wage report and 
as such is not simply a remake of the a.l.l. It is a com-
prehensive look at the roles of both the public and pri-
vate sector in determining a living wage. It will be an 
invaluable resource for all who advocate for econom-
ic justice in Manitoba.
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Families who work for low wages face impossi-
ble choices — buy food or heat the house, feed 
the children or pay the rent. The result can be 
spiraling debt, constant anxiety and long-term 
health problems. In many cases it means that 
the adults in the family are working long hours, 
often at two or three jobs, just to pay for basic 
necessities. They have little time to spend with 
their family, much less to help their children 
with school work or participate in community 
activities.


The frustration of working harder only to fall 
further behind is one many Canadians can re-
late to. Recent CCPA research shows that most 
families are taking home a smaller share of the 
economic pie despite working longer hours, get-
ting more education and contributing to a grow-
ing economy.


Despite stable economic growth and consis-stable economic growth and consis-
tently low unemployment, Manitoba’s poverty rate 
has remained above the national rate. In 2007, 
(the most recent year for which data are avail-
able) 9.8 per cent of Manitobans were living on 
low incomes, the third highest of all provinces 
after British Columbia and Quebec. In addition, 


SUMMARY


The View From Here: How a living wage 
can reduce poverty in Manitoba


in 2005 Winnipeg tied for the highest poverty rate 
of all large urban areas in Canada at 15 per cent.


In 2007, Manitoba recorded the second high-
est child poverty rate in the country. Between 
2002 and 2007, 24 per cent of all Manitoba chil-
dren lived in poverty for at least one year, 12 per 
cent lived in poverty for one to three years, and 
9 per cent for four or more years.


The living wage is one of the most powerful 
tools available to address this troubling state of 
poverty amid plenty in Manitoba. It allows us 
to get serious about reducing child poverty, and 
ensures that families who are working hard get 
what they deserve — a fair shake, and a life that’s 
about more than a constant struggle to get by.


The living wage is a call to private and pub-
lic sector employers to pay wages, to both direct 
and contract employees, sufficient to provide the 
basics to families with children.


A living wage is not the same as the mini-
mum wage, which is the legal min imum em-
ployers must pay. The living wage sets a higher 
test — it reflects what earners in a family need 
to bring home, based on the actual costs of liv-
ing in a specific community.
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What’s in a Living Wage?


The living wage is calculated as the hourly rate 
at which a household can meet its basic needs, 
once government transfers have been added to 
the family’s income (such as the Universal Child 
Care Benefit) and deductions have been sub-
tracted (such as income taxes and Employment 
Insurance premiums).


This report calculates a living wage for Mani-
toba’s two largest cities, and its largest northern 
city. One must be careful not to assume that 
these wages would be sufficient in the rest of the 
province. Remote northern communities, for ex-
ample, face far higher costs and the living wage 
for their residents would be considerably higher.


At $13.44 per hour for Winnipeg — or $24,461 annually for each parent working full-time — here’s what a family could 


afford:


Food: $662/month (based on estimates by Health Canada for a nutritious diet)


Clothing and footwear: $172/month


Shelter: $1,067/month (includes conservative rent estimate for a three-bedroom apartment, utilities, and insurance 


on home contents)


Transportation: $421/month (includes one bus pass and the cost of owning and operating a used car)


Child Care: $629/month (for a four year old in full-time care, a seven year old in after-school care, and summer day-


time care)


Private Health Insurance (including dental and drug coverage): $135/month


Parents’ education: $210/month (allows for two 3 credit university courses per year per parent)


Contingency fund: $157/month (provides some cushion for unexpected events like the serious illness of a family mem-


ber, transition time between jobs, etc.)


Other: $555/month (covers personal care, furniture, household supplies, school supplies, some reading materials, 


minimal recreation and entertainment)


The living wage for Brandon is $11.10 per hour, and for Thompson is $11.18. Differences are based on variations in the ex-


penses based on actual costs of living in the different cities and regional differences in government provided benefits.


This living wage calculation does not cover:


•	 Credit card, loan, or other debt/interest payments;


•	 Savings for retirement;


•	 Owning a home;


•	 Savings for children’s future education;


•	 Anything beyond minimal recreation, entertainment, or holiday costs;


•	 Costs of caring for a disabled, seriously ill, or elderly family member; or


•	 Anything other than the smallest cushion for emergencies or hard times.


A Bare Bones Budget
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health and gen eral competence. Children from 
low-income families are less likely to do well at 
school, have lower literacy levels and are more 
likely as adults to suffer from job insecurity, un-
der-employment and poor health.


According to the National Longitudinal Sur-
vey of Children and Youth, parents in households 
with low incomes are more than twice as likely as 
parents in either middle or high-income families 
to be chronically stressed. Not having enough 
money to buy household essentials and feeling 
that unrealistic expecta tions are being placed 
on their time are two of the primary sources of 
stress identified in this research. These parents 
are more likely to suffer from poor health and 
to be higher users of health care services. Ado-
lescents living with chronically stressed parents 
were more likely than other youth to have a tough 
time socially and in school.1


A series of recent national studies about 
work-life conflict document the high costs of 


For a full description of the calculation meth-
od used see section 4 of this report. The living 
wage is based on:


• A family of two parents with two children 
aged four and seven.


• Both parents working full-time, at 35 hours 
per week.


• Estimated family expenses in 10 categories 
(more on this below).


• The cost of government deductions 
(provincial and federal taxes, Employment 
Insurance premiums and Canada Pension 
Plan contributions).


• The value of government transfers like the 
Canada Child Tax Benefit (more on this 
below).


• Employers providing minimal paid 
vacation and sick time.


The living wage gets families out of severe 
financial stress by lifting them out of poverty 
and providing a basic level of economic security. 
But it is also a con servative, bare bones budget 
without the extras many of us take for granted.


The living wage calculation is based on the 
needs of two-parent families with young children, 
but would also support a family throughout the 
life cycle so that young adults are not discour-
aged from having children and older workers have 
some extra income as they age. The living wage 
is not enough for a single parent with one child 
to get by, and a single parent with two children 
would have an even tougher time. (See page 17 
for more on single parents.)


Why a living wage?


Living wages benefit families, communities and 
employers, now and into the future.


A growing body of evidence tells us that grow-
ing up in an engaged, supportive environment 
is a powerful lifelong determinant of a person’s 


Living wage movements have been gaining steam in the UK, 


across the US and in a number of Canadian cities.


In the UK, a growing number of leading corporate, public and 


non-profit employers see the benefits of paying living wages, 


including: Hsbc Bank, Morgan Stanley, Lehman Brothers, 


Citigroup, Deutsche Bank, Royal Bank of Scotland, KpmG, 


Price Waterhouse Coopers, Lovells, Credit Suisse, Macquerie 


Capital, Greater London Authority, London’s Underground 


subway sys tem, four East London Health Trusts, Queen Mary 


University, London School of Economics, the School of Ori-


ental and African Studies, and Westway Development Trust.


While the exact terms differ from employer to employer, all 


have signed a basic “Charter for Socially Responsible Con-


tracting,” stipulating all direct and contract staff are: paid no 


less than a living wage as set annually by the Greater London 


Authority; eligible for 20 days paid holiday plus statu tory 


holidays; eligible for 10 days full sick pay per year; allowed 


free and unfettered access to a trade union.


UK Employers Get Behind the Living Wage
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a family requires in wages to achieve a decent 
standard of living. However, most government 
trans fers and subsidies are reduced or eliminated 
once a family reaches an income level well be-
low the living wage. For our living wage family, 
these transfers include:


•  Canada Child Tax Benefit (reduced after 
the family’s net income is greater than 
$38,885);


• GST Rebate (reduced after the family’s net 
income is greater than $32,312);


• Provincial Child Care Subsidy (starts to 
decline at a family net income threshold of 
$21,371 and ceases entirely at the income 
level of our living wage family);


• Manitoba Shelter Benefit (not available to 
families with gross income over $26,136); 
and


• Others including the Working Income Tax 
Benefit and the Manitoba Child Benefit.


The living wage is also affected by indirect gov-
ernment transfers, in the form of public services 
and infrastructure, that shift certain costs off the 
shoulders of individual families. For example, if 
we had a universal public child care system, the 
living wage calculation would no longer have to 
include over $600 per month in child care costs. 
Increasing the stock of affordable housing, or 
making public transit more affordable, would 
likewise decrease the amount employers need 
to pay in order to provide a living wage.


A key way employers can reduce the payroll 
costs of the living wage is to advo cate for policy 
changes to increase government benefits to low-
income earners and enhance public services that 
improve our quality of life.


role overload (having too much to do in a given 
amount of time) in personal and financial terms. 
Researchers Linda Duxbury and Chris Higgins 
estimate the direct and indirect costs to em-
ployers in absenteeism at $6 billion a year. They 
estimate a further $6 billion cost to the health 
care system.


Other research has shown that paying liv-
ing wages has concrete benefits for employers, 
including reduced absenteeism; increased skill, 
morale and produc tivity levels; ability to attract 
and keep employees in a tight labour market; 
and improved customer satisfaction. It is also 
good for a company’s reputation. For example, 
KPMG in London found that turnover rates were 
cut in half after it implemented a living wage 
policy for all direct and contract staff in 2006. 
(See Fears Concerning the Living Wage Affecting 
Business Profitability Overstated on page 30 for 
a discussion of employer concerns about paying 
a living wage.)


Getting there


The living wage is first and foremost a call to 
private and public sector employ ers to sustain 
families. This can be achieved through wages 
or a combination of wages and benefits (such 
as health benefits, coverage of health insurance 
premiums, transit passes, etc.).


But the living wage is not just about employ-
ers — the labour market alone can not solve all 
problems of poverty and social exclusion. Gov-
ernment policies and programs also have a di-
rect impact on our standard of living, and as a 
result, on the living wage calculation.


First, direct government transfers can put 
money into the pockets of low-income families. 
The more generous these transfers are, the less 
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living wage focuses on family earnings and sets 
a higher test. It begins by asking the question: 
In a given community, what wage level is suffi-
cient for working families to pay for basic neces-
sities, support the healthy development of their 
children, and participate in their communities, 
without experiencing undue financial stress?


The minimum wage is the statutory legal mini-
mum in any given jurisdiction, and traditionally, 
minimum wage campaigns have tended to call 
for a minimum wage that would be high enough 
such that a single individual working full-time, 
full-year would have an income at the poverty 
line (in most of Canada, this would currently 
be about $10.40). In contrast, the living wage is 
about what a family with children would need 
to earn in order to have an after-tax income that 
allows it to meet basic needs and to participate 
in the civic and social life of their community. 
But it is also a conservative, reasonable measure. 
Importantly, living wage campaigns do not seek 
to make the living wage the legal minimum, but 
rather, seek to convince employers (municipali-
ties, public sector, for-profit, and not-for-profit) 
to adopt the living wage for their own staff and to 
apply the same standard to their main contrac-


Families who work for low wages face impossi-
ble choices — buy food or heat the house, feed 
the children or pay the rent. The result can be 
spiraling debt, constant anxiety and long-term 
health problems. In many cases it means that 
the adults in the family are working long hours, 
often at two or three jobs, just to pay for basic 
necessities. They have little time to spend with 
their family, much less to help their children 
with their school work or participate in com-
munity activities2.


In Britain, the United States and now in 
Canada there is increasing support for a “living 
wage” as a way to ensure that families are not 
faced with these impos sible choices. In Britain, 
for example, many leading companies and public 
sector employers have signed living wage agree-
ments that cover both their direct and contract 
employees. In the United States over 125 mu-
nicipalities have passed living wage ordinances.


The living wage initiative as defined in this 
report differs in a number of ways from calls 
to increase the statutory minimum wage. The 
minimum wage is based on individual earn-
ings and is the legislated limit below which the 
hourly wages of an individual cannot fall. The 


SECTION 1


Introduction
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ers to achieving a living wage built into the way 
governments have structured benefit provisions, 
particularly for families with children (i.e. the in-
come level at which the Canada Child Tax Ben-
efit starts to be reduced), and as a result opens 
up a dialogue about the appropriate role for em-
ployers, government and citizens in supporting 
living wage policies. In other words, in addition 
to identifying the responsibility of employers to 
pay a living wage, the report opens up the possi-
bility that employers and other citizens’ groups 
could also become advocates for more appro-
priate government policies in support of living 
wages. For example, a higher Child Tax Benefit, 
lower transit fees, universal child care, and more 
affordable housing would all have the effect of 
lowering the effective living wage rate. Thus, the 
structure of the living wage calculation invites 
us to think about the respective roles of the gov-
ernment and the labour market — who should do 
the heavy lifting when it comes to eliminating 
poverty in Canada? Clearly, the more who pitch 
in the lighter the load.


The living wage has the potential to improve 
the fortunes of low income individuals and fam-
ilies with children. But the benefits of a living 
wage are much broader still. As the report shows, 
whether you focus on broad issues like social 
cohesion or more narrowly on the productivity 
concerns of employ ers, developing a living wage 
to support families with children is a timely and 
important new policy initiative. And for those 
who long to seek an end to child poverty, this 
is truly where “the rubber hits the road.” Most 
poor children have parents in the paid labour 
force. If parents do not receive a wage that, in 
combination with state benefits, allows them to 
escape poverty and financial stress, even when 
working full time, then child poverty will not be 
eliminated. It is the firm view of this project that 
with living wage policies we can indeed build la-
bour market and public policies that will make 
child poverty history.


tors. The living wage calculation invites employ-
ers to consider the issue of compen sation, not 
through the traditional lens of what is the norm 
in a given labour market (or the least one can pay 
while still attracting and retaining employees), 
but rather, through the lens of what it actual-
ly costs to live and raise children in Manitoba.


The living wage builds on the fundamental 
principle of decency in the workplace outlined by 
Harry Arthurs in his recent review of Canadian 
federal labour standards; that is, that no matter 
how limited the bargaining power of a worker, 
they should not be expected to work “under con-
ditions that Canadians would not regard as ‘de-
cent.’”3 This includes, but is not limited to, the 
fact “that no worker and by implication their (sic) 
family should receive a wage that is insufficient 
to live on…or be required to work so many hours 
that he or she is effectively denied a personal or 
civil life.”4 In other words, living wages provide 
the financial means for everyone — adults, youth 
and children — to live with dignity and to par-
ticipate fully in their communities.


These values are very consistent with the 
values of a cross-section of the Canadian pub-
lic. In 2002, after day-long dialogue sessions or-
ganized by the Canadian Policy Research Net-
work around the discussion theme “The Kind 
of Canada We Want,” the researchers reported 
that participants put a high value on mutual re-
sponsibility of citizens to one another, includ-
ing “the right of every child, youth, and adult to 
receive support to become a fully contributing 
citizen.”5 They also noted that this represented 
a strengthening and broadening of the desire to 
include all members of society, whereas in pre-
vious surveys, only investment in children was 
identified as a core value.


In the sections of the report to follow we de-
velop a living wage for Winnipeg, Brandon, and 
Thompson based on these key values and using 
the actual costs of basic necessities in these com-
munities. The report also identifies the barri-
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• Support healthy child development 
principles;


• Promote gender equality;


• Ensure that families are not under severe 
financial stress; and


• Engender significant and wide-ranging 
community support.


The living wage is a vehicle for promoting 
the benefits of social programs6 and does not 
presume that labour market wages alone can 
solve all problems of poverty and social exclu-
sion. It is a conservative, reasonable estimate 
that pushes low-income workers into a zone of 
greater security, allowing them to better care 
for their families.


The living wage is clearly not the only measure 
needed to achieve these object ives, but it would 
be a significant step towards their achievement 
in our society. The principles of the living wage 
are presented in greater detail in the appendix.


Foundational Principles


The living wage is founded on values of fairness 
central to the well-being of individuals, fami-
lies, communities, and the economy. While the 
actual living wage calculation in this report is 
focused on couple families with young children, 
living wage calculations for other family types 
are presented as well. The presented living wage 
is also assessed to provide an adequate income 
throughout the life cycle so that young adults 
will not be discouraged from having children 
and older workers will have the means to sup-
port aging parents. Unfortunately we did not have 
sufficient data to calculate a living wage for sen-
iors and/or people with disabilities. We hope that 
subsequent research will rectify this omission.


The following are the goals of the living wage, 
and thus the benefits that it would bring to our 
society. A living wage would:


• Enable families who are working to escape 
from poverty;


• Promote social inclusion;


SECTION 2


What is the Living Wage?
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• Avoid the chronic stress of living in 
poverty


The living wage is high enough that families 
can weather a temporary crisis without falling 
into poverty. Our living wage assumes an em-
ployee benefit of two weeks of paid sick time 
(plus the statutory requirements for paid vaca-
tion and statutory holidays under employment 
standards), but does not in clude saving for re-
tirement, debt servicing (e.g. interest on loans 
or credit cards), a disability plan or home own-
ership. There is only very limited provision for 
family members to participate in further educa-
tion, take vacations, and pay for entertainment 
or recreational activities. It is a bare bones budg-
et. As readers move through the details of our 
calculation below, they will be hard pressed to 
point to an expenditure that seems “too gener-
ous” or unreasonable.


The report presents the specific assumptions 
underlying the living wage, de scribes the method 
by which it was calculated, and then explains the 
different means by which the living wage can be 
achieved. But before we turn to the actual liv-
ing wage calculation we will first provide the 
social and economic context that explains why 
the idea of a living wage is gaining momentum 
at this time across Canada.


The Living Wage is Not the Minimum Wage


The living wage differs from the minimum wage 
in a number of respects. In the last few years in 
Canada there has been a concerted effort to in-
crease the statutory minimum wage to $10 (in 
2005 dollars) based on the principle that no indi-
vidual Canadian should work full-time, full-year 
and still live in poverty. However, the minimum 
wage does not adequately address the income se-
curity needs of families with children.


The minimum wage sets a statutory mini-
mum below which the wages of an individual 
cannot fall, whereas the living wage focuses on 
families and is based on the actual cost of living 
in a given community.


Defining the Living Wage


The living wage is the hourly rate of pay that en-
ables the wage earners living in a household to:


• Feed, clothe and provide shelter for their 
family;


• Promote healthy child development;


• Participate in activities that are an 
ordinary element of life in a community; 
and
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There are, in addition, ongoing disparities in 
earnings between men and women, immigrants 
and non-immigrants, and couple and single 
parent families. On average, women in Canada 
working full-time, full-year earn 70.5 per cent 
of what men earn. Recent immigrants are now 
at greater risk of working in low-wage jobs than 
other Canadians, with visible minority immi-
grants having the most serious exposure to low 
income, regardless of how long they have lived 
in Canada9.


Despite stable economic growth and consis-stable economic growth and consis-
tently low unemployment, Manitoba’s poverty 
rate has remained above the national rate. In 
2007, (the most recent year from which data are 
available) 9.8% of Manitobans—109,000 people—
were living on low incomes. This figure is 0.6 per 
cent above the national rate and the third high-
est of all provinces after British Columbia and 
Quebec.10 In 2005 Winnipeg and Vancouver had 
the highest poverty rate of all large urban areas 
in Canada, at 15%.11


In Manitoba, 32% of recent immigrants were 
living in poverty in 2006.12 Acording to 2006 
Census data, the rate of Aboriginal poverty 
was 29%, almost three times the overall poverty 


Implementation of a living wage is both timely 
and urgent. It is urgent due to the great finan-
cial hardships faced by families, hardships that 
did not significantly lessen in the last econom-
ic boom, and that are worsening in the current 
economic crisis. It is timely because, as outlined 
later in this report, the experience from the UK 
and elsewhere indi cates the success of the liv-
ing wage in combating issues of poverty and so-
cial exclusion.


Many families with children report that they 
are working longer hours but hav ing a harder 
and harder time making ends meet. Their expe-
riences are borne out in a recent research report 
from the national CCPA Growing Gap project, 
The Rich and the Rest of Us, showing that “the 
majority of Canadian families are falling behind 
compared to a generation ago.”7 As the report 
notes, the bottom half of Canadian families with 
children under 18 are working more and yet have 
experienced a 24 per cent drop in their share of 
total earnings compared to the late 1970s.8 This 
decrease in wages is despite the fact that up un-
til very recently the economy was performing 
better than it had in decades.


SECTION 3


Why a Living Wage and Why Now?
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reports that Canada ranks last (by a wide 
margin) in terms of child care spending, 
allocating just one-quarter of a per cent 
of GDP to this policy domain, compared 
to Denmark, the international forerunner, 
which allocates 2 per cent.22


With insufficient public investment in child 
development, the capacity to manage the nega-
tive impact of work-life conflict depends in large 
measure on household income.


The financial hardship faced by low-income 
families has numerous negative consequences for 
family members. In the National Longitudinal 
Survey of Children and Youth (NLSCY), parents 
in households with low incomes are more than 
twice as likely as parents in either moderate or 
high-income families to be chronically stressed.23 
Not having enough money to buy household es-
sentials and feeling that unrealistic expectations 
were being placed on their time are two of the 
primary stressors identified in this research. 
Not only are these parents more likely to suffer 
from poor health and to be higher users of health 
services, they are less able to provide a positive 
nurturing environment for their children. The 
NLSCY found that the adolescents living with 
chronic ally stressed parents were more likely 
than other youth to have emotional and behav-
ioural problems and as a consequence to have 
difficulties both academic ally and socially.24


This research study is reflective of a grow-
ing body of evidence showing that access to op-
timal environments (i.e. engaged, supportive 
emotional environ ments) for young children 
are powerful determinants of life-long health, 
general competence, and social-emotional ad-
justment.25 This literature establishes a clear 
link with family earnings, showing that chil-
dren from low-income families are less likely to 
do well at school, have lower literacy levels, and 
are more likely as adults to suffer from job in-
security, under-employment, and poor health.26 
A very large research study — in 470 neighbour-


rate of 11.4 per cent. While off-reserve Aborig-
inal poverty is present throughout Manitoba, it 
is concentrated in Winnipeg. Thirty seven per 
cent of all Aboriginal people in Winnipeg are 
living in poverty. They make up approximately 
10 per cent of Winnipeg’s population, yet Ab-
original people constitute 25 per cent of those 
living in poverty.13


In 2007 (the latest year for which we have 
data), Manitoba recorded the second highest child 
poverty rate in the country14. Between 2002 and 
2007, 24 per cent of all Manitoba children lived 
in poverty for at least one year, 12 per cent lived 
in poverty for one to three years, and 9 per cent 
for four or more years.15 In Manitoba, 81 per cent 
of single parent families are headed by women16, 
with over 40 per cent below the poverty line17. 
In 2006, 62 per cent of Manitoba’s children who 
were below the poverty line (9.4 per cent of all 
children) lived in families in which family mem-
bers together worked at least the equivalent of 
one full time full year position.18,19


Parents are working more and more hours just 
to get by, to the point that to day it is the norm 
for both parents in couple families with children 
to work full time and for women with children 
under three to be in the paid workforce20. The 
result has been a dramatic increase in work-life 
conflict. The negative im pact this conflict has on 
both family dynamics and on productivity (i.e. 
due to direct and indirect costs of increased ab-
senteeism), is now well documented (for further 
discussion see Living Wages Benefit Both Fami�
lies and Employers on page 28). 21


Current government policies exacerbate rath-
er than mitigate the hardships faced by low-in-
come families. By international standards there 
has been little public investment in early learn-
ing and child care in Canada. As Paul Kershaw 
notes in an article for the Institute for Research 
on Public Policy:


Among 14 nations for which there is 
comparable expenditure data, the OECD 
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highly vulnerable to unemploy ment and low 
pay in the ‘new economy.’ They will yield 
less revenue to tax authorities and probably 
require more public aid during their active 
years.28


The living wage provides a foundation and 
a framework for ensuring that indi viduals and 
families with children can live with dignity and 
therefore have the means to fully contribute to 
society now and into the future. The last section 
of this report looks in more detail at the benefits 
of a living wage for employers and for the econ-
omy more generally.


hoods across BC — found, for example, that 43 
per cent of the overall vulnerability of kinder-
garten children could be explained by the social 
economic status of the parents.27


The long-term personal and societal impli-
cations of not providing adequate support for 
families with children are clearly articulated by 
Esping Andersen, an internationally recognized 
political economist:


If childhood poverty translates into less 
education, inferior cognitive skills, more 
criminality and inferior lives, the secondary 
effect is a mass of low-productivity workers, 
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Based on 35 hours of work per week and 52 weeks 
of employment each year, this translates into a 
family annual income of $48,922 for Winnipeg, 
$40,404 for Brandon and $40,695 for Thompson. 
(This wage presumes that employees are entitled 
to two weeks of paid sick time, plus the statuto-
ry requirements for paid vacation and statutory 
holidays under employment standards.)


This section of the report explains how the 
living wage has been calculated. The amount 
is influenced by a wide range of variables, the 
most important of which are the characteristics 
of the family, including whether it is a single or 
two-parent family, the number and age of the 
children, and the hours per week of paid work 
for each parent. The assumptions with respect 
to each of these variables are presented below. 
In some cases commentary and comparisons 
with alternatives are presented in text boxes. A 
companion calculation guide to this report has 
been published and is available at [http://www.
policyalternatives.ca/reports_studies/]. The cal-
culation guide provides a detailed step by step 
account of the calculation of the living wage and 
serves as a reference for those interested in the 


The foregoing information articulates the as-
sumptions underlying the living wage and the 
social and economic context in which it is cal-
culated. The next section of the report provides 
the methodology that substantiates the amount 
of the living wage.


Living wages were calculated for Manitoba’s 
two largest cities and its largest northern city: 
Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson. One must 
be careful not to assume that these wages would 
be sufficient in the rest of the province, particu-
larly in remote, northern communities. Table 2 
outlines the population statistics of these three 
communities as of the 2006 Census.


Together, in 2006 the census regions for all 
three cities contained 66 per cent of Manitoba’s 
total population. While the Portage la Prairie cen-
sus region contained a slightly larger population 
(20,494) than the Thompson region, it was felt it 
was important to have a city from the Northern 
part of the province represented.


Our study found that that the living wage 
for Winnipeg is $13.44 per hour, $11.10 per hour 
for Brandon, and $11.18 per hour for Thompson. 


SECTION 4


Calculating the Living Wage
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family. We focus on a family composed of two 
parents aged 25 to 44, and two children, a boy 
aged seven and a girl aged four. The rationale for 
this is that the wages people receive from work 
should be sufficient to ensure that people are 
able to choose to have two children without an 
undue risk of falling into poverty. In Manitoba, 
83 per cent of families with children at home 
are headed by couples, and of those, 62 per cent 
have two or more children.29 The size and com-
position of the family, therefore, ensures that 
the expenses are comparable for many families 
(see also Single Parent Families and the Living 
Wage on page 17).


Hours of Paid Employment


The living wage is based upon both parents work-
ing in paid employment for 35 hours per week. 
32 While the average weekly work hours for dual 


details of the calculation or wish to calculate a 
living wage for their other communities.


The Formula


The primary determinants of the living wage 
are income from employment and family ex-
penses. However, the calculation also factors 
in the income the family receives from govern-
ment transfers and deductions from income for 
statutory contributions (EI and CPP) and income 
taxes. Thus, the living wage is the hourly rate of 
pay at which a household can meet its expenses 
once government transfers have been added and 
government deductions have been subtracted.


The living wage is calculated using the fol-
lowing formula:


Annual Family Expenses
Income from Employment (Living Wage)


PLUS
Income from Government Transfers


MINUS
EI Premiums, CPP Premiums, 


Federal Taxes, and Provincial Taxes


Family Characteristics


Families are very diverse with respect to the 
number, age and gender of both the parents 
and the children. Within and between cultures 
the expectations con cerning the size and com-
position of families vary and there is no typical 


table 2 Manitoba Population Statistics


Population Census Agglomeration/Region


Manitoba 1,148,401


Winnipeg 633,451 694,668


Brandon 41,511 48,256


Thompson 13,446 13,593


Total 688,408 756,517


Percentage of Manitoba Population 59.9% 65.9%


Due to the age of the children, child care is a significant ex-


pense for the family. As the children become older, this ex-


pense will decrease. However, the family will also face in-


creased costs in regard to food, clothing, recrea tion, and 


post-secondary education. While the living wage calculation 


we use does not include saving for child post-secondary stud-


ies (such as an resp), we assume that, as the children age 


and child care costs decline, some money will become avail-


able for this purpose.


Changes in Family Expenses over Time







canadian centre for policy alternatives–manitoba16


dence that work-life conflict has been a problem 
for Canadian families, with an array of negative 
consequences, particularly for families with chil-


earning couples with paid jobs in 2008 was 75 
hours, or 37.5 per person, a 35 hour work week 
was chosen in consideration of increasing evi-


While single parent families are fewer in number than couple families, they face a far higher rate of poverty. In 2006 


in Manitoba, single parent families comprised 17 per cent of all families, with couple families making up the remaining 


83 per cent. Children in single parent families were more than three times more likely to live in poverty. In Manitoba 


in 2007, children in single mother families faced a poverty rate of 28.1 per cent, in comparison to a poverty rate of 8.8 


per cent for children in two parent families.30


Thus, two factors support the importance of the living wage in meeting the needs of single parent families. The first 


is that single parent families are far more likely to be living in poverty than couple families. Second, single parent 


families are predominantly led by mothers, contributing to poverty being experienced disproportionately by women.


As with the living wage for two parent families, the living wage for single parent families is responsive to a range of 


factors, including family size, estimated family expenses, hours of work per week, and government taxes and trans-


fers. We recalculated the living wage for a single parent family with one child in which the parent is a woman working 


35 hours per week and the child is four years of age. This family composition was chosen because the majority of sin-


gle parent families have one child. We also calculated the living wage for a single parent with the same aged children 


as the two-parent family. In Manitoba in 2006, 58 per cent of single parent families had one child, while 28 percent 


had two children.31


As indicated in Table 2, the living wage for the two-parent, two-child family is not sufficient to meet the needs of a 


single-parent family with either one or two children.


table 2 Living Wages for Single Parents with One and Two Children


Winnipeg Brandon Thompson


Two-parent, two-child living wage $13.44 $11.10 $11.18


Single-parent, one-child living wage $18.64 $16.99 $16.39


Single-parent, two-child living wage $25.44 $18.31 $18.88


The higher living wages for the single parent families are primarily due to the lack of a second income earner and the 


inability to realize the economies of scale available to the two parent family. It should be noted that as with our two 


parent family, neither single parent family qualifies for the Manitoba childcare subsidy when earning the living wage.


The relatively high living wage of the two-child single-parent family serves as an indicator of the challenge faced by 


such a family to attain a reasonable standard of living. While the single parent is partially compensated for the lost 


income earner through increased transfers, the increase is minimal. For example, the two-child single-parent family 


for Winnipeg only receives an additional $11.31 per month through the Canada Child Tax Credit and an additional $3.31 


per month through the Gst credit. The single parent also pays significantly more in net taxes (taxes minus transfers) 


than the two-parent family. The net contribution of the two-parent family to government is $792, while the two-child 


single-parent contributes a net amount of $3488.


Single Parent Families and the Living Wage
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in a given community (and are thus much finer 
than measures such as Statistics Canada’s low-
income cut-off). The MBM expenses for food, 
clothing and footwear, and shelter are based on 
median expenditures, and transportation and 
other expenses are based on less than median 
expenditures. Median family expenditures are 
almost invari ably less than average family ex-
penditures.34


The living wage calculation adds four fur-
ther categories of expenses to the MBM: child 
care, private medical expenses, an amount for 
education expenses for the parents, and a con-
tingency amount.35


Table 4 summarizes the family expenses 
for each category for Winnipeg, Brandon and 
Thompson.


The following sections provide a short ex-
planation concerning the source, amount, and 
calculation of each expense.37 The amounts are 
current to December 2008.


dren. A 2001 study by Linda Duxbury and Chris 
Higgins that interviewed a sample of over 31,000 
Canadian employees indicated that families are 
suffering from high levels of work life conflict. 
Fifty-eight per cent of individuals in their study 
were experiencing high levels of role overload, or 
difficulty meeting the necessary total demands 
on time and energy, while 30 per cent reported 
moderate levels of role overload.


Calculation of Family Expenses


Family expenses were calculated by defining 10 
categories of expenses and es timating amounts 
for each. The method is therefore a direct meas-
ure approach of costing specific expenses. The 
calculation builds upon the Market Basket Meas-
ure (MBM), developed by Human Resources and 
Social Development Canada (HRSDC).33 The 
MBM was developed to provide a perspective 
on low income in Canada and defines five cat-
egories of expenses. The MBM calculations are 
based on the actual costs of goods and services 


For comparison, living wages were also calculated for two sample single member households: a male aged 25 to 44 


and a female full time post-secondary student aged 19 to 24.


table 3 Living Wages for Single Member Households


Winnipeg Brandon Thompson


Two-parent, two-child living wage $13.44 $11.10 $11.18


Unattached Individual (Male) $10.19 $9.65 $11.30


Unattached Full-time Post-secondary Student (Female) $13.52 $12.93 $13.51


The living wage for the unattached individual in Winnipeg is over $3 below the living wage for the two parent family, 


while the living wage for the full time student is just above the two parent family living wage. In Brandon the gap is 


somewhat smaller.


While the tax and transfer system somewhat compensates couple families for the additional cost of having children 


and single individuals pursuing a post-secondary education, there is still a significant gap. As shown in Table 2, this gap 


is even larger for single parent families, who need significantly higher wages to achieve a reasonable standard of living.


Single Parent Families and the Living Wage
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Amount per month: Winnipeg: $172.40; 
Brandon: $172.40; Thompson: $ 235.85;


Shelter
The shelter amount is composed of rent, utilities, 
and content insurance for possessions. The rent 
and utilities amount is based on median rents for 
three-bedroom apartments. Data on the median 
market rent, inclusive of utilities, is complied by 
the federal government and is made available by 
the Government of Manitoba.40 The monthly 
rental expense for Winnipeg is $1050; for Bran-
don is $815; and $815 for Thompson.


The expense for content insurance is esti-
mated at $217 per year and is based on median 
household expenditure on tenants insurance in 
2006, adjusted for inflation.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $1067.98; 
Brandon: $832.98; Thompson: $$832.98.


Transportation
The transportation amount includes the expense 
for both a used vehicle and a monthly bus pass. 
While public transportation can be a viable op-
tion for many families, a family with both par-
ents working full time with one child in full-time 
day care and the other child in elementary school 
cannot realistically be managed based only on 


Food
For Winnipeg, the food amount is based upon 
data gathered for a recent study by Candice Ride-Candice Ride-
out and Lorraine Peitsch on food prices in Win-
nipeg.38 Needs and subsequent costs were speci-Needs and subsequent costs were speci-
fied for 23 different groups according to age and 
gender based on the 2007 Canada Food Guide. 
Data were obtained through surveying costs at 
56 Winnipeg food stores. Food prices for Bran-
don were based on the estimate for Winnipeg 
and the food price difference according to the 
2006 MBM, which shows food prices in Brandon 
2.3 per cent higher than Winnipeg. The amount 
for Thompson was calculated using the similar 
methodology with price surveys undertaken at 
three major grocery chains in the city.39


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $661.83; 
Brandon: $677.15; Thompson: $692.29.


Clothing and Footwear
The clothing and footwear amount is based on 
the MBM. The 2006 MBM amount was updat-
ed by the Consumer Price Index to 2008 and is 
equivalent to approximately $40 per month, per 
family member. The Thompson amount was cal-
culated based on the cost differential between 
Winnipeg and Thompson for a surveyed basket 
of goods, and the MBM amount for Winnipeg.


table 4 Family Expenses: Two Adults and Two Children (4 and 7 Years Old)


Expense Item         Winnipeg         Brandon          Thompson


Monthly Annually Monthly Annually Monthly Annually


Food 661.83 7941.96 677.15 8125.80 692.29 8307.52


Clothing and Footwear 172.40 2068.83 172.40 2068.83 235.85 2830.16


Shelter 1067.98 12815.74 832.98 9995.74 832.98 9995.74


 Transportation 421.60 5059.23 410.80 4929.63 417.20 5006.43


Other36 555.42 6665.02 565.31 6783.66 759.81 9117.75


Child Care 628.93 7547.20 628.93 7547.20 628.93 7547.20


Private Health Insurance 134.70 1616.40 134.70 1616.40 134.70 1616.40


Contingency Savings Account 156.80 1881.60 129.50 1554.00 130.43 1565.20


Adult Education 210.17 2522.00 210.17 2522.00 210.17 2522.00


Total $4,009.83 $48,117.99 $3,761.94 $45,143.26 $4,042.37 $48,508.40
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attend a licensed child care centre and the cen-
tre charges the maximum daily rate, which is 
standard practice.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $628.93; 
Brandon: $628.93; Thompson: $ $628.93;


Private Health Insurance Costs
In addition to the allocation for health expens-
es in the MBM other category, we budget for a 
private health insurance plan to help cover ex-
penses not covered by Manitoba Health. The 
rates for the Plus Plan are $134.70 for a family. 
The plan includes ambulance/hospital benefits, 
prescription drug coverage, vision and dental 
among other services.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $134.70; 
Brandon: $134.70; Thompson: $134.70;


Parents’ Education
This expense is for the parents to pursue part-
time/continuing education at the post second-
ary level. The amount is the approximate cost of 
two courses of three credits each. It includes the 
cost of enrolling in the courses, student fees, and 
textbooks. This amount was estimated based on 
information from the websites of the University 
of Manitoba, the University of Winnipeg and 
Red River College.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $210.17; 
Brandon: $210.17; Thompson: $210.17;


Contingency Amount
This expense is an estimate of the cost of unex-
pected occurrences. It is calculated as the amount 
of income for each parent for two weeks. It would 
provide for a parent being unable to work due 
to serious illness of a family member, any out of 
town travel such as travel to the funeral of a family 
member, unpaid time due to transition between 
jobs, or a cushion to cover the two-week waiting 
period for Employment Insurance in the event 
that a parent is laid off from their job.


public transportation. Further, because both par-
ents are working full time, the parent not using 
the vehicle requires public transportation for 
work purposes. We use the MBM expense for 
owning and operating a used vehicle, updated 
by the Consumer Price Index to 2008.41 The pub-
lic transit amount is for one monthly bus pass.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $421.60; 
Brandon: $410.80; Thompson: $417.20.


Other
The “other” expense is a general MBM category 
that encompasses a variety of expenses includ-
ing personal care, household supplies and furni-
ture, school supplies and modest levels of read-
ing materials, recreation and entertainment. 
Following the MBM approach, it is calculated 
at 71.3 per cent of the total ex penses for food 
and for clothing and footwear. Since the MBM 
measure for Other goods is not based on the 
actual prices of the goods in the category, addi-
tional research was undertaken to price out a 
sample basket of Other goods to see if it could 
be met within the budget given by the MBM. It 
was found that the MBM amount was sufficient 
to cover the cost of a broad range of necessities 
and a modest amount for recreation and leisure 
activities. The Thompson amount was calculated 
based on the cost differential between Winnipeg 
and Thompson for a surveyed basket of goods, 
and the MBM amount for Winnipeg.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $555.42; 
Brandon: $565.31; Thompson: $ 759.81;


Child Care
Estimates of local child care expenses are based 
on the assumption that the four year old is in full-
time day care and the seven year old in care be-
fore and after school as well as during workdays 
that are non-school days. Maximum child care 
rates are legislated in Manitoba, and are legis-
lated through the Manitoba Community Child 
Care Standards Act. It is assumed the children 
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The amount of these transfers is for the July 
2008 to June 2009 period, and is based on the 
family earning the calculated living wage.


Government Deductions and Taxes
Payroll deductions and government taxes reduce 
the employment income available for family ex-
penses. The living wage calculation factors in 
payroll deductions for Employment Insurance 
and Canada Pension Plan premiums. In addition, 
it deducts provincial and federal income taxes 
from income from paid work. The calculation 
assumes that the family claims all available ex-
penses and tax credits. Further, the tax credits 
are allocated between parents to maximize the 
benefits to the family.


Amount per month: Winnipeg: $157.80; 
Brandon: $129.50; Thompson: $130.43;


Government Transfers


The calculation of the living wage factors in the 
income the family receives from government 
transfers. The family receives a partial trans-
fer from the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB) 
and the GST credit, and receives the Universal 
Child Care Benefit (UCCB). The family in Win-
nipeg does not receive the Manitoba Child Care 
Subsidy because of its level of income (see Short�
falls in Government Transfers on page 22), while 
the Brandon family receives a partial subsidy.


The calculations in this report highlight the inadequacies of government transfers for modest-income families. The 


following information explains how government policies and programs limit the benefits to our model liv ing wage 


family in Winnipeg.


Canada Child Tax Benefit (cc tb): The family does not receive the National Child Benefit Supplement, an additional 


supplemental element of cctb, because this benefit ceases at a family net income of $39,082. Because the core ben-


efit is also reduced once the family’s net income is greater than $39,085, the cctb amount received by the family is 


less than the base rate of $217.82 per month.


gst Rebate: The family receives less than half ($302.88) of the potential federal Gst rebate ($752), due to reductions 


that start at a net family income of $33,512.


Universal Child Care Benefit (uccb): This is a taxable benefit, and thus the family’s net benefit is less than the $100 


per month paid by the program.


Provincial Child Care Subsidy: The Provincial Child Care Subsidy starts to decline at a monthly net income threshold 


of $1,785 and ceases entirely at the income level of our living wage family.


Manitoba Shelter Benefit: The family is not eligible for a subsidy from the Manitoba Shelter Benefit program because 


this subsidy is not available for families whose annual household income is greater than $26,136.


This indicates that the government programs intended to benefit low and modest-income families have claw back 


thresholds that are much too low, and thus are reduced or disappear entirely for families whose income levels are well 


below those needed to meet necessary expenses. In addition, the federal government tax program designed to as-


sist low-income families, the Working Income Tax Benefit (Witb) is not available as our family’s net income is greater 


than $22,769.


Shortfalls of Government Transfers
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median estimates for expenses. It provides 
very little for holidays, entertainment and 
recreation.


• The expenses do not include many that 
families must pay, such as debt servicing. 
This is a notable omission, as typically, 
family expenses vacillate greatly, while 
their income is the same each week. When 
large expenses must be paid, the family’s 
cash flow can easily go into deficit, or be 
carried on credit cards, requiring interest 
payments that our calculation does not 
include.


• The family expenses do not include many 
that are considered normal, such as savings 
for retirement or owning a home. There is 
only limited provision for post-secondary 
education for either parents or children.


• The family expenses do not include 
financial challenges related to family 
members who have disabilities or a serious 
illness, or who are elderly.


• The living wage calculation does not allow 
for remittances to family members abroad 
(something many low-wage immigrant 
workers do for relatives in their country of 
origin, and view as a high priority).


The tax rules and formulas are for the 2008 tax 
year. At the federal level, the tax credits claimed 
are for EI and CPP premiums, the Canada Em-
ployment Amount, the Child Tax Credit, the 
Public Transit Amount, Medical Expenses, and 
the Tuition, Education and Textbook amount. 
At the provincial level, the tax credits are for 
EI and CPP premiums, Medical Expenses, the 
Tuition, Education and Textbook amount, the 
Provincial Tax Credit, and the Education prop-
erty tax credit.


Summary of Income, Expenses and Taxes 
for Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson


Table 5 summarizes the family’s income and 
expenses at the living wage, fac toring in pay-
roll deductions and government taxes, and the 
amount of govern ment transfers to the family.


The Living Wage is a Conservative Estimate


In summary, the living wage is a conservative 
estimate for the following reasons.


Family Expenses
• The living wage calculation uses the 


same expenses as the MBM, which was 
developed as a perspec tive on low income. 
The MBM is based on median or lower than 


table 5 The Living Wage Family: Summary of Income, Expenses, Deductions and Taxes


Winnipeg Brandon Thompson


Total gross annual family income $48,921.60 $40,404.00 $40,695.20


Minus deductions from income  
(EI, CPP, provincial and federal taxes)


- 4769.17 -2618.06 -2630.26


Family take home pay = $44,152.43 = $37,785.94 = $38,064.94


Plus government transfers  
(CCTB, UCCB, GST rebate and Child Care Subsidy)


+ 3977.14 +7367.13 +10,447.68


Total disposable income = $48,129.57 = $45,153.07 =48,512.62


Annual family expenses (as shown in Table 4) - 48,117.99 - 45,143.26 - 48,508.40


Annual income less expenses = $11.59 = $9.81 = $4.22


Living wage = $13.44/hour = $11.10/hour = $11.18/hour
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forced to work fewer hours when business 
is slow or their services are not required.


• Notably, most of the expenses included in 
our calculation are based on 2008 data (not 
2009).


Taxes
• The living wage assumes that the family 


claims all available credits even though not 
all people claim all available tax credits.


• The community consultants were not sure 
if they knew about all the credits that were 
available to them. Some complained that 
the forms were too complicated, and most 
could not afford to pay to have an expert 
prepare their tax return. Future research 
should consider this anecdotal evidence 
to determine whether or not access to 
entitlement is a widespread problem.


• The shelter amount is likely below what a 
low-income family would need if they are 
required to seek new accommodation in 
today’s low-vacancy rental market.


• The family expenses assume there will be 
an even flow of income throughout the 
year with the provision of only a two-week 
cushion for each parent to cover sick time 
for themselves or their children and/or the 
two-week waiting period for EI.


• The expenses assume that the family 
members are already employed in full 
time jobs and do not face the additional 
expenses associated with transition 
between jobs or from being unemployed to 
being employed.


• The wage calculation assumes the family 
is guaranteed a fixed number of hours of 
work per week. Many families may not 
have access to such a guarantee and may be 
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this benefit, and each parent has one week per 
year away due to illness, then the living wage 
must increase by 28 cents per hour in Winnipeg 
from $13.44 to $13.72.


The converse is also true. The living wage 
decreases when employers provide other ben-
efits. For example, in Table 6, the living wage is 
recalculated based first on the assumption that 
the employer pays 50 per cent of the family’s pri-
vate health insurance premiums, and then again 
on the assumption that the employer pays 100 
per cent of the family’s premiums. In this sce-
nario, the living wage in Winnipeg decreases by 
31 cents per hour if employers pay 50 per cent of 
the MSP premiums and by 65 cents per hour if 
the employer pays 100 per cent of the premiums.


The third way an employer can help attain 
the living wage is by advocating for a redesign of 
government transfers and other programs target-
ed at families with children. By joining the call 
for more progressive public policies, employers 
can help their workers meet more of their basic 
needs through the public provision of goods and 
services. As indicated above, most government 
transfers and subsidies are reduced or eliminat-
ed at income levels well below the living wage. If 


A living wage is necessary to ensure families 
are able to meet their needs, participate in the 
life of their communities, and cope with a tem-
porary crisis without falling into poverty. There 
are three ways for employers to achieve this goal, 
and in some cases employers may want to con-
sider a combination of approaches to achieve 
the living wage.


The first, and most obvious, would be for em-
ployers to increase the wages of their employees 
to the living wage. This would be an hourly wage 
of $13.44 in Winnipeg, $11.10 Brandon, and $11.18 
in Thompson.


The second would be for employers to pro-
vide employment benefits to workers. The living 
wage can be achieved with a combination of cash 
and benefits. The living wage presented in this 
report assumes that the only benefit provided 
by the employer is two weeks of paid sick time 
for their employees (plus the statutory require-
ments for paid vacation and statutory holidays 
under employment standards). The effect of the 
employer-provided benefits on the living wage 
is illustrated by considering the increase in the 
living wage if the employer does not provide sick 
time benefits. If the employer does not provide 


SECTION 5


Different Ways of  
Achieving the Living Wage
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tem, the family would require a lower living wage 
(see Employers: Does the Living Wage Seem Fi�
nancially Unattainable on page 37).


these programs were redesigned to ensure that 
more of the costs of raising the next generation 
were shared and financed through the tax sys-


table 6 Living Wage When Employers Pays Employee’s Private Health Insurance Premiums


No employer-paid premiums Employer pays 50% of premiums Employer pays 100% of premiums


Hourly rate Difference Hourly rate Difference


Winnipeg $13.44 $13.13 –$0.31 $12.79 – $0.65


Brandon $11.10 $10.50 –$0.60 $9.85 – $1.25


Thompson $11.18 $10.68 –$0.50 $10.26 – $0.92


Many employers may be supportive of the living wage, but are concerned that if they pay the living wage they will not 


be able to compete with other employ ers. In this case, it is advantageous to advocate for programs that would ensure 


that as a society we collectively address the needs of families with children. This could include advocacy for:


•  More affordable housing;


•   A child tax benefit of $5,100 per year, per child, as is recommended by many child advocacy organizations, and a 


higher cctb income threshold;


•  A universal, publicly-funded child care program;


•  Lower tuition fees for post-secondary education;


•  Improved public transportation, reduced transit fees, or free transit; and


•  Shifting the burden of taxation and compulsory deductions from lower-income families to higher-income families.


All of these measures would decrease the income families require from employment, and therefore reduce the living 


wage. For example, if child care were fully subsidized, the living wage for our sample Winnipeg family would fall from 


$13.44 to $11.06, a drop of $2.38.


There are, however, additional efficiency and productivity benefits of paying the living wage that you may not have 


considered. These benefits are outlined in the next section and begin with the experience in the UK, where a number 


of leading public and private sector employers have adopted living wage policies.


Employers: Does the Living Wage Seem Financially Unattainable?
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the campaign for a living wage in London) has 
also secured a commitment by the Olympic De-
livery Authority to implement fair employment 
practices, including the London living wage, for 
the 2012 Olympics.44


While the exact terms differ from employer 
to employer, all have signed a basic “Charter for 
Socially Responsible Contracting,” which stipu-
lates that all staff, including contract staff are: 
paid no less than a living wage as set annually 
by the Greater London Authority (�7.45 or ap-the Greater London Authority (�7.45 or ap-
proximately $14.14 in July 2008); eligible for 20 
days’ paid holiday, plus statutory holidays; eligi-
ble for 10 days full sick pay per year; and allowed 
free and unfettered access to a trade union.45 A 
study has calculated that as of December 2007 
the Living Wage Campaign had won pay raises 
for an estimated 5,800 workers, amounting to 
an estimated total gain of �19,438,500 (approxi-
mately $40 million Canadian).46 In some cases, 
like Queen Mary University, the employer has 
agreed not only to introduce liv ing wage policies 
for the contract cleaning staff, but also to bring 
the cleaning service in-house with the same terms 
and conditions as regular employees.


Many employers need to be convinced that the 
living wage has “something in it for them.” In 
the UK there are a growing number of leading 
companies that see the benefits of paying living 
wages and that have incorporated the liv ing wage 
into their procurement policies.42 They include 
HSBC Bank, Morgan Stanley, Lehman Brothers, 
Citigroup, Deutsche Bank, Royal Bank of Scot-
land, KPMG, Price Waterhouse Coopers, Lovells, 
Credit Suisse and Macquerie Capital. Public sector 
organizations involved include the Greater Lon-
don Authority, four East London health trusts, 
Queen Mary University, the London School of 
Economics, and the School of Oriental and Afri-
can Studies. Cleaners working for London’s Un-
derground subway system also just won a living 
wage agreement, after having to take strike ac-
tion. A growing group of non-profit organizations 
have also adopted living wage policies, including 
Big Issue, Child Poverty Action Group, ACEVO, 
Institute for Public Policy Research, and West-
way Development Trust. Multinational property 
developer Westfield has pledged that the White 
City Shopping Centre in West London will be-
come the first living wage retail development.43 
London Citizens (the citizens’ group that has led 


SECTION 6


Living Wages Benefit  
Both Families and Employers
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survey of health support workers in 12 commu-
nity hospitals in the US found turnover rates of 
100 per cent because of a combination of low 
wages and a tight labour market.49 Similar con-
cerns about high turnover rates and recruit-
ment problems have arisen for support staff (i.e. 
housekeepers and food service workers) working 
for private contractors in the Vancouver, Fra-
ser, and Vancouver Island Health Authorities. 
In fact, because of the difficulty in recruiting 
housekeepers to work in Victoria’s hospitals, the 
contractor has applied and was granted the right 
to bring in temporary workers from the Philip-
pines. Clearly, all workers, whether they are Ca-
nadian citizens or migrants workers, should be 
paid the living wage.


Bringing in temporary workers is a stop-gap 
measure. In the UK, as noted above, many leading 
employers are finding that paying a living wage 
is a far more effective way to combat the recruit-
ment and retention problems traditionally asso-
ciated with low-wage work. For example, KPMG 
in London found that turnover rates were cut in 
half after it implemented a living wage policy for 
all its direct and contract staff in 2006. “No one 
abused the new sick pay scheme,” said Head of 
Corporate Services Guy Stallard, “and absentee-
ism is very low. We get the benefit of reduced 
training costs and increased staff continuity. It 
is a much more motivated workforce.”50


Similarly, Barclays Bank, under pressure 
from The East London Communities Organisa-
tion (TELCO), set a requirement that its clean-
ing contractor provide cleaners moving to Bar-
clays’ new headquarters at Canary Wharf with 
an hourly rate of �6.00, 28 days’ holiday, pension 
contributions, sick pay, bonuses, and training to 
an industry recognized standard. As John Cot-
ton, Barclays’ Canary Wharf program director, 
explained at the time:


When we set up the deal we wanted to 
ensure that we could recruit and retain 


The benefits derived from paying a living wage 
are significant and measurable. A 2005 study of 
low-paid contract cleaners at the Royal London 
Hospital found that earning a living wage made 
a dramatic difference to the ability of workers to 
support their families.47 The researchers asked 
workers what difference the new pay rate made 
to their ability to pay for food, clothing, hous-
ing, child-related expenses, and holidays. Less 
than half of the workers surveyed said they had 
been able to afford adequate food on their pre-
vious salary. Once they received a living wage, 
85 per cent were able to pay for the food their 
family needed. The living wage had a similar 
impact on workers’ ability to pay for other ne-
cessities for themselves, and most importantly, 
for their children.


Other research has shown that paying living 
wages has tangible benefits for employers as well. 
It can help to lower costs related to employee 
turnover and absenteeism, increase the skill level, 
morale and productivity of employees, improve 
customer retention and satisfaction, and con-
tribute to corporate social responsibility. Some 
of these tangible benefits are discussed below.


Efficiency and Productivity


In Canada, work-life researchers Linda Dux-
bury and Chris Higgins, in a series of national 
studies, document the very high costs of role 
overload (i.e. having too much to do in a given 
amount of time) in both personal and financial 
terms. They estimate the direct and indirect 
costs to employers in absenteeism at $6 billion a 
year, and to the health care system, as a result of 
higher use of health services, at another $6 bil-
lion.48 Their findings are unequivocal: employees 
with high levels of role overload are less able to 
resolve family conflicts, are in poorer physical 
and mental health, and make greater use of the 
health care system.


Other research shows that paying low wages 
results in higher turnover rates. For example, a 







how a living wage c an reduce povert y in M anitoba 27


There are some, particularly from the business community, who may fear that widespread adoption of the living wage 


would undermine local competitiveness, result in job loss, and could potentially have an inflationary effect (similar 


arguments to those traditionally made against raising the minimum wage).


There may be an element of truth to these arguments, but if these impacts do indeed result, the effect is likely to be 


minimal. Overall, these arguments do not represent reasonable grounds for rejecting calls for a living wage. Let us 


briefly address each in turn.


Competitiveness: Here, the fear is that, if widely adopted, the living wage would raise costs and undermine the abil-


ity of local firms to compete with other jurisdictions. However, low wages are currently concentrated in service-sector 


industries. In these industries (with some exceptions), buyers can only buy locally. Thus, arguably, the only real com-


petitive challenge would come from those local firms that refuse to pay the living wage. However, as noted above, 


paying a living wage can have many advantages: lower recruitment, retention and training costs (due to reduced staff 


turn-over); higher staff morale, productivity and loyalty; and the ability to market one’s firm to the public and clients 


as committed to paying a family living wage. And, if a growing number of civic governments and public institutions 


adopt the living wage, those contractors who similarly make this commitment will have an upper hand in winning 


service and supply contracts.


Job loss: There is a large literature on the alleged disemployment effects of minimum wage increases. A 2007 ccpa 


study reviewed and weighed the evidence, and found that the minimum wage is, if anything, a bit player in determin-


ing employment levels.55 The weight of the evidence suggests little or no impact on employment levels from minimum 


wage increases. Recessions, an increase in women’s labour force participation, economic growth — these things have 


a far greater impact on employment rates than the minimum wage. There simply isn’t evidence that raising the mini-


mum wage would cause significant job losses.


That said, the living wage is different, and the size of the wage increases that could potentially result from a success-


ful living wage campaign may be greater than what has previously been studied in the minimum wage literature. Firms 


adopting the living wage could end up employing fewer workers (particularly if productivity improves). However, there 


would still likely be an overall net benefit to low-wage workers. Moreover, it is equally possible that productivity im-


provements and increased demand for living wages from public contractors and consumers may lead to living wage 


employers hiring more workers.


Inflation: There is little to suggest that widespread adoption of the living wage would be unduly inflationary, but the 


exact impact is unknown. If many employers adopted the living wage, there could be a slight pass-through effect on 


prices, but this would likely be minimal. Wages constitute only one component of prices, and local low-wage workers 


in turn constitute only a small share of the total wage bill. Thus, even if low-wage workers saw a sizeable increase in 


their wages, the impact on overall costs and prices would be minor. That said, if work ers who provide local services 


(such as child care providers or public transit workers) were to see their wages go up significantly due to a successful 


living wage campaign, this could have an inflationary pass-though effect on fees, and would then lead to the need to 


further increase the living wage calculation (given the important role of child care and transit expenses in our calcu-


lation), unless these cost increases were covered by government, thereby making fee increases unnecessary.


Fears Concerning the Living Wage Affecting Business Profitability Overstated
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essential to their “brand.” As a US business eth-
ics journal points out: “Good corporate govern-
ance can be as effective a marketing tool as a 
good quarter.”57 It went on to note that:


Traditionally, firms have been judged on 
how well they serve stockholders. But in 
the 21st century — a new era of ecological 
limits, corporate ethics crises, and rising 
societal expectations — this traditional 
focus offers too narrow a definition of 
success. Firms rely upon healthy relations 
with many stock-holders. That means 
not only creating healthy returns for 
shareholders but emphasizing good jobs 
for employees, a clean environment, 
responsible relations with the community, 
and reliable products for consumers.58


For publicly-funded institutions with respon-
sibility for the health and well-being of their 
communities, the importance of a living wage 
policy goes be yond good publicity — it goes di-
rectly to their stated commitment to tackle the 
socio-economic determinants of health. When 
more people are paid a living wage there is the 
potential to improve the quality of life and reduce 
health expenditures for the entire community. 
Closing the income gap reduces the number of 
adults and children who are suffering hardships 
such as poor health, low quality of housing, and 
lack of nutritious food. Reduced school dropout 
rates, higher levels of literacy, greater commu-
nity and volunteer participation rates, and low-
er health care costs are all potential benefits of 
im proved income security provided through re-
ducing income inequalities.59


quality people, in the same way that we try 
to do with directly employed staff…51


Clearly, there are some cost consequences 
of what we’ve done, but they for us are 
completely commercially viable because 
they provide us with a quality of employee 
and a commitment of employee which we 
believe will actually give us a better cleaned 
building.52


The new policy resulted in a dramatic drop 
in absenteeism. Turnover fell from 30 per cent 
to 4 per cent while performance and customer 
satisfaction levels improved.53 In 2006 Barclays 
announced it would roll out this package across 
its 2000-strong UK branch network, and the 
company recently agreed to pay all of its 1,000 
cleaning, catering, and post room staff across 
London �7.50 an hour. Facilities management 
director Jon Couret said: “Although these em-
ployees are not directly employed by Barclays, 
we have a responsibility to ensure they re ceive 
a fair, well-rounded remuneration package, and 
this deal delivers that.”54


Protecting and Enhancing Reputation of 
the Institution in the Wider Community


Private companies and public institutions are 
conscious of their image, but high-minded mis-
sion statements mean little if the public becomes 
aware that they hide the exploitation of low-paid 
staff.56 As multinational clothing firms like Gap 
and Nike discovered to their cost, it doesn’t help 
sales to be associated with sweatshop labour.


Private firms are becoming increasingly aware 
that commitment to corporate responsibility is 
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The report highlights that individual and 
family well-being is affected by the cumulative 
effects of wage rates, government transfer pro-
grams, child care policies, and the medical and 
other benefits workers receive through their em-
ployment. It encourages employers and citizens’ 
groups to advocate with government to improve 
transfer and tax programs, thereby significantly 
re ducing pressure to implement the living wage.


In Canada, living wage initiatives are rela-
tively recent. In 2006, the Community Social 
Planning Council of Greater Victoria, working 
through the Quality of Life CHALLENGE (a 
coalition of business and community groups), 
was the first community in Canada to research 
and set a living wage rate. When the living wage 
rate of $14.88 was announced and featured as a 
front page story in the Victoria Times Colonist, 
a number of businesses not involved in the proj-
ect raised their wages based on the newspaper 
story and research report.60


One of the region’s biggest private 
employers, the West Corporation, sent 
a copy of the article to its American 
head office and successfully won a $2 an 


There is a paradox when, despite steady econom-
ic growth and consistently low un employment 
rates, we have the second highest level of child 
poverty in the country and the third highest 
poverty rate. The living wage provides a way to 
address this paradox. It provides a means for en-
suring that individuals and families with chil-
dren can live with dignity and therefore fully 
participate in their communities and at work. 
It also increases the likelihood that children in 
these families will have access to the supports 
they need to succeed at school and to later con-
tribute socially and economically to our socie-
ty. The goal of the living wage, then, is to ensure 
the well-being of families, communities, and our 
wider society now and into the future.


The living wage is, in effect, a call to both 
public and private sector employers to pay wages 
to both their direct and indirect (i.e. contract) 
employees sufficient to provide for the basics 
for families with children. And while the re-
port clearly focuses on the role of employers in 
taking their fair share of responsibility for the 
well-being of their workforce, it also presents al-
ternative ways for both employers and citizens’ 
groups to support living wages.


SECTION 7


Conclusion
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It is the sincere hope of the authors that this 
report will spur public and private sector em-
ployers in Manitoba to become advocates for 
living wage policies in their own organizations 
and in the broader economy.


hour increase in wages for its call centre 
workers…. Something tangible and 
documented seemed an important catalyst 
for companies that wanted to be good 
employers.61
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A living wage supports healthy child devel-
opment principles.


• Research shows that attention to early 
childhood development is one of the best 
ways to ensure life-long health and well-
being.


• By promoting economic security and 
including the costs of quality child care 
and support for school age children’s 
participation in school and community 
activities, a living wage encourages the 
optimal healthy growth and development 
of young children and youth.


A living wage promotes gender equality.


• Women comprise a disproportionate share 
of the low-wage workforce, are more likely 
to be poor than men, and continue to have 
the primary responsibility for child care 
and household responsibilities.


• The living wage provides enough support 
so that families have the freedom to choose 
to have children and not be dissuaded by 
poverty wages.


A living wage enables families who are working 
to escape from poverty.


• A living wage is an hourly rate of pay that 
enables families to cover the basic costs 
of daily living including housing, food, 
clothing, and transportation costs.


• It allows families to maintain a decent, 
healthy standard of living and live with 
dignity.


• It is above a survival wage level, but far 
below an affluent wage.


A living wage promotes social inclusion.


• A living wage enables families to obtain the 
basic goods and services that the majority 
of families enjoy. For example, in London’s 
living wage calculation, an item (e.g. a 
computer or a TV) was included in the 
calculation if 80 per cent of people in the 
city owned one.


• A living wage also allows families to 
participate in activities that are ordinary 
elements of community life, including 
sports, recreation, and school field trips.


AppENdIx


Principles for Calculating a Living Wage 
for Winnipeg, Brandon, and Thompson
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value to the entire community of having its 
residents earn a living wage.


• Campaigns in other jurisdictions have 
been most successful when a broad-
based coalition of community groups and 
employers work together to promote a 
living wage.


A living wage is a vehicle for promoting the 
benefits of social programs. It does not presume 
that labour market wages alone can solve all prob-
lems of poverty and social exclusion.


• While decent wages are a necessary 
component of combating poverty and 
social exclusion in Canada, they are not 
sufficient.


• Government-provided benefits including 
child care, child tax benefits, and health 
care play a critical role for families in 
the labour market; if these benefits are 
available, they could reduce the level of the 
living wage.


• A strong social safety net will continue 
to be necessary for those who are out 
of the labour market due to temporary 
unemployment, personal challenges, or 
disability.


A living wage ensures that families are not 
under severe financial stress.


• Families who earn a living wage would 
have financial stress that is moderate, not 
extreme.


• Low-wage earners and their families are 
frequently living paycheque to paycheque 
with no savings to deal with things like an 
illness, a broken appliance, or emergencies.


• A living wage would include a financial 
cushion to ensure that families 
experiencing unexpected financial costs do 
not suffer undue hardship.


• A living wage is a conservative, reasonable 
estimate.


• Families earning a living wage rent their 
home, use public transportation, and do 
not earn enough to save for retirement or 
their children’s education.


A living wage engenders significant and wide-
ranging community support.


• Community organizations, employers and 
the public should be able to identify with 
the living wage calculation and see the 
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Executive Summary 


The National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association (NEADA), representing the state 
LIHEAP directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to update the information about LIHEAP-
recipient households that was collected in the 2003, 2005, 2008 and 2009 NEA Surveys.  This 
survey documented changes in the affordability of energy bills, the need for LIHEAP, and the 
choices that low-income households make when faced with unaffordable energy bills. 
 
The 2011 Survey included 13 states with an oversample in Connecticut, as in the 2009 Survey.  
Stratified samples of fiscal year 2011 LIHEAP recipients were chosen from each of the state 
LIHEAP databases.  This report presents the findings from the 2011 NEA Survey and provides 
comparisons to the 2003, 2008, and 2009 NEA Surveys.  The survey and report were prepared 
for NEADA by APPRISE. 


During the period of study, low-income households across the country continued to face a 
difficult economic climate and continued to deal with high energy costs.  The survey 
substantiated these issues – showing that 35 percent were unemployed at some point during the 
year and that 52 percent reported it was more difficult to pay energy bills than it was the previous 
year. 


LIHEAP Recipient Households 
 
The study confirmed that LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to 
temperature extremes. 
• 40 percent had a senior in the household aged 60 or older. 
• 42 percent had a disabled household member. 
• 41 percent had a child 18 or younger. 
• 89 percent had at least one vulnerable household member. 
 
The study also provided information on challenges that these households faced. 
• 35 percent were unemployed at some point during the previous year. 
• 72 percent had a serious medical condition. 
• 26 percent used medical equipment that requires electricity. 
 
Energy Costs 
 
LIHEAP recipients reported that they faced high energy costs. 
• 45 percent reported that their energy bills were more than $2,000 in the past year. 
• Pre-LIHEAP energy burden averaged 16 percent and post-LIHEAP energy burden averaged 


12 percent for these households, compared to 7 percent for all households in the U.S. and 4 
percent for non low-income households in the U.S.1 


• 52 percent said that energy bills were more difficult to pay than in the previous year. 


1 Source: 2008 LIHEAP Notebook. 
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• 48 percent of those who said that it was more difficult to pay their energy bills reported that 
the main reason was their financial situation. 


 
LIHEAP benefits decreased due to the smaller appropriation in FY 2011.  Mean heating benefits 
were $424 in FY 2011, compared to $483 in FY 2009. 
 
Responses to High Energy Costs 
 
Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet. 
• 39 percent closed off part of their home. 
• 23 percent kept their home at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy. 
• 21 percent left their home for part of the day. 
• 33 percent used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat. 
 
Inability to Pay Energy Bills 
 
Many LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills. 
• 49 percent skipped paying or paid less than their entire home energy bill. 
• 37 percent received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their electricity or home 


heating fuel. 
• 11 percent had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to 


nonpayment. 
• 24 percent were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel 


was shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and 
they could not afford to fix it. 


• 17 percent were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year because their electricity 
was shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it. 


 
Housing and Financial Problems 
 
Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least 
partly to their energy bills. 
• 31 percent did not make their full mortgage or rent payment. 
• 6 percent were evicted from their home or apartment. 
• 4 percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage. 
• 14 percent moved in with friends or family. 
• 4 percent moved into a shelter or were homeless. 
• 13 percent got a payday loan in the past five years. 
 
Medical and Health Problems 
 
Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problems in the past five 
years, partly as a result of high energy costs. 
• 24 percent went without food for at least one day. 
• 37 percent went without medical or dental care. 
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• 34 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed 
medication. 


• 19 percent had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold. 
 


The Need for LIHEAP 
 
Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP.  
However, they reported that LIHEAP was extremely important. 
• 65 percent of those who did not keep their home at unsafe or unhealthy temperatures said 


they would have done so if LIHEAP had not been available. 
• 63 percent of those who did not have their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued said 


that they would have if it had not been for LIHEAP. 
 
It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and 
other essential needs. 
 
 
 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page iii 
November 2011 







 Introduction 


 


I. Introduction 


The National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association (NEADA), representing the state 
LIHEAP directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families 
(ACF), U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to update the information about 
LIHEAP-recipient households that was collected in the 2003, 2005, 2008, and 2009 NEA 
Surveys.  This survey documented changes in the affordability of energy bills, the need for 
LIHEAP, and the choices that low-income households make when faced with unaffordable 
energy bills. 
 
The 2011 NEA Survey selected a new sample of  2011 LIHEAP recipients to document 
changes in the need for LIHEAP and changes in the choices that low-income households 
make when faced with unaffordable energy bills.  This report presents the findings from the 
2011 NEA Survey and provides comparisons to the 2003, 2008 and 2009 NEA Surveys.  
The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by APPRISE. 


A. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 


The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) is administered by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The purpose of LIHEAP is “to assist 
low-income households, particularly those with the lowest incomes, that pay a high 
proportion of household income for home energy, primarily in meeting their immediate 
home energy needs.” The LIHEAP statute defines home energy as “a source of heating or 
cooling in residential dwellings.”2   


Federal dollars for LIHEAP are allocated by the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services to the grantees (i.e., the 50 states, District of Columbia, 128 tribes and tribal 
organizations, and five insular areas) as a block grant. Program funds are distributed by a 
formula, which is weighted towards relative cold-weather conditions.  


Program funds are disbursed to LIHEAP income-eligible households under programs 
designed by the individual grantees. Section 2605(b)(2) allows LIHEAP grantees to use two 
income-related standards in determining household eligibility for LIHEAP assistance: 
 
• Categorical eligibility for households with one or more individuals receiving Temporary 


Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income payments, Food Stamps, 
or certain needs-tested veterans’ and survivors’ payments, without regard for household 
income. 


 


2 The statutory intent of LIHEAP is to reduce home heating and cooling costs for low-income households. However, 
information on total residential energy costs is more accessible and more apparent to LIHEAP-recipient respondents. 
Moreover, any reduction in home heating and cooling costs leads to a direct reduction in total residential energy 
costs. Therefore, this report addresses total residential energy costs. 
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• Income eligibility for households with incomes that do not exceed the greater of an 
amount equal to 150 percent of the federal poverty level3, or an amount equal to 60 
percent of the state median income. Grantees may target assistance to poorer households 
by setting lower income eligibility levels.  Grantees are prohibited from setting income 
eligibility levels lower than 110 percent of the poverty level.  Eligibility priority may be 
given to households with high energy burden or need.4 
 


B. 2011 National Energy Assistance Survey 


The 2011 NEA Survey aimed to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households 
that was collected in the 2003, 2008, and 2009 NEA Surveys. Stratified samples of 2011 
LIHEAP recipients were selected to collect new information about the consequences of high 
energy bills for low-income households. The 2011 National Energy Assistance Survey 
collected the following information from LIHEAP-recipient households: 
 
• Demographic, energy expenditure, and income information 
• Healthy home behaviors 
• History of LIHEAP participation 
• Constructive actions taken to meet energy expenses 
• Signs of unaffordable energy bills 
• Health and safety consequences of unaffordable energy bills 
• Effects of unaffordable energy bills on housing 
• Changes in financial situation and affordability of home energy bills 
• Impact and importance of LIHEAP benefits for recipient households 


 
The 2011 Survey included the 13 states that were included in the 2009 Survey and a larger 
sample of CT LIHEAP recipients, as a result of additional funding that was allocated for a 
special study in CT. 


C. Organization of the Report 


This report has six sections that follow this introduction. 


• Section II: Survey Methodology – Presents the methodology used. 


• Section III: LIHEAP Recipients – Presents demographic and income information for 
LIHEAP-recipient households that completed the 2011 NEA Survey. 


3 Most states use the 150 percent of federal poverty level maximum as the guideline. 150 percent of federal poverty 
in FY2011 is $16,470 for a single person and $33,660 for a family of four. The 60 percent-of-SMI limit was raised 
to 75 percent of SMI for Federal Fiscal Years (FFYs) 2009 and 2010. 
4 Description of LIHEAP information obtained from “Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program. Report to 
Congress for Fiscal Year 2001.” U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 
Families, Office of Community Services, Division of Energy Assistance. Additional information regarding the 
LIHEAP program can be found on the World Wide Web at: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/liheap/. 
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• Section IV: Problems Faced in Meeting Energy Needs – Presents information about 
actions that LIHEAP-recipient households take to meet their energy needs, household 
necessities, and health and wellness in the face of significant financial constraints. 


• Section V: The Need For LIHEAP – Presents information about the impact and 
importance of LIHEAP on recipient households. 


• Section VI: Regional Analysis – Presents analysis of the problems faced by low-income 
households in the Northeast, Midwest, West, and South. 


• Section VII: Conclusion – Presents a summary of the key findings in this report. 
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II. Survey Methodology 


This section describes the methodology for the 2011 NEA Survey, including procedures for 
sample selection, survey implementation, and weighting. 


A. Survey Implementation 


A survey advance letter was sent to the sample of selected LIHEAP recipients from the 13 
participating states. This letter announced the survey, notified potential respondents that they 
might be called to participate in the survey, explained the purpose of the survey, and gave 
potential respondents the option to call the phone center to complete the survey at their 
convenience.  


 
APPRISE retained Issues and Answers to conduct the telephone survey through its call 
center.  A researcher from APPRISE trained Issues and Answers’ employees on the survey 
instrument and monitored survey implementation.  I&A’s manager in charge of the survey 
instructed interviewers how to use the computerized version of the survey to record 
customer responses. 
 
Interviewer training consisted of two hour-long sessions – one for English-language 
interviews and one for the Spanish-language interviewer.  This training session provided 
interviewers with an overview of the project, purpose behind questions asked, and strategies 
to provide accurate clarification and elicit acceptable responses through neutral probing 
techniques. 


Interviewer monitoring allowed APPRISE researchers to both listen to the way interviewers 
conducted surveys and see the answers they chose on the computerized data entry form.  
I&A’s manager facilitated open communication between the monitors and interviewers, 
which allowed the monitors to instruct interviewers on how to implement the survey and 
accurately record customer responses. 
 
Telephone interviews were conducted between May 2, 2011 and July 3, 2011.  During this 
time period, 1,768 interviews were completed.  


B. Sample Selection and Response Rates 


LIHEAP recipients were selected from each of the 13 states chosen to participate in the 
survey. Because of a congressional earmark for Connecticut, a special study was conducted 
for Connecticut. Table II-1 details the number of LIHEAP recipients selected to complete 
the survey, number of completed interviews, cooperation rates, and response rates for the 
national sample. Table II-1 presents the following information. 


• Number selected: Initially, approximately 220 households were selected in each state, 
or for each district in Connecticut. An additional sample of 180 was initially selected for 
New York because of lower response rates experienced for that state in previous studies. 
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Due to the high number of non-interviews and unusable telephone numbers, an 
additional sample of 40 cases were selected for California, 50 for New York, and 50 for 
North Carolina. In Connecticut, an additional sample of 50 was selected for Districts 1, 
3 and 4, and an additional sample of 40 was selected for District 5. The final sample 
consisted of 4,250 cases. 


 
• Unusable: There were 1,066 cases deemed unusable because no one was present in the 


home during the survey who was able to complete the survey, or because phone 
numbers were missing, unavailable, disconnected, or incorrect.  These households are 
not included in the denominator of the response rate or the cooperation rate.  They are 
included in the denominator of the completed interview rate. 


 
• Non-Interviews: There were 128 cases classified as non-interviews because the 


qualified respondent refused to complete the interview, or because the respondent asked 
the interviewer to call back to complete the interview at a later time, but did not 
complete the interview during the field period.  These households are included in the 
denominator of the cooperation rate, the response rate, and the completed interview rate. 


 
• Unknown eligibility: There were 1,288 cases that were determined to have unknown 


eligibility to complete the interview, due to answering machines, no answers, and 
language barriers.5  These households are not included in the denominator of the 
cooperation rate.  They are included in the denominator of the response rate and the 
completed interview rate. 


 
• Completed interviews: The completed interviews are households that were reached and 


that answered the full set of survey questions by telephone.  In total, 1,768 interviews 
were completed.  


 
• Cooperation rate: The cooperation rate is the percent of eligible households contacted 


who completed the survey.  This is calculated as the number of completed interviews 
divided by the interviews plus the number of non-interviews (refusals plus non-
completed call backs6).  Overall, this survey achieved a 93 percent cooperation rate. 


 
• Response rate: The response rate is the number of completed interviews divided by the 


number of completed interviews plus the number of non-interviews (refusals plus non-
completed call backs) plus all cases of unknown eligibility (due to answering machines 
and language barriers).  This survey attained a 56 percent response rate. 


 


5 The telephone interview center conducted interviews with respondents with a language barrier who spoke Spanish, 
in all but two cases.  However, there were 104 cases in which an interview could not be completed due to a language 
barrier for a language other than Spanish.  
6 Non-completed callbacks include respondents who asked the interviewer to call back at a later time to complete the 
interview, but did not complete the interview by the end of the field period. 
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• Completed Interview Rate: The completed interview rate is the percentage of 
households selected that completed the survey.  This survey attained a 42 percent 
completed interview rate.   
 


Table II-1 
Sample and Response Rates 


 


 Total Sample 
Statistics 


Number Selected 4,250 


Unusable 1,066 


Non-Interviews 128 


Unknown Eligibility 1,288 


Completed Interviews 1,768 


Cooperation Rate 93% 


Response Rate 56% 


Completed Interview Rate 42% 
 
Table II-2 displays the number of interviews completed by state. The response rate ranged 
from 41 percent in New York to 69 percent in New Mexico. 


Table II-2 
Number of Completed Interviews by State 


 
State Total Selected Completed 


Interviews Response Rate 


California 260 103 48% 


Connecticut 1,290 495 48% 


Delaware 220 100 63% 


Georgia 220 105 59% 


Iowa 220 102 65% 


Maine 220 133 68% 


Minnesota 220 105 60% 


Montana 220 102 62% 


New Mexico 220 102 69% 


New York 450 101 41% 


North Carolina 270 97 60% 


Ohio 220 111 67% 


Pennsylvania 220 112 62% 


TOTAL 4,250 1,768 56% 
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Table II-3 displays the number of interviews completed by district in CT. The response rate 
ranged from 44 percent in District 1 to 52 percent in District 2. 


Table II-3 
Connecticut Number of Completed Interviews by District 


 
Connecticut Total Selected Completed 


Interviews Response Rate 


District 1 270 95 44% 


District 2 220 102 52% 


District 3 270 93 45% 


District 4 270 103 48% 


District 5 260 102 50% 
 


C. Weights 


Two sets of weights were used to ensure that state-level data represents each state and that 
the overall findings are representative of the national LIHEAP population. First, weights 
were applied within states. The purpose of these weights was to adjust for selection and 
response rate variation within poverty group and vulnerable status. A second set of weights 
was used so that the sum of the state weights was proportional to the strata size from which 
it was drawn. In the estimates presented in this report, the total weight, comprised of these 
two separate weights, is used.  This results in a nationally representative sample of 2011 
LIHEAP recipients.  
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III. LIHEAP Recipient Households 


The 2011 National Energy Assistance Survey included a series of questions about household 
demographics. 


Table III-1 displays information on the number of household members.  The table shows that 36 
percent of LIHEAP recipients live in single person households and 58 percent have two or fewer 
household members. 


Table III-1 
Number of Household Members 


 
Number of Household Members Percent of Respondents 


1 36% 


2 22% 


3 14% 


4 12% 


5 8% 


6 or more 7% 
 


Table III-2 displays information on the presence of vulnerable household members.  The table 
shows that 40 percent have a senior in the home, 42 percent have a disabled household member, 
41 percent have a child age 18 or younger, and 21 percent have a child age five or younger.  
Eight-nine percent had at least one vulnerable member (elderly, disabled, or child). 


Table III-2 
Vulnerable Groups 


 
 Senior ≥60 Disabled Child ≤18 Young Child ≤5 Single Parent 


Yes 40% 42% 41% 21% 15% 


No 59% 56% 58% 78% 85% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 2% 2% 2% 2% -- 
 


Table III-3 shows that 89 percent of LIHEAP recipients have at least one vulnerable household 
member. 


Table III-3 
Households with at Least One Vulnerable Member 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


At Least One Vulnerable Member 89% 


No Vulnerable Members 11% 
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Respondents were asked whether they own or rent their home.  Table III-4 shows that 46 percent 
of LIHEAP recipients own their homes. 


Table III-4 
Home Ownership 


 
Home Ownership Percent of Respondents 


Own 46% 


Rent 49% 


Other 3% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 
 


Table III-5 displays the annual household income distribution for LIHEAP-recipient households.  
The table shows that 36 percent have income of less than or equal to $10,000 and only two 
percent have income above $40,000. 


Table III-5 
Annual Income 


 
Annual Income Percent of Respondents 


≤ $ 10,000 36% 


$ 10,001 - $ 20,000 41% 


$ 20,001 - $ 30,000 16% 


$ 30,001 - $ 40,000 5% 


More than $ 40,000 2% 


Don’t Know 1% 
 


Table III-6A shows that 19 percent had income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level and 
61 percent had income at or below the poverty level.  Only 11 percent had income above 150 
percent of the poverty level. 


Table III-6A 
Poverty Level 


 
Poverty Level Percent of Respondents 


0%-50% 19% 


51%-100% 42% 


101%-125% 15% 


126%-150% 13% 


>150% 11% 
 


Table III-6B displays the household poverty level by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 
households with children and non-vulnerable households are more likely than households with 
seniors and with disabled members to have income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level. 
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Table III-6B 
Poverty Level by Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior  Disabled Child 18 or 


Younger 
Child 5 or 
Younger 


Single Parent 
Household1 


Non-
Vulnerable 


Number of 
Respondents 705 738 722 344 275 195 


0% - 50% 9% 13% 28% 35% 36% 32% 


51% - 100% 42% 49% 36% 38% 33% 36% 


101% - 150% 36% 29% 25% 19% 17% 20% 


> 150% 13% 10% 11% 8% 13% 11% 
  1 Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children. 


Respondents were asked about the type of income and benefits received in the past year.  Table 
III-7 shows that 33 percent reported that they received employment income, 38 percent said that 
they received retirement income, 32 percent reported that they received public assistance, and 63 
percent reported that they received non-cash benefits, including food stamps or public housing. 


Table III-7 
Types of Income and Benefits Received 


 
 Wages or Self-


Employment Income 
Retirement 


Income 
Public 


Assistance 
Non-cash 
benefits 


Yes 33% 38% 32% 63% 


No 65% 58% 63% 34% 


Don’t Know /Refused 2% 3% 4% 3% 
 


Respondents were asked whether they had been unemployed at some time during the year.  Table 
III-8A shows that 35 percent reported that they had been unemployed at some point during the 
past year.  This compares to 31 percent in 2003, 29 percent in 2008, and 36 percent in 2009. 


Table III-8A 
Unemployed During the Year 


 
 2003 2008 2009 2011 


Yes 31% 29% 36% 35% 


No 69% 70% 63% 62% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 1% 1% 3% 
 


Table III-8B displays the percent of respondents who were unemployed during the past year by 
vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children under 18 and non-vulnerable 
households were most likely to report that they had been unemployed.  Fifty-three percent of 
households with children reported that they had been unemployed. 
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Table III-8B 
Unemployed During the Year 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child ≤18 Non-
Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Yes 17% 26% 53% 49% 


No 81% 72% 46% 35% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 1% 1% 15% 
 
Table III-8C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had been unemployed in 
the past year by poverty level.  The table shows that 59 percent of respondents with income at or 
below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that they had been unemployed, compared to 30 
percent between 51 and 100 percent of poverty, 28 percent between 101 and 150 percent of 
poverty, and 32 percent above 150 percent of poverty. 


Table III-8C 
Unemployed During the Year 


By Poverty Level 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Yes 59% 30% 28% 32% 


No 33% 68% 71% 66% 


Don’t Know / Refused 7% 2% 1% 2% 
 


Respondents were asked several questions about different medical conditions that members of 
their households had.  Table III-9A shows that 40 percent had asthma, 22 percent had breathing-
related conditions, and 52 percent had heart disease. 


Table III-9A 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had or  


Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions 
 


 
Asthma or 


Symptoms of 
Asthma 


Chronic Bronchitis, 
Emphysema, COPD 


Hypertension, Heart 
Disease, Heart Attack, or 


Stroke 
Yes 40% 22% 52% 


No 59% 77% 47% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 1% 2% 1% 
 


Table III-9B displays the percent of respondents who had each of these medical conditions, by 
vulnerable group.  The table shows that the rates of these conditions vary by vulnerable group.  


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 11 
November 2011 







 LIHEAP Recipient Households 


 


Households with disabled members and households with children under 18 are most likely to 
have asthma and breathing conditions.  Households with seniors and disabled members are most 
likely to have heart disease.   


Table III-9B 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or  


Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions 
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child 


Under 18 
Non-


Vulnerable 
Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Asthma or Symptoms of Asthma 35% 50% 50% 22% 


Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD 26% 36% 18% 11% 
Hypertension, Heart Disease, Heart 
Attack, or Stroke 74% 67% 33% 38% 


 


Table III-9C displays the percent of respondents who had medical conditions by poverty level.  
The table shows that there is not a clear relationship between poverty level and these symptoms. 


Table III-9C 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or  


Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions 
By Poverty Level 


 
 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Asthma or Symptoms of Asthma 44% 42% 34% 42% 


Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD 19% 26% 19% 18% 
Hypertension, Heart Disease, Heart 
Attack, or Stroke 40% 54% 59% 51% 


 
Table III-10A displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had any of the 
conditions shown in the previous tables.  The table shows that 72 percent reported that someone 
in the household had at least one of these conditions. 
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Table III-10A 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,  


Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,  
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 


 
 Presence of 


Medical Condition 
Yes 72% 


No 28% 


Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 


 
Table III-10B shows the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by 
vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with seniors and households with disabled 
members were most likely to report these conditions.  Eighty-five percent of households with a 
senior reported that they had one of these conditions and 87 percent with a disabled household 
member reported that they had one of these conditions. 


Table III-10B 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,  


Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,  
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child 
Under 18 


Non-
Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Yes 85% 87% 62% 48% 


No 15% 13% 38% 48% 


Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% 0% 4% 
 


Table III-10C displays the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by 
poverty group.  The table shows that households in the middle poverty level groups have a 
slightly higher prevalence of these conditions. 
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Table III-10C 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,  


Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,  
High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 


By Poverty Level 
 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Yes 63% 75% 74% 70% 


No 35% 25% 26% 29% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 0% 0% 1% 
 


Table III-11 displays the percent of respondents who had a breathing condition and who needed 
to go to the hospital for the condition during the past year.  This table shows that 19 percent had 
the condition and needed to go to the hospital for the condition.  Of those who had the condition, 
42 percent needed to go to the hospital. 


Table III-11 
Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Symptoms of Asthma, or had 


Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, or Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) 
And Needed to Go to the Hospital for This Health Problem in the Past Year 


 


 Needed to Go to 
Hospital 


Of those whose 
household have 


condition 
Number of Respondents 1,768 816 


Yes 19% 42% 


No 27% 57% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% 


Does Not Have Condition 54% -- 
 


Respondents were asked whether they use any medical equipment that requires the use of 
electricity.  Table III-12A shows that 26 percent of respondents reported that they use such 
equipment. 


Table III-12A 
Someone in the Household Utilizes Necessary Medical Equipment that Uses Electricity 


 
Someone in the Household 
Utilizes Necessary Medical 


Equipment that Uses Electricity 
Percent of Respondents 


Yes 26% 


No 72% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 
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Table III-12B displays the percent who reported the use of such medical equipment by 
vulnerable group.  The table shows that 36 percent of households with a disabled member and 32 
percent of households with children reported that they use this equipment. Households that did 
not have vulnerable members were least likely to report the use of this equipment. 


Table III-12B 
Member of Household Utilizes Medical Equipment that Requires Electricity  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Yes 24% 36% 32% 7% 


No 76% 63% 67% 78% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% <1% 15% 
 
Respondents were asked to report the primary fuel used to heat their home.  Table III-13 shows 
that 43 percent use natural gas, 23 percent use electricity, 16 percent use fuel oil or kerosene, and 
nine percent use LPG. 


Table III-13 
Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating 


 
Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating Percent of Respondents 


Natural Gas 43% 


Electricity 23% 


Fuel Oil or Kerosene 16% 


Bottled Gas (LPG or Propane) 9% 


Wood 2% 


Solar Energy 0% 


Other Fuel 1% 


No Fuel Used <1% 


Don’t Know/Refused 3% 
 


Table III-14 shows that seven percent of respondents who do not own their own home have their 
heat included in their rent. 
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Table III-14 
Heat included in Rent 


 
Heat included in Rent Percent of Respondents 


Number of Respondents 978 


Yes 7% 


No 87% 


Do Not Pay Rent 3% 


Don’t Know/Refused 3% 
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IV. Problems Meeting Energy Needs 


This section examines the financial challenges and difficult choices made by the LIHEAP 
recipients to manage their total residential energy costs. 


A. Increased Utility Bills and Increased Need7 


Respondents were asked to report their annual energy costs.  Table IV-1 shows that 45 
percent of the respondents reported that their bills were over $2,000. 


 
Table IV-1 


Annual Total Residential Energy Costs 
 


Annual Energy Costs Percent of Respondents 


Less than $500 2% 


$501 - $1,000 8% 


$1,001 - $1,500 10% 


$1,501 - $2,000 12% 


Over  $2,000 45% 


Don’t Know/Refused 22% 
 


Table IV-2 displays the distribution of LIHEAP heating benefits in FY2008, FY2009 and 
FY2011.  Twenty-eight percent received $250 or less in FY2011, compared with 18 percent 
who received $250 or less in FY2009.  Mean heating benefits were lower than in 2009 but 
higher than in 2008. 


 
Table IV-2 


LIHEAP Heating Benefits Distribution 
 


 Percent Received 


Benefit Amount 2008 2009 2011 


Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828 1,667 


≤ $100 6% 5% 7% 


$101-$250 25% 13% 21% 


$251-$500 39% 45% 43% 


$501-$750 11% 21% 16% 


$751-$1,000 6% 7% 7% 


≥ $1,000 3% 6% 5% 


Did Not Receive Heating Benefit 9% 4% 2% 


7 In this section, there are several instances where 1,667 respondents out of 1,768 respondents are included because 
LIHEAP benefit information could not be obtained. In these cases, the number of respondents is noted.  
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 Percent Received 


Benefit Amount 2008 2009 2011 


Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828 1,667 


Mean Benefits $388 $483 $424 
Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2008 
and 2009 are underlined. 


 
Pre-LIHEAP energy burden was calculated by dividing the respondents’ energy costs by 
their total household income and post-LIHEAP energy burden was calculated by subtracting 
LIHEAP benefits from energy costs and then dividing these net energy costs by total 
household income.  Table IV-3A shows that LIHEAP benefits had a big impact on the 
households’ energy burden.  Prior to receiving LIHEAP, 22 percent of households had an 
energy burden higher than 20 percent.  After receiving LIHEAP, 13 percent had an energy 
burden that was this high.  Additionally, LIHEAP benefits increased the percentage with 
burdens below five percent from 9 percent of recipients to 26 percent. 


 
Table IV-3A 


Total Residential Energy Burden 
 


 


Total Residential Energy Burden 


Pre-LIHEAP Post-LIHEAP 


Number of Respondents 1,275 1,275 


0-5% 9% 26% 


6%-10% 32% 32% 


11-15% 23% 20% 


16-20% 13% 9% 


21-25% 9% 5% 


>25% 13% 8% 
 


Table IV-3B displays pre and post LIHEAP average energy burdens by vulnerable group.  
The table shows that non-vulnerable and single parent households had the greatest pre-
LIHEAP energy burden, averaging 21 percent.  LIHEAP benefits reduce mean energy 
burden by between four and five percentage points for all groups of households.  While the 
pre-LIHEAP energy burden average ranged from 14 percent to 21 percent, the post-LIHEAP 
energy burden average ranged from 10 percent to 16 percent. 
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Table IV-3B 
Mean Total Residential Energy Burden  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 All Senior Disabled Child 
Under 18 


Child 
Under 6  


Single 
Parent 


Non-
Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 1,275 469 533 563 271 216 127 


Pre-LIHEAP Burden 16% 14% 16% 16% 16% 21% 21% 


Post-LIHEAP Burden 12% 10% 12% 12% 12% 16% 16% 
 


Table IV-3C displays the energy burden distribution by vulnerable group.  The table shows 
that about a quarter of each group had an energy burden at or below five percent after 
receipt of LIHEAP.  However, nine to 25 percent of all groups had an energy burden of 
more than 20 percent even after receipt of LIHEAP. 


 
Table IV-3C 


Residential Energy Burden Distribution 
By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


 
Pre-


LIHEAP 
Post-


LIHEAP 
Pre-


LIHEAP 
Post-


LIHEAP 
Pre-


LIHEAP 
Post-


LIHEAP 
Pre-


LIHEAP 
Post-


LIHEAP 
Number of 
Respondents 


469 469 533 533 563 563 127 127 


0-5% 10% 25% 9% 26% 12% 31% 6% 24% 


6%-10% 31% 32% 29% 29% 38% 33% 22% 23% 


11-15% 25% 25% 21% 20% 20% 16% 24% 19% 


16-20% 16% 9% 17% 12% 9% 6% 14% 9% 


21-25% 11% 6% 14% 6% 7% 4% 6% 8% 


>25% 8% 3% 11% 6% 14% 10% 28% 17% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they had a more or less difficult time paying their energy 
bills in the past year, as compared to the previous year.  Table IV-4A shows that 52 percent 
said they had a more difficult time and 12 percent said they had a less difficult time. 


 
Table IV-4A 


Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


Change in Difficulty in 
Paying Energy Bills Percent of Respondents 


More Difficult 52% 


Same 31% 


Less Difficult 12% 


Don’t Know/Refused 5% 
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Table IV-4B displays the change in difficulty paying energy bills by vulnerable group.  The 
table shows that households with children were most likely to say they had a more difficult 
time and households with seniors were least likely to say they had a more difficult time. 


 
Table IV-4B 


Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


More Difficult 48% 55% 58% 51% 


Same 37% 29% 24% 35% 


Less Difficult 10% 13% 14% 4% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 4% 3% 5% 10% 
 


Respondents who said that they had a more difficult time paying their energy bills were 
asked why it was more difficult.  Table IV-5A shows that 48 percent said it was due to a 
worse financial situation and 42 percent said it was due to an increased energy bill. 


 
Table IV-5A 


Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 Main Reason 
(Unprompted) 


Number of Respondents 940 
Lower Income/Lost Job/ 
Worse Economic Situation 48% 


Increased Energy Bill 42% 


Increased Other Bills 6% 


Increased Medical Expenses 2% 


Other 1% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 
  


Table IV-5B compares responses for 2008, 2009 and 2011.  Table IV-5B shows that 37 
percent said they had increased difficulty paying their energy bills due to their economic 
situation in FY 2008, compared with 60 percent in FY 2009 or 48 percent in FY 2011.  
Households were more likely to say the cause of their difficulty was their high energy bills 
in FY 2008 than in FY 2009 or FY 2011.   
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Table IV-5B 
Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 2008 2009 2011 


Number of Respondents 543 747 940 
Lower Income/Lost Job/Worse 
Economic Situation 37% 60% 48% 


Increased Energy Bill 50% 21% 42% 
Note: Differences are statistically significant at the 99 percent level. 


B. Signs of the Problem 


Respondents were asked whether they reduced expenses for household necessities due to not 
having enough money to pay their energy bill during the past year.  Table IV-6A shows that 
72 percent said that they took this action. 


 
Table IV-6A 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not  
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 37% 


Some Months  26% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 


Never / No 25% 


Don’t Know  2% 
 
Table IV-6B shows that households with children and households without vulnerable 
members were most likely to report that they reduced expenses for household necessities.  
The table shows that 82 percent of households with children under 18 and 77 percent of 
households without vulnerable members said that they faced this problem. 


 
Table IV-6B 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having  
Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month 31% 36% 43% 41% 


Some Months  24% 29% 29% 26% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 9% 10% 10% 


Never / No 34% 25% 16% 20% 


Don’t Know  2% 2% 2% 3% 
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Table IV-6C shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were 
most likely to say that they reduced expenses for household necessities.  Seventy-nine 
percent of those with income below 50 percent of the poverty level said that they reduced 
these expenses. 


 
Table IV-6C 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having Enough  
Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 44% 33% 38% 39% 


Some Months  27% 26% 27% 26% 


1 or 2 Months 8% 10% 9% 11% 


Never / No 19% 30% 24% 23% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 2% 2% 1% 
 
Table IV-7 compares responses to questions about signs of unaffordable energy bills for the 
2003, 2008, 2009 and 2011 surveys.  The table shows that approximately the same 
percentage of respondents faced these problems in all three years. 


 
Table IV-7 


Signs of the Problem 
Comparison of Survey Results 


 
 2003 2008 2009 2011 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 
Reduced Expenses for 
Household Necessities 78% 80% 79% 72% 


 


C. Responses to the Problem  


This section examines how households have responded to the problem of unaffordable 
energy bills.   
 
Respondents were asked whether they closed off part of their home during the past year 
because they could not afford to heat or to cool it.  Table IV-8A shows that 39 percent of 
respondents said that they took this action. 
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Table IV-8A 
Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 11% 


Some Months  22% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 


Never / No 61% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 
 
Table IV-8B displays the percent of respondents who said that they closed off part of their 
home because they could not afford to heat or to cool it.  Households with disabled 
members were most likely to say they took this action.   


 
Table IV-8B 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month 12% 15% 8% 13% 


Some Months  23% 25% 22% 20% 


1 or 2 Months 5% 6% 7% 5% 


Never / No 58% 53% 63% 62% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% <1% 0% <1% 
 
Table IV-8C shows that the percent of respondents who closed off part of their home does 
not vary by poverty level. 
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Table IV-8C 
Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 9% 13% 10% 10% 


Some Months  23% 20% 23% 27% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 6% 6% 4% 


Never / No 62% 60% 61% 59% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% <1% 
 


Respondents were asked whether they kept their home at a temperature that they felt was 
unsafe or unhealthy due to not having enough money for the energy bill during the past 
year.  Table IV-9A shows that 23 percent of the respondents said that they took this action. 


 
Table IV-9A 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not  
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 5% 


Some Months  11% 


1 or 2 Months 7% 


Never / No 77% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 
Table IV-9B shows the percent that kept their home at an unsafe or unhealthy temperature 
during the past year by vulnerable group. 
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Table IV-9B 
Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month 4% 5% 4% 8% 


Some Months  10% 12% 13% 8% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 9% 7% 9% 


Never / No 78% 72% 74% 75% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 2% 2% 1% 
 
Table IV-9C shows that households above 150 percent of the poverty level were less likely 
to keep home at a temperature that they felt was unsafe or unhealthy due to not having 
enough money for the energy bill during the past year.   


 
Table IV-9C 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 3% 6% 5% 3% 


Some Months  13% 10% 11% 5% 


1 or 2 Months 8% 7% 8% 5% 


Never / No 75% 76% 75% 85% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 2% 1% 2% 
 
Table IV-10A shows that 21 percent of respondents said that they left their home for part of 
the day because it was too hot or too cold in the past year. 
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Table IV-10A 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 
 


 Left Home for Part of the Day Because 
Home was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Almost Every Month 2% 


Some Months  10% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 


Never / No 78% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 
 
Table IV-10B shows that households with disabled members and households with children 
were most likely to leave home for part of the day because the home was too hot or cold. 


 
Table IV-10B 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month 1% 2% 2% 4% 


Some Months  7% 11% 14% 7% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 11% 11% 4% 


Never / No 85% 76% 73% 84% 


Don’t Know <1% 1% 1% 2% 
 
Households with income below the poverty level were more likely to say that they left their 
home because it was too hot or too cold.  Table IV-10C shows that 23 percent of those with 
income below the poverty level said that they took this action. 
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Table IV-10C 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 2% 2% 2% <1% 


Some Months  11% 10% 10% 9% 


1 or 2 Months 10% 11% 6% 6% 


Never / No 77% 76% 82% 84% 


Don’t Know  <1% 1% <1% 0% 
 
Households sometimes take the dangerous action of using their kitchen oven or stove to 
provide heat when they cannot afford their energy bill.  Table IV-11A shows that about one 
third of respondents said that they took this action during the past year. 


 
Table IV-11A 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 2% 


Some Months  15% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 


Never / No 67% 


Don’t Know  1% 
 


Table IV-11B shows that percent who said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for 
heat in the past year by vulnerable group.  
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Table IV-11B 
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month <1% 2% 2% 5% 


Some Months  11% 17% 19% 15% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 17% 18% 17% 


Never / No 73% 63% 62% 62% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 1% 0% 1% 
 
Table IV-11C shows that the percent who reported that they used their kitchen stove or oven 
for heat by poverty level.    


 
Table IV-11C 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  
Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 2% 2% 2% 2% 


Some Months  18% 16% 13% 10% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 15% 16% 19% 


Never / No 63% 67% 69% 69% 


Don’t Know  1% <1% <1% 0% 
 
Table IV-12 compares the responses to these issues over the past several surveys.  The 
percentages in 2011 were approximately the same as in 2009. 
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Table IV-12 
Responses to the Problem 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 2008 2009 2011 
Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 


Closed Off Part of Home 39% 44% 36% 39% 
Kept Home at Temperature You Felt was 
Unsafe or Unhealthy 25% 28% 26% 23% 


Left Home for Part of the Day 24% 23% 20% 21% 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat 31% 33% 33% 33% 
Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008 and 2009 are underlined. 


 


D. Inability to Pay Energy Bills  


Respondents were asked several questions about the inability to pay their home energy bill.   
 
Table IV-13A shows that 49 percent of respondents said that they skipped paying or paid 
less than their entire home energy bill during the past year due to not having enough money 
to pay the bill. 


 
Table IV-13A 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 13% 


Some Months  21% 


1 or 2 Months 15% 


Never / No 51% 


Don’t Know  1% 
 
Table IV-13B shows that households with children were most likely to say that they skipped 
paying their home energy bill.  Sixty-three percent of households with children said that 
they skipped paying their entire home energy bill at least once in the past year. 
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Table IV-13B 
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month 8% 12% 17% 13% 


Some Months  11% 22% 29% 26% 


1 or 2 Months 13% 14% 17% 15% 


Never / No 67% 51% 36% 45% 


Don’t Know 1% 2% 1% 2% 
 
Table IV-13C shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level 
were most likely to say that they skipped paying the home energy bill.  Sixty-three percent 
of these households said that they skipped paying or paid less than the entire amount on 
their energy bill sometime in the past year. 


 
Table IV-13C 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  
Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 19% 12% 11% 10% 


Some Months  27% 18% 19% 24% 


1 or 2 Months 17% 14% 15% 11% 


Never / No 35% 54% 55% 54% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 1% 2% 
 
Respondents were asked whether they received a notice or threat to disconnect or 
discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel due to not having enough money for the 
energy bill during the past year.  The table shows that 37 percent said that they received a 
notice or threat. 


 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 30 
November 2011 







 The Need for LIHEAP 


 


Table IV-14A 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 4% 


Some Months  13% 


1 or 2 Months 20% 


Never / No 62% 


Don’t Know  1% 
 
Table IV-14B shows the percent who received a threat of service termination by vulnerable 
group.  The table shows that households with children were most likely to face this problem.  
Over half of these households received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their 
service in the past year. 


 
Table IV-14B 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  
Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Almost Every Month 1% 4% 6% 6% 


Some Months  6% 13% 16% 18% 


1 or 2 Months 10% 17% 31% 18% 


Never / No 82% 64% 46% 58% 


Don’t Know  1% 2% 1% 1% 
 
Table IV-14C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty were most 
likely to report that they received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their 
electricity or home heating fuel.  The table shows that 53 percent of these households said 
that they faced this problem in the past year. 
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Table IV-14C 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  
By Poverty Group 


 
 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Almost Every Month 6% 3% 5% 2% 


Some Months  19% 11% 8% 16% 


1 or 2 Months 28% 19% 19% 14% 


Never / No 45% 66% 68% 67% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 1% <1% 2% 
 


Table IV-15A shows that nine percent of respondents had their electricity shut off due to 
nonpayment, six percent had their gas service shut off, and 11 percent had at least one of the 
two shut off during the past year. 
 


Table IV-15A 
Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


Electricity 9% 


Gas 6% 


Electricity or Gas 11% 
 
Table IV-15B displays the percent that had their utility service shut off by vulnerable group.  
The table shows that households with children were most likely to face these problems.  
Nineteen percent of households with children had their electricity and/or gas shut off due to 
nonpayment in the past year. 


 
Table IV-15B 


Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Electricity 3% 8% 16% 9% 


Gas 2% 5% 9% 9% 


Electricity or Gas 5% 10% 19% 14% 
 


Table IV-15C displays the percent of households who had utility service terminated by 
poverty group.  The table shows that households with income below 50 percent of the 
poverty level were most likely to have had their service terminated.  Twenty percent of 
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households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level had their gas and/or electric 
utility service terminated in the past year. 


 
Table IV-15C 


Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Electricity 16% 9% 6% 7% 


Gas 9% 5% 4% 4% 


Electricity or Gas 20% 11% 7% 8% 


 
Table IV-16A shows the percent of households who were unable to use their main source of 
heat during the past year.  The table shows that 13 percent were unable to use their main 
source of heat due to the system being broken, 10 percent due to an inability to pay for a 
fuel delivery, and seven percent due to an electric or gas service termination. Twenty-four 
percent of households were unable to use their main source of heat during the past year for 
any of the three reasons. 
 


Table IV-16A 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year 


 
 Percent of Respondents 


Heating System Broken 13% 


Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 10% 


Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 7% 


Any of the Three Reasons 24% 
 
Table IV-16B displays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to use 
their main source of heat during the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 
households with children and households with disabled members were most likely to face 
this problem.  Thirty-one percent of households with children and households with disabled 
members could not use their main source of heat during the past year because their heating 
system was broken, they were unable to pay for a fuel delivery, or their gas or electric 
service was discontinued due to nonpayment. 
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Table IV-16B 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Heating System Broken 11% 17% 15% 11% 


Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 8% 14% 12% 9% 


Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 3% 8% 11% 8% 


Any of the Three Reasons 18% 31% 31% 24% 
 
Table IV-16C displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their main source 
of heat during the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income 
below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely to face this problem.  Thirty-one 
percent of households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were unable to use 
their main source of heat at some point during the past year. 
 


Table IV-16C 
Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Heating System Broken 18% 12% 12% 9% 


Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 8% 12% 9% 12% 


Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 12% 7% 5% 6% 


Any of the Three Reasons 31% 24% 21% 22% 
 
Table IV-17A displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air 
conditioner during the past year because it was broken or they had their electric service 
discontinued for nonpayment.  The table shows that 14 percent could not use their air 
conditioner because it was broken and five percent could not use it because their electric 
service was discontinued.  Seventeen percent could not use their air conditioner for at least 
one of those two reasons. 


 
Table IV-17A 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Air Conditioner Broken 14% 


Electric Service Discontinued 5% 


Either Reason 17% 
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Table IV-17B displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air 
conditioner in the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with 
children and disabled members were most likely to face this problem.   


 
Table IV-17B 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year  
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Air Conditioner Broken 11% 17% 19% 11% 


Electric Service Discontinued 2% 4% 8% 5% 


Either Reason 11% 20% 23% 14% 
 
Table IV-17C displays the percent of households that were unable to use their air 
conditioner during the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households below 
50 of the poverty level were most likely to face this problem.  Twenty-one percent of 
households with income below 50 percent of poverty were unable to use their air 
conditioner at some point during the past year. 


 
Table IV-17C 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year  
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Air Conditioner Broken 17% 14% 12% 10% 


Electric Service Discontinued 8% 5% 3% 5% 


Either Reason 21% 17% 14% 14% 
 
Table IV-18A displays the percent of respondents who had to use candles or lanterns due to 
lack of lights.  The table shows that 26 percent of respondents who had utilities shutoff in 
past 12 months had to go without lights at some point in the past year. 


Table IV-18A 
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights  


During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Number of Respondents 378 
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due 
to Lack of Lights 26% 


 
Table IV-18B displays the percent of respondents who had to go without lights during the 
past year by vulnerable group. 
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Table IV-18B 
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights During the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 93 167 214 49 
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns 
Due to Lack of Lights 22% 27% 25% 29% 


 
Table IV-18C displays the percent of households who had to go without lights during the 
past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households below the poverty level are 
somewhat more likely to face this problem. Thirty-six percent of those below 50 percent of 
the poverty level had to use candles or lanterns due to lack of lights during the past year. 


 
Table IV-18C 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights During the Past Year 
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 80 149 89 57 
Had to Use Candles or Lanterns 
Due to Lack of Lights 36% 25% 17% 24% 


 
Table IV-19A displays the percent of respondents who had their utility service shut off at 
the time of the survey.  The table shows that two percent of respondents had their electricity 
or gas shut off at the time of the survey. 


   
Table IV-19A 


Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Electricity 1% 


Gas 1% 


Electricity or Gas 2% 
 


Table IV-19B shows that four percent of households without vulnerable members had their 
electricity or gas service shut off at the time of the survey. 
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Table IV-19B 


Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey  
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Electricity <1% 1% 1% 2% 


Gas <1% 1% 2% 3% 


Electricity or Gas 1% 1% 2% 4% 


 
Table IV-19C shows that households below 50 percent of the poverty level were more likely 
to have their utility service shut off at the time of the survey. Four percent of those below 50 
percent of the poverty level had their electric and/or gas shut off at the time of the survey, 
compared with one to two percent for the other poverty level groups. 


 
Table IV-19C 


Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey  
By Poverty Group 


 
 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Electricity 3% 1% 3% 0% 


Gas 3% 1% 1% 1% 


Electricity or Gas 4% 1% 2% 1% 


 
Table IV-20 compares the responses about service disruptions across the 2003, 2008, 2009, 
and 2011 surveys.  The table shows that in most cases there has not been a significant 
change, but there are a few declines in the incidence of some of these problems.    


 
Table IV-20 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills During Past Year 
Comparison of Survey Results 


 
 2003 2008 2009 2011 
Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy 
Bill 52% 47% 50% 49% 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue 
Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 38% 37% 36% 37% 


Electricity Shut off Due to Nonpayment 8% 9% 9% 9% 


Gas Shut off Due to Nonpayment -- 6% 7% 6% 


Electricity or Gas Shut off Due to Nonpayment -- 12% 12% 11% 
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 2003 2008 2009 2011 
Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 
Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for Repair or 
Replacement 10% 13% 13% 13% 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable to 
Pay for a Fuel Delivery 10% 13% 11% 10% 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Utility 
Company Discontinued Gas or Electric Service Due to 
Nonpayment 


11% 13% 11% 7% 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it was Broken 
and Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement 12% 12% 12% 14% 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Company 
Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment 6% 7% 8% 5% 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights 8% 7% 8% 5% 
Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008, and 2009 are underlined. 


 


E. Housing Problems 


This section examines housing problems that respondents have faced in the past five years 
due to unaffordable energy bills.   
 
Table IV-21A shows that 31 percent skipped a mortgage payment, 14 percent moved in with 
friends or family, six percent were evicted, and four percent moved into a shelter or were 
homeless.  While four percent reported that they had a mortgage foreclosure in the past five 
years, three percent reported that they had a foreclosure in the past year. 


 
Table IV-21A 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 31% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 14% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 6% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 4% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 4% 
 
Table IV-21B displays the results by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households 
with children were most likely to face these problems.  Forty-five percent of households 
with children did not make a full rent or mortgage payment, 18 percent moved in with 
friends or family at some point in the past five years, and eight percent were evicted. 
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Table IV-21B 
Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 16% 30% 45% 32% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 8% 14% 18% 11% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 4% 5% 8% 6% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 3% 5% 7% 3% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 2% 5% 6% 4% 
 
Table IV-21C displays the results by poverty group.  The table shows that the lowest 
poverty group was most likely to face these housing problems. Thirty-eight percent of 
households below 50 percent of the poverty level did not make a full rent or mortgage 
payment in the past five years and 24 percent had to move in with friends or family at some 
point in the past five years.  


 
Table IV-21C 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 38% 31% 24% 37% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 24% 12% 9% 12% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 12% 6% 3% 3% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 8% 4% 1% 4% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 6% 3% 4% 5% 
 
Table IV-21D displays the percent of respondents with housing problems by whether or not 
they own their home.  The table shows that respondents who do not own their homes were 
more likely to face these problems.   
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Table IV-21D 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 
By Home Ownership 


 
 Own Home Does Not Own Home 


Number of Respondents 790 920 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 26% 36% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 3% 8% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 5% 3% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 9% 18% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 2% 6% 
 
Table IV-22 compares results with respect to housing problems from the 2003, 2008, 2009 
and 2011 surveys.  The table shows that the prevalence of these issues are about the same as 
in the 2009 survey, but somewhat higher than in the 2008 survey. 
 


Table IV-22 
Housing Problems During Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 2008 2009 2011 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 28% 28% 31% 31% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 4% 4% 5% 6% 


Moved in with Friends or Family 9% 11% 12% 14% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 4% 3% 3% 4% 
Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008 and 2009 are underlined. 


 


F. Financial Problems 


This section examines one particular financial problem that respondents may have faced in 
the past five years due to their energy bills.  Table IV-23A shows that 13 percent reported 
that they took out a payday loan in the past five years, compared to 11 percent who said they 
took out a payday loan in the past year. 
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Table IV-23A 
Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


 Past Year Past Five Years 


Payday Loan 11% 13% 
 
Table IV-23B displays the percent of respondents who had financial problems in the past 
five years due to unaffordable energy bills by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 
households with children were most likely to report that they obtained a payday loan. 


 
Table IV-23B 


Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills 
In the Past Five Years 
 By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Payday Loan 9% 14% 17% 11% 
 
Table IV-23C displays the percent of respondents who had financial problems in the past 
five years due to unaffordable energy bills by poverty level.  The table shows that there is 
not significant variation by poverty level. 
 


Table IV-23C 
Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Payday Loan 14% 14% 11% 12% 


G. Medical and Health Problems  


This section examines the medical and health problems that respondents faced in the past 
five years due to unaffordable energy bills.   
 
Table IV-24A shows that 24 percent went without food for at least one day, 37 percent went 
without medical or dental care, and 34 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than 
their full dose of prescribed medication. 
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Table IV-24A 
Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Year and the Past Five Years 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


 Past Year Past Five 
Years 


Went Without Food for at 
Least One Day 25% 24% 


Went Without Medical or 
Dental Care 41% 37% 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or 
Took Less Than Full Dose -- 34% 


 
Table IV-24B examines medical and health problems by vulnerable group.  The table shows 
that households with a disabled member and without vulnerable members were most likely 
to go without food for at least one day. 


 
Table IV-24B 


Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills  
In the Past Five Years 
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 
Went Without Food for at 
Least One Day 22% 31% 23% 29% 


Went Without Medical or 
Dental Care 36% 41% 38% 42% 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or 
Took Less Than Full Dose 28% 41% 37% 35% 


 
Table IV-24C displays responses to questions about medical and health problems by poverty 
group.  The table shows that for the most part there is not a strong relationship between 
poverty level and the presence of these problems.  However, higher poverty level groups 
were more likely to report that they went without medical or dental care. 
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Table IV-24C 
Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 
Went Without Food for at 
Least One Day 24% 28% 21% 18% 


Went Without Medical or 
Dental Care 24% 36% 38% 43% 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or 
Took Less Than Full Dose 33% 33% 34% 36% 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill 
Due to Medical Expenses 19% 20% 22% 21% 


 
Table IV-25A displays the percent of respondents who became sick and needed to go to the 
doctor or hospital because the home was too cold.  The table shows that 13 percent became 
sick and needed to go to the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold, and 3 percent 
became sick and needed to go to the doctor or hospital because the home was too hot. 


 
Table IV-25A 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold or Too Hot 
In the Past Five Years 


 


 Became Sick 
Became Sick and 


Needed to Go to the 
Doctor or Hospital 


Home Was Too Cold 19% 13% 


Home Was Too Hot 6% 3% 
 
Table IV-25B displays the percent of those who became sick and needed to go to the doctor 
or hospital because the home was too cold by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 
households with children and disabled members were most likely to become sick and need 
to go to the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold. 
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Table IV-25B 
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Became Sick 13% 23% 25% 15% 
Became Sick and Needed to 
Go to the Doctor or Hospital 7% 17% 19% 10% 


 
Table IV-26A compares the percent of respondents who had medical and health problems in 
the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, the 2009 survey, and the 2011 survey.  The table shows 
that for the most part, the medical and health problems are less prevalent than in 2009 and 
2008. 
 


Table IV-26A 
Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 2008 2009 2011 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 22% 32% 30% 24% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 38% 42% 41% 37% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 30% 38% 33% 34% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 21% 24% 25% 19% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 7% 6% 4% 6% 
Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008 and 2009 are underlined. 


 
Table IV-26B compares the percent of respondents with seniors in the household who had 
medical and health problems in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, the 2009 survey, and the 
2011 survey.  The table shows that the medical and health problems are significantly higher 
for seniors than in 2009.  
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Table IV-26B 
Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 
By Vulnerable Group – Senior Member in Household 


 
 2003  2008  2009  2011 


Number of Respondents 888 542 757 705 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 11% 24% 20% 22% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 29% 32% 29% 36% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 23% 31% 26% 28% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 11% 15% 15% 19% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 6% 5% 4% 3% 
Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008 and 2009 are underlined. 
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V. The Need For LIHEAP 


This section examines the history of LIHEAP receipt, utility bill payment problems and payment 
arrangements, and the importance of LIHEAP in helping recipients meet their needs. 


A. History of LIHEAP Receipt 


Respondents were asked whether they had received LIHEAP benefits in the year prior to the 
survey.  Since the survey sample was drawn from state LIHEAP databases FY 2011 
LIHEAP recipients, all respondents received LIHEAP in the past year.  However, because 
LIHEAP is often paid directly on the household’s utility bill, respondents are often not 
aware that they received these benefits.  Table V-1A shows that 93 percent of the 
respondents reported that they had received LIHEAP in the past year. 


 
Table V-1A 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year8 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 93% 


No 5% 


Don’t Know 2% 


 
Table V-1B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP 
during the past year by vulnerable group.  Households with no vulnerable members were 
more likely than some of the other groups to report that they received LIHEAP, perhaps 
because they are less likely to have received these benefits automatically through 
participation in another program. 


 
Table V-1B 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year 
By Vulnerable Group 


 
 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


Yes 91% 92% 94% 96% 


No 7% 6% 5% 3% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 2% 1% 1% 


8 Interviewers used the name for the LIHEAP program particular to the state of the recipient interviewed. If the 
respondent was initially confused or did not recall the program based on the state-designated name, interviewers 
were trained to assist their memory by describing energy assistance benefits, and using the term energy assistance 
throughout the survey instead of the state-designated LIHEAP name. 
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Table V-1C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP in 
the past year by poverty level.  The table shows that there are not significant differences by 
poverty group. 
 


Table V-1C 
Received LIHEAP During Past Year 


By Poverty Level 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


Yes 94% 94% 93% 91% 


No 6% 5% 5% 8% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 2% 2% 1% 
 
Respondents were asked to report the number of times in the past five years that they 
received LIHEAP.  Table V-2A shows that about one quarter said they only received 
benefits in one of the past five years, and about one fifth said that they received benefits in 
each of the past five years. 


 
Table V-2A 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP in the Past Five Years 
 


Number of Years 
Received LIHEAP Percent of Respondents 


1 23% 


2 22% 


3 17% 


4 7% 


5 20% 


Don’t Know / Refused 11% 


 
Table V-2B displays the number of years that respondents reported LIHEAP receipt by 
vulnerable group.  The table shows that households without vulnerable members were most 
likely to report that they only received benefits in one of the past five years and were least 
likely to report that they received LIHEAP in each of the past five years.  These households 
appeared to be more likely to be facing temporary financial problems. 
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Table V-2B 
Number of Years Received LIHEAP in the Past Five Years  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 705 738 722 195 


1 16% 17% 27% 37% 


2 20% 20% 26% 23% 


3 15% 17% 18% 11% 


4 8% 8% 5% 7% 


5 26% 28% 15% 11% 


Don’t Know / Refused 15% 11% 9% 10% 


 
Table V-2C displays the number of years respondents reported they received LIHEAP by 
poverty group.  The table shows that households with income above 150 percent of poverty 
were most likely to report that they received LIHEAP in only one of the past five years. 


 
Table V-2C 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP in the Past Five Years  
By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level  


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 306 648 523 283 


1 24% 21% 22% 32% 


2 28% 19% 22% 26% 


3 15% 19% 17% 13% 


4 6% 9% 5% 6% 


5 14% 23% 21% 14% 


Don’t Know / Refused 13% 10% 12% 9% 
 
Table V-3 compares recall of LIHEAP benefits across the surveys.  The table shows that a 
greater percentage of recipients were aware of the benefit in the current year than in 
previous years.  This may relate to the timing of the survey, as it was conducted in the 
Spring, immediately following the LIHEAP season, as opposed to prior to the season 
starting, as in previous years. 
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Table V-3 
LIHEAP Receipt 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003  2008  2009  2011 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 1,768 


Recalled Receipt of LIHEAP 84% 86% 86% 93% 
Percent That Reported They Received 
LIHEAP in Each of the Past Five Years 21% 26% 25% 20% 


Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008 and 2009 are 
underlined. 


B. Utility Payment Arrangements 


This section examines respondents’ need for utility payment arrangements and resources 
available to assist with preventing service terminations.  Table V-4 shows that 52 percent of 
respondents reported that they tried to work out a payment arrangement in the past year, and 
84 percent of those who tried to work out a payment arrangement were able to do so. This is 
similar to the findings from the 2008 and 2009 surveys. 


 
Table V-4 


Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 
In the Past Year 


 


 
 


2008 Survey 2009 Survey 2011 Survey 
Tried to 


Work Out 
Payment 


Arrangement 


Was Able to 
Work Out 
Payment 


Arrangement 


Tried to 
Work Out 
Payment 


Arrangement 


Was Able to 
Work Out 
Payment 


Arrangement 


Tried to 
Work Out 
Payment 


Arrangement 


Was Able to 
Work Out 
Payment 


Arrangement 
Number of 
Respondents 1,256 682 1,828 976 1,768 966 


Yes 54% 84% 51% 86% 52% 84% 


No 45% 15% 48% 14% 47% 14% 


Don’t Know  1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2% 
 


C. Problems that Would Have Been Faced in the Absence of LIHEAP 


Respondents who said that they did not face some problems with their energy bills were 
asked whether they felt they would have faced such problems if LIHEAP assistance had not 
been available.  Table V-5 shows that 65 percent said they would have had to keep their 
home at an unsafe or unhealthy temperature if LIHEAP assistance had not been available, 
and 63 percent said they would have had their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued 
if LIHEAP assistance had not been available. 
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Table V-5 
If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Problems that May Have Been Faced 


 
 Kept Home at Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Temperature 
Had Electricity or Home 


Heating Fuel Discontinued 
Number of Respondents 1,250 1,267 


Yes 65% 63% 


No 30% 32% 


Don’t Know / Refused 4% 5% 


 
Table V-6 compares responses about problems that would have been faced in the absence of 
LIHEAP between 2003, 2008, 2009 and 2011.  The table shows that respondents were more 
likely in 2011 than in 2009 to say that they would have had their electricity or home heating 
fuel discontinued in the absence of LIHEAP. 
 


Table V-6 
If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Problems that May Have Been Faced 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 2011 Survey 


 Respondents % Respondents % Respondents % Respondents % 
Kept Home at 
Unsafe or 
Unhealthy 
Levels 


1,392 54% 761 63% 1,134 64% 1,250 65% 


Had Electricity 
or Home 
Heating Fuel 
Discontinued 


1,555 48% 845 59% 1,175 53% 1,267 63% 


Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003, 2008 and 2009 are underlined. 
 


D. LIHEAP Restored Heat 


Respondents were asked whether LIHEAP helped to restore heat due to shutoff or broken 
equipment.  The table shows that 12 percent said that LIHEAP restored heat due to a shutoff 
and seven percent said that LIHEAP restored heat due to broken equipment. 
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Table V-7 
LIHEAP Helped to Restore Heat Due to Shutoff or Broken Equipment 


 
 Restored Heat Due to Shutoff Restored Heat Due to Broken Equipment 


 2008 2009 2011 2008 2009 2011 


Yes 12% 12% 12% 9% 7% 7% 


No 8% 6% 3% 5% 5% 5% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% <1% <1% 1% 
Did Not 
Experience Loss of 
Heat/or Did Not 
Receive LIHEAP 


81% 81% 84% 86% 87% 87% 


Note: 2011 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2008 and 2009 are underlined. 
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VI. Regional Analysis 


This section provides a regional analysis of some of the information that was presented in this 
report.   


A. Demographic Characteristics 


Table VI-1 displays the percent of respondents with children and the percent in single 
family households.  The table shows that households in the West are most likely to include 
children, but households in the South are most likely to be single parent households.   
 


Table VI-1 
Presence of Children Under 18 and Single-Parent Households 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Percent with Children 38% 39% 43% 46% 


Single Parent Household 14% 12% 20% 14% 
 
Table VI-2 displays the poverty level of LIHEAP recipients by region.   
 


Table VI-2 
Poverty Level 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


0%-50% 19% 16% 22% 20% 


51%-100% 39% 41% 47% 42% 


101%-150% 30% 32% 21% 27% 


>150% 13% 11% 9% 11% 
 
Table VI-3 shows that recipients in the West are most likely to have employment income, 
recipients in the Northeast are most likely to have retirement income, recipients in the West 
are most likely to receive public assistance, and recipients in the South are most likely to 
receive non-cash benefits. 
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Table VI-3 
Types of Income and Benefits Received  


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Wages or Self-Employment Income 34% 34% 28% 37% 


Retirement Income 42% 39% 36% 34% 


Public Assistance 27% 34% 33% 41% 


Non-Cash Benefits 59% 61% 68% 64% 
 


Table VI-4 displays the percent of respondents who were unemployed during the year.  The 
table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the West were most likely to be unemployed. 
 


Table VI-4 
Unemployed During the Year 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Yes 31% 34% 38% 44% 


No 64% 65% 60% 53% 


Don’t Know / Refused 5% <1% 2% 2% 
 


B. Energy Burden and Energy Bill Payment Problems 


Table VI-5 displays mean pre- and post-LIHEAP energy burden by region.  The table shows 
that recipients in the South have the highest energy burdens on average. 
 


Table VI-5 
Mean Energy Burden 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 543 255 239 238 


Pre-LIHEAP 14% 16% 19% 13% 


Post-LIHEAP 9% 12% 15% 10% 
 
Table VI-6 shows that LIHEAP recipients in the West, South, and Northeast were more 
likely than those in the Midwest to report that they left their home for part of the day 
because it was too hot or too cold. 
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Table VI-6 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  
During Past Year 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Almost Every Month 2% 1% 3% 1% 


Some Months  12% 6% 12% 12% 


1 or 2 Months 8% 7% 9% 13% 


Never / No 78% 85% 75% 74% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 1% <1% 
 
Table VI-7 shows that the percentage of respondents who reported that they used their 
kitchen oven or stove to provide heat in the past year ranged from 28 percent in the West to 
37 percent in the South. 
 


Table VI-7 
Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill 
During Past Year 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Almost Every Month 2% 1% 3% 2% 


Some Months  17% 11% 18% 11% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 17% 16% 15% 


Never / No 64% 70% 63% 72% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% <1% <1% 
 


Table VI-8 shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that they skipped 
paying or paid less than their entire home energy bill during the past year. 
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Table VI-8 
Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill 
During Past Year 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Almost Every Month 12% 9% 14% 21% 


Some Months  21% 18% 22% 25% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 16% 15% 13% 


Never / No 52% 56% 48% 40% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 1% 2% 
 


Table VI-9 shows that 33 to 42 percent of respondents reported that they received a notice 
or threat to disconnect their electricity or home heating fuel in the past year.   
 


Table VI-9 
Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill 
During Past Year 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Almost Every Month 6% 2% 6% 3% 


Some Months  12% 13% 12% 13% 


1 or 2 Months 19% 18% 21% 26% 


Never / No 62% 65% 61% 58% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 2% <1% <1% 


 
Table VI-10 displays the percent of respondents who had their electricity and gas utility 
service terminated during the past year.  Service termination ranged from eight percent in 
the Midwest to 16 percent in the South. 
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Table VI-10 
Utility Service Terminations 


During Past Year 
By Region 


 
 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Electricity 8% 6% 14% 9% 


Gas  5% 5% 6% 7% 


Electricity or Gas 10% 8% 16% 12% 


 


C. Housing, Health, and Medical Problems 


Table VI-11 displays the percent of those who did not make their full rent or mortgage 
payment in the past five years.  The table shows that respondents in the South and West 
were somewhat more likely to report this problem. 
 


Table VI-11 
Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 
By Region 


 
 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Yes 30% 29% 34% 34% 


No  67% 70% 65% 65% 


Don’t Know /Refused 3% 1% 1% 1% 
 


Table VI-12 displays the percent of respondents who reported that they went without food 
for at least one day in the past five years.  The table shows that respondents in the West and 
South were most likely to report this problem. 
 


Table VI-12 
Went Without Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 
By Region 


 
 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Yes 22% 21% 28% 30% 


No  77% 79% 72% 70% 


Don’t Know /Refused 1% <1% 0% <1% 
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Table VI-13 shows that respondents in the South were most likely to report that they went 
without medical or dental care due to their energy bills in the past five years. 
 


Table VI-13 
Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years  
By Region 


 
 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Yes 30% 33% 48% 42% 


No  70% 67% 51% 57% 


Don’t Know /Refused 0% <1% 1% 1% 
 


Table VI-14 shows that respondents in the West and South were most likely to report that 
they did not fill their prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed medication 
due to their energy bills in the past five years. 


 
Table VI-14 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  
Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 
By Region 


 
 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Yes 30% 33% 37% 39% 


No  69% 66% 62% 60% 


Don’t Know /Refused 1% <1% 1% 2% 
 


Table VI-15 shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that someone in 
the home became sick because the home was too cold. 
 


Table VI-15 
Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 
By Region 


 
 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


Yes 19% 16% 20% 24% 


No  80% 83% 79% 75% 


Don’t Know /Refused 2% 1% 1% 2% 
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D. LIHEAP Receipt 


Table VI-16 displays the number of years that respondents reported LIHEAP receipt out of 
the past five years.  The table shows that respondents in the South were most likely to report 
that they received LIHEAP in only one of the past five years and respondents in the 
Northeast and Midwest were most likely to report that they received LIHEAP in each of the 
past five years. 
 


Table VI-16 
Number of Years Received LIHEAP 


In the Past Five Years 
By Region 


 


 
2011 Survey 


Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 841 318 302 307 


1 19% 18% 33% 26% 


2 19% 23% 25% 23% 


3 19% 15% 16% 19% 


4 7% 11% 3% 5% 


5 24% 23% 11% 18% 


Don’t Know / Refused 12% 9% 9% 10% 
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VII. Conclusion 


The 2011 NEADA study confirmed that LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be 
vulnerable to temperature extremes.  They are likely to have seniors, disabled members, or 
children in the home.  Over 89 percent of LIHEAP recipients had at least one of these vulnerable 
household members.  The study also showed that these households face many challenges in 
addition to their energy bills, including unemployment, unhealthy home conditions, and medical 
issues. 
 
Energy Costs 
LIHEAP recipients reported that they faced high energy costs.  Forty-five percent of the 
respondents reported energy costs over $2,000 in the past year and 52 percent said that their 
energy bills were more difficult to pay.  Almost half of those who said that their energy bills 
were more difficult to pay said that the increased difficulty was due to a worsened financial 
situation. 
 
Responses to High Energy Costs 
Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet, including closing off part 
of the home and leaving the home for part of the day.  Some of the actions were unsafe and could 
lead to injury or illness, such as keeping the home at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy 
or using the kitchen stove or oven to provide heat. 
 
Inability to Pay Energy Bills 
Despite the assistance that they received, many LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their 
energy bills.  Almost half of the respondents reported that they had skipped paying or paid less 
than their entire home energy bill in the past year and more than one third said that they received 
a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel. 
 
Households went without utility service and sacrificed heating and cooling their home.  Eleven 
percent had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment.  
Almost one quarter reported that they were unable to use their main source of heat in the past 
year because their fuel was shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system 
was broken and they could not afford to fix it.  Seventeen percent reported that they were unable 
to use their air conditioner in the past year because their electricity was shut off or their air 
conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it. 
 
Housing and Financial Problems 
Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least 
partly to their energy bills.  Almost one third did not make their full mortgage or rent payment.  
Six percent were evicted from their home or apartment and four percent had a foreclosure on 
their mortgage. 
 
Medical and Health Problems 
Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problems in the past five 
years, partly as a result of high energy costs.  Nearly one quarter reported that they went without 
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food, 37 percent sacrificed medical/dental care, and one fifth had someone in the home become 
sick because the home was too cold. 
 
The Need for LIHEAP 
Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP.  
However, they reported that LIHEAP was extremely important.  Many reported that they would 
have kept their home at unsafe or unhealthy temperatures and/or had their electricity or home 
heating fuel discontinued if it had not been for LIHEAP. 
 
It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and 
other essential needs. 
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Screener 


Hello. This is (INTERVIEWER) from Issues and Answers calling for (NAME) regarding the 
National Energy Assistance study.  
 
{Interviewer Note: The goal is to conduct the survey with either (NAME) or that person's 
spouse/partner. If (NAME) is not home / unavailable, politely ask, "May I speak with the spouse 
or partner of (NAME)".} 
 
You should have received a letter in the mail from the National Energy Assistance Directors’ 
Association about this survey. I'm calling to ask you a few brief questions about your energy 
bills.  In the survey, we will also talk about (state specific LIHEAP name). By (state specific 
LIHEAP name), we mean the home energy assistance benefits that your household 
received through your Community-Based Organization. Your responses will help us better 
understand the need for (state specific LIHEAP name) energy assistance, and the problems 
caused by high energy bills. All your responses will be kept confidential and will not affect your 
energy assistance benefits. 
 
S1. {Interviewer: DO NOT READ, Whom are you speaking to?} 


01 NAME  
02 Spouse/Partner   
03 Caretaker/Guardian 
04 Other/Don't Know 


 
[ASK if S1=04] 
S2. When can I call back to speak with (NAME) or the spouse or partner of 
(NAME)?      _________ WRITE DATE AND TIME FOR CALLBACK 
 
S3. Did you receive (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) in the past 12 months? 
 


01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
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A.  Experience with Energy Assistance 


 
A1. In how many of the past 5 years have you received (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP 


NAME)? 
 


01 ONE YEAR 
02  TWO YEARS 
03 THREE YEARS 
04 FOUR YEARS 
05  FIVE YEARS 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
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B.  Actions taken to meet energy expenses 


 
Energy bills can take up a large part of a family’s budget, and households often find it necessary 
to make choices about what bills they will pay or what needs they will meet.  In this section of 
the survey, we ask some questions about actions that your household may have taken when it 
was difficult to meet all of your expenses. 
 
In the past year, have you or any member of your family taken any of the following actions or 
experienced any of the following due to your energy bills: 
 


1. Past Year 01 02 07 08 


B3a. Had a foreclosure on your mortgage? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B6a. Got a payday loan to cover your expenses? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B7a. Went without food for at least one day? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B8a. Went without medical or dental care? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
In the past 5 years, have you or any member of your family taken any of the following actions or 
experienced any of the following due to your energy bills: 
 


2. Housing Problems 01 02 07 08 


B1. Didn’t make full rent or mortgage payment? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B2. 
B3.  


Was evicted from home or apartment? 
Had a foreclosure on your mortgage?        


YES 
YES 


NO 
NO 


DON’T KNOW 
DON’T KNOW 


REFUSED 
REFUSED 


B4. Moved in with friends or family? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B5. Moved into a shelter or been homeless? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 


3. Financial 


B6.     Got a payday loan to cover your expenses?  
 


01 
YES 


02 
NO 


07 
DON’T KNOW 


08 
REFUSED 


4. Other Expenses 01 02 07 08 


B7. Went without food for at least one day? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B8. Went without medical or dental care? YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
B9. Didn’t fill a prescription or took less than the 


full dose of a prescribed medicine? 
YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 


5. Utility Service and Health 01 02 07 08 


      
B10. Had someone in your household get sick YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
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because your home was too cold? 
B11. (Ask if B10=1, YES) Did someone in the 


household need to go to the doctor or hospital 
because of this illness? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


B12. Had someone in your household get sick 
because your home was too hot? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


B13. (Ask if B12=1, YES) Did someone in the 
household need to go to the doctor or hospital 
because of this illness? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
6. Utility Payment 01 02 07 08 


B14.  In the past year, have you tried to work out a 
payment arrangement with your gas or 
electric utility company? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


B15.  (Ask if B14=1, YES) Were you able to work 
out a payment arrangement? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
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C.  Energy Insecurity Scale 


In the past 12 months, did you almost every month, some months, only in 1 or 2 months, or 
never do the following because there wasn’t enough money for your energy bill? 
(INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF ASKED, ALMOST EVERY MONTH MEANS 10 OR MORE 
MONTHS, AND SOME MONTHS MEANS 3 TO 9 MONTHS.) 


  01 02 03 04 07 08 
        


C2. Did you reduce your expenses for what 
you consider to be basic household 
necessities? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


        


C4. Did you skip paying your home energy 
bill or pay less than your whole home 
energy bill? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


C5. Did you have a supplier of your electric 
or home heating service threaten to 
disconnect your electricity or home 
heating fuel service, or discontinue 
making fuel deliveries? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


C6. Did you close off part of your home 
because you could not afford to heat or 
cool it? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


C7. Did you keep your home at a 
temperature that you felt was unsafe or 
unhealthy at any time of the year? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


C8. Did you leave your home for part of the 
day because it was too hot or too cold? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


C9. Did you use your kitchen stove or oven 
to provide heat? 


ALMOST 
EVERY 
MONTH 


SOME 
MONTHS 


1 OR 2 
MONTHS 


NEVER/ 
NO 


DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


 
  01 02 07 08 


C10a. In the past 12 months, was your electricity ever shut off 
because you were unable to pay your electric bill? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


C10b. ASK C10b if C10a=01, YES. 
Is your electricity service shut off now? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


C10c. In the past 12 months, was your natural gas ever shut off 
because you were unable to pay your gas bill? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


C10d. ASK C10d if C10c=01, YES. 
Is your gas service shut off now? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your main source of 
heat, but could not for one or more of the following reasons? 
  01 02 07 08 


C11. Your heating system was broken and you were unable to pay 
for its repair or replacement? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


C12. You ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, LPG, propane, coal, or YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 
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wood because you were unable to pay for a delivery? 


C13. The utility company discontinued your gas or electric service 
because you were unable to pay your bill? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
(Ask C14 if C11=1, YES, OR C12=1, YES, OR C13=1, YES) 


  01 02 07 08 
C14. Did (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) help you to 


restore use of your main source of heat? 
YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your air conditioner, 
but could not for one or more of the following reasons? 


  01 02 07 08 
C15. Your air conditioner was broken and you were unable to pay 


for its repair or replacement? 
YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


C16. The utility company discontinued your electric service 
because you were unable to pay your bill? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
(ASK C19 IF C12=1, YES OR C13=1, YES, OR C16=1, YES, OR C10A=1, YES, OR C10C=1, 
YES) 
Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you had to do the following because the 
utility company discontinued your gas or electric service or because you ran out of fuel and 
could not pay for a delivery? 


  01 02 07 08 
      
      


C19. Did you have to use candles or lanterns because you didn’t 
have lights? 


YES NO DON’T KNOW REFUSED 


 
(READ IF S3=1 AND [C7=4, NEVER OR [C12=2, N0, AND C13=2, NO, AND C16=2, NO, 
AND C10A=2, NO, AND C10C=2, NO]]) ELSE SKIP TO NEXT SECTION  
You stated that you did not face some of these problems that we asked about in the past year.  In 
the next few questions we ask whether you think you may have had some of these problems if 
(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not been available. 


  01 02 07 08 
      


C21. (Ask if C7=4, NEVER) Would you have needed to keep your home at a 
temperature that you felt was unsafe or unhealthy at any time of the year if 
(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not been 
available? 


YES NO DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 


C22. (Ask if [C12=2, N0, AND C13=2, NO, AND C16=2, NO, AND C10A=2, 
NO, AND C10C=2, NO]) Would you have had your electricity or home 
heating fuel shut off or discontinued during a time when you needed it to 
heat or cool your home if (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) 
assistance had not been available? 


YES NO DON’T 
KNOW 


REFUSED 
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D. Change in Circumstances 
 
D4. How difficult is it for you to pay your energy bills compared to last year? (DO NOT 


READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) **VARY THE ORDER OF RESPONSES 
 


01 SAME 
02 MORE DIFFICULT 
03 LESS DIFFICULT 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
(Ask D5 if D4=2, “More difficult”) 
D5. What do you feel is the main reason that it is more difficult to pay your energy bills this 


year? (DO NOT PROMPT. INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF RESPONDENT SAYS 
“BILLS/RATES WENT UP”, SAY: “Are you referring to your energy bills/rates or some 
other bill?”) 


 
01 INCREASED ENERGY BILL 
02 INCREASED OTHER BILLS 
03 INCREASED PROPERTY TAXES 
04 INCREASED RENT 
05 INCREASED MEDICAL EXPENSES 
06 INCREASED PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 
07 LOWER INCOME/LOST JOB/WORSE ECONOMIC SITUATION 
95 OTHER______________ 
97 DON’T KNOW 
98 REFUSED 
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E.   Healthy Homes 
 
E7. Does anyone in the home have symptoms of asthma, including coughing, wheezing, 
shortness of breath, chest tightness, or phlegm production? 
 
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
 
E8. Does anyone in the home have chronic bronchitis, emphysema, or chronic obstructive 
pulmonary disease (COPD)? 
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
 
(Ask E9 if E7=1, YES OR E8=1, YES) 
E9. Has anyone in the home gone to the emergency room or urgent care center for asthma, 
bronchitis, emphysema, or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) in the past year? 
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
 
E10. Does anyone in the home have high blood pressure (hypertension), heart disease, heart 
attack, or stroke? 
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
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F.   Demographics 
 
F1. Do you own or rent your home? 
 


01 OWN 
02 RENT 
03 OTHER______________ 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
F2. Including yourself, how many people normally live in this household?  (Interviewer 


instruction: if someone asks if a child who is away at college should be included, instruct 
them that the child should only be included if he/she is listed as a dependent on the 
household’s tax form.)  (USE CODES 97 FOR ‘DON’T KNOW’ AND 98 FOR 
‘REFUSED’) 


  
_________ OCCUPANTS 


 
F3. How many are 60 or older? (USE CODES 97 FOR ‘DON’T KNOW’ AND 98 FOR 


‘REFUSED’) 
  


_________ OCCUPANTS OVER AGE 60 
 
SKIP IF F2=F3 
F4. How many are 18 or under? (USE CODES 97 FOR ‘DON’T KNOW’ AND 98 FOR 


‘REFUSED’) 
 


_________ CHILDREN 18 OR UNDER 
 
(ASK F5 IF F4 ≠ 0, SKIP IF F2=F3) 
F5. How many are 5 or under? (USE CODES 97 FOR ‘DON’T KNOW’ AND 98 FOR 


‘REFUSED’) 
 


_________ CHILDREN 5 OR UNDER 
 


F6. How many are disabled? (USE CODES 97 FOR ‘DON’T KNOW’ AND 98 FOR 
‘REFUSED’) 


 
_________ DISABLED OCCUPANTS 


 
 
F7. Which fuel is used most for heating your home? (DO NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO 


PROMPT) 
 


01 GAS; FROM UNDERGROUND PIPES SERVING THE NEIGHBORHOOD 
02 GAS: BOTTLED, TANK OR LPG, OR PROPANE 
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03 ELECTRICITY 
04 FUEL OIL, KEROSENE, ETC. 
05 COAL OR COKE 
06 WOOD 
07 SOLAR ENERGY 
08 OTHER FUEL 
09 NO FUEL USED 
97 DON’T KNOW  
98 REFUSED 


 
 
[ASK IF F1 ≠ 01] 
F8. Is heat included in your rent? 
 
 01 YES 


02 NO 
03 DO NOT PAY RENT 


 07 DON’T KNOW 
 08 REFUSED 
 


 
F10. In the past 12 months, what was the cost of electricity, gas, and other fuels (oil, coal, 


kerosene, wood, etc.) for your home? (IF NECESSARY: Please provide your best guess.  
IF RESPONDENT STILL STRUGGLES: give option to provide average monthly cost) 
(DO NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.)  


  
01 ≤$500 (MONTHLY: ≤41.67)  
02 $501 - $1,000 (MONTHLY: 41.68 – 83.33) 
03 $1,001 - $1,500 (MONTHLY: 83.34 – 125.00) 
04 $1,501 - $2,000 (MONTHLY: 125.01 – 166.67) 
05 $2001 OR MORE (MONTHLY: 166.68 OR MORE)  
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
F11. In the past 12 months, did you not pay your home energy bill or not pay your bill in full 


because of expenses for medical bills or prescription medicine? 
 


01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08  REFUSED 


 
F12.    In the past 12 months, did any member of your household have any necessary medical 


equipment that uses electricity? 
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 (OPTIONAL INTERVIEWER NOTE: I WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK ABOUT 
ANY NECESSARY MEDICAL EQUIPMENT THAT USES ELECTRICITY, SUCH 
AS AN OXYGEN MACHINE OR A NEBULIZER.) 


 
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
F13. In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive employment 


income from wages and salaries or self-employment income from a business or farm? 
 
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
F14. In the past 12 months, was any member of your household unemployed and looking for 


work? 
 


01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
 


F15.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive retirement 
income from Social Security or pensions and other retirement funds? 
  
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
F16.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive benefits from 


Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), 
or general assistance or public assistance? 
  
01 YES 
02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 


 
F17.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive Food Stamps or 


live in public or subsidized housing? 
  
01 YES 
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02 NO 
07 DON’T KNOW 
08 REFUSED 
 


F18. What is your household's annual income? (give option to provide monthly income) (DO 
NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.) 


 
01 ≤$5,000 (MONTHLY: ≤416.67) 
02 $5,001 - $10,000 (MONTHLY: 416.68 – 833.33) 
03 $10,001 - $15,000 (MONTHLY: 833.34 - 1,250.00) 
04 $15,001 - $20,000 (MONTHLY: 1,250.01 – 1,666.67) 
05 $20,001 - $25,000 (MONTHLY: 1,666.68 – 2,083.33) 
06 $25,001 - $30,000  (MONTHLY: 2,083.34 – 2,500.00) 
07 $30,001 - $35,000 (MONTHLY: 2,500.01 – 2,916.67) 
08 $35,001 - $40,000 (MONTHLY: 2,916.68 – 3,333.33) 
09 >$40,000 (MONTHLY: >3,333.33) 
97 DON’T KNOW 
98 REFUSED 
 


That was my last question. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. Have a pleasant 
day/evening. 
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U N D E R S T A N D I N G  H O W  L O N G 
P E O P L E  S T A Y  I N  P O V E R T Y


Poverty rates show us how many people live in 
poverty at a given point in time. Depth of poverty 
shows us how far below the poverty line they live. 
There is one more important dimension: how long 
people stay in poverty. 


We can look at this in two different ways.


•	 Transitions – how many people move  
in and out of poverty from one year  
to the next.


•	 Persistence – how many years 
people live in poverty.


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE REPORTS
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M a n y  p e o p l e  f a l l  i n t o  o r  e s c a p e 
f r o m  p o v e r t y  e a c h  y e a r


Before transition and persistence data was 
available, all we knew was how many people 
were living in poverty in a given year. We did not 
know if the same people were living in poverty 
year after year, or if a completely different group 
of people were living in poverty each year.


Transition data shows that there is a great turnover 
in the people living in poverty from year to year 
in Canada. That is, it is not necessarily the same 
people living in poverty every year. Persistence 
data shows that some people are at greater risk  
of living in poverty for long periods of time.


T R A N S I T I O N S  I N  A N D  O U T  
O F  P O V E R T Y


T r a n s i t i o n s  a r e  o f t e n  t r i g g e r e d  
b y  c h a n g e s  i n  f a m i l y  s t a t u s  a n d 
j o b  s t a t u s


Looking at children, for example, one study found 
that about four in ten children who fell into poverty 
did so because of change in their family situation 


No.6


Highlights


•	More	Canadians	experience	poverty	


than suggested by annual poverty rates.


•	More	people	escaped	from	poverty	in	


2007 than fell into poverty.


•	One	in	five	Canadians	lived	in	poverty	 


for at least one year between 2002  


and 2007.


After-tax low income cut-offs are used to  


measure poverty in this bulletin, unless otherwise 


noted. For details on methodology and data 


sources, see the bulletin Methodology, 


Definitions and Information Sources.


Six-year cycles of data


The Statistics Canada survey that collects 


duration data follows the same group 


of people for six consecutive years–a 


longitudinal survey. This allows us to see how 


these people’s circumstances change over 


time.	The	first	group	was	followed	from	1993-


1998.	The	most	recent	group	for	which	data	 


is available were followed from 2002 to 2007.
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Transitions in and out of poverty, 2006 to 2007


All persons Number Percent  
  distribution 


Escaped	from	 1,017,000		 3.5% 
poverty


Fell	into	poverty		 644,000	 2.2%


Lived	in	poverty		 1,517,000	 5.3% 
both years


Not	poor	either	year	 25,502,000	 88.9%


Y o u t h  a r e  m o r e  l i k e l y  t o  m o v e 
i n  a n d  o u t  o f  p o v e r t y  t h a n  o t h e r 
a g e  g r o u p s


About	11%	of	youth	(18	to	24	years	old)	either	
moved in or out of poverty between 2006 and 
2007. This is much higher than the rate for other 
age groups.


Seniors were the least likely to change their 
poverty status between the two years.
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(for	example,	parental	separation	or	a	new	
sibling).	For	the	remaining	children	who	entered	
poverty, the reason was lower employment 
income for the main family income earner or  
a reduction in family income from other sources.1


M o r e  p e o p l e  e s c a p e d  f r o m 
p o v e r t y  b e t w e e n  2 0 0 6  a n d  2 0 0 7 
t h a n  f e l l  i n t o  p o v e r t y


About	1.7	million	Canadians	changed	their	
poverty status between 2006 and 2007. Around 
two in three escaped from poverty while the rest 
fell into poverty.


Another	1.5	million	Canadians	lived	in	poverty	
during both years.


1 Dominique Fleury, “Low-income children,” Perspectives on 
Labour and Income.	20,	2	(Summer	2008),	Statistics	Canada	
Catalogue	no.	75-001-X.


Percent of 


people who 


either fell into  


or escaped 


from poverty 


between 2006 


and 2007


Under 18 18-24 25-54 55-64 65 and 
older


6.4%


10.7%


5.4% 5.5%


2.8%


Youth were more likely to fall into poverty or 
escape from poverty between 2006 and 2007


Changes in the poverty rate from year to year 


are largely a function of the movements back 


and forth across the poverty line. Because 


more people escaped from poverty between 


2006 and 2007 than fell into poverty, the 


overall poverty rate went down.







A	small	share	of	the	population	(3.4%)	lived	in	
poverty	for	five	or	six	years.	This	worked	out	to	
825,000	people,	more	than	the	population	of	
New Brunswick.


C h i l d r e n  a n d  y o u t h  w e r e  m o r e 
l i k e l y  t o  e x p e r i e n c e  p o v e r t y 
t h a n  o t h e r  a g e  g r o u p s


The number of children who were poor at least 
one	year	from	2002	to	2007	was	1.4	million,	or	 
23%	of	all	children.	Of	these,	107,000	lived	in	
poverty all six years.2 For younger children, that 
amounts to an entire early childhood in poverty.
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Deep and persistent poverty has a critical 


effect on children’s short-term and long-


term development. The possible impacts 


are numerous, including growth delay, more 


frequent health problems, chronic stress and 


being less academically prepared to start 


school than other children.


P E R S I S T E N C E  O F  P O V E R T Y


4 . 9  m i l l i o n  p e o p l e  l i v e d  i n 
p o v e r t y  a t  s o m e  p o i n t  b e t w e e n 
2 0 0 2  a n d  2 0 0 7


When we look at each of the years between 
2002 and 2007, we see that about one in ten 
Canadians lived in poverty in any given year. 


But when we look at these six years as a whole, 
we	find	that	two	in	ten	Canadians	lived	in	
poverty for at least one of these years. This  
works	out	to	4.9	million	people.


The difference between the annual rate and the 
six-year rate is due to the movement of people  
in and out of poverty over the period.


8 2 5 , 0 0 0  C a n a d i a n s  l i v e d  i n 
p e r s i s t e n t  p o v e r t y  f r o m  2 0 0 2  
t o  2 0 0 7


During the years 2002 to 2007, most Canadians 
did not live in poverty. Three million people lived 
in poverty for one or two years. Just over one 
million people did so for three or four years. 


A small share of people live in long-term poverty


(2002 to 2007)


No Years Poor,
80%


At least one 
year poor, 


20%


1 Year Poor, 8%


2 Years, 4%


3 Years, 3%


4 Years, 2%
5 Years, 1%


All 6 Years, 2%


2 Small sample size. Use estimate with caution.







C e r t a i n  g r o u p s  h a v e  h i g h e r  r i s k s


Various	studies	have	identified	certain	groups	as	
having higher risks of experiencing poverty and 
living in persistent poverty. These groups are:


•	 persons	with	disabilities,	particularly	
those with work limitations


•	 recent	immigrants


•	 persons	in	visible	minority	groups


•	 Aboriginal	persons


•	 lone-parent	families


•	 unattached	working-age	individuals.


For	example,	looking	at	the	three	years	from	2005	
to 2007 showed that:


•	 20%	of	persons	in	visible	minority	groups	
experienced poverty for at least one 
year,	compared	to	13%	of	those	not	
in visible minority groups; and


•	 22%	of	persons	with	a	disability	over	
all three years lived in poverty for 
at least one year, compared to 
10%	of	those	without	a	disability.
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Young	people	aged	18	to	24	years	had	a	higher	
than average risk of poverty over the six-year 
period	-	30%	lived	in	poverty	at	least	one	year.	For	
many of them, poverty was short-lived and lasted 
only one or two years.


Seniors	had	the	lowest	risk,	with	12%	living	in	
poverty at some point over the period. And  
of those, almost half were in poverty for only  
one year.


H i g h e r  r i s k  o f  l o n g - t e r m  p o v e r t y 
f o r  t h o s e  w i t h  l o w  l e v e l s  
o f  e d u c a t i o n


Looking at education, the highest risk of 
experiencing poverty was for the group that did 
not	finish	high	school.	Almost	one-quarter	lived	 
in poverty for at least one year from 2002 to 2007, 
twice the rate for university graduates. They were 
almost	five	times	as	likely	as	university	graduates	
to have lived in poverty for all six years.


Percent (%) of 


the population 


living in poverty 


for at least 


one year over 


a six year 


interval


1993 to 1998 1996 to 2001 1999 to 2004 2002 to 2007


24.5%
25.4%


20.0%


Little change since 1999 in the share of the 
population living in poverty for at least one year


20.0%







H A V E  W E  m A D E  P R O G R E S S ?


We saw some improvement between the 
overlapping	six-year	cycles	for	1996-2001	and	
1999-2004.	The	share	of	people	experiencing	 
at least one year of poverty fell, as did the share 
of people living in poverty for all six years.


N o  i m p r o v e m e n t s  s e e n  i n  t h e 
m o s t  r e c e n t  d a t a


When we look at the most recent data for 2002-
2007, there is little or no change. In fact, the share 
of Canadians living in poverty for at least one 
year is exactly the same as the previous time 
period. This lack of improvement occurred during 
good economic times.
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A	report	using	the	Market	Basket	Measure	
(MBM)	of	poverty	highlighted	five	groups	
that are at particular risk of persistent 
poverty:


•	 lone-parent	families


•	 unattached	individuals	
aged	45	to	64


•	 persons	with	work-limiting	disabilities


•	 persons	immigrating	to	Canada	
within	the	past	10	years


•	 Aboriginal	people	living	off-
reserve	(note	that	data	for	
Aboriginal people living on-
reserve	was	not	available).3 


The rate of persistent poverty for families 
whose	main	income	recipient	(MIR)	was	
a	member	of	a	high-risk	group	was	17.5%,	
almost	five	times	higher	than	the	3.6%	rate	
for	families	whose	MIR	was	not	a	member	 
of a high-risk group.


3 Human Resources and Skills Development Canada. Low 
Income in Canada: 2000-2007. Using the Market Basket 
Measure.	Gatineau,	Quebec.	August	2009.	Catalogue	no.	
SP-909-07-09E.


W h a t  w i l l  b e  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  t h e 
2 0 0 8 - 0 9  r e c e s s i o n ?


Based on previous recessions, we would expect 
that annual poverty rates would rise. What the 
duration data might show us is unknown.


Detailed data about transitions in and out of 
poverty and about the persistence of poverty 
have	only	been	available	since	1993,	just	after	
the	end	of	the	1990-92	recession.	


Duration data from the time of the most recent 
recession should help us better understand 
its impact on Canadians. How many fell into 
poverty, but only for a short time before they 
were back on their feet? How many ended up 
falling into poverty and staying there? 
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WELFARE INCOMES: PATTERNS AND TRENDS 


Welfare Incomes 2005 estimates total welfare incomes for four types of households in each 
province and territory, for a total of 52 scenarios. The four household types we use are a 
single employable person, a single person with a disability, a lone-parent with a 2-year-old 
child, and a two-parent family with two children aged 10 and 15. The National Council of 
Welfare has published similar estimates since 1986. 


WELFARE INCOMES IN 2005 


• Welfare incomes continued to decline in 2005, making life more difficult for the 1.7 
million people—five percent of the population—forced to rely on welfare. Nearly half a 
million of those on welfare were children.  


• New Brunswick and Alberta had the lowest welfare incomes in 2005 for the four 
household types we looked at in each province and territory.  
– In New Brunswick, a single person received $3,427 and a couple with two children 


received $17,567.  
– In Alberta, the welfare income of a single person with a disability was $7,8511 and a 


lone parent with one child received $12,326.  


TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME  


For the first time, we looked at how total welfare incomes—provincial and territorial 
welfare benefits, provincial and territorial child benefits, and provincial and federal tax 
credits—have changed over time.  


• In 2005, welfare incomes were at their lowest point since 1986 in 20 scenarios.  


• Between 2004 and 2005, total welfare incomes decreased in 35 of our 52 scenarios.  


• Between 2000 and 2005, welfare incomes were at their lowest levels in 32 of our 52 
scenarios. Further, five provinces—Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and British 
Columbia—recorded their lowest levels of welfare incomes for all four household types 
during this five-year period.  


                                            
1 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program.  AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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• The majority of welfare incomes, when adjusted for inflation, peaked in 1994 or earlier. 
When the peak year welfare incomes were compared to 2005 welfare incomes, some of 
the losses were staggering.  
– In Alberta, the income of a single person decreased by almost 50 percent.  
– In Ontario, a lone parent’s income decreased by almost $6,600 and a couple with two 


children lost just over $8,700.  
– Across the provinces, one-third of households experienced losses of $3,000 or more.  


TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES AND ADEQUACY  


We looked at welfare incomes in 2005 compared to the poverty line2, average incomes and 
median incomes for all provinces. We were also able to look at median income data for the 
three territories.  


• Welfare incomes continued to be well below the poverty line. In 2005, they were less than 
two-thirds of the poverty line for all households in all jurisdictions, except for the lone 
parent in Newfoundland and Labrador.  
– A single employable person’s income in New Brunswick was the lowest, at 19 percent 


of the poverty line. Welfare incomes of single persons hovered around one-third of the 
poverty line and not one reached 50 percent.  


– The income of a single person with a disability was lowest in Alberta3 at 38 percent of 
the poverty line, followed closely by Manitoba at 41 percent of the poverty line.  


– The incomes of families with children were marginally better, hovering around 55 to 
60 percent of the poverty line. The welfare income of a lone parent with one child was 
the lowest in Alberta, at 48 percent of the poverty line, whereas in Newfoundland and 
Labrador it was the highest, at 73 percent. Finally, the welfare income of a couple with 
two children in British Columbia was the lowest at 48 percent of the poverty line.  


• Welfare incomes compared to average incomes showed the same disparity.  
– In 2005, all were less than half of average income, except for the lone parent in 


Newfoundland and Labrador, where it was 54 percent.  


                                            
2 In the absence of an official measure, we use Statistics Canada’s pre-tax Low Income Cut-Off as 


the poverty line.   
3 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program.  AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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– The lows were: for a single person, 15 percent of the average income of a single 
person in both New Brunswick and Alberta; for a person with a disability, 23 percent 
of the average income of a single person in Alberta3 (followed by 30 percent in 
Manitoba); for a lone parent with one child, 27 percent of a lone parent’s income in 
Alberta; and for a couple with two children, 19 percent of the average income of a 
couple with children in Ontario.  


• Comparing welfare incomes to median incomes paints a similar picture in all provinces. 
However, they were more generous for all households in the territories. This is likely a 
reflection of the higher welfare rates paid due to the higher cost of living.  


No welfare incomes were remotely close to the poverty line, average incomes or median 
incomes.  


• Two provinces were consistently at the bottom of all three measures: New Brunswick for 
the single person, and Alberta, for both the person with a disability and the lone parent 
with one child.  


• By contrast, two provinces were the most generous across all three measures: 
Newfoundland and Labrador for the single person and lone parent with one child, and 
Prince Edward Island for the couple with two children.  


WELFARE INCOMES AND CHILD BENEFITS 


Over the past ten years, the system of federal and provincial child benefit programs has 
become incomprehensible to most people. And since these programs interact with provincial 
and territorial welfare programs, what was already a tangled safety net has become almost 
impossible to understand.  


Since 1996, five provinces have implemented their own child benefit programs that pay 
benefits for children outside the welfare system. The federal government introduced the 
National Child Benefit Supplement (NCBS) in 1998. Most provinces clawed it back from 
welfare families, so they were no better off. As of early 2005, eight jurisdictions still claw 
back part or all of the NCBS. Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, 
Quebec and Manitoba do not claw back any of the NCBS.  


Although the federal government has increased its spending on child benefits significantly 
since 1998, most welfare families with children have seen little, if any, improvement in their 
total income.  


• Lone parents wound up with lower welfare incomes in 2005 than they had in 1997—the 
year before the NCBS was introduced—with three exceptions.  
– There was a minimal increase of $12 in New Brunswick, $405 in Quebec and $534 in 


the Northwest Territories.  
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• Between 1997 and 2005, a couple with two children saw their welfare incomes decline in 
six jurisdictions.  
– In PEI the couple gained $155, in Manitoba the increase was $245, and in 


Newfoundland and Labrador it amounted to $898. Couples in New Brunswick saw an 
increase of $1,226, in the Northwest Territories the increase was $2,023, and in 
Quebec it increased by $2,353.  


Some of these changes in welfare incomes—either increases or decreases—are a result of 
changes to welfare programs or rates, or are due to the implementation of new provincial 
programs. But overall, most welfare families are seeing very little improvement in their total 
incomes despite the sizeable increase in federal spending on children.  
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I. WHAT IS WELFARE? 


Social assistance or welfare is the social safety net of last resort in Canada. It provides 
money to meet the basic needs of individuals and families who have exhausted all other 
means of financial support.  


There are 13 different welfare systems in Canada—one in each province and territory. 
First Nations people on and off reserve receive the same benefits as others, through the 
welfare program in the province or territory where they live. Each welfare program has 
complex rules which regulate all aspects of the system, including eligibility for assistance, the 
rates of assistance, the amounts of other income recipients are allowed to keep, and the way in 
which applicants and recipients may question decisions regarding their cases.  


Over the last decade, welfare programs have been evolving due to new approaches to child 
benefits. In 1998, the federal government introduced the National Child Benefit Supplement 
(NCBS). This provides financial benefits to low-income families with children, regardless of 
their source of income. Most families on welfare, however, had their federal benefit clawed 
back from their welfare income. As of 2005, five provinces—Newfoundland and Labrador, 
Nova Scotia, Quebec, Saskatchewan and British Columbia—provide financial benefits for 
children through an income-tested program rather than welfare. These provincial child 
benefits are available to all low-income families. The interaction of these child benefit 
programs with welfare programs has made an already complicated system even more 
complex.  


Welfare Incomes 2005 looks at the amount of income received in 2005 by four typical 
households on welfare: a single person, a single person with a disability, a lone parent with a 
child aged 2 and a couple with children aged 10 and 15.  


The report includes information on how people qualify for welfare, the different types of 
assets they may keep while on welfare, and how much they can earn while on welfare. Later 
chapters assess the adequacy of welfare incomes and trends in welfare incomes dating back to 
1989. 


ELIGIBILITY 


Determining eligibility for welfare is a multi-step process. First, applicants must meet the 
administrative requirements. Then they undergo a needs test, which looks at their assets, 
income and basic needs.  


Administrative rules vary throughout the country. In general, applicants must be of a 
certain age (usually between 18 and 65), provide written documentation concerning their 
financial situation, pursue any court-ordered maintenance support to which they are entitled 
and provide medical certification of any disabling condition. They must also agree to report 
any future changes in their circumstances and, where applicable, follow any employment 
plans that have been negotiated. In some jurisdictions, applicants are routinely diverted to 
other programs or services before they can apply for assistance.  
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Applicants who meet the administrative conditions then go through a needs test1. The 
welfare department compares the budgetary needs of the household with its assets and 
income. Amounts for budgetary needs, covering items such as food, shelter, clothing, 
household expenses, transportation, personal grooming items and special needs items, are set 
by government regulation or policy directive. These amounts are set arbitrarily and do not 
necessarily reflect the actual cost of the necessities of life.  


First, the applicants’ fixed and liquid assets are reviewed. In most provinces and 
territories, fixed assets are exempt. Fixed assets include the principal residence, household 
and personal effects, a vehicle (up to a certain limit) and the value of prepaid funerals. 
Property and equipment required for employment are also generally considered exempt. 
Applicants are usually required to convert any non-exempt fixed assets into cash to cover 
their ongoing needs before they can qualify for welfare.  


Liquid assets include cash on hand and in bank accounts, as well as stocks, bonds and 
securities that are readily convertible to cash. Most jurisdictions now exempt Registered 
Education Savings Plans. Table 1.1 presents the maximum allowable liquid asset limits in 
effect in January 2005 for our four typical welfare households. These limits vary according to 
the size of the household and, in some jurisdictions, the client’s classification. For example, 
most recipients with a disability have higher asset exemption levels in recognition of the 
additional costs related to a disability. Households whose assets exceed these limits are not 
eligible for welfare. 


Next, the welfare department identifies all the sources of income for the household. Each 
province and territory determines how income from various sources is treated—it may be 
fully exempt, partially exempt or not exempt at all. Exempt income is not taken into account 
when determining a household’s entitlement. Examples include the Canada Child Tax Benefit 
Basic Benefit, provincial and territorial child welfare payments, the federal GST credit and 
many compensation payments (e.g., HIV, Hepatitis C). Income that is not exempt is deducted 
dollar for dollar from the welfare entitlement. Most pensions, Employment Insurance benefits, 
Workers’ Compensation payments, training allowances and student assistance are considered 
non-exempt income. Most provinces and territories exempt a portion of a household’s 
earnings—this is referred to as “earnings exemptions”. Some have different earnings 
exemption provisions for those applying for welfare compared to those already receiving 
welfare. Earnings exemptions support welfare clients’ personal efforts to join or return to the 
labour force by allowing them to retain a portion of their earnings. Table 1.3 at the end of this 
chapter provides a summary of earnings exemption provisions as of January 1, 2005 for our 
four household types.  
                                            


1 From 1966 until 1996, the needs test was the central eligibility criterion under the Canada 
Assistance Plan (CAP), which provided federal funding towards the cost of provincial and territorial 
welfare programs. CAP was replaced in 1996 by the Canada Health and Social Transfer (CHST), and 
then by the Canada Social Transfer (CST) in 2004. Neither the CHST nor the CST include a needs 
test as a requirement for federal funding. To date, no province or territory has done away with the 
needs test outright.  
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Finally, the welfare department subtracts all non-exempt income from the budgetary needs 
of the household. Applicants qualify for welfare if their household’s assessed needs are 
greater than their non-exempted resources.  


All in all, qualifying for welfare is a complicated, cumbersome and stigmatizing process. 


As welfare programs evolve—for example, providing financial assistance for children 
through separate income-tested child benefit programs—eligibility criteria are changing. 
Despite its shortcomings, the needs test provides benefits based on family size and is 
responsive to sudden changes in a family’s circumstances. By contrast, income-tested 
programs are much less intrusive or stigmatizing, since they are based on the household’s 
taxable income. Assets are not considered and there is not the ongoing monitoring and 
requirement to report to authorities. However, because many income-tested programs are 
based on past income, they are not as responsive to rapid changes in a family’s circumstances, 
such as significant income loss or a change in family size. 


LIQUID ASSET EXEMPTION LEVELS 


Table 1.1 presents liquid asset exemption levels as of January 2005. This table has 
changed from earlier reports and now focuses on provisions for our four household types 
only. It also shows, where applicable, the different provisions for those applying for 
assistance as opposed to those already receiving assistance.  


There were very few changes between January 2004 and January 2005. Alberta’s liquid 
asset exemption levels decreased with the introduction of the Alberta Works program in May 
2004. With the exception of a person with a disability, the maximums allowed are equivalent 
to one month’s assistance. A single person could only have $402, as compared to $1,500 
under the former Supports to Independence program. The level for a lone parent with one 
child dropped from $2,500 to $858, and a family with two children had its level reduced from 
$2,500 to $1,317. However, the new system has eliminated the limits to the amount of cash 
assets that existed under the old program.  


None of the asset exemption levels is generous, but some are non-existent. Having low or 
no exemptions for some applicants means that they have to spend their last dollar before they 
can qualify for assistance. This is the case for employable households in Prince Edward Island 
and Manitoba. In the Northwest Territories and Nunavut, neither applicants nor recipients are 
allowed any liquid assets.  


Having higher liquid asset levels for recipients than for applicants doesn’t make any sense 
either, because welfare incomes in all provinces and territories are so low that it is impossible 
to save any money without taking away from basic needs. 
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Having low or no exemptions on liquid assets is bad public policy. It means that 
households have no cushion against unforeseen emergencies and it makes it more difficult for 
them cover additional costs as they to try to move into the labour force. From the National 
Council of Welfare’s perspective, ensuring that people are destitute when they come onto 
welfare traps them in a web of dependency.  


TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES 


Table 1.2 presents a cross-Canada summary of the estimated total welfare income of four 
households on welfare in 2005: a single employable person, a single person with a long-term 
disability, a lone-parent family with a 2-year-old child, and a two-parent family with two 
children aged 10 and 15. Total welfare income comprises provincial and territorial welfare 
benefits, child benefit and tax credit programs, plus federal child benefits and the GST rebate.  


The incomes in Table 2.1 are based on the assumption that the typical households are 
receiving the maximum basic welfare benefit. These amounts could vary depending on the 
household’s situation. Some households might get less if they had non-exempt income or did 
not follow a prescribed employment plan as a condition of eligibility. Other households might 
get more if they had regularly recurring special needs.  


To ensure the comparability of the data as much as possible, we made a number of 
assumptions in calculating the levels of assistance. These assumptions include where welfare 
households lived, the ages of the children, the employability of the household head, the type 
of housing, case history and entitlement to additional assistance. 


A. RESIDENCE 


The welfare rates shown for each province or territory assume the household is living in 
the largest urban area in the province or territory. Some provinces and territories offer 
supplements to compensate welfare households living in remote areas for higher living costs. 


B. AGES OF CHILDREN 


Rates for families with children in this report are based on the assumption that the child in 
the lone-parent family is 2 years old and the children in the two-parent family are 10 and 
15 years old. Some provinces and territories vary a family’s benefit with the age of each child 
in the household.  


C. EMPLOYABILITY OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD  


We considered the single person and couple with two children to be employable. The 
single person with a disability is considered to have a medically certified, long-term disability.  


The rates for lone parents are based on the employability classifications in each province 
and territory. In most jurisdictions, a lone parent with a two-year-old child would be 
considered unemployable or temporarily unavailable for work.  
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D. TYPE OF HOUSING 


We assumed that the welfare households in this report are tenants in the private rental 
market rather than homeowners or social housing tenants. We also assumed that they did not 
share their accommodation. Most provinces and the three territories reduce welfare 
entitlements when households live in subsidized housing or share their housing.  


Where shelter allowances do not include the cost of heat and utilities, we added these costs 
to the shelter rates. We used maximum shelter rates in all jurisdictions and we excluded any 
additional shelter amounts that are discretionary. 


E. CASE HISTORY 


In order to calculate the rates for the full year for this report, we assumed that these four 
typical households started receiving welfare on January 1, 2005 and remained on assistance 
until the last day of the calendar year.  


We calculated basic social assistance and applicable child benefits month by month for 
each category of household in each province and territory, taking into account increases or 
decreases in rates as of their effective dates during the year. We also assumed that welfare 
households did not have any income from paid work during the time they were on assistance. 


BASIC SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 


The column called Basic Social Assistance in Table 1.2 shows the maximum amount that 
eligible households could receive from welfare to meet their basic needs. This includes 
amounts for food, clothing, shelter, and utilities, personal and household needs. This column 
also reflects any reduction in social assistance caused by the clawback of the National Child 
Benefit Supplement.  


ADDITIONAL BENEFITS 


Welfare departments also provide additional assistance for special needs, such as 
transportation allowances, child care, drug benefits and non-insured medical services. These 
may be provided in the form of cash or services. Eligibility is assessed on a case-by-case 
basis, depending on the household’s circumstances.  


Certain groups, such as persons with a disability or parents with school-age children, may 
receive special assistance automatically. Examples include supplementary allowances for 
persons with disabilities, back to school allowances and winter clothing allowances. In several 
provinces, special assistance also includes additional benefits to cover high shelter costs. The 
amounts in the second column in Table 1.2 include additional benefits that are paid 
automatically to welfare households. 
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FEDERAL CHILD BENEFITS 


Child benefit programs provide financial support to low-income families with children, 
based on an income test. The third column of Table 1.2 shows the money paid by the federal 
government under the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB), which includes both the CCTB 
Basic Benefit and the National Child Benefit Supplement (NCBS).  


In all jurisdictions except Alberta, the lone parent with a two-year-old received $3,076 and 
the couple with two older children received $5,451 during the 2005 calendar year. Alberta 
varies the payments according to the ages of the children, so the two welfare families in 
Alberta received $2,972 and $5,537 respectively in 2005.  


The federal government pays the child benefits every month to low- to middle-income 
families with children under 18. The amounts increase every year in July. Details on the way 
benefits are calculated are contained in Appendix C and Appendix D at the end of this report. 


PROVINCIAL AND TERRITORIAL CHILD BENEFITS 


The fourth column in Table 1.2 gives the amounts of provincial or territorial child benefits 
paid to welfare families. Child benefit programs exist in six provinces and the three territories. 
With the exception of Quebec, these benefits are administered by the federal government on 
behalf of the provinces and territories and are included in the monthly Canada Child Tax 
Benefit payment.  


In five provinces—Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Quebec, Saskatchewan and 
British Columbia—the child benefit now pays basic benefits for children outside of the 
welfare system. It has replaced the money that was once paid through the welfare system. 
Some of these provinces claw back all or part of the NCB Supplement from their child benefit 
program; others pass it on. Any reduction in child benefits as a result of the clawback of the 
NCBS is reflected in this column.  


In New Brunswick, Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut, the welfare programs 
still pay basic benefits for children. The provincial or territorial child benefit is paid in 
addition to their welfare benefits.  


GST CREDIT 


The column for the federal GST credit shows the federal refundable credit for the Goods 
and Services Tax or the federal portion of the Harmonized Sales Tax in Newfoundland and 
Labrador, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. The GST credit is paid quarterly to lower-income 
individuals and families based on net household income during the previous two tax years. 
Amounts change in July of each year. 


In 2005, the quarterly payments added up to $225.50 for an adult or the first child in a 
lone-parent family and $119 for each other child. Single adults, including lone parents, 
qualified for a supplement to the GST credit if their incomes were higher than $7,253 in 2003 
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or $7,377 in 2004. The maximum supplement in 2005 was $119. All lone parents 
automatically receive the maximum supplement. 


PROVINCIAL TAX CREDITS 


The tax credits in Column 6 are the Harmonized Sales Tax Credit in Newfoundland and 
Labrador, the Sales and Property Tax Credits in Ontario, the Sales Tax Rebate in 
Saskatchewan and the Sales Tax Credit in British Columbia. The value of the Quebec Sales 
Tax Credit is included in Quebec’s basic social assistance rate.  
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In 2005, the three territories had the highest welfare incomes for all four household types. 
However, this is largely a reflection of the high costs of living in northern Canada.  


At the provincial level, the four household types continued to subsist on meagre levels of 
support. For a single employable person, 2005 welfare incomes ranged from a low of $3,427 
in New Brunswick to a high of $8,198 in Newfoundland and Labrador. The lowest welfare 
income for a single person with a disability was $7,851 in Alberta2—followed by 
New Brunswick at $7,995—and it peaked in Ontario at $12,057. A lone parent with one child 
in Alberta had the lowest welfare income at $12,326, compared to Newfoundland and 
Labrador, the highest at $16,181. And finally, the welfare income of a couple with two 
children ranged from a low of $17,567 in New Brunswick to a high of $21,213 in Prince 
Edward Island.  


EARNINGS EXEMPTION LEVELS 


The figures that appear in the tables in this report do not take into account the fact that 
welfare incomes may be higher if recipients have income from employment. Earnings 
exemptions are an important bridge from welfare to paid employment. They not only allow 
recipients to increase their overall income, but they also encourage recipients to gain work 
experience and make the transition to the labour market. Most provinces and territories allow 
welfare recipients to retain a certain amount of earned income—either a flat-rate amount, a 
percentage of earnings, or both – without any reduction in their welfare cheques.  


However, many welfare recipients are unable to work or to find or keep a job. We estimate 
that as of March 2005 about 110,000 households—just over ten percent of all households on 
welfare in Canada - reported earnings from employment. 


Table 1.3 shows the earnings exemption provisions in each province and territory as of 
January 2005 for the four typical households on welfare. It also shows, where applicable, the 
different levels for applicants versus recipients. The format of this table has changed from 
earlier reports and now focuses on provisions for our four household types only. A number of 
provinces do not allow employable persons applying for assistance any exemption on 
earnings. This means that earnings are deducted in full when determining the applicant’s 
welfare entitlement. In Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, this applies to the first month on 
assistance. In Ontario and Saskatchewan, it applies to the first three months on assistance for 
all clients other than those with a disability. In British Columbia there is no earnings 
exemption for applicants or recipients, other than for recipients with a disability.  


                                            
2 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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N A T I O N A L  C O U N C I L  O F  W E L F A R E  P A G E  2 1  


The National Council of Welfare feels that the earnings exemption policies in some 
provinces make no sense. If governments want welfare recipients to get jobs, where is the 
logic in having no exemptions for the first month or the first three months on assistance? 
These are clear disincentives to employment. Improving earnings exemption policies so that 
they provide real supports for labour force participation makes sense. But paying decent 
welfare rates make the most sense.  
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II. ADEQUACY OF WELFARE INCOMES 


Welfare incomes were woefully inadequate in 2005, as they have been every year since 
1986, when the National Council of Welfare started tracking them. Welfare recipients are 
among the poorest of the poor and have to subsist on incomes far below what most people 
would consider reasonable. And, hand in hand with their inadequate incomes, is the social 
deprivation that people on welfare experience. They are so poor that they cannot access the 
resources that many of us take for granted—resources such as adequate housing, employment, 
and recreational opportunities.  


This chapter compares welfare incomes in 2005 to Statistics Canada’s pre-tax low income 
cut-offs. In the absence of an official poverty line, the National Council of Welfare regards 
these as poverty lines. The National Council of Welfare uses the version of the cut-offs based 
on incomes after government transfer payments such as welfare and child benefits but before 
the payment of federal and provincial income taxes. Before tax cut-offs are especially 
appropriate for assessing the adequacy of welfare incomes, because social assistance 
payments are not taxable.  


This chapter also compares 2005 welfare incomes with before-tax average and median 
incomes.  


2005 POVERTY LINES 


Each year Statistics Canada calculates the low income cut-offs—or LICOs—for 
households of different sizes in communities of different sizes. They approximate levels of 
income where people are forced to spend a much higher proportion of their income on the 
basics of food, shelter and clothing compared to other Canadians.  


Table 2.1 compares 2005 welfare incomes to the poverty lines. Column one shows the 
total welfare incomes of the four typical households in the ten provinces. The three territories 
are not included in this table because they are excluded from the Statistics Canada survey 
used to generate the low income cut-offs. 


Column two indicates the 2005 poverty lines for the largest city in each province. The 
poverty gap, or difference between the total welfare income and the poverty line, is shown in 
column three. The fourth column represents the total welfare income as a percentage of the 
poverty line. 


In 2005, all households except the lone parent in Newfoundland and Labrador had welfare 
incomes below two-thirds of the poverty line and just over half of the households had incomes 
that were one-half of the poverty line or less, reflecting the gross inadequacy of welfare 
incomes. 


In 2005, welfare incomes for single employable people were by far the lowest. Not one 
reached 50 percent of the poverty line. They ranged from a low of 19 percent of the poverty 
line in New Brunswick to a high of 46 percent in Newfoundland and Labrador.  
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Welfare incomes for single persons with a disability were the lowest in Alberta1 at 
38 percent of the poverty line, followed by 41 percent in Manitoba. The highest level was in 
Ontario, at 58 percent of the poverty line. 


For a lone parent with one child, Alberta had the lowest welfare income, at 48 percent of 
the poverty line. The highest was in Newfoundland and Labrador, where it was 73 percent of 
the poverty line.  


Finally, the welfare incomes for two-parent families with two children were the lowest in 
British Columbia at 48 percent of the poverty line. Prince Edward Island was the highest, at 
64 percent of the poverty line. 


No province had welfare incomes even close to the poverty line. Single employable 
persons were by far the worst off, with most incomes hovering around one-third of the 
poverty line. Single persons with a disability were marginally better off, but their incomes still 
were 50 percent of the poverty line or less in almost all provinces. Finally, lone parents and 
couples with children had incomes 60 percent or less of the poverty line in most provinces. 


                                            
1 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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TABLE 2.1: ADEQUACY OF 2005 WELFARE INCOMES 


 Total Welfare 
Income Poverty Line Poverty Gap Total Welfare Income as 


% of Poverty Line 


NEWFOUNDLAND AND 
LABRADOR 


Single Employable $8,198 $17,895 -$9,697 46% 
Person with a Disability $9,728 $17,895 -$8,167 54% 
Lone Parent, One Child $16,181 $22,276 -$6,095 73% 
Couple, Two Children $19,578 $33,251 -$13,673 59% 


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND    


Single Employable $6,214 $17,784 -$11,570 35% 
Person with a Disability $8,084 $17,784 -$9,700 45% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,707 $22,139 -$8,432 62% 
Couple, Two Children $21,213 $33,046 -$11,833 64% 


NOVA SCOTIA   


Single Employable $5,422 $17,895 -$12,473 30% 
Person with a Disability $8,897 $17,895 -$8,998 50% 
Lone Parent, One Child $12,917 $22,276 -$9,359 58% 
Couple, Two Children $19,032 $33,251 -$14,219 57% 


NEW BRUNSWICK  


Single Employable $3,427 $17,895 -$14,468 19% 
Person with a Disability $7,995 $17,895 -$9,900 45% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,656 $22,276 -$8,620 61% 
Couple, Two Children $17,567 $33,251 -$15,684 53% 


QUEBEC   


Single Employable $6,947 $20,778 -$13,831 33% 
Person with a Disability $10,063 $20,778 -$10,715 48% 
Lone Parent, One Child $15,395 $25,867 -$10,472 60% 
Couple, Two Children $20,704 $38,610 -$17,906 54% 
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TABLE 2.1: ADEQUACY OF 2005 WELFARE INCOMES 


 Total Welfare 
Income Poverty Line Poverty Gap Total Welfare Income as 


% of Poverty Line 


ONTARIO     


Single Employable $7,007 $20,778 -$13,771 34% 
Person with a Disability $12,057 $20,778 -$8,721 58% 
Lone Parent, One Child $14,451 $25,867 -$11,416 56% 
Couple, Two Children $19,302 $38,610 -$19,308 50% 


MANITOBA   


Single Employable $5,818 $20,778 -$14,960 28% 
Person with a Disability $8,601 $20,778 -$12,177 41% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,282 $25,867 -$12,585 51% 
Couple, Two Children $20,357 $38,610 -$18,253 53% 


SASKATCHEWAN   


Single Employable $6,663 $17,895 -$11,232 37% 
Person with a Disability $8,893 $17,895 -$9,002 50% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,235 $22,276 -$9,041 59% 
Couple, Two Children $19,327 $33,251 -$13,924 58% 


ALBERTA     


Single Employable $5,050 $20,778 -$15,728 24% 
Person with a Disability $7,851 $20,778 -$12,927 38% 
Lone Parent, One Child $12,326 $25,867 -$13,541 48% 
Couple, Two Children $19,497 $38,610 -$19,113 50% 


BRITISH COLUMBIA     


Single Employable $6,456 $20,778 -$14,322 31% 
Person with a Disability $10,656 $20,778 -$10,122 51% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,948 $25,867 -$11,919 54% 
Couple, Two Children $18,466 $38,610 -$20,144 48% 
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2005 AVERAGE INCOME 


Table 2.2 shows welfare incomes as a percentage of average 2005 incomes in each 
province. The average income is based on the 2004 Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics 
(SLID), adjusted by the Consumer Price Index to 2005. Income refers to income from all 
sources, including government transfers, but before federal or provincial income taxes are 
deducted. The three territories are not included because they are excluded from the survey.  


For the single employable person and the single person with a disability, we used average 
pre-tax incomes in each province for all unattached people. For lone parents, we used the 
average incomes of lone parents under 65 with children under 18. For the two-parent family, 
we used the average incomes of couples under 65 with children under 18. Average incomes 
vary considerably between rich and poor provinces, and also between different family types. 
Average incomes for one-earner households are relatively low, whereas most couples with 
children have much higher incomes. This is because both parents in the couple are often 
employed.  


In 2005, welfare incomes remained far below average incomes for all household types. 
The welfare income of a single employable person ranged from just 15 percent of the average 
income of single people in New Brunswick and Alberta to a high of 41 percent in 
Newfoundland and Labrador.  


The welfare income of a person with a disability ranged from a low of 23 percent of the 
average income of singles in Alberta2 (followed by 30 percent in Manitoba) to 48 percent in 
Newfoundland and Labrador. 


In Alberta, the lone parent’s welfare income represented 27 percent of the average income 
of lone parents in that province, compared to 54 percent in Newfoundland and Labrador.  


The couple with two children on welfare in Ontario received only 19 percent of the 
average income of Ontario couples with children. A two-parent family on welfare in Prince 
Edward Island received 32 percent of the average income of two-parent families in the 
province.  


 


 


                                            
2 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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TABLE 2.2: 2005 WELFARE INCOMES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE INCOMES 


 Welfare Income 
2005 


Estimated Average 
Income 2005 


Welfare Income as % of 
Estimated Average Income 


NEWFOUNDLAND AND 
LABRADOR 


Single Employable $8,198 $20,236 41% 
Person with a Disability $9,728 $20,236 48% 
Lone Parent, One Child $16,181 $29,945 54% 
Couple, Two Children $19,578 $68,678 29% 


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


Single Employable $6,214 $21,769 29% 
Person with a Disability $8,084 $21,769 37% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,707 $29,536 46% 
Couple, Two Children $21,213 $65,919 32% 


NOVA SCOTIA    


Single Employable $5,422 $27,185 20% 
Person with a Disability $8,897 $27,185 33% 
Lone Parent, One Child $12,917 $33,215 39% 
Couple, Two Children $19,032 $74,606 26% 


NEW BRUNSWICK    


Single Employable $3,427 $23,302 15% 
Person with a Disability $7,995 $23,302 34% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,656 $30,558 45% 
Couple, Two Children $17,567 $74,708 24% 


QUEBEC    


Single Employable $6,947 $30,353 23% 
Person with a Disability $10,063 $30,353 33% 
Lone Parent, One Child $15,395 $39,858 39% 
Couple, Two Children $20,704 $84,315 25% 
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TABLE 2.2: 2005 WELFARE INCOMES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE INCOMES 


 Welfare Income 
2005 


Estimated Average 
Income 2005 


Welfare Income as % of 
Estimated Average Income 


ONTARIO    


Single Employable $7,007 $35,157 20% 
Person with a Disability $12,057 $35,157 34% 
Lone Parent, One Child $14,451 $39,654 36% 
Couple, Two Children $19,302 $103,835 19% 


MANITOBA    


Single Employable $5,818 $28,207 21% 
Person with a Disability $8,601 $28,207 30% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,282 $38,938 34% 
Couple, Two Children $20,357 $80,534 25% 


SASKATCHEWAN    


Single Employable $6,663 $26,265 25% 
Person with a Disability $8,893 $26,265 34% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,235 $29,638 45% 
Couple, Two Children $19,327 $76,139 25% 


ALBERTA    


Single Employable $5,050 $34,237 15% 
Person with a Disability $7,851 $34,237 23% 
Lone Parent, One Child $12,326 $45,275 27% 
Couple, Two Children $19,497 $96,988 20% 


BRITISH COLUMBIA    


Single Employable $6,456 $31,069 21% 
Person with a Disability $10,656 $31,069 34% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,948 $32,193 43% 
Couple, Two Children $18,466 $85,439 22% 
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2005 MEDIAN INCOME 


Table 2.3 compares welfare incomes to the median pre-tax 2005 income of families. The 
median income is the midpoint of the income spectrum: one half of incomes are below it and 
the other half are above it. It is considered by many to be a better indicator than an average, 
which is distorted by extremely high or low amounts. The data were produced by the Small 
Area and Administrative Data Division of Statistics Canada based on income tax data for 
2003 for the four typical households in the largest municipal area in each province. Data are 
based on the definition of a Census family. Data for the entire territory were used for Yukon, 
the Northwest Territories and Nunavut. In our figures, income includes market income and 
government transfers before taxes. All income data have been adjusted by the Consumer Price 
Index to provide 2005 estimates.  


The picture is still much the same: in all provinces, welfare incomes remain far below 
median incomes. Single persons continued to fare the worst. The welfare income of a single 
person in both New Brunswick and Alberta was 18 percent of the median income for single 
persons. A single person on welfare in Newfoundland and Labrador received 44 percent of the 
median income.  


The welfare income of a single person with a disability as a percentage of median income 
ranged from a low of 29 percent in Alberta3 (followed by both Nova Scotia and Manitoba at 
38 percent) to a high of 53 percent in Newfoundland and Labrador and Ontario.  


The welfare income of a lone parent in Alberta represented 34 percent of median income, 
compared to a high of 62 percent in Newfoundland and Labrador.  


Finally, couples with children did the worst overall. The difference between the lowest and 
highest provinces was only six percentage points. In Alberta, welfare income represented only 
22 percent of median income, compared to Prince Edward Island, where it was 28 percent of 
the median income.  


At the provincial level, welfare incomes as a percentage of median incomes were the 
lowest in Alberta for all four household types. They ranged from a low of 18 percent for a 
single person to a high of 34 percent for a lone parent with one child.  


In the territories, welfare benefits as a percentage of median income were more generous 
for most household types, but particularly for lone parents and couples with children. This 
may be partly attributed to the higher welfare rates paid in the territories to take into account 
the higher cost of living.  


                                            
3 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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TABLE 2.3: 2005 WELFARE INCOMES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF MEDIAN INCOMES 


 Welfare Income 
2005 


Estimated Median 
Income 2005 


Welfare Income as % of 
Estimated Median Income 


NEWFOUNDLAND AND  
LABRADOR 


Single Employable $8,198 $18,426 44% 
Person with a Disability $9,728 $18,426 53% 
Lone Parent, One Child $16,181 $26,025 62% 
Couple, Two Children $19,578 $80,261 24% 


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


Single Employable $6,214 $19,363 32% 
Person with a Disability $8,084 $19,363 42% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,707 $28,836 48% 
Couple, Two Children $21,213 $74,640 28% 


NOVA SCOTIA    


Single Employable $5,422 $23,214 23% 
Person with a Disability $8,897 $23,214 38% 
Lone Parent, One Child $12,917 $28,732 45% 
Couple, Two Children $19,032 $81,510 23% 


NEW BRUNSWICK    


Single Employable $3,427 $19,363 18% 
Person with a Disability $7,995 $19,363 41% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,656 $25,713 53% 
Couple, Two Children $17,567 $77,034 23% 


QUEBEC    


Single Employable $6,947 $20,508 34% 
Person with a Disability $10,063 $20,508 49% 
Lone Parent, One Child $15,395 $31,230 49% 
Couple, Two Children $20,704 $78,283 26% 
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TABLE 2.3: 2005 WELFARE INCOMES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF MEDIAN INCOMES 


 Welfare Income 
2005 


Estimated Median 
Income 2005 


Welfare Income as % of 
Estimated Median Income 


ONTARIO    


Single Employable $7,007 $22,902 31% 
Person with a Disability $12,057 $22,902 53% 
Lone Parent, One Child $14,451 $33,624 43% 
Couple, Two Children $19,302 $79,845 24% 


MANITOBA    


Single Employable $5,818 $22,382 26% 
Person with a Disability $8,601 $22,382 38% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,282 $31,230 43% 
Couple, Two Children $20,357 $79,116 26% 


SASKATCHEWAN    


Single Employable $6,663 $21,861 30% 
Person with a Disability $8,893 $21,861 41% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,235 $26,962 49% 
Couple, Two Children $19,327 $79,532 24% 


ALBERTA    


Single Employable $5,050 $27,482 18% 
Person with a Disability $7,851 $27,482 29% 
Lone Parent, One Child $12,326 $36,123 34% 
Couple, Two Children $19,497 $88,069 22% 


BRITISH COLUMBIA    


Single Employable $6,456 $22,069 29% 
Person with a Disability $10,656 $22,069 48% 
Lone Parent, One Child $13,948 $30,814 45% 
Couple, Two Children $18,466 $71,309 26% 
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TABLE 2.3: 2005 WELFARE INCOMES AS A 
PERCENTAGE OF MEDIAN INCOMES 


 Welfare Income 
2005 


Estimated Median 
Income 2005 


Welfare Income as % of 
Estimated Median Income 


YUKON    


Single Employable $12,467 $26,337 47% 
Person with a Disability $14,740 $26,337 56% 
Lone Parent, One Child $19,830 $33,520 59% 
Couple, Two Children $28,935 $92,753 31% 


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES   


Single Employable $13,610 $33,312 41% 
Person with a Disability $17,275 $33,312 52% 
Lone Parent, One Child $22,648 $28,315 80% 
Couple, Two Children $31,633 $103,475 31% 


NUNAVUT    


Single Employable $10,971 $34,249 32% 
Person with a Disability $13,255 $34,249 39% 
Lone Parent, One Child $22,154 $19,883 111% 
Couple, Two Children $36,325 $66,104 55% 


 


Regardless of the measure used, the 2005 welfare incomes fall far below what households 
need to meet their basic living costs, let alone be considered as “included” in Canadian 
society. No province had welfare incomes remotely close to any of the measures used. Two 
provinces are consistently at the bottom across all three measures: New Brunswick, for single 
persons, and Alberta, for both the person with a disability4 and the lone parent. Conversely, 
two provinces ranked highest across all three measures. They are Newfoundland and 
Labrador, for both the single person and the lone parent, and Prince Edward Island, for the 
couple with two children.  


                                            
4 Most single persons with a disability in Alberta receive financial assistance through the Assured 


Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. AISH rates are higher than those used in this 
report. 
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III. WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME 


This chapter looks at total welfare incomes over time—both welfare and other benefits 
provided by provincial and territorial governments combined with federal benefits such as the 
Canada Child Tax Benefit and the GST credit.  


Earlier editions of Welfare Incomes looked mainly at provincial and territorial welfare and 
related benefits over time, because these were the benefits that were most likely to undergo 
major changes. The social policy landscape began changing in 1998, however, because of the 
new system of federal child benefits and the clawback of the National Child Benefit 
Supplement by most provinces and territories.  


The National Council of Welfare now believes that looking at welfare income from all 
sources over time is much more informative than looking at provincial and territorial benefits 
alone.  


Total welfare income, as in the previous chapter, includes basic social assistance and 
additional welfare benefits, provincial and territorial child benefits, provincial and territorial 
tax credits, federal child benefits and the GST credit. All the incomes in the tables and the 
graphs that follow are expressed in constant 2005 dollars to factor out the influence of 
inflation over the years. 


Table 3.1 shows total welfare incomes over time. It looks at the welfare incomes between 
1986 and 2005 for the single employable person, the lone parent with one child and the two-
parent family with two children. The National Council of Welfare did not include the single 
person with a disability in its original calculations of welfare incomes for 1986, so the 
comparison for this group is available from 1989 to 2005. The National Council of Welfare 
first estimated welfare incomes in the Northwest Territories in 1993. The data for Nunavut 
started in 1999, with the creation of the new territory. 


Table 3.2 looks at the percentage change in welfare incomes between 2004 and 2005, 1997 
(the last full year under the old system of federal child benefits) and 2005, and 1989 and 2005. 


Table 3.3 looks at when welfare incomes were at their peak and compares them to 2005.  


THE SHORT TERM: 2004 TO 2005 


Most welfare incomes continued to decline in 2005, making life more difficult for the 
nearly 1.71 million children, women and men who relied on welfare.  


Between 2004 and 2005, there were only 17 increases in welfare incomes among the 52 
calculations done by the National Council of Welfare for the four household types in the 13 
jurisdictions.   


                                            
1 Excludes an estimated 150,000 First Nations people on reserve who receive welfare. 
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Because welfare rates are not adjusted automatically for increases in the Consumer Price 
Index—a technique known as indexing—welfare recipients typically lose ground to the cost 
of living year after year. Quebec has full indexing for some recipients and partial indexing for 
others, and Newfoundland and Labrador plan to start indexing welfare benefits in 2007.  


Between 2004 and 2005, the cost of living rose 2.2 percent. Many welfare rates remained 
the same both years, so the purchasing power of welfare benefits declined by 2.2 percent.  


On the federal side, both child benefits and the GST credit have been indexed since 2000. 
The CCTB was further enhanced in 2003, and benefits since that time have been increasing 
much faster than the cost of living. The increase between 2004 and 2005 averaged about six 
percent but varied slightly, depending on the number of children in the family.  


The increase in federal child benefits helped to take the sting out of low welfare rates in 
some provinces, but it was not enough to increase the overall purchasing power of welfare 
families with children between 2004 and 2005.  


Some provinces and territories made improvements in their welfare and related benefits, 
but most of the changes were too small to have much of an impact. The most notable 
increases took place in Quebec and to a lesser extent in Saskatchewan, British Columbia and 
Yukon.  


Here are some of the improvements made by provinces and territories in 2005. 


• In Newfoundland and Labrador, Family Benefit rates for single persons were 
increased by one percent in July, the Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit rates 
were increased in July, and the Fuel Supplement was increased in December for all 
households.  


• In Prince Edward Island, the Healthy Child Allowance was increased in August.  


• In Nova Scotia, the personal allowance component of welfare was increased for all 
clients and the shelter allowance for singles increased by $50 per month in October.   


• In New Brunswick, welfare rates increased by one percent in May and another one 
percent in October.  


• In Quebec, welfare rates were increased in January and a new system of provincial 
child benefits also went into effect. The new Child Assistance measure replaced the 
former Family Allowance and several tax credits for families. A lone parent with one 
child could receive a maximum of $2,700 per year, and a couple with two children 
could receive up to $3,000 per year.  


• In Ontario, welfare rates for all households were increased by three percent in March. 
However, all households except the couple saw a decrease in their welfare income 
compared to the previous year. This was due to a lump sum special payment in the 
fall of 2004 to all welfare households which made incomes for the year unduly large 
compared to 2005.  
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• In Saskatchewan, the basic allowance for adults was increased in May. At the same 
time, the shelter allowance was restructured, resulting in an increase for the single 
person and lone parent, but a decrease for the couple with two children. The shelter 
rate for a single person with a disability did not change.  


• In British Columbia, the rate for a person with a disability increased by $70 a month 
in January.  


• In the Yukon, the Territorial Supplementary Allowance, payable to persons with a 
disability, increased by $125 a month in July.   


• In Nunavut, food rates were increased by five percent in April.  


In the Northwest Territories, all four household types saw an increase in their welfare 
income, but not because of the usual type of increase in welfare rates. The Northwest 
Territories pays actual costs for shelter and utilities, and more current data became available. 
However, since these merely offset higher costs, welfare recipients don’t gain any purchasing 
power from the increase.  


THE LONGER VIEW: 1986 TO 2005 


Over the longer term, welfare incomes have been seriously eroded, but particularly over 
the past five years.  Between 2000 and 2005, welfare incomes were at their lowest levels in 32 
of the 52 scenarios we looked at. Five provinces—Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta 
and British Columbia—recorded the lowest levels of welfare incomes for all four household 
types between 2000 and 2005.  In 2005 alone, welfare incomes were at their lowest in 20 
scenarios. In Table 3.1 we have shaded the lowest welfare income for each of the four 
household types in each jurisdiction to highlight this disturbing trend. Rate cuts, the lack of 
indexing of welfare benefits and the NCBS clawback have been the order of the day.    


Table 3.2 shows that between 1989 and 2005, welfare incomes for both single employable 
persons and a single person with a disability decreased in all provinces except Newfoundland 
and Labrador and Quebec, and also in the Yukon. The decreases for single employable 
persons were particularly harsh, with many welfare incomes dropping by over one third. Lone 
parents and couples also saw their incomes decline in all provinces except Newfoundland and 
Labrador, New Brunswick and Quebec, as well as in the Yukon. During this same period, the 
cost of living increased by 43 percent.  


Changes that occurred between 1997 and 2005 are discussed in the next chapter, Welfare 
Incomes and Child Benefits.  
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TABLE 3.1: TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER 


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND  
LABRADOR 
Single Employable 5,524 5,430 5,501 5,582 5,720 5,655 5,647 5,528 
Person with a Disability  10,836 10,837 10,698 10,818 10,680 10,665 10,441 
Lone Parent, One Child 15,581 15,273 15,507 15,957 16,415 16,239 16,215 15,869 
Couple, Two Children 19,485 18,726 18,920 18,818 18,755 18,539 18,513 18,123 
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 
Single Employable 10,259 10,030 10,092 10,264 10,296 10,229 9,221 7,154 
Person with a Disability  11,656 11,656 11,682 11,714 11,622 11,484 11,054 
Lone Parent, One Child 15,874 15,393 15,596 15,952 16,064 15,973 15,708 15,008 
Couple, Two Children 24,189 23,417 23,647 24,165 24,081 23,897 23,502 22,615 
NOVA SCOTIA 
Single Employable 7,540 8,511 8,227 7,996 7,760 7,628 7,617 7,456 
Person with a Disability  11,171 11,215 11,241 10,989 10,800 10,960 10,761 
Lone Parent, One Child 14,790 15,162 15,321 15,458 15,352 15,106 15,284 14,991 
Couple, Two Children 19,183 20,148 19,616 19,470 19,154 18,896 18,870 18,472 
NEW BRUNSWICK 
Single Employable 3,716 4,122 4,164 4,243 4,125 4,072 4,097 4,025 
Person with a Disability  10,639 10,585 10,463 10,363 10,302 8,144 8,111 
Lone Parent, One Child 12,895 12,610 12,683 12,718 12,674 12,693 13,127 13,623 
Couple, Two Children 15,540 14,827 14,854 15,148 15,189 15,195 15,630 16,195 
QUEBEC 
Single Employable 3,912 5,128 7,336 7,774 7,875 7,898 7,737 7,573 
Person with a Disability  9,138 9,579 10,017 10,204 10,209 10,374 10,161 
Lone Parent, One Child 14,834 13,717 14,774 13,951 15,476 16,032 16,345 16,010 
Couple, Two Children 20,754 18,890 18,778 19,642 19,854 20,322 20,099 19,674 
ONTARIO 
Single Employable 8,360 9,091 10,018 10,447 10,687 10,663 10,675 9,927 
Person with a Disability  13,082 14,068 14,582 14,732 14,662 14,674 14,366 
Lone Parent, One Child 16,705 17,841 20,051 20,805 21,039 20,995 21,010 19,598 
Couple, Two Children 22,102 23,392 26,865 27,750 28,019 27,928 27,719 25,741 
MANITOBA 
Single Employable 8,295 8,709 8,923 8,981 9,036 8,894 8,297 8,133 
Person with a Disability  9,462 9,441 9,451 11,416 10,325 10,267 10,051 
Lone Parent, One Child 14,547 14,269 14,362 14,432 15,630 14,238 14,148 13,843 
Couple, Two Children 22,881 24,450 25,195 25,605 25,912 23,891 24,252 23,728 
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TIME IN 2005 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 


      


3,247 1,546 1,551 1,545 2,061 3,583 8,688 8,468 8,323 8,198
10,640 11,055 11,003 10,902 10,734 10,549 10,347 10,070 9,886 9,728
15,980 16,353 16,651 16,894 16,827 16,845 16,726 16,433 16,306 16,181
18,198 18,680 19,178 19,641 19,649 19,911 19,917 19,666 19,616 19,578


      
6,553 6,525 6,465 6,353 6,505 6,393 6,383 6,406 6,343 6,214


10,203 10,005 9,906 9,726 9,787 9,594 9,581 8,377 8,276 8,084
14,374 13,821 13,687 13,445 13,732 13,704 13,882 13,875 13,837 13,707
21,062 21,058 20,864 20,505 21,225 21,216 21,477 21,393 21,364 21,213


       
7,358 5,474 5,424 5,268 5,132 5,268 5,552 5,407 5,325 5,422


10,589 10,422 10,326 10,149 9,883 9,090 9,435 9,182 9,032 8,897
14,753 14,520 14,533 14,468 14,242 13,398 13,231 13,027 12,959 12,917
19,534 19,687 19,750 19,162 19,415 20,235 19,270 19,031 18,997 19,032


       
4,004 3,983 3,947 3,879 3,780 3,690 3,614 3,521 3,461 3,427
8,052 8,119 8,085 7,948 8,021 8,100 8,195 8,242 8,097 7,995


13,533 13,644 13,975 14,191 14,102 14,095 13,998 13,773 13,679 13,656
16,059 16,341 16,979 17,476 17,527 17,724 17,739 17,540 17,510 17,567


       
7,452 7,227 7,126 7,169 7,046 7,016 7,118 7,035 7,038 6,947


10,221 10,200 10,292 10,312 10,194 10,186 10,232 10,111 10,125 10,063
15,578 14,990 14,979 14,927 14,525 14,565 14,762 14,646 14,689 15,395
19,214 18,351 18,532 18,456 18,265 18,503 18,872 18,802 18,950 20,704


       
8,185 8,084 7,997 7,859 7,655 7,469 7,310 7,117 7,124 7,007


14,135 13,912 13,784 13,547 13,191 12,864 12,584 12,246 12,246 12,057
16,440 16,205 16,051 15,779 15,430 15,123 14,839 14,486 14,560 14,451
21,729 21,421 21,214 20,861 20,428 20,047 19,683 19,227 19,263 19,302


       
7,536 6,567 6,507 6,395 6,229 6,078 5,950 5,794 5,918 5,818
9,889 9,733 9,643 9,558 9,365 9,134 8,936 8,696 8,762 8,601


13,621 13,405 13,282 13,050 13,028 13,485 13,692 13,475 13,387 13,282
21,542 20,112 19,722 19,383 19,230 19,385 19,365 19,680 20,394 20,357
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TABLE 3.1: TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
SASKATCHEWAN 
Single Employable 6,944 7,052 6,996 6,957 7,087 7,448 7,437 6,684 
Person with a Disability  11,428 11,184 10,948 10,743 10,644 10,627 10,403 
Lone Parent, One Child 15,980 15,904 15,758 15,544 15,285 15,122 15,094 14,771 
Couple, Two Children 23,452 22,731 22,386 22,047 22,019 21,736 21,776 21,320 
ALBERTA 
Single Employable 9,881 6,970 6,755 7,492 7,424 7,013 6,149 6,019 
Person with a Disability  8,596 8,306 8,899 8,726 8,482 8,450 8,294 
Lone Parent, One Child 16,071 14,468 14,130 15,030 14,890 14,373 13,493 13,194 
Couple, Two Children 25,127 22,129 21,480 23,735 23,426 22,661 21,485 21,217 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
Single Employable 7,058 7,847 8,120 7,793 8,275 8,302 8,504 8,353 
Person with a Disability  10,790 11,268 11,201 11,569 11,652 11,924 11,716 
Lone Parent, One Child 14,443 15,699 16,104 16,126 16,644 16,688 17,050 16,736 
Couple, Two Children 20,826 20,508 20,855 20,851 21,645 21,726 22,285 21,876 
YUKON 
Single Employable 8,386 10,228 10,456 10,468 10,330 10,155 10,138 9,924 
Person with a Disability  11,430 11,608 11,571 11,421 11,226 11,207 11,777 
Lone Parent, One Child 16,793 18,446 18,811 18,979 18,868 18,558 18,531 18,140 
Couple, Two Children 26,541 27,992 28,006 28,476 28,488 28,016 27,972 27,382 
NORTHWEST  
TERRITORIES 
Single Employable  14,504 14,477 14,172 
Person with a Disability  16,386 16,359 16,014 
Lone Parent, One Child  26,127 26,084 25,533 
Couple, Two Children  31,661 31,655 30,987 
NUNAVUT 
Single Employable    
Person with a Disability    
Lone Parent, One Child    
Couple, Two Children    


Note:  Shaded cells represent the lowest 
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TIME IN 2005 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
       


7,163 6,472 6,432 6,611 6,610 6,599 6,499 6,466 6,384 6,663
10,524 9,434 9,428 9,660 9,587 9,557 9,364 9,275 9,246 8,893
14,534 14,305 13,245 13,682 13,700 13,694 13,462 13,102 12,988 13,235
20,977 19,625 19,564 20,264 20,144 20,204 19,891 19,522 19,471 19,327


       
5,923 5,862 5,888 5,787 5,637 5,501 5,385 5,244 5,153 5,050
8,161 8,066 8,072 8,134 8,510 8,307 8,132 8,059 8,016 7,851


12,974 12,859 12,997 13,105 12,928 12,707 12,445 12,383 12,414 12,326
20,876 20,629 20,767 20,643 20,489 20,117 19,696 19,546 19,582 19,497


       
7,612 7,490 7,420 7,292 7,159 7,062 6,912 6,708 6,590 6,456


11,530 11,349 11,244 11,051 10,848 10,698 10,467 10,213 10,026 10,656
16,468 16,149 16,000 15,737 15,504 15,387 14,662 14,232 14,077 13,948
21,524 21,066 20,872 20,541 20,246 20,136 19,498 18,826 18,653 18,466


       
9,764 13,218 13,071 12,871 12,602 13,493 13,317 12,972 12,735 12,467


11,595 15,028 14,890 14,634 14,304 15,156 14,940 14,544 14,284 14,740
17,848 21,533 21,335 21,314 20,809 21,562 21,210 20,682 20,426 19,830
26,942 31,190 30,902 30,371 29,691 30,314 30,076 29,366 29,136 28,935


 
 


    


13,854 9,151 9,045 10,043 9,792 9,814 12,555 13,315 13,163 13,610
16,027 11,646 11,584 12,557 12,240 12,442 16,176 17,100 16,851 17,275
25,015 22,114 22,233 23,676 23,109 22,737 23,046 22,532 22,229 22,648
30,345 29,610 29,953 31,808 31,070 30,512 30,969 30,400 30,233 31,633


       
      11,984 11,703 11,445 11,153 10,956 10,943 10,971
      14,457 14,104 13,781 13,486 13,333 13,277 13,255
      32,421 31,622 30,901 30,269 22,212 22,104 22,154
      39,450 38,511 37,671 36,642 36,180 36,143 36,325


welfare income for that household type. 
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Table 3.3 further illustrates the extent of the decline in welfare incomes in recent years. 
For each of the four household types in each jurisdiction, it identifies the year in which 
welfare incomes were at their peak and the amount of benefits received during that year. The 
table then shows the comparable income received in 2005 and the losses since the peak year 
in both dollar and percentage terms. 


The table shows several very discouraging facts. The first is that the vast majority of 
welfare incomes peaked many years ago. At the provincial level, 33 of the 40 households in 
the table had peak years in 1994 or earlier.  


The second fact concerns the amount of the decrease in total welfare incomes. The welfare 
income of a single person on welfare in Alberta dropped by over $4,800—nearly 50%—since 
1986.  The harshest losses in dollar terms were in Ontario between 1992 and 2005, when a 
lone parent’s welfare income declined by nearly $6,600 and a couple with two children saw a 
loss of just over $8,700. These losses both exceeded 30 percent.  


In the provinces, 21 of the 40 households experienced losses of $2,500 or more, and 14—
or just over one third—had losses in excess of $3,000.  


Most Canadians would find it impossible to cope with the substantial income losses that 
welfare households have experienced. Coping is even harder for those who are already at the 
bottom of the income scale, given their already meagre incomes. Yet there appears to be little 
concern for the most vulnerable in society. Have both governments and the Canadian public 
turned their backs on the poorest of the poor? 
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TABLE 3.2: PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN WELFARE INCOMES 
IN 2005 CONSTANT DOLLARS, SELECTED YEARS 


 
2004-2005


($) 


Percentage
change 


2004-2005


1997-2005
($) 


Percentage 
change 


1997-2005 


1989-2005 
($) 


Percentage
change 


1989-2005


Single Employable -$125 -1.5% $6,652 430.2% $2,768 51.0% 
Person with a Disability -$158 -1.6% -$1,327 -12.0% -$1,108 -10.2% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$125 -0.8% -$172 -1.1% $908 5.9% 


N
E
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N
D


 
A


N
D


 L
A


B
R


A
D


O
R


 


Couple, Two Children -$38 -0.2% $898 4.8% $852 4.5% 
Single Employable -$129 -2.0% -$311 -4.8% -$3,816 -38.0% 
Person with a Disability -$192 -2.3% -$1,921 -19.2% -$3,572 -30.6% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$130 -0.9% -$114 -0.8% -$1,686 -11.0% 


P
R


IN
C


E
 E


D
W


A
R


D
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N
D


 


Couple, Two Children -$151 -0.7% $155 0.7% -$2,204 -9.4% 
Single Employable $97 1.8% -$52 -1.0% -$3,089 -36.3% 
Person with a Disability -$135 -1.5% -$1,525 -14.6% -$2,274 -20.4% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$42 -0.3% -$1,603 -11.0% -$2,245 -14.8% 


N
O


V
A


 S
C


O
TI


A
 


Couple, Two Children $35 0.2% -$655 -3.3% -$1,116 -5.5% 
Single Employable -$34 -1.0% -$556 -14.0% -$695 -16.9% 
Person with a Disability -$102 -1.3% -$124 -1.5% -$2,644 -24.9% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$23 -0.2% $12 0.1% $1,046 8.3% N


E
W


 
B


R
U


N
S


W
IC


K
 


Couple, Two Children $57 0.3% $1,226 7.5% $2,740 18.5% 
Single Employable -$91 -1.3% -$280 -3.9% $1,819 35.5% 
Person with a Disability -$62 -0.6% -$137 -1.3% $925 10.1% 
Lone Parent, One Child $706 4.8% $405 2.7% $1,678 12.2% Q


U
E


B
E


C
 


Couple, Two Children $1,754 9.3% $2,353 12.8% $1,814 9.6% 
Single Employable -$117 -1.6% -$1,077 -13.3% -$2,084 -22.9% 
Person with a Disability -$189 -1.5% -$1,855 -13.3% -$1,025 -7.8% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$109 -0.8% -$1,754 -10.8% -$3,390 -19.0% O


N
TA


R
IO


 


Couple, Two Children $39 0.2% -$2,119 -9.9% -$4,090 -17.5% 
Single Employable -$100 -1.7% -$749 -11.4% -$2,891 -33.2% 
Person with a Disability -$161 -1.8% -$1,132 -11.6% -$861 -9.1% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$105 -0.8% -$123 -0.9% -$987 -6.9% 


M
A


N
IT


O
B


A
 


Couple, Two Children -$37 -0.2% $245 1.2% -$4,093 -16.7% 
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TABLE 3.2: PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN WELFARE INCOMES 
IN 2005 CONSTANT DOLLARS, SELECTED YEARS 


 
2004-2005


($) 


Percentage
change 


2004-2005


1997-2005
($) 


Percentage
change 


1997-2005


1989-2005 
($) 


Percentage
change 


1989-2005


Single Employable $279 4.4% $191 2.9% -$389 -5.5% 
Person with a Disability -$353 -3.8% -$541 -5.7% -$2,535 -22.2% 
Lone Parent, One Child $247 1.9% -$1,070 -7.5% -$2,669 -16.8% 


S
A


S
K


A
TC


H
E


W
A


N
 


Couple, Two Children -$144 -0.7% -$298 -1.5% -$3,404 -15.0% 
Single Employable -$103 -2.0% -$812 -13.9% -$1,920 -27.5% 
Person with a Disability -$165 -2.1% -$215 -2.7% -$745 -8.7% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$88 -0.7% -$533 -4.1% -$2,142 -14.8% A


LB
E


R
TA


 


Couple, Two Children -$85 -0.4% -$1,132 -5.5% -$2,632 -11.9% 
Single Employable -$134 -2.0% -$1,034 -13.8% -$1,391 -17.7% 
Person with a Disability $630 6.3% -$693 -6.1% -$134 -1.2% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$129 -0.9% -$2,201 -13.6% -$1,751 -11.2% B


R
IT


IS
H


 
C


O
LU


M
B


IA
 


Couple, Two Children -$188 -1.0% -$2,600 -12.3% -$2,042 -10.0% 
Single Employable -$268 -2.1% -$751 -5.7% $2,239 21.9% 
Person with a Disability $456 3.2% -$288 -1.9% $3,310 29.0% 
Lone Parent, One Child -$596 -2.9% -$1,703 -7.9% $1,384 7.5% Y


U
K


O
N


 


Couple, Two Children -$201 -0.7% -$2,255 -7.2% $943 3.4% 
Single Employable $447 3.4% $4,459 48.7%   
Person with a Disability $424 2.5% $5,629 48.3%   
Lone Parent, One Child $419 1.9% $534 2.4%   


N
O


R
TH


W
E


S
T 


TE
R


R
IT


O
R


IE
S


 


Couple, Two Children $1,400 4.6% $2,023 6.8%   
Single Employable $28 0.3%       
Person with a Disability -$22 -0.2%       
Lone Parent, One Child $50 0.2%       


N
U


N
A


V
U


T 


Couple, Two Children $182 0.5%       
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TABLE 3.3: PEAK YEAR AND 2005 WELFARE INCOMES 


 
Peak 
Year 


Peak 
Amount 


2005 
Amount 


Dollar Change 
from Peak Year 


to 2005 


Percentage 
Change from 


Peak Year 
to 2005 


Single Employable 2002 $8,688 $8,198 -$490 -5.6% 
Person with a Disability 1997 $11,055 $9,728 -$1,327 -12.0% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1999 $16,894 $16,181 -$713 -4.2% 


N
E


W
FO


U
N


D
LA


N
D


 
A


N
D


 L
A


B
R


A
D


O
R


 


Couple, Two Children 2002 $19,917 $19,578 -$339 -1.7% 
Single Employable 1992 $10,296 $6,214 -$4,082 -39.6% 
Person with a Disability 1992 $11,714 $8,084 -$3,630 -31.0% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1992 $16,064 $13,707 -$2,357 -14.7% 


P
R


IN
C


E
 E


D
W


A
R


D
 


IS
LA


N
D


 


Couple, Two Children 1986 $24,189 $21,213 -$2,976 -12.3% 
Single Employable 1989 $8,511 $5,422 -$3,089 -36.3% 
Person with a Disability 1991 $11,241 $8,897 -$2,344 -20.9% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1991 $15,458 $12,917 -$2,541 -16.4% 


N
O


V
A


 S
C


O
TI


A
 


Couple, Two Children 2001 $20,235 $19,032 -$1,203 -5.9% 
Single Employable 1991 $4,243 $3,427 -$816 -19.2% 
Person with a Disability 1989 $10,639 $7,995 -$2,644 -24.9% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1999 $14,191 $13,656 -$535 -3.8% N


E
W


 
B


R
U


N
S


W
IC


K
 


Couple, Two Children 2002 $17,739 $17,567 -$172 -1.0% 
Single Employable 1993 $7,898 $6,947 -$951 -12.0% 
Person with a Disability 1994 $10,374 $10,063 -$311 -3.0% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1994 $16,345 $15,395 -$951 -5.8% Q


U
E


B
E


C
 


Couple, Two Children 1986 $20,754 $20,704 -$50 -0.2% 
Single Employable 1992 $10,687 $7,007 -$3,680 -34.4% 
Person with a Disability 1992 $14,732 $12,057 -$2,675 -18.2% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1992 $21,039 $14,451 -$6,588 -31.3% O


N
TA


R
IO


 


Couple, Two Children 1992 $28,019 $19,302 -$8,717 -31.1% 
Single Employable 1992 $9,036 $5,818 -$3,218 -35.6% 
Person with a Disability 1992 $11,416 $8,601 -$2,815 -24.7% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1992 $15,630 $13,282 -$2,348 -15.0% 


M
A


N
IT


O
B


A
 


Couple, Two Children 1992 $25,912 $20,357 -$5,555 -21.4% 
 







W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  2 0 0 5  
 


 
P A G E  5 2  N A T I O N A L  C O U N C I L  O F  W E L F A R E  


TABLE 3.3: PEAK YEAR AND 2005 WELFARE INCOMES 


 
Peak 
Year 


Peak 
Amount 


2005 
Amount 


Dollar Change 
from Peak Year 


to 2005 


Percentage 
Change from 


Peak Year 
to 2005 


Single Employable 1993 $7,448 $6,663 -$785 -10.5% 
Person with a Disability 1989 $11,428 $8,893 -$2,535 -22.2% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1986 $15,980 $13,235 -$2,745 -17.2% 


S
A


S
K


A
TC


H
E


W
A


N
 


Couple, Two Children 1986 $23,452 $19,327 -$4,125 -17.6% 
Single Employable 1986 $9,881 $5,050 -$4,831 -48.9% 
Person with a Disability 1991 $8,899 $7,851 -$1,048 -11.8% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1986 $16,071 $12,326 -$3,745 -23.3% A


LB
E


R
TA


 


Couple, Two Children 1986 $25,127 $19,497 -$5,630 -22.4% 
Single Employable 1994 $8,504 $6,456 -$2,048 -24.1% 
Person with a Disability 1994 $11,924 $10,656 -$1,268 -10.6% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1994 $17,050 $13,948 -$3,102 -18.2% B


R
IT


IS
H


 
C


O
LU


M
B
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Couple, Two Children 1994 $22,285 $18,466 -$3,819 -17.1% 
Single Employable 2001 $13,493 $12,467 -$1,026 -7.6% 
Person with a Disability 2001 $15,156 $14,740 -$416 -2.7% 
Lone Parent, One Child 2001 $21,562 $19,830 -$1,732 -8.0% Y


U
K


O
N


 


Couple, Two Children 1997 $31,190 $28,935 -$2,255 -7.2% 
Single Employable 1993 $14,504 $13,610 -$894 -6.2% 
Person with a Disability 2005 $17,275 $17,275 $0 0.0% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1993 $26,127 $22,648 -$3,479 -13.3% 


N
O


R
TH


W
E


S
T 


TE
R


R
IT


O
R
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S


 


Couple, Two Children 1999 $31,808 $31,633 -$176 -0.6% 
Single Employable 1999 $11,984 $10,971 -$1,013 -8.5% 
Person with a Disability 1999 $14,457 $13,255 -$1,202 -8.3% 
Lone Parent, One Child 1999 $32,421 $22,154 -$10,267 -31.7% 


N
U


N
A


V
U


T 


Couple, Two Children 1999 $39,450 $36,325 -$3,125 -7.9% 
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IV. WELFARE INCOMES AND CHILD BENEFITS 


The current system of federal and provincial child benefit programs has become totally 
incomprehensible to most people. This, coupled with the interaction between child benefits 
and welfare programs, has made what was already a tangled safety net almost impossible to 
understand. Given this, it is very difficult for households to know whether they are receiving 
their correct benefits. 


FEDERAL CHILD BENEFITS 


Under the system of federal child benefits that went into effect on July 1, 1998, the federal 
government pays the Canada Child Tax Benefit to all low-income families and many 
middle-income families with children under 18. For most low-income families, the 
entitlement is the sum of the CCTB Basic Benefit and the National Child Benefit Supplement 
(NCBS). 


As of July 1, 2005, the maximum CCTB Base Benefit goes to families with net family 
income under $35,595. The benefit declines and eventually disappears as family income for a 
one- or two-child family rises above $96,995. The maximum NCBS goes to families with net 
incomes below $21,480 and partial supplements go to families with incomes between $21,480 
and $35,595.  


When the National Child Benefit Supplement was introduced in 1998, one of its aims was 
to move towards a separate, national platform of income-tested child benefits. This would 
replace children’s benefits paid through the welfare system and provide additional financial 
support to low-income families in the labour force. Under the terms of the NCB’s operating 
principles, families on welfare would have their benefits reduced by the amount of the NCB 
Supplement—this is commonly known as the clawback of the NCBS. The money clawed 
back would be reinvested in programs and services for low-income families with children. 
Provinces and territories would stop clawing back the NCBS once it exceeded their basic 
welfare benefit for children. Low-income families with children not on welfare would get to 
keep the entire National Child Benefit Supplement. 


The combination of additional financial benefits and services was intended to encourage 
families to enter and remain in the labour market. Families moving from welfare to the labour 
market face a number of obstacles, including the loss of financial support for their children, as 
well as in-kind supports such as dental, health and prescription drug coverage. These losses, 
combined with the costs of working, often mean that families are worse off working than they 
are on welfare.  


The original clawback mechanisms varied from place to place. Most provinces and 
territories considered the NCBS as non-exempted income and deducted it dollar for dollar 
from the monthly welfare cheques they paid to families with children. Alberta, on the other 
hand, reduced its welfare rate by the amount of the NCBS. Another approach was to reduce 
the amount of provincial child benefits, where these programs existed, by the amount of the 
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NCB Supplement. However, both New Brunswick and Newfoundland and Labrador decided 
to pass on the full amount to welfare families in 1998. In all other jurisdictions, families on 
social assistance had the NCB Supplement clawed back.  


The clawback has evolved since 1998. Some jurisdictions continue to claw back all or part 
of the NCBS from their welfare or child benefits. Some stopped clawing back when they 
reformed their welfare programs and implemented new child benefit programs. Some do not 
claw back yet have not changed the basic structure of their welfare program. It is difficult for 
most people to understand what approach is being taken in their province or territory, let 
alone the rationale for it. But what is clear is that the system has become highly convoluted. 


The federal government considers that the clawback has been nearly eliminated because 
the NCBS has replaced benefits for children in most jurisdictions. The National Council of 
Welfare has a different view of ending the clawback. Ending the clawback means raising the 
incomes of families on welfare by the amount of the NCBS that has been deducted from their 
social assistance or child benefit payments.  


The National Council of Welfare has been opposed to the clawback of the National Child 
Benefit Supplement since it was first announced. Although the NCBS was lauded as a poverty 
reduction tool, its target was really low-income working families with children. And it has 
shown some success in reducing poverty for these families. However, there is a large group of 
families with children living in poverty—those on welfare—who have seen little or no benefit 
from the NCBS despite the substantial sums of new money provided by the federal 
government. 


Further, the National Council of Welfare sees no evidence that the NCBS is assisting 
welfare families to move to paid employment or obtain employment experience. The 2005 
Evaluation of the National Child Benefit Initiative: Synthesis Report did not provide any 
evidence that the initiative increased the labour force participation of those on welfare, nor 
was it able to determine the effectiveness of the various NCB reinvestment initiatives, due to 
a lack of data.  


The clawback reinforces the notion of the deserving and undeserving poor. Those working 
for low pay – the deserving poor – get to keep all of the NCBS. Those on welfare – the 
undeserving poor – don’t get to keep the NCBS. Furthermore, since the majority of those on 
welfare who have the NCBS clawed back are female-headed lone-parent families, the NCBS 
discriminates against women. 


The National Council of Welfare’s position is that any jurisdiction that continues to reduce 
welfare or child benefits by the NCBS—either in part or in full—claws back. Here is where 
things stand on the NCBS clawback as of early 2005.  


Five provinces—Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec and 
Manitoba—do not claw back.  


Three provinces—Prince Edward Island, Ontario and Alberta—continue to claw back part 
of the NCBS from their welfare benefits. In July 2001, PEI introduced its Healthy Child 
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Allowance as a new benefit for welfare families. Although the NCBS is deducted in full from 
welfare benefits, the Healthy Child Allowance is increased each year by an amount equivalent 
to the NCBS increase, thereby flowing through increases. In Ontario, NCBS increases since 
July 2004 have been passed on. As of July 2005, the lone parent with one child and the couple 
with two children still had $121.91 and $226.41 respectively clawed back each month. 
Alberta has passed on all NCBS increases since July 2003. However, the lone parent with one 
child and the couple with two children still had $107.75 and $198.33 clawed back 
respectively as of July 2005.  


Yukon, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut continue to claw back the full amount of 
the NCBS from welfare families with children.  


Saskatchewan and British Columbia had provincial child benefit programs in place when 
the NCB Supplement was implemented. In both cases, every time the NCBS was increased, 
the provincial child benefit was decreased by the same amount. In British Columbia, the child 
benefit for all families with children reached zero in July 2005—it was fully offset by the 
federal child benefit. In Saskatchewan, as of July 2005, two-parent families with one child no 
longer received any provincial child benefit and those with two or more children received a 
small benefit. A lone parent, regardless of the number of children, continued to receive 
benefits due to the addition of a single-parent supplement in July 2004.  


As of early 2005, an estimated 174,250 families with 280,900 children continue to have 
their welfare or child benefits reduced by all or part of the NCBS. Appendices E and F at the 
end of this report have details as of early 2005. 


PROVINCIAL CHILD BENEFITS 


This section describes the five provincial child benefit programs that now provide basic 
benefits to children outside of the welfare system. The child benefit programs in 
New Brunswick and the three territories have not replaced children’s social assistance 
benefits. Eligible welfare families receive them in addition to their regular welfare 
entitlement. 


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


The Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit (NLCB) was introduced in July 1999 as 
part of the province’s reform of its social assistance program. The NLCB, combined with the 
federal NCBS, provides child benefits to social assistance families with children. As of July 
2005, the maximum monthly benefits were $20.83 for the first child and $27.16 for the second 
child. There is no clawback of the NCBS from welfare families.  


NOVA SCOTIA 


The Nova Scotia Child Benefit was originally introduced in July 1998. In July 2001, Nova 
Scotia redesigned its welfare system. Basic benefits for children were removed from social 
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assistance and paid to all low-income families through an enhanced Nova Scotia Child 
Benefit. Since July 2001, monthly benefit levels have remained the same at $37.08 for the 
first child and $53.75 for the second child. As of July 2001, the NCBS was no longer clawed 
back.  


QUEBEC 


In September 1997, Quebec reformed its social assistance system and implemented its 
child benefit program—the new Family Allowance program. From 1998 until July 2001, 
Quebec reduced its child benefit by the amount of the NCBS. In July 2001, the province 
stopped clawing back increases to the NCBS.  


In January 2005, Quebec introduced the new Child Assistance measure. It replaced the 
former Family Allowance, the tax credit for dependent children and the tax reduction for 
families. The maximum monthly benefit for a one-child family was $166.66 and for a 
two-child family it was $250. Lone-parent families received a maximum additional monthly 
supplement of $58.33. There is no clawback of the NCBS from the new Child Assistance 
measure.  


SASKATCHEWAN 


Saskatchewan restructured its welfare programs and introduced the Saskatchewan Child 
Benefit (SCB) in July 1998, at the same time as the National Child Benefit Supplement. The 
SCB was designed to be a transitional program, with benefits for all families with children 
decreasing in July of each year as the federal NCBS increased. As of July 2005, the SCB for a 
lone parent with one child was $17.42 per month. This was due to the addition of a $35 per 
month single-parent supplement in July 2004 (without this, the SCB would have been reduced 
to zero). The SCB for a couple with one child was zero as of July 2005. A couple with two 
children received $0.58 per month (paid as a lump sum).  


BRITISH COLUMBIA 


In July 1996, British Columbia restructured its social assistance program and implemented 
the BC Family Bonus, which paid a set amount per child. Starting in July 1998, with the 
introduction of the NCB Supplement, Family Bonus benefits for all families with children 
were decreased each time the NCBS was increased. By July 2004, the Family Bonus for the 
first child in a family was zero and $11.91 per month for the second child. In July 2005, the 
amount for the second child was reduced to zero. The BC Family Bonus has been fully offset 
by the NCBS. 


THE EFFECTS OF THE CLAWBACK 


The clawback of the National Child Benefit Supplement has had perverse effects on total 
welfare incomes. Each year, as the NCBS increased, the amount of money clawed back by 
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provinces and territories also increased. As a result, provincial and territorial spending on 
welfare decreased.  


Figures 4.1 through 4.26 show the shifts in funding patterns for welfare over the years, 
particularly since the start of the National Child Benefit in July 1998. The federal contribution 
to total welfare incomes through federal child benefits and GST credit is represented by the 
black portion of each of the bars in the charts. It got progressively larger starting in 1998. 
Provincial and territorial contributions to total welfare incomes, represented by the white 
portion of each of the bars, got smaller and smaller.  


Between 1999—the first full year of the NCBS—and 2005, the amount of the federal 
component of welfare incomes for the lone parent with one child increased by about one-
third. The increase ranged from $845 to $897 in 2005 constant dollars. The amount varies 
since not all lone parents received the same amount of the GST credit in 1999. For a couple 
with two children, in most jurisdictions it rose by 39 percent—or $1,718—after adjusting for 
inflation. In both scenarios, most of this was due to increases in federal child benefits. 


Meanwhile, there were freezes and cuts in the benefits provided by provincial and 
territorial governments that more or less offset the increases from the federal government. 


Table 3.2 in the previous chapter compares welfare incomes for families with children in 
1997, before the implementation of the NCBS, and in 2005. All figures have been adjusted for 
inflation. Lone parents wound up with lower total welfare incomes in 2005 than they had in 
1997, with only three exceptions. The lone-parent family in New Brunswick gained a mere 
$12, in Quebec it gained $405, and in the Northwest Territories the increase was $534. 
Two-parent families with children on welfare wound up with lower total incomes in 2005 than 
they had in 1997 in six jurisdictions—Nova Scotia, Ontario, Saskatchewan, Alberta, British 
Columbia, and the Yukon. Couples with two children in PEI gained $155 and in Manitoba 
they saw an increase of $245. The increases in the three remaining provinces were more 
substantial: $898 in Newfoundland and Labrador, $1,226 in New Brunswick, and $2,353 in 
Quebec, while in the Northwest Territories the increase was $2,023.  


Some of these changes—either increases or decreases—are a result of changes to welfare 
programs or rates, or are due to the implementation of new provincial or territorial programs. 
For example, Quebec’s gains are largely due to their new child benefit program. In the NWT, 
the increase reflects the higher cost of living, as the NWT pays welfare households the actual 
costs of shelter, fuel and utilities.  


There is no guarantee that welfare incomes will rise if a province does not claw back the 
NCBS. In the five provinces that do not claw back as of early 2005—Newfoundland and 
Labrador, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Quebec and Manitoba—incomes decreased in four 
of the ten scenarios since 1997. In Nova Scotia, welfare incomes decreased by 11 percent for 
the lone parent with one child and just over 3 percent for the couple with two children. These 
were largely due to the restructuring of the province’s welfare program in August 2001. 
Welfare incomes for the lone parent in Newfoundland and Labrador and Manitoba decreased 
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by 1 percent. The couple with two children in New Brunswick saw an increase of 7.5 percent. 
The largest increase—12.8 percent for the couple with two children—occurred in Quebec.  


Despite the significant increase in federal support, cuts or freezes in the already inadequate 
levels of provincial and territorial support have further eroded welfare incomes. At the 
provincial level in 2005, the lone parent with one child and the couple with two children were 
worse off in 13 of the 20 scenarios than they were eight years earlier, before the NCBS was 
implemented. This was a big step backwards in the fight against child poverty. 
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


TOTAL* 15,273 15,507 15,957 16,415 16,239 16,215 15,869 15,981 16,353 16,651 16,894 16,828 16,845 16,726 16,433 16,306 16,181


TOTAL* 18,726 18,920 18,818 18,755 18,538 18,514 18,123 18,199 18,680 19,178 19,641 19,649 19,911 19,916 19,666 19,616 19,578


Figure 4.1: Newfoundland & Labrador Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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$30,000


Provincial 13,568 13,546 13,694 14,255 14,083 14,055 13,759 13,538 14,306 14,263 14,093 13,834 13,601 13,342 12,988 12,764 12,535


Federal 1,705 1,961 2,263 2,160 2,156 2,160 2,110 2,443 2,047 2,388 2,801 2,994 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
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$30,000


Provincial 15,697 15,663 15,157 15,427 15,238 15,209 14,888 14,649 15,547 15,482 15,220 14,827 14,576 14,296 13,917 13,680 13,438


Federal 3,029 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,550 3,133 3,696 4,421 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.2: Newfoundland & Labrador Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Figure 4.3: Prince Edward Island Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 13,688 13,798 13,686 13,901 13,820 13,554 12,906 12,312 11,798 11,334 10,687 10,762 10,460 10,499 10,430 10,295 10,061


Federal 1,705 1,798 2,266 2,163 2,152 2,154 2,103 2,063 2,023 2,352 2,757 2,971 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.4: Prince Edward Island Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 20,388 20,390 20,504 20,754 20,597 20,197 19,380 17,878 17,925 17,168 16,084 16,403 15,881 15,857 15,644 15,428 15,073


Federal 3,029 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 15,393 15,596 15,952 16,064 15,972 15,708 15,009 14,375 13,821 13,686 13,444 13,733 13,704 13,883 13,875 13,837 13,707


TOTAL* 23,417 23,647 24,165 24,082 23,897 23,502 22,615 21,061 21,058 20,864 20,506 21,225 21,216 21,477 21,393 21,364 21,213
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Figure 4.5: Nova Scotia Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 13,457 13,360 13,198 13,198 12,965 13,146 12,901 12,694 12,493 12,170 11,695 11,263 10,153 9,847 9,581 9,417 9,271


Federal 1,705 1,960 2,260 2,154 2,140 2,138 2,090 2,059 2,027 2,363 2,772 2,979 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.6: Nova Scotia Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 17,118 16,359 15,808 15,826 15,596 15,566 15,237 16,351 16,554 16,054 14,740 14,593 14,900 13,650 13,282 13,061 12,892


Federal 3,029 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 15,162 15,320 15,458 15,352 15,105 15,284 14,991 14,753 14,520 14,533 14,467 14,242 13,397 13,231 13,026 12,959 12,917


TOTAL* 20,147 19,616 19,469 19,154 18,896 18,871 18,472 19,534 19,687 19,750 19,162 19,415 20,235 19,270 19,031 18,997 19,032
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.7: New Brunswick Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 10,905 10,735 10,494 10,571 10,604 11,038 11,577 11,507 11,642 11,633 11,433 11,128 10,851 10,614 10,328 10,137 10,010


Federal 1,705 1,948 2,224 2,103 2,088 2,089 2,046 2,026 2,002 2,343 2,759 2,974 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.8: New Brunswick Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)


$0


$5,000


$10,000


$15,000


$20,000


$25,000


$30,000


Provincial 11,797 11,598 11,487 11,862 11,895 12,326 12,960 12,875 13,208 13,283 13,055 12,705 12,389 12,118 11,791 11,573 11,427


Federal 3,029 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 12,610 12,683 12,718 12,674 12,692 13,127 13,623 13,533 13,644 13,976 14,192 14,102 14,095 13,998 13,773 13,679 13,656


TOTAL* 14,826 14,855 15,148 15,190 15,195 15,631 16,195 16,058 16,341 16,979 17,477 17,527 17,724 17,738 17,540 17,509 17,567
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.9: Quebec Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 12,215 13,017 11,909 13,523 14,086 14,387 14,084 13,858 13,122 12,687 12,144 11,541 11,320 11,379 11,201 11,146 11,749


Federal 1,502 1,757 2,042 1,953 1,946 1,958 1,926 1,720 1,868 2,292 2,783 2,984 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.10: Quebec Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 15,953 15,610 16,066 16,613 17,107 16,878 16,523 16,257 15,420 14,876 14,034 13,444 13,169 13,252 13,052 13,014 14,564


Federal 2,938 3,168 3,576 3,241 3,215 3,220 3,151 2,957 2,930 3,656 4,421 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 13,717 14,774 13,951 15,476 16,032 16,345 16,010 15,578 14,990 14,979 14,927 14,525 14,564 14,763 14,646 14,688 15,395


TOTAL* 18,891 18,778 19,642 19,854 20,322 20,098 19,674 19,214 18,350 18,532 18,455 18,266 18,504 18,872 18,801 18,950 20,704







W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  2 0 0 5  
 


 
P A G E  6 4  N A T I O N A L  C O U N C I L  O F  W E L F A R E  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.11: Ontario Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 16,136 18,083 18,524 18,862 18,834 18,843 17,478 14,353 14,152 13,665 12,984 12,441 11,879 11,455 11,041 11,018 10,805


Federal 1,705 1,969 2,281 2,177 2,161 2,167 2,120 2,087 2,052 2,387 2,794 2,989 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.12: Ontario Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 20,362 23,726 24,164 24,691 24,628 24,414 22,506 18,546 18,288 17,518 16,440 15,607 14,712 14,062 13,477 13,327 13,162


Federal 3,029 3,140 3,586 3,328 3,300 3,304 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 17,841 20,052 20,805 21,039 20,995 21,010 19,598 16,440 16,204 16,052 15,778 15,430 15,123 14,839 14,486 14,560 14,451


TOTAL* 23,391 26,866 27,750 28,019 27,928 27,718 25,741 21,729 21,421 21,214 20,862 20,429 20,047 19,682 19,226 19,263 19,302
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.13: Manitoba Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 12,564 12,412 12,203 13,517 12,126 12,026 11,772 11,583 11,400 10,941 10,300 10,062 10,240 10,308 10,030 9,845 9,636


Federal 1,705 1,950 2,229 2,113 2,112 2,122 2,071 2,038 2,005 2,341 2,749 2,967 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.14: Manitoba Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 20,391 21,938 21,943 22,584 20,591 20,947 20,493 18,359 16,979 16,026 14,961 14,409 14,050 13,745 13,930 14,458 14,217


Federal 4,059 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 14,269 14,362 14,432 15,630 14,238 14,148 13,843 13,621 13,405 13,282 13,049 13,029 13,484 13,692 13,475 13,387 13,282


TOTAL* 24,450 25,195 25,604 25,912 23,891 24,252 23,728 21,542 20,112 19,722 19,383 19,231 19,385 19,365 19,679 20,394 20,357
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.15: Saskatchewan Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)


$0


$5,000


$10,000


$15,000


$20,000


$25,000


$30,000


Provincial 14,199 13,794 13,277 13,126 12,981 12,956 12,683 12,479 12,282 10,887 10,925 10,733 10,450 10,078 9,657 9,445 9,589


Federal 1,705 1,964 2,268 2,159 2,141 2,138 2,089 2,056 2,022 2,358 2,758 2,966 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.16: Saskatchewan Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 19,701 19,129 18,385 18,691 18,436 18,471 18,085 17,794 16,492 15,868 15,843 15,322 14,869 14,270 13,773 13,535 13,187


Federal 3,029 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 22,730 22,386 22,046 22,019 21,736 21,776 21,320 20,977 19,625 19,564 20,265 20,144 20,204 19,890 19,522 19,471 19,327


TOTAL* 15,904 15,758 15,545 15,285 15,122 15,094 14,772 14,535 14,304 13,245 13,683 13,699 13,694 13,462 13,102 12,987 13,235
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.17: Alberta Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 12,882 12,288 12,894 12,862 12,350 11,472 11,230 11,048 10,965 10,765 10,459 10,058 9,560 9,162 9,039 8,974 8,784


Federal 1,586 1,842 2,136 2,028 2,023 2,021 1,964 1,926 1,894 2,232 2,645 2,870 3,148 3,283 3,344 3,440 3,542


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.18: Alberta Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 18,979 18,104 19,957 19,981 19,245 18,062 17,864 17,577 17,382 16,957 16,110 15,559 14,682 13,985 13,709 13,559 13,271


Federal 3,150 3,376 3,778 3,445 3,416 3,423 3,354 3,300 3,248 3,810 4,533 4,931 5,435 5,711 5,837 6,023 6,226


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 14,468 14,130 15,030 14,890 14,373 13,493 13,194 12,974 12,859 12,997 13,104 12,928 12,708 12,445 12,383 12,414 12,326


TOTAL* 22,129 21,480 23,735 23,426 22,661 21,485 21,218 20,877 20,630 20,767 20,643 20,490 20,117 19,696 19,546 19,582 19,497
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.19: British Columbia Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 13,994 14,141 13,856 14,478 14,529 14,884 14,616 14,382 14,095 13,611 12,938 12,512 12,143 11,279 10,787 10,535 10,302


Federal 1,705 1,963 2,271 2,167 2,158 2,166 2,120 2,087 2,054 2,390 2,799 2,992 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.20: British Columbia Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Provincial 17,479 17,598 17,190 18,317 18,426 18,980 18,641 18,341 17,933 17,176 16,119 15,424 14,801 13,878 13,076 12,717 12,326


Federal 3,029 3,257 3,661 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,936 6,140


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 15,699 16,104 16,127 16,645 16,687 17,050 16,736 16,469 16,149 16,001 15,737 15,504 15,387 14,663 14,232 14,077 13,948


TOTAL* 20,508 20,855 20,851 21,645 21,726 22,285 21,876 21,524 21,066 20,872 20,541 20,246 20,136 19,498 18,825 18,653 18,466
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.21: Yukon Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Territorial 16,741 16,842 16,698 16,692 16,396 16,364 16,019 15,762 19,480 18,946 18,513 17,815 18,317 17,826 17,237 16,884 16,184


Federal 1,705 1,969 2,281 2,177 2,161 2,167 2,121 2,087 2,054 2,390 2,801 2,994 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.22: Yukon Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Territorial 25,131 24,961 24,957 25,161 24,716 24,667 24,147 23,759 28,057 27,207 25,950 24,869 24,979 24,455 23,617 23,398 22,892


Federal 2,861 3,045 3,519 3,328 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 3,133 3,696 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,739 6,043


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 18,446 18,811 18,979 18,869 18,557 18,531 18,140 17,849 21,534 21,336 21,314 20,809 21,561 21,210 20,682 20,426 19,830


TOTAL* 27,992 28,006 28,476 28,489 28,016 27,972 27,382 26,942 31,190 30,903 30,372 29,691 30,314 30,075 29,366 29,137 28,935
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.23: Northwest Territories Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Territorial 23,964 23,917 23,412 22,928 20,060 19,843 20,876 20,115 19,493 19,662 19,087 18,687 19,002


Federal 2,162 2,167 2,121 2,087 2,054 2,390 2,801 2,994 3,244 3,384 3,445 3,542 3,646


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


Figure 4.24: Northwest Territories Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)
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Territorial 28,361 28,350 27,752 27,162 26,902 26,927 27,386 26,249 25,177 25,349 24,651 24,623 25,763


Federal 3,300 3,305 3,235 3,183 2,708 3,026 4,422 4,822 5,335 5,620 5,749 5,610 5,870


1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 26,126 26,084 25,533 25,015 22,114 22,233 23,677 23,109 22,737 23,046 22,532 22,229 22,648 


TOTAL* 31,661 31,655 30,987 30,345 29,610 29,953 31,808 31,071 30,512 30,969 30,400 30,233 31,633 
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* Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up. 


Figure 4.25: Nunavut Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2005 dollars)
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Territorial 29,620 28,628 28,141 27,306 19,191 18,791 18,508


Federal 2,801 2,994 2,760 2,962 3,022 3,313 3,646
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Figure 4.26: Nunavut Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2005 dollars)


$0


$5,000


$10,000


$15,000


$20,000


$25,000


$30,000


$35,000


$40,000


Territorial 35,029 33,689 34,203 33,027 32,498 32,281 32,175


Federal 4,422 4,822 3,467 3,615 3,681 3,862 4,150


1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005


TOTAL* 32,421 31,622 30,901 30,268 22,213 22,104 22,154 


TOTAL* 39,451 38,511 37,670 36,642 36,179 36,143 36,325 
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V. TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES AND POVERTY OVER TIME 


This chapter looks at the adequacy of welfare incomes over time. Table 5.1 shows total 
welfare incomes as a percentage of the poverty line, from 1986 to 2005. Total welfare 
incomes include basic social assistance and additional benefits from provincial and territorial 
governments, federal and provincial child benefits, GST and HST credits and provincial tax 
credits. The territories are not included in the table because they are excluded from the 
Statistics Canada survey that is used to generate the low income cut-offs. We use Statistics 
Canada’s low income cut-offs, before tax, as the poverty line. 


Between 2004 and 2005, welfare incomes as a percentage of the poverty line decreased in 
17 of our 40 scenarios, remained the same in 18, and increased in 5. The increases were 
notable in Quebec, where it went up by three percentage points for the lone parent with one 
child and five percentage points for the couple with two children, as well as in British 
Columbia, where it went up by three percentage points for the single person with a disability.  


Welfare incomes as a percentage of the poverty line have been falling in most provinces. 
In all provinces except Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, 
welfare incomes as a percentage of the poverty line peaked in 1994 or earlier for all 
household types. Even at their peak, they were still grossly inadequate, with most at two-
thirds of the poverty line or less.  


Welfare incomes were never high, but the declines that have occurred demonstrate that 
governments are not interested in providing help to people who need it the most. In Ontario, 
welfare incomes as a percentage of the poverty line have fallen a staggering 17 to 25 
percentage points for all four household types since the early 1990s. Since 1989, Prince 
Edward Island has seen decreases of over 30 percentage points for both the single employable 
person and the person with a disability. A single person’s welfare income as a percentage of 
the poverty line has always been the lowest. But none of the provinces have welfare incomes 
that even come close to the poverty line for any of the four household types. 
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TABLE 5.1: WELFARE INCOMES AS A


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND  
LABRADOR 
Single Employable 33% 32% 32% 33% 32% 32% 32% 31% 
Person with a Disability   64% 63% 63% 60% 60% 60% 58% 
Lone Parent, One Child 68% 66% 67% 69% 74% 73% 73% 71% 
Couple, Two Children 58% 56% 56% 56% 56% 56% 56% 55% 
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 
Single Employable 62% 66% 60% 62% 58% 58% 52% 40% 
Person with a Disability   77% 70% 70% 66% 65% 65% 62% 
Lone Parent, One Child 71% 75% 69% 71% 73% 72% 71% 68% 
Couple, Two Children 74% 78% 71% 73% 73% 72% 71% 68% 
NOVA SCOTIA 
Single Employable 44% 50% 48% 47% 43% 43% 43% 42% 
Person with a Disability   66% 66% 66% 61% 60% 61% 60% 
Lone Parent, One Child 64% 66% 66% 67% 69% 68% 69% 67% 
Couple, Two Children 57% 60% 58% 58% 58% 57% 57% 56% 
NEW BRUNSWICK 
Single Employable 22% 24% 24% 25% 23% 23% 23% 22% 
Person with a Disability   63% 62% 62% 58% 58% 46% 45% 
Lone Parent, One Child 56% 55% 55% 55% 57% 57% 59% 61% 
Couple, Two Children 46% 44% 44% 45% 46% 46% 47% 49% 
QUEBEC 
Single Employable 20% 31% 48% 41% 38% 38% 37% 36% 
Person with a Disability   47% 49% 53% 49% 49% 50% 49% 
Lone Parent, One Child 57% 54% 58% 54% 60% 62% 63% 62% 
Couple, Two Children 54% 54% 59% 52% 51% 53% 52% 51% 
ONTARIO 
Single Employable 43% 47% 52% 54% 51% 51% 51% 48% 
Person with a Disability   68% 72% 75% 71% 71% 71% 69% 
Lone Parent, One Child 64% 68% 76% 79% 81% 81% 81% 76% 
Couple, Two Children 58% 61% 70% 72% 73% 72% 72% 67% 
MANITOBA 
Single Employable 43% 40% 46% 46% 43% 43% 40% 39% 
Person with a Disability   43% 49% 49% 55% 50% 49% 48% 
Lone Parent, One Child 56% 50% 54% 55% 60% 55% 55% 54% 
Couple, Two Children 60% 60% 65% 67% 67% 62% 63% 61% 







W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  2 0 0 5  


 


 
N A T I O N A L  C O U N C I L  O F  W E L F A R E  P A G E  7 5  


PERCENTAGE OF THE POVERTY LINE, 1986-2005 


1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 


      


18% 9% 9% 9% 12% 20% 49% 47% 47% 46% 
59% 62% 61% 61% 60% 59% 58% 56% 55% 54% 
72% 73% 75% 76% 76% 76% 75% 74% 73% 73% 
55% 56% 58% 59% 59% 60% 60% 59% 59% 59% 


      
37% 37% 36% 36% 37% 36% 36% 36% 36% 35% 
57% 56% 56% 55% 55% 54% 54% 47% 47% 45% 
65% 62% 62% 61% 62% 62% 63% 63% 63% 62% 
64% 64% 63% 62% 64% 64% 65% 65% 65% 64% 


       
41% 31% 30% 29% 29% 29% 31% 30% 30% 30% 
59% 58% 58% 57% 55% 51% 53% 51% 50% 50% 
66% 65% 65% 65% 64% 60% 59% 58% 58% 58% 
59% 59% 59% 58% 58% 61% 58% 57% 57% 57% 


        
22% 22% 22% 22% 21% 21% 20% 20% 19% 19% 
45% 45% 45% 44% 45% 45% 46% 46% 45% 45% 
61% 61% 63% 64% 63% 63% 63% 62% 61% 61% 
48% 49% 51% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 


        
36% 35% 34% 35% 34% 34% 34% 34% 34% 33% 
49% 49% 50% 50% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 48% 
60% 58% 58% 58% 56% 56% 57% 57% 57% 60% 
50% 48% 48% 48% 47% 48% 49% 49% 49% 54% 


        
39% 39% 38% 38% 37% 36% 35% 34% 34% 34% 
68% 67% 66% 65% 63% 62% 61% 59% 59% 58% 
64% 63% 62% 61% 60% 58% 57% 56% 56% 56% 
56% 55% 55% 54% 53% 52% 51% 50% 50% 50% 


        
36% 32% 31% 31% 30% 29% 29% 28% 28% 28% 
48% 47% 46% 46% 45% 44% 43% 42% 42% 41% 
53% 52% 51% 50% 50% 52% 53% 52% 52% 51% 
56% 52% 51% 50% 50% 50% 50% 51% 53% 53% 
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TABLE 5.1: WELFARE INCOMES AS A


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
SASKATCHEWAN 
Single Employable 41% 42% 41% 41% 40% 42% 42% 37% 
Person with a Disability   67% 65% 65% 60% 59% 59% 58% 
Lone Parent, One Child 70% 69% 68% 68% 69% 68% 68% 66% 
Couple, Two Children 70% 68% 66% 65% 66% 65% 65% 64% 
ALBERTA 
Single Employable 51% 36% 35% 39% 36% 34% 30% 29% 
Person with a Disability   44% 43% 60% 42% 41% 41% 40% 
Lone Parent, One Child 61% 55% 53% 57% 58% 56% 52% 51% 
Couple, Two Children 66% 58% 56% 62% 61% 59% 56% 55% 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
Single Employable 37% 41% 42% 40% 40% 40% 41% 40% 
Person with a Disability   56% 58% 58% 56% 56% 57% 56% 
Lone Parent, One Child 55% 60% 61% 62% 64% 65% 66% 65% 
Couple, Two Children 54% 53% 54% 54% 56% 56% 58% 57% 


 


A FURTHER LOOK AT FAMILY TYPE 


Figures 5.1 through 5.10 on the following pages show total welfare incomes as a 
percentage of the poverty line in graphic format. The numbers are taken from Table 5.1 and 
cover the period 1989 to 2005.  


In all provinces, single employable persons were consistently the most impoverished. 
Single persons with a disability followed in most provinces. Lone parents and couples with 
children tended to do better, but none of the welfare incomes in any of the figures could be 
considered adequate or reasonable. 


The figures for single employable persons have always been the least adequate of the four 
household types. Most have declined over the period and currently sit at about one-third of the 
poverty line or less—embarrassingly low levels. New Brunswick’s welfare income for a 
single person has never exceeded 25 percent of the poverty line since the National Council of 
Welfare started tracking these numbers in 1986. In the 17 years of income data in the 
following charts, the highest income for a single employable person was 66 percent of the 
poverty line in Prince Edward Island in 1989. The lowest was nine percent in Newfoundland 
and Labrador from 1997 to 1999, when the room and board rate was the norm for single 
employable persons.  


The welfare income of the single person with a disability as a percent of the poverty line 
has varied considerably between provinces over the past 17 years. It currently hovers around 
50 percent of the poverty line in most provinces.  It was highest at 77 percent of the poverty 
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PERCENTAGE OF THE POVERTY LINE, 1986-2005 


1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 
       


40% 36% 36% 37% 37% 37% 36% 36% 36% 37% 
59% 53% 53% 54% 54% 53% 52% 52% 52% 50% 
65% 64% 59% 61% 62% 61% 60% 59% 58% 59% 
63% 59% 59% 61% 61% 61% 60% 59% 59% 58% 


        
29% 28% 28% 28% 27% 26% 26% 25% 25% 24% 
39% 39% 39% 39% 41% 40% 39% 39% 39% 38% 
50% 50% 50% 51% 50% 49% 48% 48% 48% 48% 
54% 53% 54% 53% 53% 52% 51% 51% 51% 50% 


        
37% 36% 36% 35% 34% 34% 33% 32% 32% 31% 
55% 55% 54% 53% 52% 51% 50% 49% 48% 51% 
64% 62% 62% 61% 60% 59% 57% 55% 54% 54% 
56% 55% 54% 53% 52% 52% 50% 49% 48% 48% 


 
line, again in Prince Edward Island in 1989. The lowest level was 38 percent of the poverty 
line in Alberta in 2005, followed by Manitoba at 41 percent, also in 2005. Most people with 
severe and permanent disabilities in Alberta received assistance through the Assured Income 
for the Severely Handicapped program, which provided a higher rate than welfare. The 
sharpest decline occurred in Prince Edward Island, where welfare income as a percent of the 
poverty line dropped 32 percentage points, from 77 percent in 1989 to 45 percent in 2005. 


As of 2005, the welfare incomes of most lone parents stand between 50 and 60 percent of 
the poverty line. Since 1989, the highest welfare income for a lone parent was 81 percent of 
the poverty line in Ontario in 1992, 1993 and 1994. Since then, it has dropped a full 
25 percentage points and currently stands at 56 percent. The lowest was 48 percent in Alberta 
in 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005. Newfoundland and Labrador has consistently had the highest 
ratio over the 17 years, ranging from a low of 66 percent to a high of 76 percent of the poverty 
line.  


In 2005, the welfare income of a couple with two children also averaged about 55 percent 
of the poverty line. The highest welfare income for a couple with two children was 78 percent 
of the poverty line in Prince Edward Island in 1989, and the lowest was 44 percent in New 
Brunswick in 1989 and 1990. Since 1989, Ontario has again shown the steepest decline, 
dropping 23 percentage points from 73 percent in 1992 to 50 percent in 2005.  
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Single Employable Person Person with a Disability


Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Figure 5.2: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Prince Edward Island
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Figure 5.1: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Newfoundland and Labrador
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Figure 5.4: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in New Brunswick
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Figure 5.3: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Nova Scotia
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Figure 5.5: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Quebec
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Figure 5.6: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Ontario
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Figure 5.7: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Manitoba
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Figure 5.8: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Saskatchewan
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Figure 5.9: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in Alberta


0%


20%


40%


60%


80%


100%


1989 1993 1997 2001 2005


Figure 5.10: Welfare Incomes over Time as % of Poverty Line,
Four Household Types in British Columbia
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CONCLUSION 


Welfare Incomes has never been a good news report. Sadly, Welfare Incomes 2005 
continues in that vein. Many welfare incomes are lower now than they were 1986, when the 
National Council of Welfare started reporting on them.  


In July 2006, in Poverty Profile, 2002 and 2003, the National Council of Welfare strongly 
recommended that the federal government work to develop a national, comprehensive anti-
poverty strategy—a pan-Canadian version of strategies adopted by the governments of 
Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador. Nowhere is the need for overhaul and redesign of 
income security more glaring than in the social assistance systems across Canada. What 
makes matters worse is how rapid the descent into welfare can be when the market, 
Employment Insurance and other parts of our social security system are restricting access and 
casting many Canadians adrift.  


Welfare incomes have never been close to adequate anywhere in Canada. But the 1.7 
million people—half a million of whom are children—who are forced to rely on welfare are 
being left farther and farther behind. We looked at total welfare incomes for four household 
types in each province and territory, for a total of 52 scenarios. In 2005, incomes in 20 
scenarios were the lowest they have been since we started tracking them. Ontario, Manitoba, 
Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia hold the dubious distinction of recording the 
lowest welfare incomes between 2000 and 2005 for all four household types.  


Many people have little sympathy for those on welfare; they are seen as lazy and 
undeserving. Since the mid 1990s, many government welfare reforms have reinforced these 
perceptions and they have become engrained in the thinking of a large segment of society. But 
people don’t turn to welfare because they want to; they turn to it because they have no other 
options. Who would choose to live on such a meagre income? People are on welfare because 
they have lost their jobs, are widowed, are separated or divorced and are raising their children 
alone, are fleeing abusive relationships, or have a disability that prevents them from holding a 
job. Increasing numbers of people on welfare have multiple barriers to employment. They 
face additional challenges due to any combination of low job skills, lack of access to child 
care, long-term unemployment or substance abuse problems, to name a few. So why should 
people care? Because, in a Canada with an increasing number of non-standard and insecure 
jobs—most of them low-paid with few or no benefits—and limited access to Employment 
Insurance, many are a step away from having to turn to welfare themselves. And all 
Canadians are paying the price through higher health and justice costs, lost human potential, 
and the diminished productive capacity of those living in poverty.  


The National Council of Welfare has consistently called for major improvements in 
welfare and related programs. Provincial and territorial governments need to commit to 
adequate levels of income support. There needs to be an enhanced federal financial 
arrangement for welfare. The clawback of federal child benefits needs to end immediately.  
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In June 2006, the United Nations Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
criticized the federal, provincial and territorial governments for failing to live up to their 
commitments under the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 
Article 2 of the Covenant refers to state parties “achieving progressively the full realization of 
the rights recognized in the present Covenant”. In this context, Canada has failed miserably in 
ensuring Canadians’ rights to an adequate standard of living and the right to social security. 
The continuing decline of welfare incomes for most households represents a failure on the 
part of federal, provincial and territorial governments to respect their commitments.  


The May 2006 federal budget offered little hope for people living in poverty. It introduced 
many income tax changes and their impact on low-income earners in different situations is not 
clear. But what is clear is that higher income earners benefit most. Persons who do not pay 
incomes taxes will not benefit at all. 


The new Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB), which provides $100 per child per month 
to families with children 6 or under, started in July 2006. As a taxable benefit in the hands of 
the lowest earner in a family, it triggers inequities between one- and two-earner families with 
the same annual income, and between one-earner families with two parents and employed 
lone parents who struggle as their family’s sole or primary earner and caregiver. While it may 
provide some welcome financial support to families, those who will benefit the most are those 
who already have options. This new choice in child care is really no choice for parents or 
children living in poverty. It is not a child care benefit – it is a child benefit. It does nothing to 
increase the number of subsidized child care spaces or to offer developmental opportunities to 
children in disadvantaged situations. Low-income parents genuinely need more direct 
financial assistance, but they also require access to quality and affordable daycare to escape 
poverty.  


Families who must resort to welfare will be better off as long as welfare benefits are 
maintained and the UCCB is not clawed back. The National Council of Welfare commends all 
provinces and territories in their decision not to claw back the benefit from welfare. 


 The reality for all low-income families is that the new UCCB will not really be $1,200 per 
child per year, but considerably less. The supplement for young children, part of the Canada 
Child Tax Benefit, was slated to reach $249 per child this year. However, it has been 
eliminated and rolled into the new UCCB, bringing the true value of the UCCB down to $951. 
And low-income parents in the paid labour market will owe part of their benefit back in taxes 
at the end of the year because the new allowance is taxable.  


The National Council of Welfare proposes a long-term, comprehensive anti-poverty 
strategy to address the causes of poverty, explore innovative solutions and engage Canadians 
living in poverty in the process. The evidence presented in Welfare Incomes 2005 argues 
compellingly that we must embark on this process without delay to give hope and real options 
to people living in poverty.  
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APPENDICES 


Seven appendices are presented in this edition of Welfare Incomes.  


APPENDIX A reports the estimated number of people on welfare by province and 
territory as of March of each year. All figures are estimates based on the most recent data 
available. 


APPENDIX B presents Statistics Canada’s before-tax low income cut-offs (LICOs) for 
2005.  


APPENDIX C shows the maximum Canada Child Tax Benefit amounts, including the 
National Child Benefit Supplement, from July 1998 to July 2005. 


APPENDIX D shows the maximum Canada Child Tax Benefit payments from 1998 to 
2005 for a lone parent with a 2-year-old child and a couple with two children aged 10 and 15. 


APPENDIX E shows estimates of families receiving social assistance whose National 
Child Benefit Supplement was clawed back in March 2005. 


APPENDIX F shows estimates of children in families receiving social assistance whose 
National Child Benefit Supplement was clawed back in March 2005. 


APPENDIX G provides additional resources for information on provincial and territorial 
welfare programs. 


SOURCE OF DATA FOR APPENDICES E AND F 


Data on families and children entitled to NCBS were obtained through the Statistics 
Division at the Canada Revenue Agency. 


Data on the estimated numbers of families and children receiving social assistance in 
March 2005 were provided by the Social Program Analysis Division of the Social Policy 
Branch at Human Resources and Social Development Canada. Some figures may differ from 
published provincial or territorial information due to different reporting systems.  


Totals for Canada may not add up due to rounding. 
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APPENDIX A:  ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE


 March 31, 
1995 


March 31, 
1996 


March 31, 
1997 


March 31, 
1998 


March 31, 
1999 


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 71,300 72,000 71,900 64,600 59,900 


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND  12,400 11,700 11,100 10,900 9,800 


NOVA SCOTIA 104,000 103,100 93,700 85,500 80,900 


NEW BRUNSWICK 67,400 67,100 70,600 67,100 61,800 


QUEBEC 802,200 813,200 793,300 725,700 661,300 


ONTARIO 1,344,600 1,214,600 1,149,600 1,091,300 910,100 


MANITOBA 85,200 85,800 79,100 72,700 68,700 


SASKATCHEWAN 82,200 80,600 79,700 72,500 66,500 


ALBERTA 113,200 105,600 89,800 77,000 71,900 


BRITISH COLUMBIA 374,300 369,900 321,300 297,400 275,200 


YUKON 2,100 1,700 2,000 2,100 1,700 


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES 12,000 11,800 12,800 10,700 11,300 


NUNAVUT       


CANADA 3,070,900 2,937,100 2,774,900 2,577,500 2,279,100


Source: Social Program Analysis Division, Social Policy Branch, 
r Revised 


R The 2004 data for Manitoba have been amended to include both municipal 


* Due to changes in reporting, the number of  


Note: All figures are estimates based on the most recent data available. 
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ON WELFARE BY PROVINCE AND TERRITORY 


March 31, 
2000 


March 31, 
2001 


March 31, 
2002 


March 31, 
2003 


March 31, 
2004 


March 31, 
2005 


% Change 
2004-2005 


59,400 54,400 52,100 51,200 49,800 48,500 -2.6% 


8,400 7,900 7,500 7,000 7,100r 6,900 -2.8% 


73,700 66,800 61,500 58,300 56,300 52,300 -7.1% 


56,300 52,900 50,700 49,300 47,100r 45,300 -3.8% 


618,900 576,600 560,800 544,200 532,200 518,200 -2.6% 


802,000 709,200 687,600 673,900 672,000 676,500 0.7% 


63,300 60,500 60,100 59,900 60,800R 60,900 0.2%R 


63,800 60,900 56,100 53,200 51,800 48,700 -6.0% 


64,800 58,000 53,800 57,800 59,900r 56,400 -5.8% 


262,400 252,900 241,200 180,700 165,000 149,300 -9.5% 


1,400 1,300 1,000 1,100 1,300 1,100 -15.4% 


3,400 2,200 2,100 1,900 2,000r 1,900 -5.0% 


7,300 7,300 8,100 7,100 8,600r 13,800* 60.5% 


2,085,100 1,910,900 1,842,600 1,745,800r 1,713,900 R 1,679,800  -2.0% R 


Human Resources and Social Development Canada. 


 


and provincial caseload data in order to ensure consistency with the data for 2005. 


recipients in Nunavut has increased significantly. 


Excludes an estimated 150,000 First Nations people on reserve.
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APPENDIX G:  ADDITIONAL RESOURCES 


Additional information on provincial and territorial welfare programs is available from a 
number of online sources.  Those without Internet access may call their provincial or 
territorial government’s general information line or local organizations for assistance. 


 
• Each provincial and territorial government’s main website contains links to the 


department responsible for welfare.  
 
• There are social research and non-governmental organizations—e.g., social planning 


councils, citizen advocacy groups—in all jurisdictions that provide information on 
welfare programs and services for welfare clients. If you search “welfare, [name of 
province]”, you will find links to both government and non-governmental websites with 
relevant information.  


 
• The Canadian Social Research Links website contains a page of links to key provincial 


and territorial welfare program information, including legislation, policy, program 
descriptions, benefit levels and program statistics.  You can access this page of links at: 
http://www.canadiansocialresearch.net/welfare.htm 
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE 


The National Council of Welfare was established by the Government Organization Act in 
1969, as a citizens’ advisory body to the federal government. It advises the Minister of 
Human Resources and Social Development on matters of concern to low-income Canadians. 


The Council consists of members drawn from across Canada and appointed by the 
Governor-in-Council. All are private citizens and serve in their personal capacities rather than 
as representatives of organizations or agencies. The membership of the Council has included 
welfare recipients, public housing tenants and other low-income people, as well as educators, 
social workers and people involved in voluntary or charitable organizations. 


Reports by the National Council of Welfare deal with a wide range of issues on poverty 
and social policy in Canada, including income security programs, welfare reform, medicare, 
poverty lines and poverty statistics, the retirement income system, taxation, labour market 
issues, social services and legal aid. 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Pour vous procurer des exemplaires en français de toutes les 
publications du Conseil, écrivez au Conseil national du bien-être 
social, 9e étage, 112, rue Kent, Ottawa (Ontario) K1A 0J9. Vous 
pouvez les demander par courrier électronique <ncw@magi.com> ou 
les consulter sur notre site web <www.ncwcnbes.net/index_f.htm>. 
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W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S :  
K E Y  P A T T E R N S  A N D  T R E N D S 


Welfare Incomes, 2006 and 2007 


estimates  


total welfare incomes  


for 4 types of households  


in each of the  


13 provinces and territories,  


and  


an additional program  
for people with a disability  


in Alberta, 


for  


a total of 53 scenarios.  


 


The 4 household types we use 


are:  


 a single employable person;  
 a single person with  


a disability;  
 a lone parent with a 


2-year-old child;  
and 


 a two-parent family with  
2 children aged 10 and 15.  


 


The National Council  


of Welfare has published similar 


estimates since 1986. 







2 | 


T O T A L  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  
O V E R  T I M E 


 


1 


 


1 In this section we are unable to consider the scenario of a person 
with a disability under the AISH in Alberta, since we only began to 
collect data in 2006.
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CH A P T E R 1


W H A T  I S  W E L F A R E ?


Welfare is the social safety net of LAST RESORT in Canada. 


There are 13 DIFFERENT WELFARE SYSTEMS in Canada— 


one in each province and territory.


 National Counci l  of Welfare |  | 5


INAC (Indian and Northern Affairs Canada) 


collects data about income assistance 


receipt on-reserve, but there is no readily 


available source of comparable data about 


social assistance receipt by non-reserve 


Aboriginal people in different provinces and 


territories. (First Nations, Métis and Inuit Children 


and Youth, 2007, page 27)


The Resettlement Assistance Program 


(RAP) provides government-assisted 


support for the most basic needs. Financial 


support is provided under the RAP to eligible 


refugees who cannot pay for their own basic 


needs. Support can include a one-time 


household start-up allowance and a monthly 


income support payment. The level of 


social assistance rates in the province where 


they settle. (http://www.cic.gc.ca/english/


information/faq/refugees/ref-support-faq03.


asp accessed on September 18, 2007)


Each complex rules 


eligibility for assistance


the rates of assistance


the amounts of other income 
recipients are allowed to keep


the way in which applicants 
and recipients may question 
decisions regarding their cases
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 4 typical households


 a single employable person; 


 a single person with a disability; 


 a lone parent with a child aged 2; and


 a couple with 2 children  
aged 10 and 15.  


 how people qualify for welfare


 the different types of assets they 
may keep


 how much they can earn 


 the adequacy of welfare incomes;


 trends in welfare incomes 
dating back to 1986


 
 


E L I G I B I L I T Y


 


certain age


NCW


Administrative rules  


VARY  


throughout the country.
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written documentation 
concerning their 


 pursue court-ordered maintenance 
support


 
of any disabling condition


 report any future changes in 
their circumstances


follow 
any employment plans that 


 


1


1 From 1966 until 1996, the needs test was the central eligibility 
criterion under the Canada Assistance Plan (CAP), which provided 
federal funding towards the cost of provincial and territorial welfare 
programs. CAP was replaced in 1996 by the Canada Health and 
Social Transfer (CHST), and then by the Canada Social Transfer 
(CST) in 2004. Neither the CHST nor the CST include a needs 
test as a requirement for federal funding. To date, no province or 
territory has done away with the needs test outright.


In most
exempt


 
Property and equipment required for employment 
are also generally considered exempt


 


 


 


 


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


First, the applicants’  


FIXED and LIQUID ASSETS  


are reviewed.
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fully exempt partially exempt or not 
exempt at all


NCW


Next, the welfare department 


 


ALL the  


SOURCES OF INCOME  


for the household. All in all,  


qualifying for welfare 


is a COMPLICATED, 


CUMBERSOME and 


STIGMATIZING process.







L I Q U I D  A S S E T  E X E M P T I O N  L E V E L S


 


These tables focus on provisions 
for our four household types only.


very few changes January 
2005 and January 2007
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Table 1.1-a: LIQUID ASSET EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2006
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1 


Single Employable Single Person 
with a Disability


Lone Parent,  
One Child


Couple,  
Two Children


Newfoundland and Labrador $500 $3,0002 $1,500 $1,500


Prince Edward Island $50 to $2003 $900 $50 to $1,2003 $50 to $1,8003


Nova Scotia $500 $500 $1,000 $1,000


New Brunswick $1,000 $3,000 $2,000 $2,000


Quebec
Applicants: $8364 


Recipients: $1,500
   Applicants: $8364


Recipients: $2,500
Applicants: $1,1954


Recipients: $2,8595 
Applicants: $1,7014


Recipients: $2,960


Ontario $536 $5,0008 $1,487 $2,062


Manitoba9 Applicants: $0 
Recipients: $400


$2,000 $2,000
Applicants: $0


Recipients: $1,600


Saskatchewan $1,500 $1,500 $3,000 $4,000


 


1  Unless otherwise noted, the asset exemption provisions apply to both those applying for and receiving social assistance.


2  This applies to a single person with a disability requiring supportive services.


3  Applicants requiring short-term assistance (four months or less) could not have assets in excess of $50. The higher asset exemption levels applied to  
 those requiring long-term assistance. 


4  Single persons and families had to divest themselves of part of their liquid assets to qualify for welfare if their assets exceeded an amount set according  
 to family size.At the time of application, applicant’s liquid asset may not exceed the allowable limits. The determination of a household’s assets excluded  
 income received during the month of application which was to cover the cost of rent, heating and public utilities. Higher asset exemption levels applied  


5  Once an application for assistance has been approved, client’s liquid asset may not exceed the allowable limits: the exemption for a lone parent was  
 $2,500 plus $359 for the child.


6  Once an application for assistance has been approved, client’s liquid asset may not exceed the allowable limits: the exemption for a couple was $2,500  
 plus $460 for the two children.


7  Asset levels were increased for Ontario Works clients in December 2006. The new limits were $548 for a single person, $1,508 for a lone parent and  
 $2,084 for a couple with two children.


8  This represents the liquid asset exemption level for a single person on the Ontario Disability Supports Program.


9 Under the General Assistance provisions of the Employment and Income Assistance program, employable singles, childless couples and two-parent  
 families are not eligible for any liquid asset exemption at application.
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Table 1.1-a: LIQUID ASSET EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2006
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1 


Single Employable Single Person 
with a Disability


Lone Parent,  
One Child


Couple,  
Two Children


Alberta10 $402
 $1,27011


$3,000
$876 $1,352


British Columbia12 Applicants: $660 
Recipients: $1,500


$3,000
Applicants: $1,096
Recipients: $2,500


Applicants: $1,241
Recipients: $2,500


Yukon $500 $1,500 $1,000 $1,600


Northwest Territories13 $0 $5,000 $0 $0


Nunavut14 $0 $5,000 $0 $0


 


10  
 


 exemption levels were $876 for a lone parent with one child and $1,352 for a couple with two children. Effective August 2006, the asset exemption levels  
 were increased to $895 for a lone parent and $1,389 for a couple with two children as a result of the increase to the NCB Supplemente. 


11  This represented the amount for an Income Support client in the “Not Expected to Work” category. For those in the “not expected to work” category, the 
 


 expected to work” category included the Personal Needs Supplement (effective August 2005). Consequently, the asset exemption level increased to  
 $1,270. In May 2006, core essentials for clients in the “not expected to work” increased which resulted in the new asset exemption level of $1,334.  
 
 Most people with severe and permanent disabilities received assistance under the Alberta Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped Program  
 (AISH). AISH has an asset limit of $100,000, not including the primary residence, personal belongings, or a vehicle (includes a specially-adapted  


12  The maximum allowable cash assets for applicants (other than persons with a disability) were equivalent to one month’s benefit, plus $150 for a single  
 person and $250 for a family.


13  In the Northwest Territories there was no exemption on liquid assets other than for persons with a disability and persons 60 years of age or older.


14  In Nunavut, there was no exemption on liquid assets other than for persons with a disability and persons 60 years of age or older.


Table 1.1-b: LIQUID ASSET EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2007
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1  


Single Employable Single Person 
with a Disability


Lone Parent,  
One Child


Couple,  
Two Children


Newfoundland and Labrador $500 $3,0002 $1,500 $1,500


Prince Edward Island $50 to $2003 $900 $50 to $1,2003 $50 to $1,8003


Nova Scotia $500  $5004 $1,000 $1,000


New Brunswick $1,000 $3,000 $2,000 $2,000


Quebec5 Applicants:  $852 
Recipients:  $1,500


      Applicants: $852
Recipients:  $2,500


Applicants:  $1,218
Recipients:  $2,866  


Applicants:  $1,736
Recipients:  $2,969


Ontario8 $548 $5,0009 $1,508 $2,084


Manitoba10 Applicants:  $0 
Recipients:  $400


$2,000 $2,000
Applicants:  $0


Recipients:  $1,600


Saskatchewan $1,500 $1,500 $3,000 $4,000
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Table 1.1-b: LIQUID ASSET EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2007
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1 


Single Employable Single Person 
with a Disability


Lone Parent,  
One Child


Couple,  
Two Children


Alberta11 $402  $1,33412 $895 $1,389


British Columbia13 Applicants: $150 
Recipients: $1,500


$3,000
Applicants: $250


Recipients: $2,500
Applicants: $250


Recipients: $2,500


Yukon $500 $1,500 $1,000 $1,600


Northwest Territories14 $0 $5,000 $0 $0


Nunavut15 $0 $5,000 $0 $0


 


  1  Unless otherwise noted, the asset exemption provisions apply to both those applying for and receiving social assistance.


  2  This applies to a single person with a disability requiring supportive services.


  3  Applicants requiring short-term assistance (four months or less) could not have assets in excess of $50. The higher asset exemption levels applied to  
 those requiring long-term assistance. 


  4  A single person in the Services for Persons with Disabilities Program requiring supportive services or care needs would qualify for a $3,000 exemption.  
 An adult in a family on SPD requiring supportive services or care needs would qualify for a $5,000 exemption.


  5  Single persons and families had to divest themselves of part of their liquid assets to qualify for welfare if their assets exceeded an amount set according  
 to family size. At the time of application, applicant’s liquid asset may not exceed the allowable limits. The determination of a household’s assets excluded  
 income received during the month of application which was to cover the cost of rent, heating and public utilities. Higher asset exemption levels applied  


 


  6  Once an application for assistance has been approved, client’s liquid asset may not exceed the allowable limits: the exemption for a lone parent was  
 $2,500 plus $366 for the child.


  7  Once an application for assistance has been approved, client’s liquid asset may not exceed the allowable limits: the exemption for a couple was $2,500 
 plus $469 for the two children.


  8  Asset levels were increased for Ontario Works clients in December 1, 2007. The new limits were $560 for a single person, $1,529 for a lone  
 parent and $2,107 for a couple with two children.


  9  This represents the liquid asset exemption level for a single person on the Ontario Disability Supports Program.


10  Under the General Assistance provisions of the Employment and Income Assistance program, employable singles, childless couples and  
 two-parent families are not eligible for any liquid asset exemption at application. As of April 1, 2007, the allowable exempted cash assets for  
 persons with disabilities doubled to $4,000 for a single adult; up to $6,000 for a person with one dependant; $1,000 for the second and each  
 additional dependant to a maximum of $8,000.


11  The maximum allowable liquid assets for those in the “expected to work” category of Income Support were equivalent to one month’s core 
 benefit for the applicable household unit. The maximum applicable National Child Benefit Supplement is included for families with children. As  
 of January 1, 2007, asset exemption levels were $895 for a lone parent with one child and $1,389 for a couple with two children. Effective  
 August 2007, the asset exemption levels were increased to $898 for a lone parent and $1,396 for a couple with two children as a result of the  
 increase to the NCB Supplement.


12 This represented the amount for an Income Support client in the “Not Expected to Work” category. For those in the “not expected to work”  
 category, the maximum allowable liquid asset were equivalent to two months’ core benefits. Asset exemption levels for January 1, 2007, for  
 clients in the “not expected to work” category included the Personal Needs Supplement (effective August 2005). In July 2007, core essentials for  
 clients in the “not expected to work” increased which resulted in the new asset exemption level of $1,400.


 Most people with severe and permanent disabilities received assistance under the Alberta Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped Program  
 (AISH). AISH has an asset limit of $100,000, not including the primary residence, personal belongings, or a vehicle (includes a specially-adapted  


13 The maximum exempt cash assets for applicants (other than persons with a disability) were $150 for a single person and $250 for a family. The  
 maximum allowable cash assets for applicants (other than persons with a disability) were equivalent to one month’s benefit, plus $150 for a  
 single person and $250 for a family.


14 Beginning April 1, 2007, Northwest Territories exempted liquid assets of $300 for a single employable, $380 for a lone parent with one child and  
 $560 for a couple with two children. Persons with a disability and persons 60 years of age or older still had an exemption of $5,000. 


15 In Nunavut, there was no exemption on liquid assets other than for persons with a disability and persons 60 years of age or older.
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Table 1.2-a: ESTIMATED 2006 ANNUAL WELFARE INCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD


*


Column 1 


Basic 
Social 


Assistance
(SA)


Column 2 
Additional 


SA 
Program 
Benefits


Column 3 


 
Federal 


Child Tax 
Benefit1


Column 4 


 
Provincial 


Child 
Benefit


Column 5 
 


 
GST 


Credit2


Column 6 


 
Provincial 


Tax 
Credits


Column 7 


Federal 
Energy 


Cost 
Benefit3


Column 8 


 
Provincial 
Resource 
Rebate


Total 
Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 4,5


1 $7,662 $966 $238 $40 $8,906


2 $7,662 $2,466 $268 $40 $10,436


3 $11,904 $966 $3,796 $253 9 $580 $100 $250 $17,850


4 $12,396 $966 $5,928 $584 9 $701 $200 $250 $21,024


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 10


1 11 $6,138 $230 $6,368


2 12 $8,070 $237 $8,307


3 $10,340 $3,796 $580 $250 $14,966


4 $15,064 $350 $5,928 $701 $250 $22,292


NOVA SCOTIA 15, 16


1 $5,775 $230 $6,005


2 $8,730 $253 $8,983


3 $8,970 $3,796 $44521 $580 $250 $14,041


4 $11,880 $150 $5,928 $1,09021 $701 $250 $19,999


NEW BRUNSWICK 22, 23, 24


1 $3,258 $230 $3,488


2 $6,876 $1,00025 $235 $8,111


3 $9,009 $900 $3,796 $250 $580 $250 $14,785


4 $10,095 $1,000 $5,928 $500 $701 $250 $18,474


QUEBEC 28, 29


1 $6,800 $230 $7,030


2 $10,028 $269 $10,297


3 30 $8,180 $960 $3,796 $2,76631 $580 $250 $16,533


4 30 $10,533 $1,159 $5,928 $3,07331 $701 $250 $21,644


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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Table 1.2-a: ESTIMATED 2006 ANNUAL WELFARE INCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD


*


Column 1 


Basic 
Social 


Assistance
(SA)


Column 2 
Additional 


SA 
Program 
Benefits


Column 3 


 
Federal 


Child Tax 
Benefit1


Column 4 


 
Provincial 


Child 
Benefit


Column 5 
 


 
GST 


Credit2


Column 6 


 
Provincial 


Tax 
Credits


Column 7 


Federal 
Energy 


Cost 
Benefit3


Column 8 


 
Provincial 
Resource 
Rebate


Total 
Income


ONTARIO 32, 33


1 $6,444 $230 $382 $7,056


2 $11,548 $309 $303 $12,160


3 34 $10,402 $108 $3,796 $580 $397 $250 $15,534


4 34 $12,333 $418 $5,928 $701 $526 $250 $20,155


MANITOBA 35


1 $5,592 $230 $5,822


2 $7,397 $1,170 $247 $8,814


3 $9,636 $3,796 $580 $250 $14,262


4 $14,057 $160 $5,928 $701 $250 $21,096


SASKATCHEWAN 37, 38, 39, 40


1 $8,140 $80 $230 $92 $8,542


2 41 $8,072 $920 $253 $103 $9,348


3 42 $10,692 $80 $3,796 $10543 $580 $206 $250 $15,709


4 42 $14,096 $295 $5,928 $344 $701 $360 $250 $21,633


ALBERTA 45, 46


1 $4,824 $230 $400 $5,454


2 $6,940 $936 $233 $400 $8,509


2-b $11,850 $293 $400 $12,543


3 48 $8,784 $3,694 $580 $250 $800 $14,108


4 48 $12,996 $6,015 $701 $250 $1,600 $21,837


BRITISH COLUMBIA 49, 50


1 $6,120 $35 $230 $75 $6,460


2 $10,277 $35 $278 $75 $10,665


3 $10,147 $80 $3,796 $051 $580 $75 $250 $14,928


4 $11,893 $290 $5,928 $052 $701 $150 $250 $19,212


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children







  |  | 19


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


Table 1.2-a: ESTIMATED 2006 ANNUAL WELFARE INCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD


*


Column 1 


Basic 
Social 


Assistance
(SA)


Column 2 
Additional 


SA 
Program 
Benefits


Column 3 


 
Federal 


Child Tax 
Benefit1


Column 4 


 
Provincial 


Child 
Benefit


Column 5 
 


 
GST 


Credit2


Column 6 


 
Provincial 


Tax 
Credits


Column 7 


Federal 
Energy 


Cost 
Benefit3


Column 8 


 
Provincial 
Resource 
Rebate


Total 
Income


YUKON 53


1 $11,990 $155 $323 $12,468


2 $11,990 $3,155 $351 $15,496


3 54 $15,257 $260 $3,796 $45055 $580 $250 $20,593


4 54 $21,056 $685 $5,657 $90055 $696 $250 $29,244


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES 56, 57


1 $13,280 $339 $13,619


2 58 $13,330 $3,600 $351 $17,281


3 59 $18,455 $3,796 $330 $580 $250 $23,411


4 59 $25,162 $5,169 $660 $701 $250 $31,942


NUNAVUT 61, 62, 63


1 $10,728 $292 $11,020


2 $10,868 $2,100 $336 $13,304


3 $18,039 $3,796 $330 $580 $250 $22,995


4 $31,640 $3,579 $660 $637 $250 $36,766


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
 
 
 
1  Refers to the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB), which includes the CCTB Basic Benefit and the National Child Benefit Supplement (NCBS),   
 received between January 1 and December 31, 2006. The CCTB Basic Benefit is passed on in full to all welfare families.


 2 The federal GST includes the quarterly payments received between January 1 and December 31, 2006.


 3  The Energy Cost Benefit is a one-time federal tax exempt payment intended to help low income families with children and low-income seniors with the  
 effects of high energy costs. Families eligible for the National Child Benefit Supplement in January 2006 (based on 2004 income) qualified for the Energy  
 Cost Benefit payment.  
 
 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR


 4  In December 2005, the Fuel Supplement was increased from $25 to $50 per month.


 5  Additional benefits include a supplementary shelter benefit of $61 per month for January-June 2006 ($366 for 6 months) and of $100 per month  
 for July-December ($600 for 6 months) for all households and the Flat Rate Allowance for the Disabled of $125 per month. The additional   
 shelter benefit is automatically paid to households in St. John’s since rental costs exceed the basic shelter rate.


 6 The Family Benefit rate for singles and childless couples was increased by 1% in January 2006. A further increase of five percent came into effect in  
 July 2006.


 7 The Family Benefit rate for lone parent and couple with children was increased by five percent in July 2006.
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   8 Newfoundland and Labrador does not deduct the NCB Supplement or the Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit when calculating eligibility for   
 Income Support.


   9  The Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit increased in July 2006 from $20.83 to $21.41 for the first child and from $27.16 to $27.91 for the  
 second child.


 


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


10  Additional benefits include the School Allowance, issued in August and December. The allowance is $75 for the 10-year old and $100 for the 15-year old.


11  The shelter ceiling is $300 for single employable individuals and in certain situations such as an existing mortgage or a housing challenge, clients can   
 receive up to $435 until June 2006 and $467 after July 1, 2006.


12  Many disabled social assistance clients receive additional financial support through the Disability Support Program (DSP). Clients who are not eligible for  
 the DSP may receive the Personal Care Allowance ($53 per month), the Special Care Allowance ($40 per month) and the Disability Allowance (up to   
 $150 per month) through the Social Assistance Program. These amounts are not included in the above table.


13  The Healthy Child Allowance was increased in August 2006 from $76 to $95 per child per month. This mirrors the increase in the National Child Benefit  
 Supplement.


14 PEI reduces the maximum benefit payable to families with children by the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


 
 
NOVA SCOTIA


15  In October 2006, personal allowances increased from $190 to $200 per month.


16  Additional benefits include the annual School Supplies Supplement of $50 for the 10-year old and $100 for the 15-year old. Additional assistance for  
 special needs, for example child care to a maximum of $400 monthly and transportation to a maximum of $150 are assessed on a case by case basis  
 and are not included in this report.


17  In October 2006, the basic shelter rate for a single employable person increased from $285 to $300 per month.


18  In October 2006, the basic shelter rate for a lone parent with one child increased from $550 to $570 per month.


19 In October 2006, the basic shelter rate for a couple with two children increased from $600 to $620 per month.


20 Nova Scotia passes on the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


21 The Nova Scotia Child Benefit is $37.08 for the first child and $53.75 for the second child.


 
 
NEW BRUNSWICK


22  Rates for the Interim Assistance, Transitional Assistance and Extended Benefit Program were increased by 2% in October 2006. Further increase is set  
 for October 2007.


23  New Brunswick increased the monthly Fuel Supplement from $90 to $110 on November 1, 2005. Eligibility is determined on a case-by-case basis. It is  
 paid in addition to basic assistance and is designed to help offset high heating costs for clients who pay for heat separately. It may be paid either monthly,  
 from November to April, or as a one-time payment. It is not included in the above table.


24  Additional benefits include the Income Supplement Benefit for families with children to offset high shelter costs ($900 yearly), the School Supplement of  
 $50 per child per year, and the Disability Supplement ($1,000 yearly).


25  Certified disabled clients who are in receipt of assistance on October 1 automatically receive the Disability Supplement. This benefit was introduced in  
 October 2000 and originally set at $250. It was increased to $500 in October 2001, $750 in October 2002 and $1,000 in October 2003.


26 New Brunswick passes on the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


27 The New Brunswick Child Benefit is $250 per child per year ($20.83 per month).


 
 
QUEBEC


28  Employment Assistance rates increased in January 2006 for all client types.  Basic assistance rates include the amount of the Quebec Sales Tax rebate.


29  Additional benefits include the monthly Housing Allowance of $80 for families with children and an annual school allowance of $76 for the 10-year old and  
 $123 for the 15-year old.


30  The NCB Supplement is passed on in full to all social assistance families.


31  The new Child Assistance measure was implemented in January 2005. It replaces the former Family Allowance, the tax credit for dependent children and  
 the tax reduction for families. The maximum annual benefit, as of January 1, 2006, for a one-child family is $2,049 ($170.75 per month) and $3,073   
 ($256.08 per month) for a two-child family. Lone-parent families receive an additional annual supplement of $717 ($59.75 per month).


 
 
ONTARIO


32  Ontario Works rates were increased by two percent in December 2006 and the Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) rates were increased by 2%  
 in November 2006.
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33  Additional benefits include the Winter Clothing Allowance for children ($108 per child per year) and the annual Back to School Allowance of $71 for the  
 10-year old and $131 for the 15-year old.


34  In July 2004, 2005 and 2006, Ontario did not deduct the increase to the NCB Supplement. Starting in July 2007, the Ontario Child Benefit (OCB) program  
 provides a non-taxable, one-time, OCB payment of up to $250 for each dependent child under the age of 18. Starting in July 2008, the OCB will be  
 paid  monthly.


 
 
MANITOBA


35  Additional benefits include the Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities (IAPD) benefit of $80 per month plus the annual School supplies   
 allowance of $60 for the 10-year old and $100 for the 15-year old. Since July 2006, it also includes the new Manitoba Shelter Benefit of $35 per month for  
 income assistance participants who are enrolled under the disability category and reside in private rental accommodation.


36  Manitoba no longer claws back the NCB Supplement for families on income assistance.


 
 
SASKATCHEWAN


37  In May 2006, were increased both the Saskatchewan Assistance Plan (SAP) basic allowance rates applying for the person with a disability and the   
 General Living Allowance rates under the Transitional Employment Allowance (TEA) program applying for the single employable person, the lone parent  
 with one child and the couple with two children.


38  Under SAP, Saskatchewan pays actual utility costs to persons with a disability. Amounts used are based on averages for the different household types  
 during the 2006 calendar year. TEA utility rates for power and energy were increased effective May 2006.


39  Additional benefits include the Temporary Energy Cost Allowance of $20 for all households, the Disabled Persons Allowance of $50 per month, the   
 Special Transportation Allowance for the disabled of $20 per month, and the annual Education Expenses Allowance of $85 for the 10-year old and $130  
 for the 15-year old. The Temporary Energy Cost Allowance is in effect from December 2005 to April 2006 only.


40  The Saskatchewan Sales Tax Credit was implemented in 2000 to help low-income residents offset the cost of the provincial sales tax. It increased to   
 $104 per person effective July 2006.


41  Clients with a disability may also be eligible for the Disability Rental Housing Supplement, introduced in April 2005. The amount paid depends on family  
 size, family income and the local rental market. As of April 2006, the maximum monthly amount is $150 for a single person. The supplement is not   
 included in the above table.


42  Families with children may also be eligible for the Family Rental Housing Supplement, introduced in April 2005. The amount paid depends on family size,  
 family income and the local rental market. As of April 2006, the maximum monthly amount for one- and two-child families is $119. The supplement is not 
 included in the above table.


43  The Saskatchewan Child benefit (SCB) was designed to be a transitional benefit and is reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. In July 2004, the   
 SCB was enhanced through the addition of a $35 a month supplement for lone parents. Without this enhancement, the SCB would have been zero for a  
 lone parent with one child. The SCB for a lone parent with one child was reduced to $17.42 a month effective July 2005 and reduced to zero in July 2006.


44  The SCB was designed to be a transitional benefit and is reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. As of July 2004, the SCB for two-parent families  
 was reduced to zero for the first child and was $17.83 a month for the second child. In July 2005 the amount for the second child was reduced to $0.58  
 month (paid as a lump sum). In July 2006, the amount was reduced to zero.


 
 
ALBERTA


45  An Albertan was eligible for the Alberta 2005 Resource Rebate of $400 per person if they met the following criteria: be 18 years of age by December   
 2005, be residents of Alberta as of September 1, 2005, and have filed a 2004 income tax return or do so by December 31, 2006. The rebate was paid in  
 early 2006.


46  Additional benefits include $78 per month for Personal Needs for the person with a disability and the annual school expense allowance of $100 for the  
 10-year old and $175 for the 15-year old.


47  Beginning this year, this report features both the most basic disability benefit under the Alberta Works program and the Assured Income for the Severely  
 Handicapped (AISH) program. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program. In April 2006, the  
 maximum AISH benefit increased to $1,000 a month.


48  Since August 2003, Alberta has passed on the full amount of the increase to the NCB Supplement.


BRITISH COLUMBIA


49  A rate increase has taken effect in April 2007.


50  Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Supplement ($35 for singles, $70 for a family with children and $10 for each child) and the annual   
 School Start-up Supplement of $84 for the 10-year old and $116 for the 15-year old.


51  The BC Family Bonus is reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. As of July 2004, the BC Family Bonus for a one-child family was reduced to zero.


52  The BC Family Bonus is reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. In July 2004, the BC Family Bonus for a two-child family was $11.91 per month.   
 Effective July 2005, it was reduced to zero.
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YUKON


53  Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Allowance of $30 per person, the Winter Clothing Allowance ($75 for persons under 14 years and $125  
 for persons 14 years or over), the annual School Supply Allowance of $50 for children in grades 1-5 and $65 for those in grades 6-12, and the monthly  
 Territorial Supplementary Allowance of $250 for persons with a disability.


54  Yukon reduces basic assistance by the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


55  In July 2004, Yukon increased the maximum Yukon Child Benefit from $25 to $37.50 per child per month. At the same time, the threshold for the   
 maximum benefit increased from $16,700 to $25,000.


 
 
NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


56  The Northwest Territories Income Assistance Program generally pays actual costs of shelter, fuel and utilities. For a single person, the maximum shelter  
 allowance is $750 per month. For lone parents and a couple with two children, the average costs in Yellowknife were used. All clients other than those  
 with a disability and seniors must participate in a “productive choice” in order to receive income assistance.


57  Additional benefits include the Disability Allowance of $300 a month.


58  The rate for a person with a disability may vary. A number of disabled persons received a room and board rate of approximately $850 a month.


59  NWT reduces basic assistance by the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


60  The NWT Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per month.


 
 
NUNAVUT


61  The majority of Income Support households in Nunavut reside in public housing. Applicants living in private accommodation must apply for public housing  
 before being approved for rent payments. Private rents range from $1,000 to $2,800. The amounts used in this report are the maximum amounts as 
 stated in policy and guidelines for the household types reported: $450 for a single person, $900 for a lone parent and $1,500 for a couple with two   
 children.


62  All clients other than the persons with a disability must be in receipt of assistance for two months before the regular clothing allowance is paid. Clients   
 may only receive the seasonal clothing allowance after they have been on assistance for six consecutive months.


63  Additional benefits include the Disability Allowance of $175 a month.


64  Nunavut reduces basic assistance by the amount of the NCB Supplement.


65  The Nunavut Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per month.
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Table 1.2-b: ESTIMATED 2007 ANNUAL WELFARE INCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD


*


Column 1 
 


Basic Social 
Assistance


(SA)


Column 2 
 


Additional 
SA Program 


Benefits


Column 3 


 
Federal  


Child Tax 
Benefit1


Column 4 


 
Provincial 


Child  
Benefit


Column 5 
 


Federal
GST  


Credit2


Column 6 


 
Provincial  


Tax  
Credits


Total 
Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 3,4


1 $7,860 $1,200 $248 $40 $9,348


2 $7,860 $2,700 $278 $40 $10,878


3 $12,171 $1,200 $4,435 $289 $593 $100 $18,788


4 $12,675 $1,200 $6,244 $628 $716 $200 $21,662


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $6,342 $235 $6,577


2 8 $8,382 $241 $8,623


3 $10,754 $4,435 $593 $15,781


4 $15,597 $35011 $6,244 $716 $22,906


NOVA SCOTIA 12


1 $6,012 $235 $6,247


2 $8,832 $256 $9,088


3 $9,252 $4,435 $445 $593 $14,725


4 $12,264 $15015  $6,244 $1,090 $716 $20,464


NEW BRUNSWICK 16, 17, 18


1 $3,339 $235 $3,574


2 19 $7,038 $1,000 $237 $8,275


3 $9,213 $960 $4,435 $250 $593 $15,451


4 $10,329 $1,060 $6,244 $500 $716 $18,849


QUEBEC 22, 23


1 24 $6,865 $235 $7,099


2 25 $10,225 $275 $10,500


3 $8,257 $960 $4,435 $2,823 $593 $17,068


4 $10,635 $1,159 $6,244 $3,136 $716 $21,890


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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Table 1.2-b: ESTIMATED 2007 ANNUAL WELFARE INCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD


*


Column 1 
 


Basic Social 
Assistance


(SA)


Column 2 
 


Additional 
SA Program 


Benefits


Column 3 


 
Federal  


Child Tax 
Benefit1


Column 4 


 
Provincial 


Child  
Benefit


Column 5 
 


Federal
GST  


Credit2


Column 6 


 
Provincial  


Tax  
Credits


Total 
Income


ONTARIO 29, 30


1 $6,587 $235 $382 $7,204


2 $11,768 $312 $302 $12,382


3 $10,654 $111 $4,435 $250 $593 $397 $16,439


4 $12,645 $429 $6,244 $500 $716 $524 $21,058


MANITOBA 33, 34


1 $5,592 $235 $5,827


2 $7,397 $1,380 $249 $9,026


3 35 $9,636 $4,435 $593 $14,664


4 35 $14,057 $160 $6,244 $716 $21,177


SASKATCHEWAN 36, 37, 38, 39


1 $8,765 $0 $240 $101 $9,105


2 40 $8,570 $840 $257 $105 $9,772


3 $11,307 $0 $4,435 $0 $593 $210 $16,545


4 $15,001 $215 $6,244 $0 $716 $368 $22,544


ALBERTA 44, 45


1 $4,824 $235 $5,059


2 $7,266 $936 $238 $8,440


2-b $12,450 $312 $12,762


3 $8,784 $4,327 $593 $13,703


4 $12,996 $6,332 $716 $20,319


BRITISH COLUMBIA 48, 49


1 $7,020 $35 $235 $75 $7,365


2 $10,727 $35 $288 $75 $11,125


3 $11,047 $80 $4,435 $0 $593 $75 $16,230


4 $12,883 $290 $6,244 $0 $716 $150 $20,283 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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Table 1.2-b: ESTIMATED 2007 ANNUAL WELFARE INCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD


*


Column 1 
 


Basic Social 
Assistance


(SA)


Column 2 
 


Additional 
SA Program 


Benefits


Column 3 


 
Federal  


Child Tax 
Benefit1


Column 4 


 
Provincial 


Child  
Benefit


Column 5 
 


Federal
GST  


Credit2


Column 6 


 
Provincial  


Tax  
Credits


Total 
Income


YUKON 52


1 $11,990 $155 $325 $12,470


2 $11,990 $3,155 $358 $15,503


3 $15,124 $260 $4,435 $450 $593 $20,861


4 $20,801 $685 $5,967 $900 $716 $29,069


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES 55


1 $14,540 $348 $14,888


2 $14,540 $4,044 $358 $18,942


3 $15,068 $4,435 $330 $593 $20,425


4 $24,967 $5,217 $660 $716 $31,560


NUNAVUT 60, 61, 62


1 $12,343 $296 $12,639


2 $12,483 $2,100 $341 $14,924


3 $19,041 $4,435 $330 $593 $24,399


4 $32,673 $3,736 $660 $667 $37,736


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
 
 
 
1  Refers to the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB), which includes the CCTB Basic Benefit and the National Child Benefit Supplement (NCBS),   
 received between January 1 and December 31, 2007.


 2 The federal GST credit includes the quarterly payments received between January 1 and December 31, 2007.


  
 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR


3  Over 90% of households living in the largest urban centre have rental costs that exceed the basic shelter rate and so automatically receive an  
 additional $100. 


 4  Effective April 1, 2007 the basic income support rate was increased by 1.8%, being tied to the provincial consumer price index (CPI). Indexing basic   
 income support is planned for the next 5 years.


 5  Newfoundland and Labrador does not deduct the NCBS or the Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit when calculating eligibility for  
 Income Support.


 6 The Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit increased in July 2005 from $19.50 to $20.83 for the first child and from $26.75 to $27.16 for the  
 second child.
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PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


   7 The shelter ceiling is $309 for single employable individuals and in certain situations such as an existing mortgage or a housing challenge,   
 clients can receive up to $467 until June 2007 and $482 after July, 2007.


   8 According to PEI officials, flexibility exists within the shelter allowance, as many disabled persons are unable to find suitable housing within this   
 allowance. 


 Most disabled social assistance clients receive additional financial support through the Disability Support Program (DSP). Clients who are not eligible   
 for the DSP may receive the Personal Care Allowance ($53 per month) and the Special Care Allowance ($40 per month) through the Social Assistance  
 Program. These amounts are not included in the above table   .


   9  The Healthy Child Allowance was increased in July 2007 from $95 to $99 per child per month. This mirrors the increase in the National Child   
 Benefit Supplement.


10  PEI reduces the maximum benefit payable to families with children by the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


11  Additional benefits include the School Allowance, issued in August and December. The allowance is $75 for the 10-year-old and $100 for the 15-year-old.


 
 
NOVA SCOTIA


12  In October 2007, personal allowances increased from $200 to $204 per month.


13  Nova Scotia passes on the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


14 The Nova Scotia Child Benefit is $37.08 per month for the first child and $53.75 per month for the second child.


15  Additional benefits include the annual School Supplies Supplement of $50 for the 10-year-old and $100 for the 15-year-old.


 
 
NEW BRUNSWICK


16  Rates for the Interim Assistance, Transitional Assistance and Extended Benefits Program were increased in October 2007.


17  New Brunswick increased the monthly Fuel Supplement for households heating with electricity from $110 to $130 on November 1, 2007. Eligibility is   
 determined on a case-by-case basis. It is paid in addition to basic assistance and is designed to help offset high heating costs for clients who pay for heat  
 separately. It may be paid either monthly, from November to April, or as a one-time payment. This is not included in the above table.


 The Emergency Fuel Benefit has also been enhanced to recognize the increase in electrical rates and that these increases inherently placed households  
 in an emergency. Therefore, these households do not have to demonstrate an ‘emergency’ situation


18  Additional benefits include the Income Supplement Benefit for families with children to offset high shelter costs ($969 in 2007), the School Supplement of  
 $50 per child per year, and the Disability Supplement ($1,000 yearly).


19 Certified disabled clients who are in receipt of assistance on October 1 automatically receive the Disability Supplement. This annual benefit was   
 introduced in October 2000 and originally set at $250. It was increased to $500 in October 2001, $750 in October 2002 and $1,000 in October 2003


20 New Brunswick passes on the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


21 The New Brunswick Child Benefit is $250 per child per year ($20.83 per month).


 
 
QUEBEC


22  The Individual and Family Assistance Act, adopted on June 15, 2005, came into effect on January 1, 2007. The Social Assistance Program and the  
 Social solidarity Program replace the Employment-Assistance Program. The Social Solidarity is aimed at people with a severely limited capacity for  
 employment.


23  Basic assistance rates include the amount of the Quebec Sales Tax credit.


24  Social Assistance rates are higher in January 2007 than previous Employment Assistance rate for these households.


25  Social Solidarity rates are higher in January 2007 than previous Employment Assistance rate for this household.


26 Additional benefits include the monthly Housing Allowance of $80 for families with children and an annual school allowance of $76 for the 10-year-old and 
 $123 for the 15-year-old. 


27 The NCB Supplement is passed on in full to all social assistance families.


28  The new Child Assistance measure was implemented in January 2005. It replaced the former Family Allowance, the tax credit for dependent children and 
  the tax reduction for families. The maximum annual benefit as of January 1, 2007, for a one child family is $2,091($174.25 per month) and $3,136  
 ($261.33 per month) for a two-child family. Lone-parent families received an additional annual supplement of $732 ($61 per month).


 
 
ONTARIO


29  Ontario Works basic needs and maximum shelter rates were increased by 2% effective December 1, 2007.


30  ODSP basic needs and maximum shelter rates were increased by 2% effective November 30, 2007 .
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31  Additional benefits include the Winter Clothing Allowance for children ($111 per child per year) and the annual Back to School Allowance of $73 for the 
 10-year-old and $134 for the 15-year-old.  Both were increased by 2% in 2007. These allowances are paid once a year.


32  The Ontario Child Benefit (OCB) is a non-taxable amount paid to qualified families with children under 18 years of age. Families with family net incomes  
 of $20,000 or less in 2006 received a one-time July 2007 OCB payment of $250 for each child under 18 years of age.  The payment was reduced by  
 3.4% of the amount of family net income that was more than $20,000. Ontario did not deduct the July 2004 to July 2007 increases to the National Child  
 Benefit Supplement from social assistance payments.


 
 
MANITOBA


33  Additional benefits include the Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities (IAPD) benefit of $80 per month plus the annual School supplies  
 allowance of $60 for the 10-year-old and $100 for the 15-year-old.


34  The new Manitoba Shelter Benefit, effective July 2006, includes a component for income assistance participants who are enrolled under the disability 
 category and reside in private rental accommodation or a board and room situation. The monthly benefit is a flat rate of $35 per month for those in private  
 rental accommodation and $15 per month for those in room and board. Effective July 2008, employable singles and childless couples will be eligible for  
 the same flat rate benefits ($35 and $15).


35  Manitoba no longer claws back the NCB Supplement for families on income assistance.


 
 
SASKATCHEWAN


36  The Saskatchewan Assistance Plan (SAP) basic allowance was increased in May 2005. At the same time, the shelter allowance was restructured,  
 resulting in an increase for the single employable and lone parent and a decrease for the couple with two children. The shelter allowance for a person  
 with a disability did not change.


37  Saskatchewan pays actual utility costs. Amounts used are based on averages for the different household types during the 2007 calendar year.


38  Additional benefits include the Temporary Energy Cost Allowance of $20 for all households, the Disabled Persons Allowance of $50 per month, the  
 Special Transportation Allowance for the disabled of $20 per month, and the annual Education Expenses Allowance of $85 for the 10-year-old and $130  
 for the 15-year-old. The Temporary Energy Cost Allowance is in effect from December 2005 to April 2006 only.


39  The Saskatchewan Sales Tax Credit was implemented in 2000 to help low-income residents offset the cost of the provincial sales tax.


40  Clients with a disability may also be eligible for the Disability Rental Housing Supplement, introduced in April 2005. The amount paid depends on family  
 size, family income and the local rental market. The maximum monthly amount is $93 for a single person and $151 for a family (combined Family  
 Housing Supplement and Disability Housing Supplement). The supplement is not included in the above table.


41  Families with children may also be eligible for the Family Rental Housing Supplement, introduced in April 2005. The amount paid depends on family size, 
 family income and the local rental market. The maximum monthly amount for one- and two-child families is $89. The supplement is not included in the  
 above table.


42  The Saskatchewan Child Benefit (SCB) was designed to be a transitional benefit and is reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. In July 2004, the  
 SCB was enhanced through the addition of a $35 a month supplement for single parents. Without this enhancement, the SCB would have been zero for  
 a lone parent with one child. Effective July 2005, the SCB for a lone parent with one child was reduced to $17.42 a month.


43  The SCB was designed to be a transitional benefit and is reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. As of July 2004, the SCB for two-parent families 
 was reduced to zero for the first child and was $17.83 a month for the second child. In July 2005 the amount for the second child was reduced to $0.58  
 month (paid as a lump sum).


 
 
ALBERTA


44  In May 2004, Alberta implemented the Alberta Works program. This is a single support program for Albertans requiring financial assistance. It replaced 
 the former Supports for Independence (social assistance) program, Widow’s Pension program (former beneficiaries will continue to receive their Widow’s  
 Pension until they reach age 65), and, as of August 2004, the Skills Development program’s living allowance for students.


45  Additional benefits include $78 per month for Personal Needs for the person with a disability and the annual school expense allowance of $100 for the  
 10-year-old and $175 for the 15-year-old.


46  This report features the most basic disability benefit under the Alberta Works program. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive 
 assistance under the Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. In January 2005, the maximum AISH benefit was $850 a month.  
 This increased to $950 a month in April 2005; to $1,000 per month in April 2006; and to $1,050 in April 2007. In addition, as of October 1, 2005, AISH  
 clients with $3,000 or less in assets could also be eligible to receive personal income support benefits for a variety of needs such as special diets and  
 medical transportation.


47  Since August 2003, Alberta has passed on the full amount of the increase to the NCB Supplement.


 


BRITISH COLUMBIA


48  A rate increase has taken effect in British Columbia on April 1, 2007.
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49  Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Supplement ($35 for singles, $70 for a family with children and $10 for each child) and the annual  
 School Start-up Supplement of $84 for the 10-year-old and $116 for the 15-year-old.


50  Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Supplement ($35 for singles, $70 for a family with children and $10 for each child) and the annual   
 School Start-up Supplement of $84 for the 10-year old and $116 for the 15-year old.


51  In July 2004, the BC Family Bonus for a one-child family was fully offset by the NCB Supplement. Families with one child no longer receive any BC  
 Family Bonus.


 
 
YUKON


52  Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Allowance of $30 per person, the Winter Clothing Allowance ($75 for persons under 14 years and $125  
 for persons 14 years or over), the annual School Supply Allowance of $50 for children in grades 1-5 and $65 for those in grades 6-12, and the monthly  
 Territorial Supplementary Allowance for persons with a disability ($250 monthly).


53  Yukon reduces social assistance by the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


54  In July 2004, Yukon increased the maximum Yukon Child Benefit from $25 to $37.50 per child per month. At the same time, the threshold for the  
 maximum benefit increased from $16,700 to $25,000.


 
 
NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


55  The Northwest Territories Income Assistance Program generally pays actual costs of shelter, fuel and utilities. Increases in maximum food and shelter  
 allowances have taken effect in Northwest Territories on September 1, 2007.  All clients other than those with a disability and seniors must participate in a  
 “productive choice” in order to receive income assistance.


56  Additional benefits include the Disability Allowance of $300 per month.


57  The rate for a person with a disability may vary. A number of persons with a disability received a room and board rate of approximately $850 a month.


58  NWT reduces social assistance by the full amount of the NCB Supplement.


59  The NWT Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per month.


 
 
NUNAVUT


60  For the first time, we included average monthly fuel payment of $343 provided to family in private rentals over and above electricity.


61  The majority of Income Support households in Nunavut reside in public housing where rents range from as low as $60 a month up to $1,800 per month  
 depending on the number of family members living in the household earning income. Clients in public housing do not pay fuel, water, sewage, garbage  
 and/or municipal needs.  Costs are subsidized by the Nunavut Housing Corporation. Clients receive invoices for their electricity at a subsidized rate  
 which may be included on the assessment. 


 Applicants living in private accommodation must apply for public housing before being approved for rent payments. Private rents range from $1,000 to 
 $3,000 per month. High level approval is required prior to approving any rent amounts over $2,500 per month. This situation is due to the Housing  
 shortage in Nunavut. The amounts used in this report are the legislated shelter maximums: $450 for a single person, $900 for a lone parent and $1,500  
 for a couple with two children.


62  All clients other than the persons with a disability must be in receipt of assistance for two months before the regular clothing allowance is paid. Clients  
 may only receive the seasonal clothing allowance after they have been on assistance for six consecutive months.


63  Additional benefits include the Disability Allowance of $175 a month.


64  Nunavut reduces social assistance by the amount of the NCB Supplement.


65  The Nunavut Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per month.
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H I G H E S T  A N D  L O W E S T  2 0 0 6  
A N D  2 0 0 7  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S


 


E A R N I N G S  E X E M P T I O N  L E V E L S


 


 


Tables 1.2-a and 1.2-b show  


all 3 territories had  


the highest welfare incomes  


for the 4 household types  


in 2006 and 2007.  


However, this is largely a 


living in northern Canada. 


 


At the provincial level,  


the 4 household types  


continued to subsist on  


meagre levels of support. 


Earnings exemptions are an 


important bridge from welfare 


to paid employment. They not 


only allow recipients to increase 


their overall income, but they 


also encourage recipients to gain 


work experience and make the 


transition to the labour market. 







 


 
 


W O R K I N G  I N C O M E  T A X  
B E N E F I T  ( W I T B )


 


1


 


1 Canada Revenue Agency Web site accessed on July 14, 2008
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do not allow 


assistance any exemption on earnings


deducted 
in full


The RATIONALE behind the earnings 


exemption policies in some provinces 


is NOT WELL EXPLAINED and results 


The WITB


marital status


province or territory of residence


working income


net income


number of eligible dependants


eligibility for the WITB 
Disability Supplement
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Response to the 


(…) though very modest, is a step in the 


direction of alleviating some of the hardship 


the fact that the federal government has 


a role to play in solving poverty. But it is 


not clear that the measures targeted to 


low-income Canadians will, in fact, have 


much of an impact.


The Council 
hopes that the federal government will make 
more detail available to the public as the WITB 
takes effect so we can see its impacts more 
precisely.


According to the NCW’s 


review, the WITB has 


potential as it will increase 


modestly the annual 


incomes of qualifying 


households with earnings. 
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Table 1.3-a: MONTHLY EARNINGS EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2006
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1  


Single Employable Single Person  
with a Disability Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Newfoundland 
and Labrador2


$75 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to maximum of 
$150


$95 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to maximum of
 $1503


$150 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to a maximum 
exemption of $275


$150 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to a maximum 
exemption of $275


Prince Edward 
Island


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


Nova Scotia
Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: 30% of net 
wages


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $150 plus 
30% of net surplus4


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: 30% of net  
wages


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: 30% of net 
family wages


New Brunswick5
Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $300


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $250


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $2008


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $2008


Quebec $2009 $10010 $20011 $30012


Ontario13


Applicants: no exemption 


assistance


Recipients: 50% of gross 
earnings


$160 basic exemption 
plus 25% of net 
earnings14


Applicants: no exemption 


assistance


Recipients: 50% of gross 
earnings


Applicants: no exemption 


assistance


Recipients: 50% of gross 
earnings


 


1  Unless otherwise noted, the earnings exemptions levels apply to both those applying for and receiving social assistance.


2  Newfoundland and Labrador amended its earnings exemptions policy in July 2005. Single employable persons had the first $75 exempt, then 10% of   
 the excess to a maximum exemption of $150. A single person with a disability had the first $95 exempt, then 10% of the excess to a maximum exemption  
 of $150. Units of two or more persons had the first $150 exempt, plus 10% of the excess to a maximum exemption of $275.


3  A person with a disability is one who requires supportive services. 


4  Nova Scotia’s provision applied to persons with a disability participating in supported employment. Additional special needs such as transportation, child  
 care and clothing were included in the client’s basic entitlement before the exemption was applied.


5  New Brunswick has two types of wage exemptions. The regular Wage Exemption amounts are shown in the above table. The Extended Wage Exemption  
 


 EWE, which is limited to a maximum of 2 years, exempts a percentage of net income based on the household type. Singles and families with  
 


 


6  This was for a single person receiving Interim Assistance. 


7  


8  This was for a family receiving Transitional Assistance.


9  This was for a person with no limitations to employment.


10 This was for a person with severe limitations to employment.


11  This was for a person with temporary limitations to employment. 


12  This was for a couple regardless of the type of limitations to employment.


13   
 exemptions were discontinued and replaced by an across-the-board exemption of 50% of gross earnings combined with a new $100 monthly  


14  Disability-related work expenses up to a maximum of $140 per month could be deducted. This amount was increased to $300 in November 1, 2006.  
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Table 1.3-a: MONTHLY EARNINGS EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2006
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1  


Single Employable Single Person  
with a Disability Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Manitoba


Applicants: $100 of net 
earnings


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$100 of net earnings 
plus 25% of net earnings 
over $100 


Applicants: $100 of net 
earnings


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$100 of net earnings 
plus 30% of net earnings 
over $100


Applicants: $115 of net 
earnings 


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$115 of net earnings 
plus 25% of net earnings 
over $115


Applicants: $100 of net 
earnings for each earner 


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$100 of net earnings 
plus 25% of net earnings 
over $100,  
for each earner 


Saskatchewan15


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $25 plus  
20% of next $375


$100 plus 25% of the 
next $500


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $125 


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 
Employment 
Supplement


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $125 


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 
Employment 
Supplement


Alberta
$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 
income


$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 
income


AISH $400 plus 50% 
of next $600


$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 
income


$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining 
net income (for each 
working adult)


British Columbia No earnings exemption


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $40019


No earnings exemption No earnings exemption


Yukon


Applicants: $100


Recipients: $100 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance 


Applicants: $100


Recipients: $100 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance20


Applicants: $150 


Recipients: $150 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance


Applicants: $150 


Recipients: $150 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance 


Northwest 
Territories $200 $200 $400 $400


Nunavut $200 $200 $400 $400


 


15  Fully employable persons were not entitled to an earnings exemption until they had been on assistance for three months. On July 1, 2006, single  
 


 exempt plus 25% of the next $500, for a maximum of $225. 


16  The Saskatchewan Employment Supplement (SES) is a monthly payment to low-income parents who worked for pay, were self-employed or received  
 child or spousal support. The supplement is paid at the rate of 25 to 45% of income and depends on the size of the family and the ages of the children.  


 
 a maximum of $288. SES rates were increased in May 2006 to $275 (1 child age two) and $319 (2 children aged 10 and 15). The SES is fully exempted 


17  The earnings exemption for a dependent child in a household unit who is working and not attending school is $350 per month plus 25% of the remaining  
 net employment income. Employment income earned by a dependent child in a household that is attending school is 100% exempt.


18   
 rate exemption of $400 a month plus 50% of the surplus, to a total maximum exemption of $700. In addition, AISH clients were also able to receive a  
 partial exemption for other types of income, such as investment income, of $200 a month plus 25% of the surplus. 


19  This increased to $500 in March 2006.


20   
 for an additional annual earned income exemption of $3,900.
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Table 1.3-b: MONTHLY EARNINGS EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2007
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1  


Single Employable Single Person  
with a Disability Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Newfoundland 
and Labrador


$75 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to maximum of 
$150


$95 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to maximum of 
$1502


$150 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to a maximum 
exemption of $275


$150 of partially exempt 
income plus 10% of the 
excess to a maximum 
exemption of $275


Prince Edward 
Island


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 
balance


Nova Scotia
Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: 30% of net 
wages


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $150 from 
supported employment 
plus 30% of net wages 
remaining3


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: 30% of net  
wages


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: 30% of net 
family wages


New Brunswick5
Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $3005


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $250


Applicants: no exemption


Recipients: $200


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $200


Quebec $2008 $1009 $20010 $30011


Ontario


Applicants: no exemption 


assistance


Recipients: 50% of net 
earnings


50% of net earnings12


Applicants: no exemption 


assistance


Recipients: 50% of net 
earnings


Applicants: no exemption 


assistance


Recipients: 50% of net 
earnings13


 


1  Unless otherwise noted, the earnings exemptions levels apply to both those applying for and receiving social assistance.


2  A person with a disability is one who requires supportive services.


3  Nova Scotia’s provision applies to persons with a disability participating in supported employment. Additional special needs such as transportation, child  
 care and clothing may be provided based on need. 


4  New Brunswick has 2 types of wage exemptions. The regular Wage Exemption amounts are shown in the above table. The Extended Wage Exemption  
 


 EWE, which is limited to a maximum of 2 years, exempts a percentage of net income based on the household type. Singles and families with no children 
 


 


5  This was for a single person receiving Interim Assistance.


6  


7  This was for a family receiving Transitional Assistance. 


8  This was for a person in the Social assistance program with no limitations to employment.


9  This was for a person in the Social solidarity program.


10 This was for a person in the Social assistance program with temporary limitations to employment.


11  This was for a couple in the Social assistance program regardless of the type of limitations to employment. 


12  Since November 1, 2006, disability-related work expenses up to a maximum of $300 per month can be deducted, as well as up to $600 per child for  
 informal childcare costs, and the entire amount of licensed childcare costs.


13  Since August 1, 2005 up to $600 per child for informal childcare costs and the entire amount of licensed childcare costs can be deducted. Note that the 
 3 month qualifying rule for earnings exemptions does not apply to child care deductions.
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Table 1.3-b: MONTHLY EARNINGS EXEMPTION LEVELS AS OF JANUARY 2007
PROVISIONS FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS 1  


Single Employable Single Person  
with a Disability Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Manitoba


Applicants: $100 of net 
earnings


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$100 of net earnings 
plus 25% of net earnings 
over $100 


Applicants: $100 of net 
earnings


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$100 of net earnings 
plus 30% of net earnings 
over $100


Applicants: $115 of net 
earnings 


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$115 of net earnings 
plus 25% of net earnings 
over $115


Applicants: $100 of net 
earnings for each earner 


Recipients: after 1 month, 
$100 of net earnings 
plus 25% of net earnings 
over $100,  
for each earner 


Saskatchewan


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $50 plus 
25% of next $600 for a 
maximum of $200


$100 plus 25% of 
the next $500 for a 
maximum of $225


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $125  
Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 
Employment 
Supplement15


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $125 


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 
Employment 
Supplement


Alberta
$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 
income


$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 
income


$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 
income


$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining 
net income (for each 
working adult)


British Columbia No earnings exemption


Applicants: no exemption 


Recipients: $500


No earnings exemption No earnings exemption


Yukon18


Applicants: $100


Recipients: $100 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance 


Applicants: $100


Recipients: $100 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance19


Applicants: $150 


Recipients: $150 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance


Applicants: $150 


Recipients: $150 plus  
additional 25% of 
surplus after 3  
consecutive month  
on assistance 


Northwest 
Territories20 $200 $200 $400 $400


Nunavut $200 $200 $400 $400


 


14   
 net monthly earnings over $200. Clients enrolled less than 1 month are eligible for an exemption of up to $200 of net earnings.  


15  The Saskatchewan Employment Supplement (SES) is a monthly payment to low-income parents who worked for pay, were self-employed or received  
 child or spousal support. The supplement is paid at the rate of 25 to 56% of income and depends on the size of the family and the ages of the children. In 


 


16  Employment income earned by a dependent child in a household that is attending school is 100% exempt.


17   
 rate exemption of $400 a month plus 50% of the surplus, to a total maximum exemption of $700. In addition, AISH clients were also able to receive a  
 partial exemption for other types of income, such as investment income, of $200 a month plus 25% of the surplus.


18  Yukon has proposed a new structure that would eliminate the 3-month waiting period for the earned income exemption and will allow recipients to keep  
 50% of earned income.


19  
 for an additional annual earned income exemption of $3,900.


20  As of April 1, 2007 Northwest Territories amended its earnings exemptions policy. In addition to the previous exemption levels, all types of household had  
 an additional 15% of any earned income in excess of the applicable amount plus unearned income of the applicant and dependents if not exceeding  
 $1,200 yearly.
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Figure 1.1: Single Employable: How much of your monthly earnings will 
your province or territory let you keep? 


January 2007
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Figure 1.2: Single Person with a Disability: How much of your monthly earnings will 
your province or territory let you keep?
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1 Note that parents in Saskatchewan with earnings over $125 were 
eligible in 2007 for the Saskatchewan Employment Supplement 
(SES). This SES amount is not included in our calculation. For more 
details, see note 15 of Table 1.3-b.


Figure 1.3: Lone Parent: How much of your monthly earnings will 
your province or territory let you keep?  
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A D E Q U A C Y  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S
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This chapter compares welfare incomes to several measures 


to gain a better picture of how much the situation of people 


living in poverty differs from those more fortunate. 


 


 
 


compares welfare incomes to 
several measures


Welfare 
 the National Council of 


 


 


 
 


We also compare 2006 and 2007 welfare 
incomes


For the majority,  


welfare incomes were 


woefully INADEQUATE  


in 2006 and 2007,  


as they have been every year 


since 1986, when the National 


Council of Welfare started 


tracking them.  







2 0 0 6  A N D  2 0 0 7  
L O W  I N C O M E  C U T - O F F S  ( L I C O S )


 


B E F O R E - T A X  L I C O S


Column 1


Column 2


in Column 3 Column 4


 


A F T E R - T A X  L I C O S
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BEFORE-TAX LICOs=


INCOME AFTER  
 


BUT BEFORE  


Welfare incomes continued to be WELL 


BELOW the before-tax LICOs.  


 


In 2006, they were less than 2/
3
 of the 


before-tax LICOs for  


all households in all jurisdictions, 


except for 4 scenarios:


 


 


 


In 2007, the exceptions include  


1 more case: 


 







 


 A single employable person
in New Brunswick lowest


2
5 of 


single person with a 
disability lowest in Alberta


Manitoba


lone 
parent with one child lowest 
in Manitoba


Alberta


couple 
with two children in British Columbia
the lowest


Alberta and British Columbia 


1
3
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


Compared to the after-tax LICOs, 


welfare incomes in 2006 were less 


than 2/
3
 of the after-tax LICOs for 


22 scenarios, out of our 41.
 


The situation was slightly worse in 2007 


with 24 cases below 2/
3
  


of the after-tax LICOs. 


But they were EQUAL OR HIGHER  


than 80% of the after-tax LICOs  


for 5 scenarios in both years,  


with a special mention to the  


LONE PARENT IN  


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR  


at 99% in 2006 and 102% in 2007.
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Table 2.1-a: COMPARISON WITH 2006 BEFORE-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (LICOs)


*


Column 1 
 


Total 2006  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2006  
Before-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2006  
Before-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
Before-Tax LICOs


Column 1 
 


Total 2006  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2006  
Before-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2006  
Before-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
Before-Tax LICOs


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $18,260 -$9,354 49% $6,368 $18,147 -$11,780 35%


2 $10,436 $18,260 -$7,824 57% $8,307 $18,147 -$9,840 46%


3 $17,850 $22,731 -$4,881 79% $14,966 $22,591 -$7,625 66%


4 $21,024 $33,930 -$12,906 62% $22,292 $33,721 -$11,429 66%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $18,260 -$12,256 33% $3,488 $18,260 -$14,773 19%


2 $8,983 $18,260 -$9,277 49% $8,111 $18,260 -$10,149 44%


3 $14,041 $22,731 -$8,690 62% $14,785 $22,731 -$7,946 65%


4 $19,999 $33,930 -$13,932 59% $18,474 $33,930 -$15,457 54%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $21,202 -$14,172 33% $7,056 $21,202 -$14,147 33%


2 $10,297 $21,202 -$10,905 49% $12,160 $21,202 -$9,042 57%


3 $16,533 $26,396 -$9,863 63% $15,534 $26,396 -$10,862 59%


4 $21,644 $39,399 -$17,756 55% $20,155 $39,399 -$19,244 51%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $21,202 -$15,381 27% $8,542 $18,260 -$9,718 47%


2 $8,814 $21,202 -$12,388 42% $9,348 $18,260 -$8,912 51%


3 $14,262 $26,396 -$12,134 54% $15,709 $22,731 -$7,022 69%


4 $21,096 $39,399 -$18,304 54% $21,633 $33,930 -$12,297 64%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $21,202 -$15,749 26% $6,460 $21,202 -$14,743 30%


2 $8,509 $21,202 -$12,693 40% $10,665 $21,202 -$10,537 50%


2-b $12,543 $21,202 -$8,659 59%


3 $14,108 $26,396 -$12,289 53% $14,928 $26,396 -$11,468 57%


4 $21,837 $39,399 -$17,562 55% $19,212 $39,399 -$20,187 49%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.2-a: COMPARISON WITH 2006 AFTER-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (LICOs)


*


Column 1 
 


Total 2006  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2006  
After-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2006  
After-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
After-Tax LICOs


Column 1 
 


Total 2006  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2006  
After-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2006  
After-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
After-Tax LICOs


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $14,859 -$5,953 60% $6,368 $14,674 -$8,307 43%


2 $10,436 $14,859 -$4,423 70% $8,307 $14,674 -$6,367 57%


3 $17,850 $18,085 -$235 99% $14,966 $17,860 -$2,894 84%


4 $21,024 $28,095 -$7,071 75% $22,292 $27,745 -$5,453 80%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $14,859 -$8,855 40% $3,488 $14,859 -$11,372 23%


2 $8,983 $14,859 -$5,876 60% $8,111 $14,859 -$6,748 55%


3 $14,041 $18,085 -$4,044 78% $14,785 $18,085 -$3,300 82%


4 $19,999 $28,095 -$8,097 71% $18,474 $28,095 -$9,622 66%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $17,570 -$10,540 40% $7,056 $17,570 -$10,515 40%


2 $10,297 $17,570 -$7,273 59% $12,160 $17,570 -$5,410 69%


3 $16,533 $21,384 -$4,851 77% $15,534 $21,384 -$5,850 73%


4 $21,644 $33,221 -$11,578 65% $20,155 $33,221 -$13,066 61%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $17,570 -$11,749 33% $8,542 $14,859 -$6,317 57%


2 $8,814 $17,570 -$8,756 50% $9,348 $14,859 -$5,511 63%


3 $14,262 $21,384 -$7,122 67% $15,709 $18,085 -$2,376 87%


4 $21,096 $33,221 -$12,126 64% $21,633 $28,095 -$6,462 77%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $17,570 -$12,117 31% $6,460 $17,570 -$11,111 37%


2 $8,509 $17,570 -$9,061 48% $10,665 $17,570 -$6,905 61%


2-b $12,543 $17,570 -$5,027 71%


3 $14,108 $21,384 -$7,277 66% $14,928 $21,384 -$6,456 70%


4 $21,837 $33,221 -$11,384 66% $19,212 $33,221 -$14,009 58%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.1-b: COMPARISON WITH 2007 BEFORE-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (LICOs)


*


Column 1 
 


Total 2007  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2007  
Before-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2007  
Before-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
Before-Tax LICOs


Column 1 
 


Total 2007  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2007  
Before-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2007  
Before-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
Before-Tax LICOs


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $18,659 -$9,311 50% $6,577 $18,544 -$11,968 35%


2 $10,878 $18,659 -$7,781 58% $8,623 $18,544 -$9,921 47%


3 $18,788 $23,228 -$4,440 81% $15,781 $23,084 -$7,303 68%


4 $21,662 $34,671 -$13,009 62% $22,906 $34,457 -$11,551 66%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $18,659 -$12,413 33% $3,574 $18,659 -$15,086 19%


2 $9,088 $18,659 -$9,571 49% $8,275 $18,659 -$10,384 44%


3 $14,725 $23,228 -$8,503 63% $15,451 $23,228 -$7,777 67%


4 $20,464 $34,671 -$14,208 59% $18,849 $34,671 -$15,823 54%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $21,666 -$14,567 33% $7,204 $21,666 -$14,463 33%


2 $10,500 $21,666 -$11,166 48% $12,382 $21,666 -$9,284 57%


3 $17,068 $26,972 -$9,904 63% $16,439 $26,972 -$10,533 61%


4 $21,890 $40,259 -$18,370 54% $21,058 $40,259 -$19,201 52%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $21,666 -$15,840 27% $9,105 $18,659 -$9,554 49%


2 $9,026 $21,666 -$12,640 42% $9,772 $18,659 -$8,887 52%


3 $14,664 $26,972 -$12,308 54% $16,545 $23,228 -$6,683 71%


4 $21,177 $40,259 -$19,083 53% $22,544 $34,671 -$12,128 65%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $21,666 -$16,608 23% $7,365 $21,666 -$14,302 34%


2 $8,440 $21,666 -$13,226 39% $11,125 $21,666 -$10,541 51%


2-b $12,762 $21,666 -$8,904 59%


3 $13,703 $26,972 -$13,269 51% $16,230 $26,972 -$10,742 60%


4 $20,319 $40,259 -$19,940 50% $20,283 $40,259 -$19,976 50%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.2-b: COMPARISON WITH 2007 AFTER-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (LICOs)


*


Column 1 
 


Total 2007  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2007  
After-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2007  
After-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
After-Tax LICOs


Column 1 
 


Total 2007  
Welfare  
Income


Column 2 
 


2007  
After-Tax  


LICOs


Column 3 
 


2007  
After-Tax 


LICOs  
Gap


Column 4 
 


Total  
Welfare Income  


as % of 
After-Tax LICOs


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $15,184 -$5,836 62% $6,577 $14,994 -$8,418 44%


2 $10,878 $15,184 -$4,306 72% $8,623 $14,994 -$6,371 58%


3 $18,788 $18,480 $308 102% $15,781 $18,250 -$2,469 86%


4 $21,662 $28,709 -$7,047 75% $22,906 $28,352 -$5,446 81%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $15,184 -$8,938 41% $3,574 $15,184 -$11,611 24%


2 $9,088 $15,184 -$6,096 60%  $8,275 $15,184 -$6,909 55%


3 $14,725 $18,480 -$3,755 80% $15,451 $18,480 -$3,029 84%


4 $20,464 $28,709 -$8,246 71% $18,849 $28,709 -$9,861 66%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $17,954 -$10,855 40% $7,204 $17,954 -$10,751 40%


2 $10,500 $17,954 -$7,454 58% $12,382 $17,954 -$5,572 69%


3 $17,068 $21,851 -$4,783 78% $16,439 $21,851 -$5,412 75%


4 $21,890 $33,946 -$12,057 64% $21,058 $33,946 -$12,888 62%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $17,954 -$12,128 32% $9,105 $15,184 -$6,079 60%


2 $9,026 $17,954 -$8,928 50% $9,772 $15,184 -$5,412 64%


3 $14,664 $21,851 -$7,187 67% $16,545 $18,480 -$1,935 90%


4 $21,177 $33,946 -$12,770 62% $22,544 $28,709 -$6,166 79%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $17,954 -$12,896 28% $7,365 $17,954 -$10,590 41%


2 $8,440 $17,954 -$9,514 47% $11,125 $17,954 -$6,829 62%


2-b $12,762 $17,954 -$5,192 71%


3 $13,703 $21,851 -$8,148 63% $16,230 $21,851 -$5,621 74%


4 $20,319 $33,946 -$13,627 60% $20,283 $33,946 -$13,663 60%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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M A R K E T  B A S K E T  
M E A S U R E  O R  M B M


 


 


( , 2005, Monitoring 


Progress–Societal Level Indicators, page 28)1 


1 For more detail on the MBM, see http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca /en/ca/sp/
sdc/pkrf/publications/research/2002-000662/page00.shtml


minimum standard of living with acceptable 


living standards based on acceptable 


methods. The MBM is by no means a perfect 


measure, but in the Council’s opinion, it is 


a fair measure of basic needs. (Income for 


Living?, Spring 2004, page 5)


“…


quality neighbourhood, community, regional, and 
 (Presentation 


to the NCW, June 2007)


2 


2 http://www.communityaccounts.ca/CommunityAccounts/
OnlineData/getdata.asp


The MARKET BASKET MEASURE


WELFARE INCOMES  


were CLOSER to  


MARKET BASKET MEASURES  


than any other measures 


presented in this report.   
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W E L F A R E  I N C O M E  O F  


S I N G L E  E M P L O Y A B L E  P E R S O N S


 The lowest in New Brunswick


Newfoundland 
and Labrador
highest


W E L F A R E  I N C O M E  O F  S I N G L E 


P E R S O N S  W I T H  A  D I S A B I L I T Y


 The lowest in Alberta
Support for Independence


highest in Alberta


AISH


W E L F A R E  I N C O M E  O F  


L O N E  P A R E N T ,  O N E  C H I L D


 The highest ratios are in Newfoundland 
and Labrador 
Quebec


Saskatchewan
New Brunswick 


lowest ratios are 
British Columbia


Alberta
Ontario


W E L F A R E  I N C O M E  O F  


C O U P L E ,  T W O  C H I L D R E N


lowest are British 
Columbia Ontario at 


Nova 
Scotia


 The highest is in Quebec


RATIOS of WELFARE INCOMES 


compared to MBM  


hovered in the same range for 


the person with a disability, 


the lone parent and the couple, 


but the SINGLE EMPLOYABLE 


PERSON’S situation was 


DRAMATICALLY DIFFERENT.
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Table 2.3-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
MARKET BASKET MEASURE (MBM)


*


Column 1 
 


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Column 2 
 


Estimated 
2006
MBM


Column 3 
 


Estimated 
2006 


MBM Gap


Column 4 
 


Welfare Income  
as % of 


Estimated MBM


Column 1 
 


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Column 2 
 


Estimated 
2006
MBM


Column 3 
 


Estimated 
2006 


MBM Gap


Column 4 
 


Welfare Income  
as % of 


Estimated MBM


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $13,344 $4,438 67% $6,368 $14,407 $8,039 44%


2 $10,436 $13,344 $2,908 78% $8,307 $14,407 $6,100 58%


3 $17,850 $17,348 -$502 103% $14,966 $18,729 $3,763 80%


4 $21,024 $26,689 $5,664 79% $22,292 $28,814 $6,522 77%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $13,906 $7,902 43% $3,488 $12,555 $9,068 28%


2 $8,983 $13,906 $4,924 65% $8,111 $12,555 $4,444 65%


3 $14,041 $18,078 $4,037 78% $14,785 $16,322 $1,537 91%


4 $19,999 $27,813 $7,814 72% $18,474 $25,111 $6,637 74%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $12,652 $5,622 56% $7,056 $15,593 $8,537 45%


2 $10,297 $12,652 $2,355 81% $12,160 $15,593 $3,433 78%


3 $16,533 $16,447 -$85 101% $15,534 $20,271 $4,737 77%


4 $21,644 $25,304 $3,660 86% $20,155 $31,185 $11,030 65%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $13,113 $7,292 44% $8,542 $13,254 $4,712 64%


2 $8,814 $13,113 $4,299 67% $9,348 $13,254 $3,906 71%


3 $14,262 $17,047 $2,785 84% $15,709 $17,230 $1,521 91%


4 $21,096 $26,226 $5,131 80% $21,633 $26,508 $4,875 82%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $14,900 $9,447 37% $6,460 $15,469 $9,010 42%


2 $8,509 $14,900 $6,392 57% $10,665 $15,469 $4,804 69%


2-b $12,543 $14,900 $2,357 84%


3 $14,108 $19,370 $5,263 73% $14,928 $20,110 $5,182 74%


4 $21,837 $29,801 $7,964 73% $19,212 $30,939 $11,727 62%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.3-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
MARKET BASKET MEASURE (MBM)


*


Column 1 
 


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Column 2 
 


Estimated 
2007
MBM


Column 3 
 


Estimated 
2007 


MBM Gap


Column 4 
 


Welfare Income  
as % of 


Estimated MBM


Column 1 
 


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Column 2 
 


Estimated 
2007
MBM


Column 3 
 


Estimated 
2007 


MBM Gap


Column 4 
 


Welfare Income  
as % of 


Estimated MBM


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $13,980 $4,633 67% $6,577 $15,186 $8,609 43%


2 $10,878 $13,980 $3,103 78% $8,623 $15,186 $6,562 57%


3 $18,788 $18,175 -$614 103% $15,781 $19,741 $3,960 80%


4 $21,662 $27,961 $6,298 77% $22,906 $30,371 $7,465 75%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $14,717 $8,471 42% $3,574 $13,188 $9,614 27%


2 $9,088 $14,717 $5,629 62% $8,275 $13,188 $4,912 63%


3 $14,725 $19,132 $4,407 77% $15,451 $17,144 $1,693 90%


4 $20,464 $29,434 $8,971 70% $18,849 $26,376 $7,527 71%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $13,188 $6,088 54% $7,204 $16,456 $9,252 44%


2 $10,500 $13,188 $2,688 80% $12,382 $16,456 $4,074 75%


3 $17,068 $17,144 $76 100% $16,439 $21,393 $4,953 77%


4 $21,890 $26,375 $4,486 83% $21,058 $32,912 $11,854 64%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $13,923 $8,096 42% $9,105 $14,178 $5,073 64%


2 $9,026 $13,923 $4,897 65% $9,772 $14,178 $4,406 69%


3 $14,664 $18,100 $3,436 81% $16,545 $18,432 $1,887 90%


4 $21,177 $27,846 $6,669 76% $22,544 $28,356 $5,813 80%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $16,267 $11,208 31% $7,365 $16,229 $8,864 45%


2 $8,440 $16,267 $7,827 52% $11,125 $16,229 $5,103 69%


2-b $12,762 $16,267 $3,505 78%


3 $13,703 $21,147 $7,444 65% $16,230 $21,097 $4,867 77%


4 $20,319 $32,534 $12,215 62% $20,283 $32,457 $12,175 62%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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 For the single employable person  
single person with a disability  


 
EACH PROVINCE FOR ALL 
UNATTACHED PEOPLE


 For lone parents  
 


LONE PARENTS UNDER 65  
WITH ONE CHILD UNDER 18


 For the two-parent family  
 


COUPLES UNDER 65 WITH  
TWO CHILDREN UNDER 18


 


AVERAGE INCOMES for 2006 2005 SURVEY OF LABOUR AND INCOME DYNAMICS 
(SLID) CONSUMER PRICE INDEX to 2006  
 
AVERAGE INCOMES for 2007 2006 SLID, adjusted by the CPI  
 
INCOMES ALL SOURCES  
 
The 3 TERRITORIES are NOT INCLUDED


The previous sections 


showed that welfare incomes 


rarely come close to 


traditionally used or  


newer alternative measures


 of poverty lines,  


meaning that it is likely the  


BASIC NEEDS OF 


WELFARE RECIPIENTS  


ARE NOT BEING MET.  


 


This section,  


comparing welfare incomes to 


average and median incomes, 


provides  


ANOTHER PERSPECTIVE on 


how VERY MARGINALIZED 


WELFARE RECIPIENTS  


are from the mainstream of 


life for most Canadians.   
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single 
employable person
after-tax average income lowest 
in Alberta


in Newfoundland and Labrador
the highest


person with a 
disability after-tax average 
income lowest in Alberta


Newfoundland and Labrador 
highest


lone parent 
after-tax average income 


Alberta


New Brunswick
the highest


Newfoundland and Labrador 
highest


 The couple
lowest in Ontario


Alberta
highest 


Prince Edward Island


Welfare incomes continued to be WELL BELOW the BEFORE-TAX AVERAGE INCOME.  


In 2006, ALL WERE LESS than 1/
2
 of average income, except for 5 cases: 


New Brunswick


Prince Edward Island


Newfoundland and Labrador


Saskatchewan


Nova Scotia


Compared to the after-tax average income, welfare incomes in 2006 and in 2007 were  


ABOVE 2/
3
 of the AFTER-TAX AVERAGE INCOME for ONLY 3 scenarios: 


New Brunswick


Prince Edward Island


Newfoundland and Labrador


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE
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Table 2.4-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
BEFORE-TAX AVERAGE INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Average Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $27,428 32% $6,368 $24,879 26%


2 $10,436 $27,428 38% $8,307 $24,879 33%


3 $17,850 $37,931 47% $14,966 $30,997 48%


4 $21,024 $38,746 54% $22,292 $36,197 62%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $26,307 23% $3,488 $24,573 14%


2 $8,983 $26,307 34% $8,111 $24,573 33%


3 $14,041 $36,095 39% $14,785 $23,758 62%


4 $19,999 $38,950 51% $18,474 $39,766 46%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $30,385 23% $7,056 $38,134 19%


2 $10,297 $30,385 34% $12,160 $38,134 32%


3 $16,533 $39,052 42% $15,534 $39,664 39%


4 $21,644 $44,864 48% $20,155 $49,758 41%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $30,181 19% $8,542 $29,264 29%


2 $8,814 $30,181 29% $9,348 $29,264 32%


3 $14,262 $35,076 41% $15,709 $32,526 48%


4 $21,096 $42,825 49% $21,633 $41,907 52%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $40,989 13% $6,460 $34,464 19%


2 $8,509 $40,989 21% $10,665 $34,464 31%


2-b $12,543 $40,989 31%


3 $14,108 $37,217 38% $14,928 $32,934 45%


4 $21,837 $51,288 43% $19,212 $38,746 50%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.5-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
AFTER-TAX AVERAGE INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $23,044 39% $6,368 $21,514 30%


2 $10,436 $23,044 45% $8,307 $21,514 39%


3 $17,850 $30,691 58% $14,966 $27,734 54%


4 $21,024 $30,487 69% $22,292 $30,283 74%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $22,126 27% $3,488 $21,005 17%


2 $8,983 $22,126 41% $8,111 $21,005 39%


3 $14,041 $31,201 45% $14,785 $21,820 68%


4 $19,999 $31,915 63% $18,474 $32,425 57%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $24,879 28% $7,056 $31,201 23%


2 $10,297 $24,879 41% $12,160 $31,201 39%


3 $16,533 $32,425 51% $15,534 $33,852 46%


4 $21,644 $35,279 61% $20,155 $39,562 51%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $24,981 23% $8,542 $24,471 35%


2 $8,814 $24,981 35% $9,348 $24,471 38%


3 $14,262 $29,875 48% $15,709 $29,366 53%


4 $21,096 $33,954 62% $21,633 $34,158 63%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $33,852 16% $6,460 $28,958 22%


2 $8,509 $33,852 25% $10,665 $28,958 37%


2-b $12,543 $33,852 37%


3 $14,108 $32,934 43% $14,928 $29,468 51%


4 $21,837 $41,601 52% $19,212 $32,323 59%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.4-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
BEFORE-TAX AVERAGE INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Average Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $28,830 32% $6,577 $25,150 26%


2 $10,878 $28,830 38% $8,623 $25,150 34%


3 $18,788 $28,114 67% $15,781 $30,875 51%


4 $21,662 $42,427 51% $22,906 $37,111 62%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $27,501 23% $3,574 $26,888 13%


2 $9,088 $27,501 33% $8,275 $26,888 31%


3 $14,725 $37,315 39% $15,451 $24,843 62%


4 $20,464 $41,303 50% $18,849 $40,178 47%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $31,999 22% $7,204 $39,258 18%


2 $10,500 $31,999 33% $12,382 $39,258 32%


3 $17,068 $41,814 41% $16,439 $42,938 38%


4 $21,890 $47,437 46% $21,058 $50,299 42%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $31,284 19% $9,105 $31,181 29%


2 $9,026 $31,284 29% $9,772 $31,181 31%


3 $14,664 $43,347 34% $16,545 $33,328 50%


4 $21,177 $42,415 50% $22,544 $44,881 50%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $46,414 11% $7,365 $37,009 20%


2 $8,440 $46,414 18% $11,125 $37,009 30%


2-b $12,762 $46,414 27%


3 $13,703 $42,938 32% $16,230 $34,760 47%


4 $20,319 $57,149 36% $20,283 $42,632 48%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.5-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
AFTER-TAX AVERAGE INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $24,025 39% $6,577 $21,265 31%


2 $10,878 $24,025 45% $8,623 $21,265 41%


3 $18,788 $25,150 75% $15,781 $28,114 56%


4 $21,662 $33,022 66% $22,906 $30,875 74%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $23,207 27% $3,574 $22,798 16%


2 $9,088 $23,207 39% $8,275 $22,798 36%


3 $14,725 $32,510 45% $15,451 $22,900 67%


4 $20,464 $33,635 61% $18,849 $33,022 57%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $25,865 27% $7,204 $31,999 23% 


2 $10,500 $25,865 41% $12,382 $31,999 39%


3 $17,068 $34,453 50% $16,439 $36,702 45%


4 $21,890 $37,213 59% $21,058 $40,280 52%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $25,865 23% $9,105 $25,865 35%


2 $9,026 $25,865 35% $9,772 $25,865 38%


3 $14,664 $35,373 41% $16,545 $29,852 55%


4 $21,177 $34,146 62% $22,544 $36,395 62%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $38,031 13% $7,365 $30,875 24%


2 $8,440 $38,031 22% $11,125 $30,875 36%


2-b $12,762 $38,031 34%


3 $13,703 $37,418 37% $16,230 $30,466 53%


4 $20,319 $46,312 44% $20,283 $35,169 58%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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 income tax data for 2005 2006 


 for the 4 typical households 


 in the largest municipal area 
in each province


 the 


entire territory Yukon, 
the Northwest Territories and Nunavut


 
income


 market income


 government transfers before taxes


  


 A single employable person in 
New Brunswick has the lowest ratio of 


single person in 
Newfoundland and Labrador
the highest


lowest Alberta for a person 
with a disability Support for 
Independence program


Yukon
the highest


Newfoundland and Labrador 
Northwest Territories 


The MEDIAN INCOME is the MIDPOINT  
 


1
2  


the other 1 2  
 


 
BETTER INDICATOR than 


an AVERAGE


The picture is STILL MUCH  


THE SAME: 


in ALL PROVINCES
FAR 


BELOW


 


SINGLE PERSONS continued to 


fare the WORST.


ALL INCOME DATA  


CONSUMER PRICE INDEX
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Newfoundland and Labrador at 
Yukon


 Alberta lowest ratio 
for a lone parent
Nunavut highest
the Northwest Territories


Alberta lowest ratio 
Nunavut the highest at 


second highest


Alberta lowest


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


Table 2.6-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
BEFORE-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $18,761 47% $6,368 $20,189 32%


2 $10,436 $18,761 56% $8,307 $20,189 41%


3 $17,850 $26,613 67% $14,966 $29,468 51%


4 $21,024 $84,834 25% $22,292 $79,532 28%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $23,452 26% $3,488 $20,087 17%


2 $8,983 $23,452 38% $8,111 $20,087 40%


3 $14,041 $29,671 47% $14,785 $26,409 56%


4 $19,999 $88,097 23% $18,474 $83,203 22%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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Table 2.6-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
BEFORE-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $21,107 33% $7,056 $23,044 31%


2 $10,297 $21,107 49% $12,160 $23,044 53%


3 $16,533 $32,221 51% $15,534 $32,221 48%


4 $21,644 $84,018 26% $20,155 $84,018 24%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $23,044 25% $8,542 $22,738 38%


2 $8,814 $23,044 38% $9,348 $22,738 41%


3 $14,262 $31,711 45% $15,709 $27,530 57%


4 $21,096 $84,222 25% $21,633 $87,077 25%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $29,264 19% $6,460 $23,044 28%


2 $8,509 $29,264 29% $10,665 $23,044 46%


2-b $12,543 $29,264 43%


3 $14,108 $37,319 38% $14,928 $30,589 49%


4 $21,837 $101,046 22% $19,212 $76,779 25%


YUKON NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 $12,468 $28,346 44% $13,619 $33,954 40%


2 $15,496 $28,346 55% $17,281 $33,954 51%


3 $20,593 $35,687 58% $23,411 $29,977 78%


4 $29,244 $99,517 29% $31,942 $114,913 28%


NUNAVUT


1 $11,020 $30,589 36%


2 $13,304 $30,589 43%


3 $22,995 $19,883 116%


4 $36,766 $67,908 54%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.7-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
AFTER-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $8,906 $17,742 50% $6,368 $18,761 34%


2 $10,436 $17,742 59% $8,307 $18,761 44%


3 $17,850 $25,491 70% $14,966 $27,530 54%


4 $21,024 $70,253 30% $22,292 $67,296 33%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,005 $21,107 28% $3,488 $18,761 19%


2 $8,983 $21,107 43% $8,111 $18,761 43%


3 $14,041 $27,836 50% $14,785 $25,389 58%


4 $19,999 $72,088 28% $18,474 $68,928 27%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,030 $19,577 36% $7,056 $21,310 33%


2 $10,297 $19,577 53% $12,160 $21,310 57%


3 $16,533 $30,079 55% $15,534 $30,181 51%


4 $21,644 $69,539 31% $20,155 $71,477 28%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,822 $20,903 28% $8,542 $20,699 41%


2 $8,814 $20,903 42% $9,348 $20,699 45%


3 $14,262 $29,468 48% $15,709 $26,307 60%


4 $21,096 $70,049 30% $21,633 $72,700 30%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,454 $26,001 21% $6,460 $21,310 30%


2 $8,509 $26,001 33% $10,665 $21,310 50%


2-b $12,543 $26,001 48%


3 $14,108 $34,668 41% $14,928 $29,060 51%


4 $21,837 $83,916 26% $19,212 $66,684 29%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.7-a: 2006 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
AFTER-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2006


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2006


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


YUKON NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 $12,468 $26,001 48% $13,619 $30,895 44%


2 $15,496 $26,001 60% $17,281 $30,895 56%


3 $20,593 $33,648 61% $23,411 $28,856 81%


4 $29,244 $84,222 35% $31,942 $96,662 33%


NUNAVUT


1 $11,020 $28,142 39%


2 $13,304 $28,142 47%


3 $22,995 $19,883 116%


4 $36,766 $60,261 61%


Table 2.6-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
BEFORE-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $19,731 47% $6,577 $21,367 31%


2 $10,878 $19,731 55% $8,623 $21,367 40%


3 $18,788 $28,830 65% $15,781 $32,306 49%


4 $21,662 $91,397 24% $22,906 $85,468 27%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $24,434 26% $3,574 $21,060 17%


2 $9,088 $24,434 37% $8,275 $21,060 39%


3 $14,725 $32,204 46% $15,451 $28,626 54%


4 $20,464 $93,238 22% $18,849 $88,126 21%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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Table 2.6-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
BEFORE-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
Before-Tax


Median Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


Before-Tax
Median Income


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $21,674 33% $7,204 $23,412 31%


2 $10,500 $21,674 48% $12,382 $23,412 53%


3 $17,068 $34,862 49% $16,439 $35,986 46%


4 $21,890 $87,206 25% $21,058 $87,410 24%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $24,230 24% $9,105 $24,536 37%


2 $9,026 $24,230 37% $9,772 $24,536 40%


3 $14,664 $34,044 43% $16,545 $30,875 54%


4 $21,177 $88,944 24% $22,544 $94,158 24%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $32,408 16% $7,365 $24,638 30%


2 $8,440 $32,408 26% $11,125 $24,638 45%


2-b $12,762 $32,408 39%


3 $13,703 $43,041 32% $16,230 $35,271 46%


4 $20,319 $111,231 18% $20,283 $82,810 24%


YUKON NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 $12,470 $30,057 41% $14,888 $34,657 43%


2 $15,503 $30,057 52% $18,942 $34,657 55%


3 $20,861 $39,053 53% $20,425 $32,204 63%


4 $29,069 $106,119 27% $31,560 $119,818 26%


NUNAVUT


1 $12,639 $31,999 39%


2 $14,924 $31,999 47%


3 $24,399 $21,776 112%


4 $37,736 $73,711 51%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.7-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
AFTER-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 $9,348 $18,709 50% $6,577 $19,833 33%


2 $10,878 $18,709 58% $8,623 $19,833 43%


3 $18,788 $27,297 69% $15,781 $30,057 53%


4 $21,662 $74,733 29% $22,906 $71,564 32%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 $6,247 $22,083 28% $3,574 $19,731 18%


2 $9,088 $22,083 41% $8,275 $19,731 42%


3 $14,725 $29,955 49% $15,451 $27,501 56%


4 $20,464 $76,164 27% $18,849 $72,586 26%


QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 $7,099 $20,345 35% $7,204 $21,674 33%


2 $10,500 $20,345 52% $12,382 $21,674 57%


3 $17,068 $32,306 53% $16,439 $33,226 49%


4 $21,890 $71,973 30% $21,058 $74,222 28%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 $5,827 $21,980 27% $9,105 $22,185 41%


2 $9,026 $21,980 41% $9,772 $22,185 44%


3 $14,664 $31,590 46% $16,545 $29,341 56%


4 $21,177 $73,711 29% $22,544 $78,209 29%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 $5,059 $28,830 18% $7,365 $22,696 32%


2 $8,440 $28,830 29% $11,125 $22,696 49%


2-b $12,762 $28,830 44%


3 $13,703 $39,565 35% $16,230 $33,022 49%


4 $20,319 $92,113 22% $20,283 $71,462 28%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children


 


program are featured in our reports. Most single people with severe and permanent disabilities receive assistance under the AISH program.
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Table 2.7-b: 2007 WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF  
AFTER-TAX MEDIAN INCOME


*
Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


Welfare  
Income 


2007


Estimated  
After-Tax


Average Income
2007


Welfare Income 
as % of Estimated 


After-Tax
Average Income


YUKON NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 $12,470 $27,501 45% $14,888 $31,488 47%


2 $15,503 $27,501 56% $18,942 $31,488 60%


3 $20,861 $36,293 57% $20,425 $31,079 66%


4 $29,069 $89,148 33% $31,560 $100,598 31%


NUNAVUT


1 $12,639 $29,137 43%


2 $14,924 $29,137 51%


3 $24,399 $21,469 114%


4 $37,736 $65,430 58%
 


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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Two provinces consistently at the bottom of 
the 3 measures


 New Brunswick for the single person


 Alberta person with a 
disability Support for 
Independence Program


 Alberta for the lone parent with one child


 


lowest for  
2 measures


 a lone parent in Alberta;


 a couple in British Columbia


2 provinces highest for 
3 measures or more


 Newfoundland and Labrador 
for the single person lone 
parent with one child


 Prince Edward Island for the 
couple with two children


NO welfare incomes were  


REMOTELY CLOSE to:


before-tax poverty lines; 


average incomes


median incomes


 


However, AFTER-TAX MEASURES 


allowed us to see A FEW CASES 


with IMPROVING RESULTS,  


except for the 


SINGLE EMPLOYABLE PERSON, 


where all scenarios showed 


dramatically low ratios.  
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CH A P T E R 3


W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  O V E R  T I M E


Total welfare income  


basic social assistance


provincial and territorial tax credits


the GST credit


provincial and territorial 
resource rebates


the federal energy cost 


EXPRESSED IN CONSTANT 2007 
DOLLARS







Table 3.2 looks at the percentage change 
in welfare incomes between 2005 and 2006, 
and 2006 and 2007. It also looks longer term at 
change between 1997 (the last full year under 


Table 3.3 determines when welfare incomes were 
at their peak and compares them to 2007. Finally, 
table 3.4 determines when welfare incomes were 
at their lowest and compares them to 2007.


T H E  S H O R T  T E R M :  2 0 0 5  T O  2 0 0 6 
A N D  2 0 0 6  T O  2 0 0 7


Many welfare incomes continued to decline


1.71 million children, women and men who relied 
on welfare. 


About 1/3 of all welfare incomes continued to 
decline in 2006—mainly single people. 


About 2/3 saw an increase of welfare incomes 
in 2006. In many cases, however, improvements 
were a one time event since they were often 


covering energy costs for 2006 only. In a few 
cases, improvements were due to increases in 
social assistance rates, either in 2006 or in the last 
months of 2005. 


Between 2005 and 2006, total welfare incomes 
decreased in 17 of our 52 scenarios. All decreases 
recorded in the provinces were welfare incomes 


for scenarios of single persons without a child. 
Decreases recorded in the territories were 
incomes for scenarios of single persons without a 
child and for couples.


In 2007, welfare incomes declined in 22 of our 53 


percentage points from 2006.


Because welfare rates are not adjusted 


welfare recipients typically lose ground to the 
cost of living year after year. 


A few exceptions exist:


Quebec has full indexing for some 
recipients and partial indexing for others.  


April 1, 2007, the basic income support rate 


Indexing basic income support is planned 
for the next 6 years in this province. 
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As we saw in CHAPTER 2, ONLY 11 OF THE
41 SCENARIOS studied in all jurisdictions 


REACHED 80% or more of the MARKET
BASKET MEASURE (MBM) in 2006. 


In 2007, ONLY 9 SCENARIOS reached
this level.


1 Excludes an estimated 150,000 First Nations people on reserve 
who receive welfare.







Between 2005 and 2006, the COST  
OF LIVING rose by 2%.  


 
Many welfare rates remained the  


same both years, so the PURCHASING 
POWER of WELFARE BENEFITS ACTUALLY 


DECLINED by 2%.  
 


Between 2006 and 2007, the cost of 
living rose by about the same, 2.2%.
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2 0 0 6  I M P R O V E M E N T S  M A D E  B Y 


P R O V I N C E S  A N D  T E R R I T O R I E S


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


Some provinces 


and territories made 


improvements in  


their welfare  


 


but MOST OF  


THE CHANGES  


were TOO SMALL  


to have much of  


an IMPACT.  


 


The MOST NOTABLE 


INCREASES  


took place in  


NEWFOUNDLAND AND 


LABRADOR.







2 0 0 7  I M P R O V E M E N T S  M A D E  B Y 


P R O V I N C E S  A N D  T E R R I T O R I E S 
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T H E  L O N G E R  V I E W :  1 9 8 6  T O  2 0 0 7 1 


 


 


1 The scenario of a person with a disability under the AISH 
program in Alberta will be only partially considered in this section, 
since we began to report data in 2006.
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In 2006 and 2007,  


WELFARE INCOMES  


were at their  


LOWEST POINT  


since 1986  


in 9 and 8 scenarios 


respectively,  


down from 20 scenarios  


in 2005. 


Between 2000 and 2007, 


welfare incomes were at 


their LOWEST LEVELS in 


35 of our 52 scenarios.  


 


Further, 5 provinces 


recorded their  


LOWEST LEVELS of 


WELFARE INCOMES 


for ALL 4  


HOUSEHOLD TYPES 


during this 7-year period: 
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For each of the four 


 


The harshest losses 


 


 
 


Some very discouraging realities for 


people living on welfare incomes: 


  The VAST MAJORITY
PEAKED MANY YEARS AGO


  The AMOUNT of the DECREASE IN 
TOTAL SEVERE
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TABLE 3.1:  TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME IN 2007 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


* 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 5,758 5,660 5,734 5,819 5,962 5,895 5,887 5,763 3,385 1,612


2 11,296 11,297 11,152 11,277 11,134 11,118 10,883 11,091 11,524


3 16,242 15,921 16,164 16,634 17,112 16,928 16,903 16,542 16,658 17,046


4 20,311 19,520 19,723 19,617 19,551 19,325 19,299 18,891 18,970 19,472


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 10,694 10,455 10,521 10,700 10,733 10,663 9,612 7,458 6,830 6,801


2 12,150 12,150 12,177 12,211 12,115 11,972 11,523 10,636 10,429


3 16,548 16,046 16,258 16,629 16,745 16,650 16,374 15,645 14,984 14,407


4 25,215 24,411 24,650 25,190 25,103 24,911 24,499 23,574 21,955 21,951


NOVA SCOTIA


1 7,860 8,872 8,576 8,335 8,089 7,952 7,940 7,772 7,670 5,706


2 11,645 11,691 11,718 11,455 11,259 11,425 11,217 11,038 10,864


3 15,418 15,805 15,970 16,114 16,004 15,746 15,932 15,627 15,379 15,136


4 19,997 21,002 20,448 20,296 19,966 19,698 19,671 19,256 20,362 20,522


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 3,874 4,297 4,340 4,423 4,299 4,244 4,271 4,196 4,174 4,152


2 11,090 11,034 10,907 10,803 10,739 8,489 8,455 8,393 8,463


3 13,442 13,145 13,221 13,258 13,212 13,231 13,684 14,201 14,107 14,223


4 16,199 15,456 15,485 15,791 15,834 15,839 16,293 16,882 16,740 17,034


QUEBEC


1 4,078 5,345 7,647 8,103 8,209 8,233 8,065 7,895 7,768 7,534


2 9,526 9,986 10,442 10,637 10,642 10,814 10,592 10,655 10,633


3 15,464 14,299 15,401 14,543 16,132 16,712 17,038 16,689 16,239 15,626


4 21,635 19,692 19,575 20,475 20,696 21,184 20,951 20,509 20,029 19,129


ONTARIO 


1 8,715 9,477 10,443 10,890 11,140 11,115 11,128 10,349 8,532 8,427


2 13,637 14,665 15,201 15,357 15,284 15,296 14,975 14,735 14,502


3 17,414 18,597 20,902 21,687 21,931 21,886 21,901 20,430 17,137 16,892


4 23,040 24,384 28,005 28,927 29,207 29,113 28,894 26,833 22,650 22,330


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.1:  TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME IN 2007 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 1,617 1,610 2,149 3,735 9,057 8,827 8,676 8,546 9,105 9,348


2 11,470 11,365 11,190 10,997 10,785 10,497 10,306 10,141 10,669 10,878


3 17,357 17,610 17,541 17,559 17,435 17,131 16,998 16,867 18,249 18,788


4 19,992 20,474 20,483 20,756 20,761 20,500 20,448 20,408 21,494 21,662


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 6,739 6,623 6,781 6,665 6,654 6,678 6,612 6,478 6,510 6,577


2 10,326 10,138 10,202 10,001 9,987 8,732 8,627 8,427 8,493 8,623


3 14,267 14,015 14,315 14,285 14,471 14,464 14,424 14,288 15,300 15,781


4 21,749 21,375 22,125 22,116 22,388 22,301 22,270 22,113 22,790 22,906


NOVA SCOTIA


1 5,654 5,492 5,350 5,492 5,788 5,636 5,551 5,652 6,139 6,247


2 10,764 10,579 10,302 9,476 9,836 9,572 9,416 9,274 9,183 9,088


3 15,149 15,081 14,846 13,966 13,792 13,579 13,509 13,465 14,355 14,725


4 20,588 19,975 20,238 21,094 20,088 19,838 19,803 19,839 20,445 20,464


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 4,114 4,043 3,940 3,846 3,767 3,670 3,608 3,572 3,565 3,574


2 8,428 8,286 8,362 8,443 8,543 8,591 8,440 8,334 8,292 8,275


3 14,568 14,793 14,700 14,693 14,591 14,357 14,259 14,235 15,116 15,451


4 17,699 18,218 18,270 18,475 18,491 18,284 18,253 18,312 18,886 18,849


QUEBEC


1 7,428 7,473 7,345 7,313 7,420 7,333 7,337 7,242 7,187 7,099


2 10,729 10,750 10,626 10,619 10,660 10,540 10,549 10,484 10,527 10,500


3 15,614 15,560 15,141 15,182 15,389 15,267 15,312 16,048 16,902 17,068


4 19,318 19,238 19,040 19,288 19,673 19,599 19,754 21,582 22,127 21,890


ONTARIO 


1 8,336 8,193 7,980 7,786 7,620 7,419 7,427 7,304 7,213 7,204


2 14,369 14,122 13,751 13,410 13,117 12,765 12,766 12,568 12,431 12,382


3 16,732 16,448 16,085 15,764 15,468 15,101 15,178 15,064 15,881 16,439


4 22,114 21,746 21,295 20,897 20,518 20,042 20,080 20,121 20,605 21,058


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.1:  TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME IN 2007 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


* 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


MANITOBA 


1 8,647 9,079 9,301 9,362 9,419 9,271 8,649 8,478 7,855 6,846


2 9,863 9,842 9,852 11,901 10,763 10,703 10,477 10,309 10,146


3 15,165 14,874 14,971 15,044 16,293 14,841 14,748 14,430 14,199 13,974


4 23,852 25,487 26,264 26,691 27,011 24,905 25,280 24,734 22,456 20,965


SASKATCHEWAN


1 7,238 7,351 7,293 7,252 7,387 7,764 7,753 6,967 7,467 6,747


2 11,913 11,658 11,412 11,199 11,096 11,078 10,844 10,971 9,835


3 16,658 16,579 16,426 16,204 15,933 15,763 15,734 15,398 15,151 14,911


4 24,447 23,695 23,336 22,982 22,953 22,658 22,700 22,224 21,867 20,458


ALBERTA


1 10,300 7,266 7,041 7,810 7,739 7,310 6,410 6,275 6,174 6,111


2 8,961 8,658 9,277 9,097 8,842 8,808 8,646 8,507 8,408


3 16,753 15,082 14,730 15,668 15,522 14,983 14,065 13,754 13,524 13,404


4 26,193 23,067 22,391 24,741 24,419 23,623 22,396 22,117 21,762 21,505


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 7,357 8,180 8,465 8,124 8,626 8,654 8,865 8,707 7,934 7,808


2 11,248 11,746 11,676 12,060 12,146 12,430 12,213 12,019 11,830


3 15,056 16,365 16,787 16,810 17,351 17,396 17,773 17,446 17,167 16,834


4 21,709 21,378 21,740 21,736 22,563 22,648 23,230 22,804 22,437 21,960


YUKON


1 8,742 10,662 10,900 10,912 10,769 10,586 10,568 10,345 10,179 13,779


2 11,915 12,101 12,062 11,906 11,702 11,682 12,277 12,087 15,666


3 17,506 19,228 19,609 19,784 19,669 19,345 19,317 18,909 18,606 22,447


4 27,667 29,179 29,194 29,684 29,697 29,204 29,159 28,543 28,085 32,513


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 15,120 15,091 14,773 14,442 9,540


2 17,082 17,053 16,693 16,707 12,140


3 27,235 27,190 26,616 26,076 23,052


4 33,004 32,998 32,301 31,632 30,866


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.1:  TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME IN 2007 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


MANITOBA 


1 6,783 6,666 6,494 6,336 6,202 6,040 6,169 6,065 5,952 5,827


2 10,052 9,963 9,762 9,521 9,315 9,065 9,134 8,966 9,011 9,026


3 13,845 13,603 13,581 14,057 14,272 14,047 13,955 13,845 14,581 14,664


4 20,558 20,205 20,046 20,207 20,187 20,514 21,260 21,221 21,567 21,177


SASKATCHEWAN


1 6,705 6,892 6,890 6,879 6,775 6,740 6,655 6,946 8,733 9,105


2 9,827 10,070 9,993 9,962 9,761 9,668 9,638 9,270 9,557 9,772


3 13,807 14,263 14,281 14,275 14,033 13,658 13,538 13,796 16,060 16,545


4 20,394 21,124 20,998 21,061 20,735 20,351 20,297 20,147 22,116 22,544


ALBERTA


1 6,138 6,032 5,876 5,734 5,614 5,467 5,372 5,264 5,575 5,059


2 8,414 8,479 8,871 8,659 8,477 8,401 8,356 8,184 8,699 8,440


3 13,549 13,661 13,477 13,246 12,973 12,909 12,941 12,849 14,423 13,703


4 21,647 21,519 21,358 20,970 20,532 20,375 20,412 20,324 22,325 20,319


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 7,735 7,602 7,463 7,361 7,205 6,993 6,869 6,730 6,604 7,365


2 11,721 11,520 11,308 11,152 10,911 10,646 10,452 11,108 10,903 11,125


3 16,679 16,405 16,162 16,040 15,284 14,836 14,674 14,540 15,262 16,230


4 21,757 21,412 21,104 20,990 20,325 19,624 19,445 19,249 19,641 20,283


YUKON


1 13,626 13,417 13,137 14,065 13,882 13,522 13,275 12,996 12,747 12,470


2 15,522 15,255 14,910 15,799 15,573 15,161 14,890 15,365 15,842 15,503


3 22,240 22,218 21,691 22,476 22,110 21,560 21,293 20,671 21,053 20,861


4 32,213 31,659 30,951 31,600 31,351 30,612 30,372 30,168 29,897 29,069


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES 


1 9,429 10,469 10,207 10,231 13,087 13,880 13,721 14,187 13,923 14,888


2 12,075 13,090 12,759 12,970 16,862 17,825 17,566 18,008 17,667 18,942


3 23,176 24,681 24,089 23,701 24,023 23,488 23,172 23,609 23,934 20,425


4 31,224 33,157 32,388 31,806 32,283 31,690 31,516 32,975 32,656 31,560


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.1:  TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES OVER TIME IN 2007 CONSTANT DOLLARS ($) 


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


NUNAVUT 


1 12,492 12,200 11,931 11,626 11,421 11,408 11,436 11,609 12,639


2 15,070 14,702 14,366 14,058 13,898 13,840 13,817 13,945 14,924


3 33,796 32,963 32,212 31,553 23,155 23,041 23,094 23,852 24,399


4 41,124 40,144 39,269 38,197 37,714 37,676 37,866 37,930 37,736


TABLE 3.2:  PERCENTAGE CHANGE IN WELFARE INCOMES IN 2007 CONSTANT DOLLARS, 
SELECTED YEARS 


2005-2006 2006-2007 1997-2007 1989-2007


* ($) % Change ($) % Change ($) % Change ($) % Change 


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 $559 6.5% $242 2.7% $7,736 479.9% $3,688 65.2%


2 $529 5.2% $208 2.0% -$646 -5.6% -$418 -3.7%


3 $1,381 8.2% $540 3.0% $1,742 10.2% $2,867 18.0%


4 $1,086 5.3% $168 0.8% $2,190 11.2% $2,142 11.0%


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 $32 0.5% $67 1.0% -$225 -3.3% -$3,878 -37.1%


2 $66 0.8% $130 1.5% -$1,806 -17.3% -$3,527 -29.0%


3 $1,012 7.1% $481 3.1% $1,374 9.5% -$265 -1.7%


4 $677 3.1% $116 0.5% $955 4.4% -$1,505 -6.2%


NOVA SCOTIA


1 $487 8.6% $108 1.8% $540 9.5% -$2,625 -29.6%


2 -$91 -1.0% -$96 -1.0% -$1,776 -16.4% -$2,557 -22.0%


3 $890 6.6% $370 2.6% -$411 -2.7% -$1,080 -6.8%


4 $606 3.1% $18 0.1% -$58 -0.3% -$539 -2.6%


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 -$7 -0.2% $8 0.2% -$579 -13.9% -$724 -16.8%


2 -$42 -0.5% -$17 -0.2% -$188 -2.2% -$2,815 -25.4%


3 $881 6.2% $335 2.2% $1,228 8.6% $2,306 17.5%


4 $574 3.1% -$38 -0.2% $1,815 10.7% $3,393 22.0%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.2:  % CHANGE IN WELFARE INCOMES IN 2007 CONSTANT $,  SELECTED YEARS 


2005-2006 2006-2007 1997-2007 1989-2007


* ($) % Change ($) % Change ($) % Change ($) % Change 


QUEBEC


1 -$55 -0.8% -$87 -1.2% -$435 -5.8% $1,754 32.8%


2 $43 0.4% -$28 -0.3% -$133 -1.2% $974 10.2%


3 $854 5.3% $166 1.0% $1,442 9.2% $2,769 19.4%


4 $545 2.5% -$238 -1.1% $2,760 14.4% $2,198 11.2%


ONTARIO


1 -$91 -1.2% -$10 -0.1% -$1,223 -14.5% -$2,273 -24.0%


2 -$137 -1.1% -$49 -0.4% -$2,120 -14.6% -$1,255 -9.2%


3 $817 5.4% $559 3.5% -$452 -2.7% -$2,158 -11.6%


4 $485 2.4% $452 2.2% -$1,272 -5.7% -$3,326 -13.6%


MANITOBA


1 -$113 -1.9% -$125 -2.1% -$1,019 -14.9% -$3,252 -35.8%


2 $45 0.5% $15 0.2% -$1,120 -11.0% -$837 -8.5%


3 $736 5.3% $83 0.6% $690 4.9% -$210 -1.4%


4 $346 1.6% -$390 -1.8% $211 1.0% -$4,311 -16.9%


SASKATCHEWAN


1 $1,787 25.7% $373 4.3% $2,358 35.0% $1,755 23.9%


2 $286 3.1% $216 2.3% -$62 -0.6% -$2,141 -18.0%


3 $2,264 16.4% $485 3.0% $1,633 11.0% -$34 -0.2%


4 $1,969 9.8% $427 1.9% $2,086 10.2% -$1,152 -4.9%


ALBERTA


1 $311 5.9% -$517 -9.3% -$1,052 -17.2% -$2,207 -30.4%


2 $515 6.3% -$259 -3.0% $32 0.4% -$521 -5.8%


2-b -$62 -0.5%


3 $1,574 12.2% -$719 -5.0% $299 2.2% -$1,378 -9.1%


4 $2,001 9.8% -$2,006 -9.0% -$1,186 -5.5% -$2,749 -11.9%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 -$126 -1.9% $761 11.5% -$444 -5.7% -$815 -10.0%


2 -$205 -1.8% $222 2.0% -$705 -6.0% -$123 -1.1%


3 $722 5.0% $968 6.3% -$604 -3.6% -$135 -0.8%


4 $392 2.0% $642 3.3% -$1,677 -7.6% -$1,096 -5.1%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children







TABLE 3.2:  % CHANGE IN WELFARE INCOMES IN 2007 CONSTANT $,  SELECTED YEARS 


2005-2006 2006-2007 1997-2007 1989-2007


* ($) % Change ($) % Change ($) % Change ($) % Change 


YUKON 


1 -$249 -1.9% -$277 -2.2% -$1,309 -9.5% $1,808 17.0%


2 $476 3.1% -$339 -2.1% -$163 -1.0% $3,588 30.1%


3 $382 1.8% -$192 -0.9% -$1,585 -7.1% $1,633 8.5%


4 -$270 -0.9% -$828 -2.8% -$3,444 -10.6% -$110 -0.4%


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 -$264 -1.9% $965 6.9% $5,348 56.1%


2 -$341 -1.9% $1,275 7.2% $6,802 56.0%


3 $325 1.4% -$3,509 -14.7% -$2,627 -11.4%


4 -$319 -1.0% -$1,096 -3.4% $694 2.2%


NUNAVUT


1 $173 1.5% $1,030 8.9%


2 $128 0.9% $979 7.0%


3 $758 3.3% $547 2.3%


4 $65 0.2% -$194 -0.5%
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TABLE 3.3:  PEAK YEAR AND 2007 WELFARE INCOMES


* Peak 
Year


Peak 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ Change 
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007


% Change
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007 


Peak 
Year


Peak 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ Change 
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007


% Change
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007 


 NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 2007 $9,348 $9,348 $0 0.0% 1992 $10,733 $6,577 -$4,156 -38.7%


2 1997 $11,524 $10,878 -$646 -5.6% 1992 $12,211 $8,623 -$3,588 -29.4%


3 2007 $18,788 $18,788 $0 0.0% 1992 $16,745 $15,781 -$964 -5.8%


4 2007 $21,662 $21,662 $0 0.0% 1986 $25,215 $22,906 -$2,309 -9.2%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 1989 $8,872 $6,247 -$2,625 -29.6% 1991 $4,423 $3,574 -$849 -19.2%


2 1991 $11,718 $9,088 -$2,630 -22.4% 1989 $11,090 $8,275 -$2,815 -25.4%


3 1991 $16,114 $14,725 -$1,389 -8.6% 2007 $15,451 $15,451 $0 0.0%


4 2001 $21,094 $20,464 -$630 -3.0% 2006 $18,886 $18,849 -$38 -0.2%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.3:  PEAK YEAR AND 2007 WELFARE INCOMES


* Peak 
Year


Peak 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ Change 
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007


% Change
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007 


Peak 
Year


Peak 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ Change 
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007


% Change
from  


Peak Year 
to 2007  


 QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 1993 $8,233 $7,099 -$1,134 -13.8% 1992 $11,140 $7,204 -$3,937 -35.3%


2 1994 $10,814 $10,500 -$314 -2.9% 1992 $15,357 $12,382 -$2,975 -19.4%


3 2007 $17,068 $17,068 $0 0.0% 1992 $21,931 $16,439 -$5,492 -25.0%


4 2006 $22,127 $21,890 -$238 -1.1% 1992 $29,207 $21,058 -$8,149 -27.9%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 1992 $9,419 $5,827 -$3,593 -38.1% 2007 $9,105 $9,105 $0 0.0%


2 1992 $11,901 $9,026 -$2,875 -24.2% 1989 $11,913 $9,772 -$2,141 -18.0%


3 1992 $16,293 $14,664 -$1,629 -10.0% 1986 $16,658 $16,545 -$113 -0.7%


4 1992 $27,011 $21,177 -$5,835 -21.6% 1986 $24,447 $22,544 -$1,903 -7.8%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 1986 $10,300 -50.9% 1994 $8,865 $7,365 -$1,500 -16.9%


2 1991 $9,277 $8,440 -$837 -9.0% 1994 $12,430 $11,125 -$1,304 -10.5%


2-b 2006 $12,824 $12,762 -$62 -0.5%


3 1986 $16,753 $13,703 -$3,050 -18.2% 1994 $17,773 $16,230 -$1,543 -8.7%


4 1986 $26,193 $20,319 -$5,875 -22.4% 1994 $23,230 $20,283 -$2,948 -12.7%


YUKON NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 2001 $14,065 $12,470 -$1,595 -11.3% 1993 $15,120 $14,888 -$232 -1.5%


2 2006 $15,842 $15,503 -$339 -2.1% 2007 $18,942 $18,942 $0 0.0%


3 2001 $22,476 $20,861 -$1,615 -7.2% 1993 $27,235 $20,425 -$6,810 -25.0%


4 1997 $32,513 $29,069 -$3,444 -10.6% 1999 $33,157 $31,560 -$1,597 -4.8%


NUNAVUT


1 2007 $12,639 $12,639 $0 0.0%


2 1999 $15,070 $14,924 -$146 -1.0%


3 1999 $33,796 $24,399 -$9,397 -27.8%


4 1999 $41,124 $37,736 -$3,388 -8.2%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 3.4:  LOWEST YEAR AND 2007 WELFARE INCOMES


* Lowest 
Year


Lowest 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ 
Change 


from  
Lowest 
Year  


to 2007


%  
Change


from  
Lowest 
Year to 


2007 


Lowest 
Year


Lowest 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ 
Change 


from  
Lowest 
Year 


to 2007


%  
Change


from  
Lowest 
Year  


to 2007 


 NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 1999 $1,610 $9,348 $7,737 480.4%1 2005 $6,478 $6,577 $99 1.5%


2 2005 $10,141 $10,878 $737 7.3% 2005 $8,427 $8,623 $196 2.3%


3 1989 $15,921 $18,788 $2,867 18.0% 1999 $14,015 $15,781 $1,767 12.6%


4 1995 $18,891 $21,662 $2,771 14.7% 1999 $21,375 $22,906 $1,531 7.2%


NOVA SCOTIA NEW BRUNSWICK


1 2000 $5,350 $6,247 $896 16.8% 2006 $3,565 $3,574 $8 0.2%


2 2007 $9,088 $9,088 $0 0.0% 2007 $8,275 $8,275 $0 0.0%


3 2005 $13,465 $14,725 $1,260 9.4% 1989 $13,145 $15,451 $2,306 17.5%


4 1995 $19,256 $20,464 $1,208 6.3% 1989 $15,456 $18,849 $3,393 22.0%


 QUEBEC ONTARIO


1 1986 $4,078 $7,099 $3,022 74.1%2 2007 $7,204 $7,204 $0 0.0%


2 1989 $9,526 $10,500 $974 10.2% 2007 $12,382 $12,382 $0 0.0%


3 1989 $14,299 $17,068 $2,769 19.4% 2005 $15,064 $16,439 $1,375 9.1%


4 2000 $19,040 $21,890 $2,849 15.0% 2003 $20,042 $21,058 $1,016 5.1%


MANITOBA SASKATCHEWAN


1 2007 $5,827 $5,827 $0 0.0% 2004 $6,655 $9,105 $2,450 36.8%


2 2005 $8,966 $9,026 $60 0.7% 2005 $9,270 $9,772 $502 5.4%


3 2000 $13,581 $14,664 $1,083 8.0% 2004 $13,538 $16,545 $3,006 22.2%


4 2000 $20,046 $21,177 $1,130 5.6% 2005 $20,147 $22,544 $2,397 11.9%


ALBERTA BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 2007 $5,059 $5,059 $0 0.0% 2006 $6,604 $7,365 $761 11.5%


2 2005 $8,184 $8,440 $256 3.1% 2004 $10,452 $11,125 $674 6.4%


2-b 2007 $12,762 $12,762 $0 0.0%


3 2005 $12,849 $13,703 $855 6.7% 2005 $14,540 $16,230 $1,690 11.6%


4 2007 $20,319 $20,319 $0 0.0% 2005 $19,249 $20,283 $1,034 5.4%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
 


1 The 1999 rate was for Room and Board whereas the 2007 is for renting in the private market.


2 The 1986 rate for a single employable in Quebec was for a person less than 30 years of age and the 2007 rate has no age condition.
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TABLE 3.4:  LOWEST YEAR AND 2007 WELFARE INCOMES


* Lowest 
Year


Lowest 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ 
Change 


from  
Lowest 
Year  


to 2007


%  
Change


from  
Lowest 
Year to 


2007 


Lowest 
Year


Lowest 
Amount 


2007 
Amount


$ 
Change 


from  
Lowest 
Year 


to 2007


%  
Change


from  
Lowest 
Year  


to 2007 


YUKON NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


1 1986 $8,742 $12,470 $3,728 42.6% 1998 $9,429 $14,888 $5,459 57.9%


2 1994 $11,682 $15,503 $3,821 32.7% 1998 $12,075 $18,942 $6,867 56.9%


3 1986 $17,506 $20,861 $3,356 19.2% 2007 $20,425 $20,425 $0 0.0%


4 1986 $27,667 $29,069 $1,402 5.1% 2004 $31,516 $31,560 $694 2.2%


NUNAVUT


1 2004 $11,408 $12,639 $1,232 10.8%


2 2005 $13,817 $14,924 $1,107 8.0%


3 2004 $23,041 $24,399 $1,358 5.9%


4 2004 $37,736 $37,736 $60 0.2%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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CH A P T E R 4


W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  
A N D  C H I L D  B E N E F I T S


 
 


F E D E R A L  C H I L D  B E N E F I T S


C A N A D A  C H I L D  T A X  B E N E F I T  A N D  N A T I O N A L  C H I L D  B E N E F I T  S U P P L E M E N T


 
1 


 
 


The CURRENT SYSTEM of fEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL 


CHILD BENEFIT PROGRAMS has become 


INCOMPREHENSIBLE to most people. 


FEDERAL CHILD BENEFITS
ALL LOW-INCOME FAMILIES MANY MIDDLE 


INCOME FAMILIES CHILDREN UNDER 18  
 
For MOST


he 


the 


 
CCTB supplement for children under 7 replaced  


UNIVERSAL CHILD CARE BENEFIT (UCCB) 1
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The MAXIMUM CCTB BASIC BENEFIT 


UNDER $36,378  
2006


UNDER $37,178  
2007


 


 
 
The UPPER LIMIT


 $99,128 in 2006


$101,328 in 2007  


The MAXIMUM NCBS


UNDER $20,435 in 2006


UNDER $20,883 in 2007


 
PARTIAL SUPPLEMENTS


 $20,435 and $36,378 
in 2006


$20,883 and $37,178  
in 2007


As of July 1, 2006  
the MONTHLY UCCB is  
$100 PER ELIGIBLE CHILD UNDER 6  
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Results of the direct impact analysis 


of the NCB indicate that of the 52,900 


working families with children who were 


prevented from living in a low-income 


situation in 2003 due to the NCB, 


disposable incomes were, on average, 


$2,600 higher than they would have been 


in the absence of the NCB initiative. This 


represents an increase of 9.7% in their 


disposable incomes. (The National Child 


, 2007, page 43)


“…federal 


( , page 7)


The original clawback mechanisms varied 


from place to place. The clawback has 


evolved since 1998.


Families with children receiving welfare are 


living in poverty and they’ve seen  


LITTLE OR NO BENEFIT FROM THE NCBS  


despite the substantial sums of new money 


provided by the federal government.


ENDING THE CLAWBACK means  


RAISING THE INCOMES OF FAMILIES ON 


WELFARE BY THE AMOUNT OF THE NCBS  


that has been deducted  


from their social assistance or  


NO SPECIFIC EVIDENCE has been 


reported to conclude that the NCBS 


is ASSISTING WELFARE FAMILIES 


to MOVE TO PAID EMPLOYMENT 


or OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT 


EXPERIENCE. 
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Neither the 2005 
 Report nor the National 


1


However, the methodology used in this 


report cannot capture changes in the 


economic behaviour of low-income families 


with children, which may have been caused 


by the NCB. For example, on the one hand, 


the NCB may have encouraged low-income 


families to enter the workforce from social 


assistance. On the other hand, the NCB 


Supplement reduction rates may have had 


a negative impact on the number of hours 


worked by some workers. These dynamic 


effects are not captured by this methodology. 


(Assessing the Direct Impact of the National Child 


, 2007, page 40)


1 Chapter 6 of the  “…
assesses the direct impact of the NCB initiative’s income benefits 
component. A simulation approach is used to compare the actual NCB 
income benefits structure to a hypothetical scenario based on the 
benefits structure that existed prior to the NCB.“ (page 44)


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


Furthermore, since the 


MAJORITY of those on 


welfare who have the 


NCBS CLAWED BACK 


are FEMALE-HEADED, 


LONE-PARENT FAMILIES, 


the Supplement clawback 


has a DISCRIMINATING 


IMPACT on WOMEN and 


THEIR CHILDREN. 
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C U R R E N T  S T A T U S  O F  N A T I O N A L 
C H I L D  B E N E F I T  S U P P L E M E N T 


 


DO NOT CLAW BACK


CONTINUE TO CLAW BACK PART 
OF THE NCBS


 


In 2006, the City returned $962,000 of NCB 


funds to families receiving OW or ODSP 


through the Hamilton NCB Entitlement 


Program. $150 per child was issued to 3,426 


eligible families representing 6,414 children. 


This was a one-time payment for 2006.


In the fall of 2007, the City plans to return 


$2.2 million to eligible OW and ODSP 


families in Hamilton. We do not know the 


exact amount to be returned but it will be an 


increase over last year. The amount of funds 


per child depends on the number of eligible 


families/children which we will not know 


until the end of the month or the beginning 


of November. Again, this will be a one time 


payment for 2007. 


Hamilton)
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U N I V E R S A L  C H I L D  C A R E  B E N E F I T


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


(Caledon Institute of 


Social Policy,  


, Ken Battle, April 


2006, page 8) 
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P R O V I N C I A L  C H I L D  B E N E F I T S


 


N E W F O U N D L A N D  A N D  L A B R A D O R


The  


The NLCB, combined with the federal 


families with children.


N O V A  S C O T I A


The 


children
paid to all low-income families through an 


Q U E B E C


new 
Child Assistance measure replaced the former 
Family Allowance tax credit for dependent 
children tax reduction for families


O N T A R I O


families with family 
net incomes of $20,000 or less
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S A S K A T C H E W A N


 


transitional program


July of each year as the federal NCBS increased


B R I T I S H  C O L U M B I A


BC 
Family Bonus set amount per child


families with children were decreased each time 
the NCBS was increased


 
 
 


T H E  E F F E C T S  O F  T H E  C L A W B A C K


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


The CLAWBACK of the  


has had SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS on 


the COMPOSITION of  


TOTAL WELFARE INCOMES.  


 


Each year, as the NCBS increased, 


the AMOUNT OF  


MONEY CLAWED BACK  


by provinces and territories  


ALSO INCREASED.  


 


As a result, provincial and territorial 


spending on welfare decreased and 


the federal share of welfare incomes 


increased. 







  |  | 91


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


2


2 This is based on our assumptions, and especially that our welfare 
household are tenants in the private rental market rather than 
homeowners or social housing tenants.


 


LONE PARENTS in  


5 jurisdictions received  


LOWER TOTAL WELFARE 
INCOMES IN 2007 THAN 
THEY HAD IN 1997. 


CHILDREN saw their welfare 


incomes decline in 6 


jurisdictions.
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There is no guarantee that 


welfare incomes will rise if 


a province does not claw 


back the NCBS. 


At the provincial level in 2007, the lone 


parent with one child and the couple 


with two children were  


WORSE OFF  


in 7 of the 20 scenarios  


than they were 10 years earlier,  


before the NCBS was implemented.  


 


This was a big step backwards  
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W H A T  V E N N  D I A G R A M S  C A N  T E L L  U S


Diagram 1 illustrates the situation as of January 1, 2007. The 3 categories of programs or features used 


Two jurisdictions, Newfoundland and Labrador and Quebec, were the only ones with all 3 features and 
it is interesting to note that those are provinces that have comprehensive strategies for preventing and 
reducing poverty.


Yukon


Northwest
Territories


Nunavut


Manitoba


Ontario


Nova Scotia


New Brunswick


Alberta*


Prince Edward Island*


* Do not have any of these features.


NO NCBS Clawback at all


Provincial/Territorial
Tax Credit


Provincial/Territorial
Child Benefit


Brit ish
Columbia


Saskatchewan


Newfoundland
and Labrador


Québec


Diagram 1 - Families with Children, 2007
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Saskatchewan
its improvement between 2003 and 2007 Newfoundland and Labrador and Quebec again the only 


all 4 features


Diagram 2 - Families with Children, 2003-2007**


 
 


  
  


  
  


 
 


 
 


Yukon 
 


Northwest 
Territories  


 
Nunavut 


Manitoba 


Ontario 


 
 


 


Nova Scotia
 


 


New Brunswick
 


 
Alberta*  


 
Prince Edward Island* 


 
 
 
 


* Do not have any of these features. 


NO NCBS Clawback at all


Provincial/Territorial
Tax Credit


Provincial/Territorial
Child Benefit


Brit ish  
Columbia 


 


Newfoundland 
and Labrador 


 
Québec 


Saskatchewan 


20032003--2007** 2007**   
WI ImprovementWI Improvement  


for Familiesfor Families  
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Figure 4.1: Newfoundland & Labrador Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.2: Newfoundland & Labrador Welfare Income
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.3: Prince Edward Island Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.4: Prince Edward Island Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.5: Nova Scotia Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.6: Nova Scotia Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.7: New Brunswick Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.8: New Brunswick Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.9: Quebec Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.10: Quebec Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.11: Ontario Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)


$0


$5,000


$10,000


$15,000


$20,000


$25,000


1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


Figure 4.12: Ontario Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.13: Manitoba Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.14: Manitoba Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.15: Saskatchewan Welfare Income, 
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.16: Saskatchewan Welfare Income, 
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.17: Alberta Welfare Income,
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.18: Alberta Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.19: British Columbia Welfare Income,
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.20: British Columbia Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.21: Yukon Welfare Income,
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.22: Yukon Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.23: Northwest Territories Welfare Income,
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.24: Northwest Territories Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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Figure 4.25: Nunavut Welfare Income,
Lone Parent, One Child (2007 $)
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Figure 4.26: Nunavut Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (2007 $)
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


3-F $1,777 $2,044 $2,359 $2,252 $2,247 $2,252 $2,199 $2,546 $2,134


3-P/T $14,144 $14,121 $14,275 $14,860 $14,680 $14,652 $14,342 $14,112 $14,913


TOTAL $15,921 $16,164 $16,634 $17,112 $16,928 $16,903 $16,542 $16,658 $17,046


4-F $3,158 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,700 $3,266


4-P/T $16,362 $16,328 $15,800 $16,082 $15,885 $15,854 $15,519 $15,270 $16,206


TOTAL $19,520 $19,723 $19,617 $19,551 $19,325 $19,299 $18,891 $18,970 $19,472


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


3-F $1,777 $1,874 $2,362 $2,255 $2,243 $2,245 $2,192 $2,150 $2,109


3-P/T $14,269 $14,384 $14,267 $14,491 $14,407 $14,129 $13,453 $12,834 $12,298


TOTAL $16,046 $16,258 $16,629 $16,745 $16,650 $16,374 $15,645 $14,984 $14,407


4-F $3,158 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $21,253 $21,255 $21,373 $21,634 $21,471 $21,054 $20,202 $18,637 $18,685


TOTAL $24,411 $24,650 $25,190 $25,103 $24,911 $24,499 $23,574 $21,955 $21,951


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents  


4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          / 4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


3-F $2,489 $2,919 $3,121 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $14,868 $14,691 $14,420 $14,177 $13,908 $13,539 $13,305 $13,067 $13,519 $13,760


TOTAL $17,357 $17,610 $17,541 $17,559 $17,435 $17,131 $16,998 $16,867 $18,249 $18,249


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $16,139 $15,865 $15,456 $15,194 $14,903 $14,507 $14,260 $14,008 $14,462 $14,703


TOTAL $19,992 $20,474 $20,483 $20,756 $20,761 $20,500 $20,448 $20,408 $21,494 $21,662


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


3-F $2,452 $2,874 $3,097 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $11,815 $11,141 $11,218 $10,903 $10,944 $10,872 $10,732 $10,488 $10,571 $10,861


TOTAL $14,267 $14,015 $14,315 $14,285 $14,471 $14,464 $14,424 $14,288 $15,300 $15,889


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $17,896 $16,766 $17,099 $16,554 $16,530 $16,308 $16,082 $15,712 $15,758 $15,465


TOTAL $21,749 $21,375 $22,125 $22,116 $22,388 $22,301 $22,270 $22,113 $22,790 $22,424


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.


D A T A  T A B L E S  F O R  F I G U R E S  4 . 1  T O  4 . 2 6
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


NOVA SCOTIA


3-F $1,777 $2,043 $2,356 $2,245 $2,231 $2,229 $2,179 $2,147 $2,113


3-P/T $14,027 $13,927 $13,758 $13,758 $13,515 $13,703 $13,448 $13,232 $13,023


TOTAL $15,805 $15,970 $16,114 $16,004 $15,746 $15,932 $15,627 $15,379 $15,136


4-F $3,158 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $17,844 $17,053 $16,479 $16,497 $16,258 $16,226 $15,883 $17,044 $17,256


TOTAL $21,002 $20,448 $20,296 $19,966 $19,698 $19,671 $19,256 $20,362 $20,522


NEW BRUNSWICK 


3-F $1,777 $2,031 $2,319 $2,192 $2,177 $2,178 $2,133 $2,111 $2,087


3-P/T $11,367 $11,191 $10,939 $11,019 $11,054 $11,506 $12,068 $11,996 $12,135


TOTAL $13,145  $13,221  $13,258  $13,212  $13,231  $13,684  $14,201  $14,107  $14,223  


4-F $3,158 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $12,298 $12,089 $11,974 $12,365 $12,399 $12,848 $13,509 $13,422 $13,768


TOTAL $15,456  $15,485  $15,791  $15,834  $15,839  $16,293  $16,882  $16,740  $17,034  


QUEBEC


3-F $1,566 $1,832 $2,129 $2,036 $2,029 $2,041 $2,008 $1,793 $1,947


3-P/T $12,733 $13,569 $12,415 $14,097 $14,683 $14,998 $14,681 $14,445 $13,678


TOTAL $14,299  $15,401  $14,543  $16,132  $16,712  $17,038  $16,689  $16,239  $15,626  


4-F $3,063 $3,303 $3,728 $3,379 $3,351 $3,357 $3,285 $3,083 $3,055


4-P/T $16,629 $16,272 $16,747 $17,317 $17,832 $17,594 $17,223 $16,947 $16,075


TOTAL $19,692  $19,575  $20,475  $20,696  $21,184  $20,951  $20,509  $20,029  $19,129  


ONTARIO


3-F $1,777 $2,052 $2,378 $2,269 $2,253 $2,259 $2,210 $2,175 $2,140


3-P/T $16,820 $18,850 $19,310 $19,662 $19,633 $19,642 $18,219 $14,962 $14,752


TOTAL $18,597  $20,902  $21,687  $21,931  $21,886  $21,901  $20,430  $17,137  $16,892  


4-F $3,158 $3,273 $3,739 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,373 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $21,226 $24,732 $25,189 $25,738 $25,673 $25,450 $23,460 $19,332 $19,064


TOTAL $24,384  $28,005  $28,927  $29,207  $29,113  $28,894  $26,833  $22,650  $22,330  


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


NOVA SCOTIA


3-F $2,463 $2,890 $3,105 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $12,687 $12,192 $11,741 $10,584 $10,265 $9,988 $9,816 $9,664 $9,625 $9,697


TOTAL $15,149 $15,081 $14,846 $13,966 $13,792 $13,579 $13,509 $13,465 $14,355 $14,725


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $16,735 $15,366 $15,212 $15,532 $14,229 $13,845 $13,615 $13,439 $13,413 $13,504


TOTAL $20,588 $19,975 $20,238 $21,094 $20,088 $19,838 $19,803 $19,839 $20,445 $20,464


NEW BRUNSWICK 


3-F $2,442 $2,876 $3,100 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $12,126 $11,918 $11,600 $11,311 $11,064 $10,766 $10,567 $10,435 $10,386 $10,423


TOTAL $14,568  $14,793  $14,700  $14,693  $14,591  $14,357  $14,259  $14,235  $15,116  $15,451  


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $13,847 $13,609 $13,244 $12,914 $12,632 $12,291 $12,064 $11,912 $11,854 $11,889


TOTAL $17,699  $18,218  $18,270  $18,475  $18,491  $18,284  $18,253  $18,312  $18,886  $18,849  


QUEBEC


3-F $2,389 $2,901 $3,110 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $13,225 $12,659 $12,031 $11,801 $11,862 $11,676 $11,619 $12,247 $12,172 $12,040


TOTAL $15,614  $15,560  $15,141  $15,182  $15,389  $15,267  $15,312  $16,048  $16,902  $17,068  


4-F $3,811 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $15,507 $14,629 $14,014 $13,727 $13,814 $13,606 $13,566 $15,182 $15,095 $14,930


TOTAL $19,318  $19,238  $19,040  $19,288  $19,673  $19,599  $19,754  $21,582  $22,127  $21,890  


ONTARIO


3-F $2,488 $2,913 $3,116 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $14,244 $13,535 $12,969 $12,382 $11,941 $11,509 $11,485 $11,263 $11,151 $11,409


TOTAL $16,732  $16,448  $16,085  $15,764  $15,468  $15,101  $15,178  $15,064  $15,881  $16,436  


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $18,261 $17,137 $16,269 $15,336 $14,659 $14,049 $13,892 $13,720 $13,573 $14,098


TOTAL $22,114  $21,746  $21,295  $20,897  $20,518  $20,042  $20,080  $20,121  $20,605  $21,058  


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


MANITOBA


3-F $1,777 $2,033 $2,324 $2,203 $2,201 $2,212 $2,159 $2,124 $2,090


3-P/T $13,097 $12,939 $12,720 $14,090 $12,640 $12,536 $12,272 $12,075 $11,884


TOTAL $14,874 $14,971 $15,044 $16,293 $14,841 $14,748 $14,430 $14,199 $13,974


4-F $4,231 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $21,256 $22,869 $22,874 $23,542 $21,464 $21,835 $21,362 $19,138 $17,700


TOTAL $25,487 $26,264 $26,691 $27,011 $24,905 $25,280 $24,734 $22,456 $20,965


SASKATCHEWAN


3-F $1,777 $2,047 $2,364 $2,251 $2,231 $2,229 $2,177 $2,143 $2,108


3-P/T $14,801 $14,379 $13,840 $13,683 $13,532 $13,505 $13,221 $13,008 $12,803


TOTAL $16,579 $16,426 $16,204 $15,933 $15,763 $15,734 $15,398 $15,151 $14,911


4-F $3,158 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $20,537 $19,941 $19,165 $19,484 $19,218 $19,255 $18,852 $18,549 $17,192


TOTAL $23,695 $23,336 $22,982 $22,953 $22,658 $22,700 $22,224 $21,867 $20,458


ALBERTA


3-F $1,654 $1,920 $2,227 $2,114 $2,109 $2,106 $2,048 $2,007 $1,974


3-P/T $13,428 $12,809 $13,441 $13,408 $12,874 $11,959 $11,706 $11,517 $11,430


TOTAL $15,082 $14,730 $15,668 $15,522 $14,983 $14,065 $13,754 $13,524 $13,404


4-F $3,283 $3,519 $3,938 $3,591 $3,561 $3,569 $3,496 $3,440 $3,385


4-P/T $19,784 $18,872 $20,804 $20,829 $20,061 $18,828 $18,621 $18,322 $18,119


TOTAL $23,067 $22,391 $24,741 $24,419 $23,623 $22,396 $22,117 $21,762 $21,505


BRITISH COLUMBIA


3-F $1,777 $2,046 $2,367 $2,259 $2,250 $2,257 $2,210 $2,175 $2,141


3-P/T $14,588 $14,741 $14,443 $15,092 $15,146 $15,515 $15,236 $14,992 $14,693


TOTAL $16,365 $16,787 $16,810 $17,351 $17,396 $17,773 $17,446 $17,167 $16,834


4-F $3,158 $3,395 $3,817 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $18,220 $18,345 $17,919 $19,094 $19,208 $19,785 $19,431 $19,119 $18,694


TOTAL $21,378 $21,740 $21,736 $22,563 $22,648 $23,230 $22,804 $22,437 $21,960


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


MANITOBA


3-F $2,440 $2,866 $3,092 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $11,405 $10,737 $10,489 $10,675 $10,745 $10,455 $10,262 $10,045 $9,851 $9,636


TOTAL $13,845 $13,603 $13,581 $14,057 $14,272 $14,047 $13,955 $13,845 $14,581 $14,664


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $16,706 $15,596 $15,020 $14,646 $14,328 $14,521 $15,071 $14,820 $14,535 $14,217


TOTAL $20,558 $20,205 $20,046 $20,207 $20,187 $20,514 $21,260 $21,221 $21,567 $21,177


SASKATCHEWAN


3-F $2,459 $2,874 $3,092 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $11,349 $11,388 $11,189 $10,893 $10,506 $10,066 $9,846 $9,996 $11,330 $11,517


TOTAL $13,807 $14,263 $14,281 $14,275 $14,033 $13,658 $13,538 $13,796 $16,060 $16,545


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $16,542 $16,515 $15,972 $15,500 $14,876 $14,357 $14,109 $13,746 $15,084 $15,484


TOTAL $20,394 $21,124 $20,998 $21,061 $20,735 $20,351 $20,297 $20,147 $22,116 $22,444


ALBERTA


3-F $2,327 $2,758 $2,992 $3,281 $3,422 $3,486 $3,586 $3,692 $4,625 $4,919


3-P/T $11,222 $10,903 $10,485 $9,965 $9,551 $9,422 $9,355 $9,157 $9,798 $8,784


TOTAL $13,549 $13,661 $13,477 $13,246 $12,973 $12,909 $12,941 $12,849 $14,423 $13,703


4-F $3,971 $4,726 $5,140 $5,665 $5,954 $6,084 $6,279 $6,490 $7,122 $7,048


4-P/T $17,676 $16,793 $16,219 $15,305 $14,578 $14,291 $14,134 $13,834 $15,203 $13,271


TOTAL $21,647 $21,519 $21,358 $20,970 $20,532 $20,375 $20,412 $20,324 $22,325 $20,319


BRITISH COLUMBIA


3-F $2,491 $2,918 $3,119 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $14,188 $13,487 $13,043 $12,658 $11,757 $11,245 $10,982 $10,739 $10,532 $11,202


TOTAL $16,679 $16,405 $16,162 $16,040 $15,284 $14,836 $14,674 $14,540 $15,262 $16,230


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $6,188 $6,400 $7,032 $6,960


4-P/T $17,905 $16,803 $16,078 $15,429 $14,466 $13,631 $13,256 $12,849 $12,609 $13,323


TOTAL $21,757 $21,412 $21,104 $20,990 $20,325 $19,624 $19,445 $19,249 $19,641 $20,283


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


YUKON


3-F $1,777 $2,052 $2,378 $2,269 $2,253 $2,259 $2,211 $2,175 $2,141


3-P/T $17,451 $17,557 $17,406 $17,400 $17,092 $17,058 $16,698 $16,430 $20,306


TOTAL $19,228 $19,609 $19,784 $19,669 $19,345 $19,317 $18,909 $18,606 $22,447


4-F $2,982 $3,175 $3,668 $3,469 $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $3,266


4-P/T $26,197 $26,019 $26,016 $26,228 $25,764 $25,714 $25,171 $24,767 $29,247


TOTAL $28,541 $28,556 $29,036 $29,048 $28,566 $28,522 $27,919 $27,471 $31,802


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


3-F $2,254 $2,259 $2,211 $2,175 $2,141


3-P/T $24,981 $24,932 $24,406 $23,901 $20,911


TOTAL $27,235 $27,190 $26,616 $26,076 $23,052


4-F $3,440 $3,445 $3,372 $3,318 $2,823


4-P/T $29,564 $29,553 $28,929 $28,314 $28,044


TOTAL $33,004 $32,998 $32,301 $31,632 $30,866


NUNAVUT


3-F


3-P/T


TOTAL


4-F


4-P/T


TOTAL


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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DATA TABLE FOR FIGURES 4.1 TO 4.26


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


YUKON


3-F $2,491 $2,919 $3,121 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $19,749 $19,298 $18,571 $19,094 $18,582 $17,968 $17,600 $16,871 $16,323 $15,834


TOTAL $22,240 $22,218 $21,691 $22,476 $22,110 $21,560 $21,293 $20,671 $21,053 $20,861


4-F $3,853 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $5,982 $6,305 $6,750 $6,683


4-P/T $28,361 $27,050 $25,924 $26,039 $25,493 $24,619 $24,390 $23,863 $23,147 $22,386


TOTAL $31,509 $30,968 $30,274 $30,909 $30,666 $29,943 $29,709 $29,508 $29,244 $29,069


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


3-F $2,491 $2,919 $3,121 $3,382 $3,527 $3,591 $3,692 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $20,685 $21,761 $20,968 $20,320 $20,496 $19,896 $19,480 $19,808 $19,204 $15,398


TOTAL $23,176 $24,681 $24,089 $23,701 $24,023 $23,488 $23,172 $23,609 $23,934 $19,241


4-F $3,155 $4,609 $5,026 $5,561 $5,859 $5,993 $5,848 $6,119 $6,257 $5,933


4-P/T $28,069 $28,548 $27,362 $26,245 $26,424 $25,696 $25,667 $26,856 $26,398 $25,627


TOTAL $31,224 $33,157 $32,388 $31,806 $32,283 $31,690 $31,516 $32,975 $32,656 $28,424


NUNAVUT


3-F $2,919 $3,121 $2,877 $3,088 $3,150 $3,453 $3,801 $4,730 $5,028


3-P/T $30,876 $29,843 $29,334 $28,464 $20,005 $19,588 $19,293 $18,779 $19,371


TOTAL $33,057 $32,243 $31,508 $30,863 $22,649 $22,538 $22,589 $22,995 $24,399


4-F $4,609 $5,026 $3,615 $3,768 $3,837 $4,026 $4,326 $4,565 $4,403


4-P/T $36,515 $35,118 $35,654 $34,428 $33,877 $33,650 $33,540 $33,022 $33,333


TOTAL $41,124 $40,144 $39,269 $38,197 $37,714 $37,676 $37,866 $37,587 $37,736


* 3-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   /  3-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for lone parents   


 4-F= Federal contribution to total welfare incomes for couples          /  4-P/T= Provincial/Territorial contribution to total welfare incomes for couples 
 


Due to the effects of rounding, totals may not always add up.
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CH A P T E R 5


T O T A L  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  A N D 
P O V E R T Y  O V E R  T I M E 


 National Counci l  of Welfare |  | 107


This chapter looks at the adequacy of welfare  


incomes over time using 3 different measures or  


poverty lines: 


  Before-tax Low-Income Cut-offs


After-tax Low-Income Cut-offs


The Market Basket Measure


Total welfare incomes


basic social assistance


federal and provincial 


federal and provincial resource 
rebate 


GST and HST credits


provincial tax credits







R E C E N T  T R E N D S
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Increases in welfare incomes compared to 


all 3 measures were notable in:


 where  


 increases were at least:


10 percentage points for the single 


employable person and the lone 
parent with one child;


 


     and


6 percentage points for the couple 
with two children; as well as in, 


 and LABRADOR,  


 where increases were at least  


 6 percentage points for the  
 lone parent.







L O N G E R  T R E N D S
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Welfare incomes were 


never high, but the declines  


that have occurred 


demonstrate that Canadian 


welfare programs  


are too often providing 


inadequate help to people 


who need it the most. 


 In ALL provinces,  


single employable 


persons were 


consistently the most 


impoverished.  


SINGLE PERSONS  


WITH A DISABILITY  


followed in most 


provinces.  


LONE PARENTS and 


COUPLES WITH 


CHILDREN tended to do 


better, but only a few of 


the welfare incomes in 


recent years could be 


considered adequate or 


reasonable.







Welfare Incomes over Time as % of After-Tax LICO - 4 Household Types in Each Province


Figure 5.1: Newfoundland and Labrador
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Figure 5.2: Prince Edward Island
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Figure 5.3: Nova Scotia
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Figure 5.5: Quebec
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Figure 5.6: Ontario
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Welfare Incomes over Time as % of After-Tax LICO - 4 Household Types in Each Province
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Figure 5.4: New Brunswick
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Figure 5.7: Manitoba
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Figure 5.8: Saskatchewan
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Figure 5.9: Alberta
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Figure 5.10: British Columbia
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Welfare Incomes over Time as % of MBM - 4 Household Types in Each Province


Figure 5.11: Newfoundland & Labrador
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Welfare Incomes over Time as % of MBM - 4 Household Types in Each Province
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Figure 5.13: Nova Scotia
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Figure 5.14: New Brunswick
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Figure 5.12: Prince Edward Island
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Welfare Incomes over Time as % of MBM - 4 Household Types in Each Province


Single Employable Person Person with a Disability


Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Figure 5.16: Ontario
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Figure 5.17: Manitoba
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Figure 5.15: Quebec
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Welfare Incomes over Time as % of MBM - 4 Household Types in Each Province


Single Employable Person Person with a Disability


Lone Parent, One Child Couple, Two Children


Figure 5.19: Alberta
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Figure 5.20: British Columbia
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Figure 5.18: Saskatchewan
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S I N G L E  E M P L O Y A B L E  P E R S O N


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


S I N G L E  P E R S O N  W I T H  


A  D I S A B I L I T Y


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


 


 


single employable persons  


have always been the  


least adequate  


of the 4 household types.  


 


Most have declined over the period 


and currently sit at a median of 


about 1/
3
 of the before-tax LICO— 


incredibly low levels.


The welfare income of the  


single person with a disability  


as a % of the before-tax LICO 


has varied considerably between 


provinces over the past 19 years, 


currently hovering around 49%  


in most provinces.







L O N E  P A R E N T ,  O N E  C H I L D


 
 


C O U P L E ,  T W O  C H I L D R E N


 


C O M P A R I N G  T H E  
3  P O V E R T Y  M E A S U R E S


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


As of 2007,  


the welfare income of most  


lone parents stood at  


63% of the before-tax LICO. 


MBM  
to differentiate  
HIGHER AND LOWER  


 
LICO does not
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 LOWEST RANKS


HIGHEST RATIOS


 


 
 lowest 


ranks


 New Brunswick


 Alberta


 British Columbia


 
highest ratios


 Quebec


 Newfoundland and Labrador


Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador have 
anti-poverty strategies and clear objectives to 
improve the lives of people living in poverty and 
we see it having a positive impact. 
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TABLE 5.1a: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE BEFORE-TAX LICO, 1986, 1989-1997


* 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 33% 32% 32% 33% 32% 32% 32% 31% 18% 9%


2 64% 63% 63% 60% 60% 60% 58% 59% 62%


3 68% 66% 67% 69% 74% 73% 73% 71% 72% 73%


4 58% 56% 56% 56% 56% 56% 56% 55% 55% 56%


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 62% 66% 60% 62% 58% 58% 52% 40% 37% 37%


2 77% 70% 70% 66% 65% 65% 62% 57% 56%


3 71% 75% 69% 71% 73% 72% 71% 68% 65% 62%


4 74% 78% 71% 73% 73% 72% 71% 68% 64% 64%


NOVA SCOTIA


1 44% 50% 48% 47% 43% 43% 43% 42% 41% 31%


2 66% 66% 66% 61% 60% 61% 60% 59% 58%


3 64% 66% 66% 67% 69% 68% 69% 67% 66% 65%


4 57% 60% 58% 58% 58% 57% 57% 56% 59% 59%


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 22% 24% 24% 25% 23% 23% 23% 22% 22% 22%


2 62% 62% 58% 58% 46% 45% 45% 45%


3 56% 55% 55% 55% 57% 57% 59% 61% 61% 61%


4 46% 44% 44% 45% 46% 46% 47% 49% 48% 49%


QUEBEC


1 20% 31% 48% 41% 38% 38% 37% 36% 36% 35%


2 47% 49% 53% 49% 49% 50% 49% 49% 49% 49%


3 57% 54% 58% 54% 60% 62% 63% 62% 60% 58%


4 54% 54% 59% 52% 51% 53% 52% 51% 50% 48%


ONTARIO 


1 43% 47% 52% 54% 51% 51% 51% 48% 39% 39%


2 68% 72% 75% 71% 71% 71% 69% 68% 67%


3 64% 68% 76% 79% 81% 81% 81% 76% 64% 63%


4 58% 61% 70% 72% 73% 72% 72% 67% 56% 55%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 5.1b: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE BEFORE-TAX LICOs, 1998-2007 


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 9% 9% 12% 20% 49% 47% 47% 46% 49% 50%


2 61% 61% 60% 59% 58% 56% 55% 54% 57% 58%


3 75% 76% 76% 76% 75% 74% 73% 73% 79% 81%


4 58% 59% 59% 60% 60% 59% 59% 59% 62% 62%


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 36% 36%  37% 36% 36% 36% 36% 35% 35% 35%


2 56% 55% 55% 54% 54% 47% 47% 45% 46% 47%


3 62% 61% 62% 62% 63% 63% 63% 62% 66% 68%


4 63% 62% 64% 64% 65% 65% 65% 64% 66% 66%


NOVA SCOTIA


1 30% 29% 29% 29% 31% 30% 30% 30% 33% 33%


2 58% 57% 55% 51% 53% 51% 50% 50% 49% 49%


3 65% 65% 64% 60% 59% 58% 58% 58% 62% 63%


4 59% 58% 58% 61% 58% 57% 57% 57% 59% 59%


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 22% 22% 21% 21% 20% 20% 19% 19% 19% 19%


2 45% 44% 45% 45% 46% 46% 45% 45% 44% 44%


3 63% 64% 63% 63% 63% 62% 61% 61% 65% 67%


4 51% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 53% 54% 54%


QUEBEC


1 34% 35% 34% 34% 34% 34% 34% 33% 33% 33%


2 50% 50% 49% 49% 49% 49% 49% 48% 49% 48%


3 58% 58% 56% 56% 57% 57% 57% 60% 63% 63%


4 48% 48% 47% 48% 49% 49% 49% 54% 55% 54%


ONTARIO 


1 38% 38% 37% 36% 35% 34% 34% 34% 33% 33%


2 66% 65% 63% 62% 61% 59% 59% 58% 57% 57%


3 62% 61% 60% 58% 57% 56% 56% 56% 59% 61%


4 55% 54% 53% 52% 51% 50% 50% 50% 51% 52%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 5.1a: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE BEFORE-TAX LICOs, 1986, 1989-1997 


* 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997


MANITOBA 


1 40% 46% 46% 43% 43% 40% 39% 36% 32%


2 43% 49% 49% 55% 50% 49% 48% 48% 47%


3 56% 50% 54% 55% 60% 55% 55% 54% 53% 52%


4 60% 60% 65% 67% 67% 62% 63% 61% 56% 52%


SASKATCHEWAN


1 42% 41% 41% 40% 42% 42% 37% 40% 36%


2 67% 65% 65% 60% 59% 59% 58% 59% 53%


3 70% 69% 68% 68% 69% 68% 68% 66% 65% 64%


4 70% 68% 66% 65% 66% 65% 65% 64% 63% 59%


ALBERTA


1 51% 36% 35% 39% 36% 34% 30% 29% 29% 28%


2 44% 43% 60% 42% 41% 41% 40% 39% 39%


2-b


3 61% 55% 53% 57% 58% 56% 52% 51% 50% 50%


4 66% 58% 56% 62% 61% 59% 56% 55% 54% 53%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 37% 41% 42% 40% 40% 40% 41% 40% 37% 36%


2 56% 58% 58% 56% 56% 57% 56% 55% 55%


3 55% 60% 61% 62% 64% 65% 66% 65% 64% 62%


4 54% 53% 54% 54% 56% 56% 58% 57% 56% 55%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
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TABLE 5.1b: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE BEFORE-TAX LICOs, 1998-2007 


* 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


MANITOBA 


1 31% 31% 30% 29% 29% 28% 28% 28% 27% 27%


2 46% 46% 45% 44% 43% 42% 42% 41% 42% 42%


3 51% 50% 50% 52% 53% 52% 52% 51% 54% 54%


4 51% 50% 50% 50% 50% 51% 53% 53% 54% 53%


SASKATCHEWAN


1 36% 37% 37% 37% 36% 36% 36% 37% 47% 49%


2 53% 54% 54% 53% 52% 52% 52% 50% 51% 52%


3 59% 61% 62% 61% 60% 59% 58% 59% 69% 71%


4 59% 61% 61% 61% 60% 59% 59% 58% 64% 65%


ALBERTA


1 28% 28% 27% 26% 26% 25% 25% 24% 26% 23%


2 39% 39% 41% 40% 39% 39% 39% 38% 40% 39%


2-b 59% 59%


3 50% 51% 50% 49% 48% 48% 48% 48% 53% 51%


4 54% 53% 53% 52% 51% 51% 51% 50% 55% 50%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 36% 35% 34% 34% 33% 32% 32% 31% 30% 34%


2 54% 53% 52% 51% 50% 49% 48% 51% 50% 51%


3 62% 61% 60% 59% 57% 55% 54% 54% 57% 60%


4 54% 53% 52% 52% 50% 49% 48% 48% 49% 50%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
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TABLE 5.2a: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE AFTER-TAX LICOs, 1992-1999


* 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 39% 39% 39% 38% 22% 11% 11% 11%


2 74% 73% 73% 72% 73% 76% 76% 75%


3 93% 92% 91% 90% 90% 92% 94% 95%


4 68% 67% 67% 66% 66% 68% 70% 71%


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 72% 71% 64% 50% 46% 45% 50% 49%


2 81% 81% 80% 77% 71% 70% 77% 75%


3 92% 91% 90% 86% 82% 79% 87% 86%


4 89% 88% 86% 83% 77% 77% 86% 84%


NOVA SCOTIA


1 53% 52% 52% 51% 51% 38% 37% 36%


2 75% 74% 75% 74% 73% 72% 71% 70%


3 87% 85% 86% 85% 83% 82% 82% 82%


4 70% 69% 69% 67% 71% 72% 72% 70%


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 28% 28% 28% 28% 27% 27% 27% 27%


2 71% 71% 56% 56% 55% 56% 56% 55%


3 72% 72% 74% 77% 76% 77% 79% 80%


4 55% 55% 57% 59% 58% 59% 62% 63%


QUEBEC


1 46% 46% 45% 44% 43% 42% 41% 42%


2 59% 59% 60% 59% 59% 59% 60% 60%


3 74% 77% 78% 76% 74% 72% 71% 71%


4 61% 62% 62% 60% 59% 56% 57% 57%


ONTARIO 


1 62% 62% 62% 58% 48% 47% 46% 46%


2 86% 85% 85% 83% 82% 81% 80% 79%


3 100% 100% 100% 94% 78% 77% 77% 75%


4 86% 86% 85% 79% 67% 66% 65% 64%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 5.2b: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE AFTER-TAX LICOs, 2000-2007 


* 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR 


1 14% 25% 60% 58% 57% 56% 60% 62%


2 74% 72% 71% 69% 68% 67% 70% 72%


3 95% 95% 94% 93% 92% 91% 99% 102%


4 71% 72% 72% 71% 71% 71% 75% 75%


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND 


1 50% 44% 44% 44% 44% 43% 43% 44%


2 76% 67% 67% 58% 58% 56% 57% 58%


3 88% 78% 79% 78% 79% 78% 84% 86%


4 87% 78% 79% 78% 79% 78% 80% 81%


NOVA SCOTIA


1 35% 36% 38% 37% 37% 37% 40% 41%


2 68% 62% 65% 63% 62% 61% 60% 60%


3 80% 76% 75% 74% 73% 73% 78% 80%


4 71% 73% 70% 69% 69% 69% 71% 71%


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 26% 25% 25% 24% 24% 24% 23% 24%


2 55% 56% 56% 57% 56% 55% 55% 55%


3 80% 80% 79% 78% 77% 77% 82% 84%


4 64% 64% 64% 64% 64% 64% 66% 66%


QUEBEC


1 41% 41% 41% 41% 41% 40% 40% 40%


2 59% 59% 59% 59% 59% 58% 59% 58%


3 69% 69% 70% 70% 70% 73% 77% 78%


4 56% 57% 58% 58% 58% 64% 65% 64%


ONTARIO 


1 44% 43% 42% 41% 41% 41% 40% 40%


2 77% 75% 73% 71% 71% 70% 69% 69%


3 74% 72% 71% 69% 69% 69% 73% 73%


4 63% 62% 60% 59% 59% 59% 61% 62%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children
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TABLE 5.2a: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE AFTER-TAX LICOs, 1992-1999


* 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999


MANITOBA 


1 52% 52% 48% 47% 44% 38% 38% 37%


2 66% 60% 60% 58% 57% 57% 56% 56%


3 75% 68% 68% 66% 65% 64% 63% 62%


4 80% 73% 74% 73% 66% 62% 61% 60%


SASKATCHEWAN


1 49% 51% 51% 46% 49% 44% 44% 45%


2 74% 73% 73% 71% 72% 65% 65% 66%


3 86% 85% 85% 83% 82% 81% 75% 77%


4 80% 79% 79% 77% 76% 71% 71% 74%


ALBERTA


1 43% 41% 36% 35% 34% 34% 34% 34%


2 51% 49% 49% 48% 47% 47% 47% 47%


2-b


3 71% 69% 64% 63% 62% 61% 62% 63%


4 72% 70% 66% 65% 64% 63% 64% 63%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 48% 48% 49% 49% 44% 44% 43% 42%


2 67% 68% 69% 68% 67% 66% 65% 64%


3 79% 80% 81% 80% 79% 77% 76% 75%


4 66% 67% 68% 67% 66% 65% 64% 64%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
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TABLE 5.2b: WELFARE INCOMES AS A % OF THE AFTER-TAX LICOs, 2000-2007


* 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


MANITOBA 


1 36% 35% 35% 34% 34% 34% 33% 32%


2 54% 53% 52% 51% 51% 50% 50% 50%


3 62% 64% 65% 64% 64% 63% 67% 67%


4 59% 60% 59% 60% 63% 63% 64% 62%


SASKATCHEWAN


1 45% 45% 45% 44% 44% 46% 57% 60%


2 66% 66% 64% 64% 63% 61% 63% 64%


3 77% 77% 76% 74% 73% 75% 87% 90%


4 73% 73% 72% 71% 71% 70% 77% 79%


ALBERTA


1 33% 32% 31% 30% 30% 29% 31% 28%


2 49% 48% 47% 47% 47% 46% 48% 47%


2-b 71% 71% 


3 62% 61% 59% 59% 59% 59% 66% 63%


4 63% 62% 61% 60% 60% 60% 66% 60%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 42% 41% 40% 39% 38% 37% 37% 41%


2 63% 62% 61% 59% 58% 62% 61% 62%


3 74% 73% 70% 68% 67% 67% 70% 74%


4 62% 62% 60% 58% 57% 57% 58% 60%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 







TABLE 5.3:  WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF MBM OVER TIME, 2000-2007


* 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


 NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR


1 15% 27% 65% 65% 64% 62% 67% 67%


2 79% 79% 78% 77% 76% 74% 78% 78%


3 96% 97% 97% 97% 96% 95% 103% 103%


4 73% 74% 75% 75% 75% 75% 79% 77%


 PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


1 46% 46% 45% 45% 46% 44% 44% 43%


2 69% 69% 67% 67% 60% 57% 58% 57%


3 74% 74% 73% 75% 77% 75% 80% 80%


4 74% 74% 74% 76% 77% 75% 77% 75%


NOVA SCOTIA


1 37% 38% 40% 40% 39% 40% 43% 42%


2 72% 65% 68% 68% 66% 65% 65% 62%


3 79% 74% 74% 74% 73% 73% 78% 77%


4 70% 73% 70% 70% 70% 70% 72% 70%


NEW BRUNSWICK


1 30% 29% 29% 29% 28% 28% 28% 27%


2 64% 64% 65% 67% 66% 65% 65% 63%


3 87% 86% 86% 86% 85% 85% 91% 90%


4 70% 70% 70% 71% 71% 71% 74% 71%


 QUEBEC


1 56% 55% 57% 57% 57% 56% 56% 54%


2 81% 80% 81% 82% 81% 81% 81% 80%


3 89% 88% 90% 91% 91% 95% 100% 100%


4 73% 72% 75% 76% 76% 83% 86% 83%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /   3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
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TABLE 5.3:  WELFARE INCOMES AS A PERCENTAGE OF MBM OVER TIME, 2000-2007


* 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007


 ONTARIO


1 50% 48% 47% 46% 46% 46% 45% 44%


2 86% 82% 80% 79% 80% 79% 78% 75%


3 77% 74% 73% 72% 73% 72% 77% 77%


4 67% 64% 63% 62% 63% 63% 65% 64%


MANITOBA


1 49% 47% 46% 45% 46% 45% 44% 42%


2 73% 70% 69% 68% 68% 67% 67% 65%


3 79% 80% 81% 81% 80% 79% 84% 81%


4 75% 75% 75% 77% 80% 79% 80% 76%


SASKATCHEWAN


1 52% 50% 49% 50% 49% 51% 64% 64%


2 75% 72% 71% 71% 71% 69% 71% 69%


3 82% 79% 79% 78% 77% 78% 91% 90%


4 79% 76% 75% 75% 75% 74% 82% 80%


ALBERTA


1 42% 38% 37% 36% 36% 35% 37% 31%


2 63% 58% 56% 56% 56% 55% 58% 52%


2-b 84% 78%


3 73% 68% 66% 66% 67% 67% 73% 65%


4 76% 70% 68% 68% 69% 68% 73% 62%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


1 46% 45% 45% 44% 43% 43% 42% 45%


2 70% 68% 68% 67% 66% 70% 69% 69%


3 77% 76% 73% 72% 71% 71% 74% 77%


4 65% 64% 63% 62% 61% 61% 62% 62%


* 1= Single Employable  /  2= Person with a Disability   /  2-b= Person with a Disability/AISH  /  3= Lone Parent, One Child  /  4= Couple, Two Children 
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C O N C L U D I N G  
T H O U G H T S 


Welfare Incomes 2006 and 2007 


indicate that very little has changed  


since the 2005 edition.   


 


However, we note some key exceptions  


that might be glimmers of hope.  
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A P P E N D I C E S


  APPENDIX A presents Statistics Canada’s before-tax  
low income cut-offs (LICOs) for 2006.  


 
low income cut-offs (LICOs) for 2006. 


 
low income cut-offs (LICOs) for 2007. 


  APPENDIX D presents Statistics Canada’s after-tax  
low income cut-offs (LICOs) for 2007. 


  APPENDIX E shows the Market Basket Measure (MBM) 
thresholds for reference family by component for 2004.  


  APPENDIX F shows the maximum Canada Child 


  APPENDIX G shows the maximum Canada Child 


a lone parent with a 2-year-old child and a 
couple with two children aged 10 and 15.


  APPENDIX H shows estimates of families receiving 


Supplement was clawed back in March 2006. 


  APPENDIX I provides additional resources for information 
on provincial and territorial welfare programs.


*For details on the MBM methodology, see Low Income in Canada: 2000-2004 Using the Market Basket Measure


 http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/en/publications_resources/research/categories/inclusion/2007/sp_682_10_07_e/page00.shtml


N I N E  A P P E N D I C E S 
A R E  P R E S E N T E D  I N 
T H I S  E D I T I O N  O F 
W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S . 
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APPENDIX A: POVERTY LINES, 2006 
STATISTICS CANADA’S BEFORE-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (1992 BASE)


Family 
Size


Communily Size


Cities of 500,000+ 100,000-499,999 30,000-99,999 Less than 30,000 Rural Areas


1 $21,202 $18,260 $18,147 $16,605 $14,596


2 $26,396 $22,731 $22,591 $20,671 $18,170


3 $32,450 $27,945 $27,773 $25,412 $22,338


4 $39,399 $33,930 $33,721 $30,855 $27,122


5 $44,686 $38,482 $38,245 $34,995 $30,760


6 $50,397 $43,402 $43,135 $39,469 $34,694


  7+ $56,110 $48,322 $48,024 $43,943 $38,626


APPENDIX B: POVERTY LINES, 2006 
STATISTICS CANADA’S AFTER-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (1992 BASE)


Family 
Size


Communily Size


Cities of 500,000+ 100,000-499,999 30,000-99,999 Less than 30,000 Rural Areas


1 $17,570 $14,859 $14,674 $13,154 $11,494


2 $21,384 $18,085 $17,860 $16,010 $13,989


3 $26,628 $22,519 $22,239 $19,934 $17,420


4 $33,221 $28,095 $27,745 $24,871 $21,731


5 $37,828 $31,992 $31,594 $28,321 $24,746


6 $41,953 $35,480 $35,039 $31,409 $27,444


  7+ $46,077 $38,967 $38,483 $34,496 $30,142
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APPENDIX C: POVERTY LINES, 2007 
STATISTICS CANADA’S BEFORE-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (1992 BASE)


Family 
Size


Communily Size


Cities of 500,000+ 100,000-499,999 30,000-99,999 Less than 30,000 Rural Areas


1 $21,666 $18,659 $18,544 $16,968 $14,914


2 $26,972 $23,228 $23,084 $21,123 $18,567


3 $33,159 $28,556 $28,379 $25,968 $22,826


4 $40,259 $34,671 $34,457 $31,529 $27,714


5 $45,662 $39,322 $39,081 $35,760 $31,432


6 $51,498 $44,350 $44,077 $40,331 $35,452


  7+ $57,336 $49,377 $49,073 $44,903 $39,470


APPENDIX D: POVERTY LINES, 2007 
STATISTICS CANADA’S AFTER-TAX LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (1992 BASE)


Family 
Size


Communily Size


Cities of 500,000+   100,000-499,999 30,000-99,999 Less than 30,000 Rural Areas


1 $17,954 $15,184 $14,994 $13,441 $11,745


2 $21,851 $18,480 $18,250 $16,360 $14,295


3 $27,210 $23,011 $22,725 $20,370 $17,800


4 $33,946 $28,709 $28,352 $25,414 $22,206


5 $38,655 $32,691 $32,285 $28,940 $25,287


6 $42,869 $36,255 $35,805 $32,095 $28,044


  7+ $47,084 $39,819 $39,324 $35,250 $30,801
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APPENDIX E:  MARKET BASKET MEASURE (MBM) THRESHOLDS 
FOR REFERENCE FAMILY BY COMPONENT 2004 ($)


Community Food
Clothing & 
Footwear


Shelter Transportation Other Total


St.John’s CMA $7,434 $2,245 $7,622 $1,595 $6,692 $25,588


Charlottetown CA $6,948 $2,183 $8,143 $3,770 $6,313 $27,360


Halifax CMA $7,199 $2,235 $9,049 $1,592 $6,522 $26,597


Saint John CMA $7,074 $2,244 $6,696 $1,666 $6,442 $24,122


Montreal CMA $6,674 $2,227 $7,636 $1,634 $6,154 $24,325


Toronto CMA $6,470 $2,198 $12,871 $2,589 $5,993 $30,121


Winnipeg CMA $6,768 $2,238 $8,005 $1,829 $6,226 $25,066


Saskatoon CMA $7,015 $2,294 $8,113 $1,507 $6,436 $25,365


Calgary CMA $6,886 $2,126 $10,919 $1,782 $6,230 $27,943


Vancouver CMA $7,389 $2,290 $11,697 $1,725 $6,692 $29,793
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APPENDIX F:  MAXIMUM AMOUNTS FOR THE CANADA CHILD TAX BENEFIT,  1998-2007


* July 1998 July 1999 July 2000 July 2001 July 2002 July 2003 July 2004 July 2005 July 2006 July 2007


1 $1,020 $1,020 $1,104 $1,117 $1,151 $1,169 $1,208 $1,228 $1,255 $1,283


2 $25,921 $25,921 $30,004 $32,000 $32,960 $33,487 $35,000 $35,595 $36,378 $37,178


3 $213 $213 $219 $221 $228 $232 $239 $243 $249 $0


4 $605 $785 $977 $1,255 $1,293 $1,463 $1,511 $1,722 $1,945 $1,988


5 $405 $585 $771 $1,055 $1,087 $1,254 $1,295 $1,502 $1,720 $1,758


6 $20,921 $20,921 $21,214 $21,744 $22,397 $21,529 $22,615 $21,480 $20,435 $20,883


 
 
*    1= Canada Child Tax Benefit – Basic Benefit


   2= 


   3= Additional Payment for a Child Under 7


   4= 


   5= 


   6= 


This table shows the payments by the federal government 
to families with children since the Canada Child Tax Benefit 
(CCTB) was introduced in July 1998. The Canada Child Tax 
Benefit consists of two parts: the CCTB Basic Benefit and 
the National Child Benefit Supplement or NCBS. Each year, 
the rates increase on July 1 and are in effect until June 30 of 
the following year. The CCTB Basic Benefit and NCBS are 
paid monthly by the federal government in one cheque to 
each qualifying family. Until June 2006, families with children 
under seven got an additional payment. Since July 2006, the 
supplement for children under seven was only paid for children 
who were six years of age. Eligible families with children under 
six years of age receive since July 2006 the new Universal 
Child Care Benefit. The supplement for children under seven 
ceased to exist in July 2007. 


The first row called Canada Child Tax Benefit – Basic Benefit 
shows the annual basic benefit. The second row called Canada 
Child Tax Benefit Threshold shows the highest net income a 
family could have and still be eligible for the full CCTB Basic 
Benefit. Once a family’s income exceeded this amount, the 
federal government reduced the Basic Benefit. As of July 2006, 
the Basic Benefit was completely phased out once the net 
income of a family with one or two children exceeded $101,328. 
Families with three or more children did not receive the basic 
federal benefit after a net income of $135,653. The third  
row shows the annual basic supplement paid for each child 
under seven.


The federal government paid a CCTB Basic Benefit of $1,255 
($1,283) for the period beginning July 1, 2006 (2007), for each 
child under age 18 if the family’s income was under $36,378 
($37,178). The amounts were the same for all provinces and 
territories except Alberta, which asked the federal government 
to vary these amounts. The federal government also made an 
additional payment of $249 for each child who was six years of 
age for the period beginning July 2006. This amount ceased to 
exist in July 2007.


The fourth and fifth rows show the National Child Benefit 
Supplement as of July 1 each year. For the first child in a family, 
the supplement was $1,945 on July 1, 2006, and $1,720 for the 
second child. On July 1, 2007, the supplement was $1,988 for 
the first child and $1,758 for the second child.


The final row called National Child Benefit Supplement 
Threshold shows the highest income a family could have and 
still get the full supplement. The column for July 2006 shows 
that the federal government provided all families with incomes 
under $20,435 with the full National Child Benefit Supplement. 
The threshold was increased to $20,883 in 2007.


 







 
from 1998 to 2007 for a lone parent with a 2-year-old and a couple with 
children aged 10 and 15. Each row includes the total payments each 
family received between January 1 and December 31 each year. The 
calculations are based on six months of payments at the previous year’s 
rate for January to June and six months of payments at the current 
year’s rate for July to December.


The middle column shows the total annual payment to the lone-parent 


payment for a child under seven, combined with the National Child 


children aged 10 and 15. 
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APPENDIX G: MAXIMUM CANADA CHILD TAX BENEFIT PAYMENTS 
BY CALENDAR YEAR, 1998-2007


January 1
 to December 31


Lone Parent with One Child, Age 2 Couple with Two Children, Ages 10 and 15


1998 $1,535 $2,545


1999 $1,928 $3,230


2000 $2,159 $3,683


2001 $2,447 $4,250


2002 $2,633 $4,613


2003 $2,768 $4,869


2004 $2,911 $5,139


2005 $3,076 $5,451


2006 $3,196 $5,928


2007 $4,435 $6,244


 







The table that follows highlights the number of welfare 
families with children who had all or part of the 


Data on social assistance are not available for 2007.


The third and fourth columns show the number of 
families receiving welfare in 2006. These data come 
from the Longitudinal Administrative Data (LAD) and 


than those we used in previous editions of Welfare 


latter data were still not released when we were 


discrepancies between those two data sets therefore 


tables in Welfare Incomes 2005.


The last four columns highlight provinces and 


the same as the numbers in the welfare columns, 
and the percentages in the sixth and eighth columns 


The subtotals and grand totals at the bottom of the 


provinces and territories where it still existed as of 


The grand total for Canada was 320,620 estimated 
welfare families who still had their welfare or child 
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APPENDIX H: ESTIMATES OF FAMILIES RECEIVING SOCIAL ASSISTANCE (SA) AND WHOSE 
NATIONAL CHILD BENEFIT SUPPLEMENT (NCBS) WAS CLAWED BACK IN MARCH 2006


TOTAL FAMILIES 
ENTITLED TO NCBS 
IN MARCH 2006


TOTAL FAMILIES 
RECEIVING SA IN 20061


FAMILIES WHOSE SUPPLEMENT IS 
CLAWED BACK IN MARCH 2006 


Lone-
Parent 
Family


Two-
Parent 
Family


Lone-
Parent 
Family


Two-
Parent 
Family


Lone-Parent Family Two-Parent Family


Number % Number %


Newfoundland and 
Labrador 16,148 11,411 8,410 5,510


Prince Edward Island 4,377 2,336 1,395 765 1,395 31.9% 765 54.8%


Nova Scotia 31,509 14,604 10,115 5,010   


New Brunswick 24,946 13,335 9,540 5,600   


Quebec 194,121 139,682 69,390 60,875   


Ontario 275,796 223,431 118,905 82,070 118,905 43.1% 82,070 69.0%


Manitoba 35,738 25,896 12,650 5,920  


Saskatchewan2 33,795 20,553 16,050 8,320 16,050 47.5% 8,320 51.8%


Alberta 79,092 53,244 27,180 20,650 27,180 34.4% 20,650 76.0%


British Columbia2 97,808 84,324 25,115 15,365 25,115 25.7% 15,365 61.2%


Yukon 940 316 400 245 400 42.6% 245 61.3%


Northwest Territories 1,358 616 675 505 675 49.7% 505 74.8%


Nunavut 1,213 1,398 1,215 1,765 1,215 100.2% 1,765 145.3%


Canada3 796,958 591,365 301,040 212,600 24.0% 21.9%


 1= These figures come from the Longitudinal Administrative Data (LAD) released on June 20, 2008.


 2= 


 3= Canada totals for families in receipt of the NCBS exclude a small number of families living  
 outside Canada.
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APPENDIX H: ESTIMATES OF FAMILIES RECEIVING SOCIAL ASSISTANCE (SA) AND WHOSE 
NATIONAL CHILD BENEFIT SUPPLEMENT (NCBS) WAS CLAWED BACK IN MARCH 2006


TOTAL FAMILIES 
ENTITLED TO NCBS


IN MARCH 2006


TOTAL FAMILIES 
RECEIVING S.A. 


IN 20061


FAMILIES WHOSE SUPPLEMENT IS 
CLAWED BACK IN MARCH 2006


Number %


NON-CLAWBACK JURISDICTIONS


Lone-Parent 
Famil ies


Two-Parent 
Famil ies


SUB-TOTALS


CLAWBACK JURISDICTIONS


Lone-Parent 
Famil ies


494,379 190,935 190,935 24.0%


Two-Parent 
Famil ies


386,218 129,685 129,685 21.9%


SUB-TOTALS 880,597 320,620


GRAND TOTAL 1,387,987 513,640 320,620 23.1%


 
 
    1= These figures come from the Longitudinal Administrative Data (LAD) released on June 20, 2008.
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Executive Summary 


The 2005 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) is a national survey that collected 


energy-related data for occupied housing units and households.  The Office of Community 


Services (OCS) in the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) of the U.S. Department 


of Health and Human Services (HHS) funded a special set of questions for low income 


households responding to the 2005 RECS.  Those questions collected information on residential 


and home energy-related problems faced by low income households and measured the extent to 


which participation in LIHEAP helped to ameliorate those problems.
1
  The purpose of this report 


is to present the findings from analyses of those questions. 


Study Goals 


In RECS surveys prior to 2005, survey questions on energy affordability issues were limited to 


heating service disconnections and other electric service disconnections.  However, low income 


households can experience other problems as result of having high energy bills.  For example, in 


order to make their home energy bill affordable, a household might have to keep the home at a 


temperature that is unhealthy, particularly for young children, disabled, or elderly individuals.  


The 2005 RECS included a set of questions that documented the different types of energy 


affordability problems that low income households face. The purpose of this study is use the 


2005 RECS data to develop information on the Energy Insecurity
2
 of low income households, 


including:  


 Levels and Types of Energy Insecurity – Estimation of the rate at which low income 


households face various types of energy problems; examination of survey respondent 


reports on the extent to which LIHEAP restores home heating and cooling for households 


experiencing utility service or fuel delivery interruptions. 


 Factors Related to Energy Insecurity – An analysis of the factors associated with energy 


problems including income, energy burden, geographic region and other demographic 


and housing factors. 


                                                 
1
 Unless otherwise indicated, “low income” refers to households with income at or below the Federal maximum 


LIHEAP eligibility standard (i.e., the greater of 150 percent of HHS Poverty Guidelines or 60 percent of State 


median income). 
2
 In the literature, Energy Insecurity is defined as the “lack of consistent access to enough of the kinds of energy 


needed for a healthy and safe life in the geographic area where a household is located.” (Cook et al., A Brief 


Indicator of Energy Security: Associations with Food Security, Child Health, and Child Development in US Infants 


and Toddlers. Pediatrics; Oct 2008, 122; e867-e875.) 
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 Performance of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale – An assessment of the performance 


of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale
3
 in measuring the impacts of energy costs on low 


income households compared to other Energy Insecurity measures used in the past. 


This exploratory study furnishes important information regarding the performance of LIHEAP, 


as well as the types of information that should be collected to assess the energy needs of low 


income households. 


Levels and Types of Energy Insecurity 


The most observable types of Energy Insecurity are the interruption of space heating services 


during the heating season and the interruption of air conditioning services during the cooling 


season. The 2005 RECS furnishes information on the estimated number of low income 


households that reported heating or air conditioning interruptions in the twelve months prior to 


the survey.     


Figure 1 presents statistics on heating and air conditioning interruptions. Payment interruptions 


refer to those caused by loss of service due to energy bill payment problems.  Equipment 


interruptions refer to those that occurred when heating or cooling equipment malfunctioned and 


the household could not afford to pay for its repair or replacement.  The figure shows that 9.1 


percent of low income households had some type of space heating interruptions due to any 


reasons; 5.9 percent had interruptions due to bill payment problems, 4.4 percent had interruptions 


due to equipment problems, and 1.2 percent experienced both types of problems.  The figure also 


shows that 7.0 percent of low income households that cooled had some type of air conditioning 


interruptions due to any reasons; 3.5 percent had interruptions due to bill payment problems, 4.0 


percent had interruptions due to equipment problems, and 0.5 percent had both types of 


interruptions.  Overall, 11.6 percent of low income households experienced a space heating 


interruption, an air conditioning interruption, or both types of problems. 


                                                 
3
 Colton, R. (2003). Measuring the Outcomes of Low-Income Energy Assistance Programs through a Home Energy 


Insecurity Scale.  A Publication prepared for:  LIHEAP Committee on Managing for Results. U.S. Department of 


Health and Human Services. Administration for Children and Families. Office of Community Services, Division of 


Energy Assistance.  
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Figure 1 
Space Heating and Air Conditioning Service Interruptions in the Past 12 Months 


By Reason for Interruption 
Low Income Households, 2005 
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About 5.9 percent of low income households had space heating interruptions during the heating 


season due to bill payment problems in 2005.  A review of statistics from previous RECS 


surveys finds that the 2005 incidence of space heating interruptions is the highest ever measured, 


and is more than twice the incidence observed in the 2001 RECS survey (2.7 percent). 


The households, which reported experiencing heating or cooling interruptions in the past year 


and also self-reported that they received energy assistance in the 2005 RECS survey, were asked 


a series of questions to assess the role of energy assistance in restoring the service for these 


households.   The 2005 RECS showed that energy assistance plays an important role in restoring 


space heating and air conditioning service.  Of the estimated 1.2 million energy assistance 


recipient households that reported space heating interruptions, 59.0 percent indicated that energy 


assistance assisted them in restoring heating service, either by helping them to pay their heating 


bill or by helping to pay for repair or replacement of their space heating system.  Similarly, of the 


estimated 0.5 million energy assistance recipient households that reported air conditioning 


interruptions, 40.3 percent indicated that energy assistance assisted them in restoring air 


conditioning service, either by helping to pay the electric bill or by helping to repair or replace 


their air conditioning equipment. 


The 2005 RECS included survey questions to help measure the financial and health/safety 


dimensions of Energy Insecurity.  These questions are presented in Table 1. For each dimension, 


respondents were asked to report whether they experienced that problem “almost every month, 


some months, only one or two months, or never.”   


In this part of the Executive Summary, low income households are identified as having financial 


Energy Insecurity if they answered at least one of the financial Energy Insecurity questions in 


Table 1 as almost every month, some months, or only one or two months.  Similarly, low income 
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households are identified as having health and safety Energy Insecurity if they answered at least 


one of the health and safety questions in Table 1 as almost every month, some months, or only 


one or two months. 


Table 1 
Financial and Health/Safety Energy Insecurity Questions, 2005 RECS 


Financial Energy Insecurity Health and Safety Energy Insecurity 


Did you worry that you would not be able to pay 


your home energy bill? 


Did you close off part of your home because you 


couldn’t afford to heat or cool it? 


Did you reduce your expenses for what you 


consider to be basic household necessities? 


Did you keep your home at a temperature that you 


felt was unsafe or unhealthy at any time of the 


year? 


Did you borrow from a friend or relative to pay 


your home energy bill? 


Did you leave your home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold? 


Did you skip paying your home energy bill or pay 


less than your whole home energy bill? 


Did you use your kitchen stove or oven to provide 


heat? 


Did you have a supplier of your electric or home 


heating service threaten to disconnect your 


electricity or home heating fuel service, or 


discontinue making fuel deliveries? 


 


Figure 2 presents statistics on respondent reports of the financial dimensions of Energy 


Insecurity and the health and safety dimensions of Energy Insecurity.  The figure shows that 23.6 


percent of low income households had one or more types of financial Energy Insecurity “almost 


every month,” and that an additional 25.4 percent had one or more types of financial Energy 


Insecurity “some months.”  In total, 57.8 percent of low income households reported some type 


of financial Energy Insecurity in the previous twelve months.  


By comparison, somewhat fewer households reported health and safety Energy Insecurity.  


About 6.3 percent reported having some type of health and safety Energy Insecurity “almost 


every month.”  In total, about 26.0 percent of households reported some type of health and safety 


Energy Insecurity in the past twelve months. 
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Figure 2 
Financial and Health/Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Frequency of Energy Insecurity 
Low Income Households, 2005 
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The analysis also shows that there is a relationship between the incidence of financial Energy 


Insecurity and the other Energy Insecurity dimensions.  Almost one-fourth of households that 


reported experiencing financial Energy Insecurity “almost every month” also reported a space 


heating interruption, while only 8 percent of those who reported financial Energy Insecurity in 


“one or two months” had a space heating interruption.  About one-half of households that 


reported having financial Energy Insecurity “almost every month” also reported experiencing 


some type of health and safety Energy Insecurity. 


The analysis of the 2005 RECS Energy Insecurity data finds that the series of questions help to 


better understand the energy affordability problems faced by low income households.  The data 


on different types of energy insecurity (heating disruptions, air conditioning disruptions, 


financial energy insecurity, and health and safety energy insecurity) and the intensity measures 


of energy insecurity (almost every month, some months, one or two months, or never) serve to 


broaden the understanding of energy affordability problems.  Key findings include: 


 Incidence – The data show that over two-thirds of low income households faced some 


type of energy insecurity during 2005. 


 Overlap – Some households faced only one type of problem; but many others 


experienced multiple problems during the year. 


 Intensity – The intensity of any dimension of energy insecurity was directly related to the 


number of types of energy insecurity faced by a low income household. 
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While it is still important to track the rate at which households experience heating system and/or 


air conditioning service disruptions, these data demonstrate the broader relationships between 


energy bills and impacts faced by low income households. 


Factors Related to Energy Insecurity 


The 2005 RECS facilitates the development of a better understanding of the geographic, 


demographic, and programmatic dimensions of Energy Insecurity for low income households.  


This study developed tabulations that show how Energy Insecurity varies by Census Region, by 


income and poverty group, by income source and vulnerability group, and by level of energy 


burden.  The tabulations also illustrate how the experiences of LIHEAP recipient households 


compare to income eligible nonrecipient households. 


Geography 


The RECS data show that low income households in the South and West Census regions 


experienced higher rates of heating and air conditioning service interruptions than households in 


the Northeast and Midwest.  Similar patterns are observed for other types of Energy Insecurity: 


 Heating and Air Conditioning Interruptions – About 7.1 percent of low income 


households in the Northeast and 8.8 percent of those in the Midwest had heating and/or 


air conditioning interruptions during the past 12 months. In the South and West regions, 


more than 14.1 percent of low income households experienced heating and/or air 


conditioning interruptions. 


 Financial Energy Insecurity – Low income households in the Northeast are less likely 


than those in other regions to report financial Energy Insecurity; about 39.0 percent of 


low income households in the Northeast reported having to reduce expenses for 


household necessities, compared to at least 49.5 percent in the other three regions. 


 Health and Safety Insecurity – There are also some differences by region in health and 


safety measures.  For example, about 5.7 percent of low income households in the 


Northeast reported keeping their home at a temperature that they felt was unsafe 


compared to 10.1 percent of low income households in the South.  However, in general, 


low income households in the Northeast reported lower rates of health and safety Energy 


Insecurity than those in other regions. 


Previous research has shown that restrictions on cold weather service terminations in the 


Northeast and Midwest may be one important reason why low income households in those 


regions are less likely to experience heating service interruptions than low income households in 


the South and West.  However, it is unclear why households in the Northeast region also have 


lower rates of health and safety Energy Insecurity than households in other regions.  One 


possibility is that winter service termination restrictions allow clients to defer winter bills so that 


they do not need to make health and safety trade-offs when it is cold. Another possibility is that 
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non-LIHEAP fuel assistance programs may affect the differential rates of Energy Insecurity in 


different regions. 


Poverty Level 


Figure 3 shows the incidence of service interruptions, financial Energy Insecurity, and health and 


safety Energy Insecurity by poverty level.  Households with income at or below the HHS 


Poverty Guidelines have higher rates for all types of Energy Insecurity than other types of low 


income households. 


Figure 3 
Service Interruptions, Financial Energy Insecurity, and  


Health and Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 
By Poverty Level 


Low Income Households, 2005 
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These data show that poverty level is one important dimension of Energy Insecurity.  However, 


they also show that some households with income at or below the HHS Poverty Guidelines do 


not experience Energy Insecurity while many households with higher income do experience 


Energy Insecurity.  Since LIHEAP’s funding level does not allow it to serve all low income 


households, it may be appropriate to target households that are experiencing higher levels of 


Energy Insecurity. 


Vulnerability Group 


Elderly individuals and young children are more vulnerable to the health implications from 


inadequate heating or cooling.
4
  Figure 4 shows the incidence of service interruptions, financial 


Energy Insecurity, and health and safety Energy Insecurity by vulnerability group.  It is restricted 


                                                 
4
 Note that the LIHEAP statute also considers disabled individuals to be vulnerable.  However, the 2005 RECS did 


not collect information on disability. 
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to households with income at or below the HHS Poverty Guidelines to eliminate any income 


dimension from the analysis.  The figure shows that elderly households are less likely to have 


service interruptions than young child households and other types of households, and are slightly 


less likely to have financial Energy Insecurity.  However, elderly households have higher rates of 


health and safety Energy Insecurity than the other household groups. 


Figure 4 
Service Interruptions, Financial Energy Insecurity, and  


Health and Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 
By Vulnerability Group 


Households with Income at or below HHS Poverty Guidelines, 2005 
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Previous research has shown that elderly households are more likely to pay their energy bills and 


are less likely to lose energy service than other types of households.  This research confirms that 


finding.  Moreover, this research further finds that low income elderly households are no more 


likely than other types of low income households to report that they have to reduce expenses for 


basic necessities to pay their energy bills.  However, it does find that low income elderly 


households are more likely to keep their home at a temperature that they feel is unsafe because of 


the cost of energy.  Further research on these findings might reveal whether these findings relate 


to differences in behavior, differences in financial resources, or differences in reporting by 


different groups of households. 


Energy Burden 


There are two types of energy burden examined in the study: residential energy burden, which is 


the percent of household income spent on all residential energy bills, and home energy burden, 


which is the percent of household income spent on space heating and cooling. Figure 5 shows the 


incidence of service interruptions, financial Energy Insecurity, and health and safety Energy 


Insecurity by residential energy burden level and Figure 6 shows those statistics by home energy 
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burden level.
5
  Figure 5 shows that higher residential energy burden is associated with higher 


levels of all types of Energy Insecurity.  However, Figure 6 shows that home energy burden is 


not associated with Energy Insecurity.  


Figure 5 
Service Interruptions, Financial Energy Insecurity, and  


Health and Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 
By Residential Energy Burden Level 


Low Income Households, 2005 
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5
 This study defines high energy burden as the “energy share” of severe housing (shelter) burden.  Severe housing 


burden is considered by some researchers to be 50% of income.  (See Cushing N. Dolbeare. 2001. “Housing 


Affordability: Challenge and Context.” Cityscape: A Journal of Policy Development and Research, (5)2:111-130. A 


Publication of the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and 


Research.)  The median total residential energy costs for households at or below 150 percent of the HHS’ Poverty 


Guidelines are 21.8 percent of housing costs.  This study defines a residential energy burden of 10.9 percent of 


income as a high burden, moderate energy burden as costs at or above 6.5 percent of income but less than 10.9 


percent of income, and low energy burden as costs less than 6.5 percent of income.  Heating and cooling 


expenditures comprise 39.3 percent of total residential energy expenditures for all households.  Therefore, high 


home energy burden is defined for purposes of this study as heating and cooling costs that exceed 4.3 percent of 


income.  Moderate home energy burden is defined as heating and cooling costs above 2.6 percent of income but less 


than 4.3 percent of income. 
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Figure 6 
Service Interruptions, Financial Energy Insecurity, and  


Health and Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 
By Home Energy Burden Level 
Low Income Households, 2005 
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By law, LIHEAP focuses, in part, on home energy burden in the distribution of LIHEAP 


benefits.  However, the findings from this research suggest that residential energy burden is a 


more robust indicator of the potential for Energy Insecurity compared to home energy burden.  It 


is important to note that the RECS uses regression analyses to provide estimates of the amounts 


of residential energy expenditures going to various end uses, including home heating and 


cooling.  Actual heating and cooling expenditures may differ than those estimated by the RECS. 


LIHEAP Recipiency 


Figure 7 shows the incidence of service interruptions, financial Energy Insecurity, and health and 


safety Energy Insecurity for LIHEAP recipients and for income eligible nonrecipients.  LIHEAP 


recipients have higher rates for all types of Energy Insecurity than income eligible nonrecipients.  


This suggests that LIHEAP is effectively targeting households with higher levels of Energy 


Insecurity. 
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Figure 7 
Service Interruptions, Financial Energy Insecurity, and  


Health and Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 
By LIHEAP Recipient Group 


Low Income Households, 2005 
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Figure 7 also shows that some LIHEAP recipients do not experience Energy Insecurity.  One 


important research question that cannot be answered with the existing RECS survey data is 


whether recipient households do not experience Energy Insecurity because they received 


LIHEAP benefits or if they would not experience Energy Insecurity even if they did not receive 


LIHEAP. 


Multivariate Analysis 


Data tabulations from the 2005 RECS show the geographic, demographic, and programmatic 


dimensions of Energy Insecurity.  However, a multivariate analysis of the data is needed to see 


how all these factors simultaneously affect the Energy Insecurity of low income households and 


to assess which are the most important factors associated with levels of Energy Insecurity.  Some 


key findings from the multivariate analysis included: 


 Census Region – The multivariate analysis confirmed that households in the South and 


West were more likely to have service interruptions than households in the other regions 


and households in the Northeast had the lowest rate of health and safety Energy 


Insecurity.  However, the multivariate analysis found that lower rates of financial Energy 


Insecurity in the Northeast are related to other factors and that households in all regions 


experience financial Energy Insecurity at about the same level. 


 Residential Energy Burden – The multivariate analysis confirmed the findings that both 


poverty level and residential energy burden are associated with all types of Energy 


Insecurity.  Furthermore, the analysis also showed that residential energy burden has the 


strongest relationship with Energy Insecurity. 
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Most findings from the multivariate analyses were consistent with the findings from the tabular 


analyses of the data.  Therefore, the reader can rely on the results from the tabular analyses. 


Multivariate analysis indicated that high residential energy burden is the strongest factor related 


to Energy Insecurity of low income households compared to other factors included in the 


analysis. 


Performance of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


Colton originally developed the Home Energy Insecurity Scale in 2003 for OCS as a tool to 


describe the home energy status of LIHEAP income-eligible households.  The Scale combines 


information obtained from various Energy Insecurity questions into a single measure that can 


characterize the energy needs of low income households.  Based on responses to these questions, 


households are categorized in one of the five thresholds: 


 “A thriving household is one that has achieved generally accepted standards of well-


being. A thriving household can engage in the full range of home energy uses of its 


choice without outside assistance and without financial strain. 


 A capable household is secure, even though not having achieved the full range of 


generally accepted standards of well-being. 


  A stable household does not face significant threats and is unlikely to be in immediate 


crisis.  A stable household may on infrequent occasion need to engage in temporary or 


inappropriate actions because it lacks money to pay its home energy bills, but it does not 


do so regularly. 


 A vulnerable household is one that is not in immediate danger, but that may avoid this 


danger only through temporary or inappropriate solutions.  A vulnerable household may 


occasionally face energy choices that require it to compromise not merely on comfort 


and/or convenience, but on basic household energy needs such as heating and/or hot 


water. 


 An in-crisis household faces immediate needs that threaten the household’s physical 


and/or emotional safety.  Three alternative conditions exist of which anyone might place 


someone in the “in-crisis” threshold: (1) the household goes without energy; or (2) the 


household has energy, but has to routinely compromise on its energy use for basic 


household necessities; or (3) the household does not compromise on its energy use, but in 


order to maintain that energy use, must compromise on non-energy basic necessities.” 


The Home Energy Insecurity Scale was initially developed as a tool for caseworkers to measure 


the impact of energy assistance programs on the home Energy Insecurity of low income 


households.  APPRISE subsequently collaborated with Colton and developed a modified set of 


questions.  The modified instrument could be used by interviewers, and allows a systematic and 


automated assessment of Energy Insecurity based on survey responses. 
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Most of the previous research using the Home Energy Insecurity Scale was focused on LIHEAP 


recipients or was collected for a set of households in a particular geographic area.  The 2005 


RECS furnishes the first national data on Energy Insecurity for all low income households.   


Figure 8 shows the level of Energy Insecurity using the initial categorization methodology.  It 


can be seen that the original scale assigns almost all households to three categories – Thriving, 


Vulnerable, and In-Crisis.  After reviewing the categorization methodology, an alternative 


assignment procedure was tested to assess whether minor revisions to the categorization 


procedures would change the distribution of households.   In fact, the changes resulted in a 


significant redistribution.  This suggests that more research needs to be done on assignment to 


the scale. 


Figure 8 
Home Energy Insecurity, Original Scale  


Low Income Households, 2005 
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Figure 9 presents Home Energy Insecurity on the revised scale.  The modified scale shows that 


about 40 percent of low income households are thriving (i.e., report no Energy Insecurity 


problems), while about one-fourth are vulnerable or in-crisis, indicating that they needed 


immediate action during the year to resolve Energy Insecurity problems. 
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Figure 9 
Home Energy Insecurity, Modified Scale  


Low Income Households, 2005 
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The modified Home Energy Insecurity Scale furnishes useful summary information about the 


factors related to Energy Insecurity. 


 Geographic Distribution – While households in the South and West are most likely to be 


categorized as vulnerable or in-crisis, a substantial percentage of low income households 


in all regions are at risk. 


 Poverty Level – About one-third of households with income below poverty are vulnerable 


or in-crisis, compared to about one-fifth of households with income above 150 percent of 


the poverty level. 


 Vulnerability Group – About 40 percent of elderly households with incomes below 


poverty are categorized as thriving, compared to about one-fourth of households with 


young children and other households. 


 Residential Energy Burden – About one-third of households with high residential energy 


burden are vulnerable or in-crisis, compared to one-fourth of moderate burden 


households, and one-fifth of low-burden households. 


 LIHEAP Recipients – Almost one-half of LIHEAP recipients were vulnerable or in-crisis, 


compared to one-fourth of nonrecipients. 


The modified Home Energy Insecurity Scale appears to be a useful way to assess the need for 


energy assistance for low income households.  It shows that certain groups of households are 


more likely to be at greater risk for having energy problems, but it also shows that low income 


households of all types report Energy Insecurity.  It may be appropriate to use the Home Energy 


Insecurity Scale as a performance measure to assess the rate at which LIHEAP is reaching those 


with the greatest need for energy assistance.  Furthermore, when measuring Energy Insecurity 
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for LIHEAP recipient households, it is important to focus on whether Energy Insecurity is 


measured before or after receiving LIHEAP assistance so that the change in Energy Insecurity 


can be assessed. 


Study Implications 


The 2005 RECS included a set of questions that documented the different types of energy 


affordability problems that low income households face. The study finds that the Energy 


Insecurity questions administered in the 2005 RECS offer a much more comprehensive 


understanding of the energy problems faced by low income households than did the more limited 


set of questions included in prior RECS surveys.  The analysis suggests that the questions added 


to the 2005 RECS represent an important contribution to document and understand the energy 


needs of low income households. 


The study finds that there are certain factors that are associated with Energy Insecurity.  These 


findings suggest that States may be able to increase the effectiveness of LIHEAP by considering 


these factors when they target households for LIHEAP outreach and when they set LIHEAP 


benefit levels.  Relevant findings from the analysis include: 


 Poverty Level – The analysis shows that poverty level, rather than income level, is 


associated with all types of Energy Insecurity.   


 Energy Burden – Residential energy burden is associated with Energy Insecurity 


while home energy burden is very weakly associated; States might be able to 


increase the effectiveness of their LIHEAP programs by using actual residential 


energy bills to help set benefit levels. 


 Vulnerable Groups – It is important for States to consider all types of Energy 


Insecurity in setting benefits.  While low income elderly households have lower rates 


of service interruptions and financial Energy Insecurity, they report similar rates of 


health and safety Energy Insecurity as non-elderly low income households.   


The 2005 RECS furnishes the first opportunity to estimate Energy Insecurity for all low 


income households.  This study furnishes the following three important findings with respect 


to the Home Energy Insecurity Scale and its uses: 


1. LIHEAP Targeting – The Home Energy Insecurity Scale makes it easier for LIHEAP 


program managers to see what groups of households are at greatest risk for problems 


resulting from energy affordability. 


2. Performance Measurement – It is clear that some low income households have a 


higher level of Energy Insecurity than others.  It may be appropriate to use the 


reduction in Energy Insecurity as a performance measure for LIHEAP.  


3. Study and Analysis – It is important to measure how the different levels of Home 


Energy Insecurity relate to the long term health and well-being of low income 
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households.  For that reason, it would be appropriate to continue to study the Home 


Energy Insecurity Scale and its policy implications. 
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I. Introduction 


The 2005 Residential Energy Consumption Survey (RECS) is a national survey that collected 


energy-related data for occupied housing units and households.  The Office of Community 


Services (OCS) in the Administration for Children and Families (ACF) of the U.S. Department 


of Health and Human Services (HHS) funded a special set of questions for low income 


households responding to the 2005 RECS.  Those questions collected information on residential 


and home energy-related problems faced by low income households and measured the extent to 


which participation in LIHEAP helped to ameliorate those problems.
6
  The purpose of this report 


is to present the findings from analyses of those questions. 


A. Background 


The RECS is a household energy survey that was first conducted in 1978 and has been 


periodically conducted since that time. (The two most recent surveys conducted in 2001 and 


2005).  The RECS collects information from households on the energy using characteristics 


of their housing units and their household.  In addition, the survey obtains energy 


consumption and expenditure data directly from energy suppliers.  The RECS furnishes a 


rich database of energy-related information on households and housing units.
7
 


For most of the RECS surveys, HHS provided funding to improve the information available 


on low income home energy issues, including supplemental samples of low income 


households and LIHEAP-recipient households to increase the precision of survey estimates, 


and special questions related to LIHEAP recipiency and the energy-related problems faced 


by low income households. For the 2005 RECS, HHS funding was used to oversample 


LIHEAP recipient households, obtain administrative data on LIHEAP recipiency and 


benefits for survey respondents, and administer a set of questions on energy-related 


problems.  The LIHEAP oversample increased the number of LIHEAP recipient households 


in the RECS sample from about 200 interviews to 434 interviews.  The collection of 


LIHEAP administrative data furnished higher quality information on LIHEAP recipiency 


and benefits than the respondent self-reports from previous RECS surveys.
8
  The 2005 


RECS also included a battery of questions related to home energy problems faced by low 


income households. 


                                                 
6
 Unless otherwise indicated, “low income” refers to households with income at or below the Federal maximum 


LIHEAP eligibility standard (i.e., the greater of 150 percent of HHS Poverty Guidelines and 60 percent of State 


median income). 
7
 Information on RECS can be accessed at the EIA website at http://www.eia.doe.gov/emeu/recs/. 


8
 The problem with respondent self-reports is that respondents may confuse LIHEAP with other energy assistance 


programs in the State and may not remember the exact amount of the LIHEAP benefit they received.  Finally, 


respondents generally underreport participation in public assistance programs on surveys. 
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B. Study Goals 


The purpose of this study is to use the 2005 RECS data to develop information on the 


Energy Insecurity of low income households, including:  


 Levels and Types of Energy Insecurity – Estimation of the rate at which low income 


households face various types of energy problems and examination of survey respondent 


reports on the extent to which LIHEAP restores home heating and cooling for households 


experiencing service interruptions. 


 Factors Related to Energy Insecurity – An analysis of the factors associated with energy 


problems including income, energy burden, geographic region and other demographic 


and housing factors. 


 Performance of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale – An assessment of the performance 


of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale in measuring the impacts of energy costs on low 


income households compared to other Energy Insecurity measures used in the past. 


This study furnishes important information to OCS regarding the performance of LIHEAP, 


as well as the types of information that OCS should collect to assess the energy needs of low 


income households. 


C. Organization of Report 


Four sections follow this introduction. 


 Section II – Levels and Types of Energy Insecurity 


 Section III – Factors Related to Energy Insecurity 


 Section IV – Performance of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


 Section V – Study Implications 


APPRISE prepared this report for the Office of Community Services’ Division of Energy 


Assistance under contract with the Energy Information Administration (Contract #DE-


AM01-04EI4006, Task #DE-DT0000095). The statements, findings, conclusions, and 


recommendations are solely those of analysts from APPRISE and do not necessarily reflect 


the views of EIA or HHS. 
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II. Level and Types of Energy Insecurity 


In RECS surveys prior to 2005, survey questions on energy affordability issues were limited to 


heating service disconnections and electric service disconnections.  However, low income 


households can experience other problems as result of having high energy bills.  For example, in 


order to make their home energy bill affordable, a household might have to keep their home at a 


temperature that is unhealthy, particularly for young children or elderly individuals.  The 2005 


RECS included a set of questions that documented the different types of energy affordability 


problems that low income households face.  This section of the report presents information on 


the level and types of energy affordability problems. 


A. Space Heating Disruptions 


One problem that some low income households face when they are unable to pay their 


energy bills is that they go without energy service and are unable to heat their homes with 


their main heating equipment when heat is needed.  Questions on space heating disruptions 


have been asked on RECS surveys since 1982.  While the format of the questions has 


changed somewhat over time, there is a consistent series of information on heating service 


disruptions from 1982 through 2005. 


In the 2005 RECS, the following space heating disruption questions were asked. 


K-2: Was there ever a time during the last 12 months when you wanted to use your main 


source of heat, but could not, for one or more of the following reasons: 


K3a: Your heating system was broken and you were unable to pay for its repair 


or replacement? 


K3b: You ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, propane (bottled gas), coal, or wood 


because you were unable to pay for a delivery? 


K3c: The utility company discontinued your electric service because you were 


unable to pay your bill? 


K3d: The utility company discontinued your gas service because you were unable 


to pay your bill? 


One important element of these questions is that they refer to the household’s main sources 


of heat. For example, if a household’s main source of heat is a gas warm air furnace, they 


might be unable to use that furnace because it was broken, because the gas company 


disconnected their service for nonpayment, or because the electric company disconnected 


service for nonpayment and electricity was needed to run the gas furnace. 


Disruption of a household’s main source of heat does not necessarily mean that the 


household is completely without heat.  Some heat interruptions are relatively short.  For 
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example, data from the 2001 RECS show 4.3 percent of heat interruptions (question K-3d) 


were less than two hours.  In addition, data from the 2001 RECS show that during 35 


percent of heat interruptions, low income households were able to heat their home in some 


other way.  However, a space heating disruption does imply that the household is having 


significant energy affordability problems. 


On the other hand, a household may have other energy affordability problems even though 


the household does not have a space heating disruption.  In many jurisdictions, utility 


companies are prohibited from disconnecting energy service during the winter heating 


season (typically from November 1 to April 1).  In these jurisdictions, utility service 


disconnections do not necessarily result in space heating disruptions during heating season. 


Table II-1 presents data from the 2005 RECS on space heating disruptions for low income 


households. For each type of space heating disruption, the table shows the number of low 


income households that experienced that type of disruption, the percent of low income 


households where reason is applicable
9
 that experienced that disruption, and the percent of 


all low income households that experienced that disruption.    Table II-1 shows that 0.3 


million low income households that had a space heating disruption due to being “unable to 


pay for bulk fuel delivery”  out of about 5.7 million low income households that used a bulk 


fuel as their main heating fuel, representing 5.3 percent of these households.  Table II-1 also 


shows that such interruptions affected 0.8 percent of the entire population of low income 


households. 


Table II-1 
Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Reason for Space Heating 


Disruption 


Number of Low Income 


Households 


Percent of Low Income 


Households Where 


Reason Applicable 


Percent of All Low 


Income Households 


Unable to pay for the repair 


of broken heating system 
1,581,233 4.5% 4.4% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel 


delivery 
300,284 5.3% 0.8% 


Unable to pay for electric 


service 
1,671,636 4.7% 4.7% 


Unable to pay for gas 


service 
621,956 3.8% 1.7% 


Disruption due to any 


reason 
3,265,563 9.2% 9.1% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table II-1 shows that between 3.8 percent and 5.3 percent of all main heating fuel groups 


(electric, gas, and bulk fuels) were unable to use their main source of heat because they were 


                                                 
9
 For example, the reason “unable to pay for bulk fuel delivery” is only applicable to those households that have a heating 


system and heat their home with bulk fuel. 
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unable to pay for energy service at some time during the winter of 2004-2005.  In addition, 


about 4.5 percent of low income households had a broken main heating system during that 


winter.  In total, over 9 percent of low income households had a space heating disruption. 


Some households use natural gas or a bulk fuel as their main source of heat, but are unable 


to use their heating equipment because they have lost their electric service.  The 2005 RECS 


shows that about 300,000 households that heat with natural gas or a bulk fuel were unable to 


use their main source of heat because they lost their electric service. This is about 12 percent 


of the main heat disruptions for gas and bulk fuel main heaters. 


Table II-2 furnishes data from the series of RECS surveys regarding the number of low 


income households that have reported space heating payment disruptions over time. These 


statistics show that during the winter of 2004-2005 space heating disruptions were the 


highest of any year since the question was first asked in the 1984 RECS.
10


 


Table II-2 
Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat  


Because of Payment Problems in the Past 12 Months 
Low Income Households, Selected Years 


Reason for Space Heating 


Disruption 


Percent of All Low Income Households 


1983-84 1987-88 1990-91 1996-97 2000-01 2004-05 


Payment disruptions 5.1% 2.1% 4.1% 3.6% 2.7% 5.9% 


Source: FY 2007 LIHEAP Home Energy Notebook and 2005 RECS 


B. Air Conditioning Disruptions 


Another problem that some low income households face when they are unable to pay their 


energy bills is that they go without energy service and are unable to cool their homes with 


their air conditioning equipment when cooling is needed.  Questions on air conditioning 


disruptions were included in RECS for the first time in the 2005 survey. 


In the 2005 RECS, the following air conditioning disruption questions were asked. 


K-4: Was there ever a time during the last 12 months when you wanted to use your air 


conditioner, but could not, for one or more of the following reasons: 


K4a: Your air conditioner was broken and you were unable to pay for its repair 


or replacement? 


K4b: The utility company discontinued your electric service because you were 


unable to pay your bill? 


                                                 
10


 Some of the previous RECS surveys have also collected information on equipment related interruptions. The 


historical data on this type of interruptions were not readily available for this study. 
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One important element of these questions is that they refer to the household’s air 


conditioning equipment. Disruption of a household’s air conditioning equipment does not 


necessarily mean that the household is completely without the ability to keep their home 


cool.  Households can keep their home cooler than the outside temperature by using active 


cooling strategies at night when it is cool outside (e.g., using window fans) and by using 


passive cooling strategies during the day (i.e., closing shades on the south and west sides of 


the homes) However, an air conditioning disruption does imply that the household is having 


significant energy affordability problems. 


Table II-3 presents data from the 2005 RECS on air conditioning disruptions for low income 


households. For each type of air condition disruption, the table shows the number of low 


income households that experienced that type of disruption, the percent of eligible 


households that experienced that disruption, and the percent of all low income households 


that experienced that disruption.  The percent reason applicable to experience a particular 


type of disruption is based on the number of households that have air conditioning. Table II-


3 shows that 2.5 million low income households had that disruption out of 28.7 million low 


income households that have air conditioning equipment, representing 8.7 percent of the 


these households.  Table II-3 also shows that such interruptions affected 7.0 percent of the 


entire population of low income households. 


Table II-3 
Inability to Use Air Conditioning in the Past 12 Months 


Low Income Households, 2005 


Reason for Air 


Conditioning Disruption 


Number of Low Income 


Households 


Percent of Low Income 


Households Where 


Reason Applicable 


Percent of All Low 


Income Households 


Unable to pay for the repair 


of broken heating system 
1,427,509 4.9% 4.0% 


Unable to pay for electric 


service 
1,240,278 4.3% 3.5% 


Disruption due to any 


reason 
2,507,547 8.7% 7.0% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Air conditioning disruptions were evenly split between equipment disruptions and electric 


service disruptions.  This indicates that households need both space cooling energy 


assistance and assistance with cooling equipment repairs. 
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C. LIHEAP’s Role in Restoring Home Heating and Cooling11 


The 2005 RECS included some questions on LIHEAP’s role in restoring energy service for 


households experiencing heating or cooling disruptions.  The households that experienced 


heating or cooling interruptions in the past year and reported on the survey that they 


received energy assistance were asked the following questions to assess LIHEAP’s role in 


restoring the service for the households receiving LIHEAP. 


K-3: Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your main 


source of heat, but could not, for one or more of the following reasons: 


K-3a: Your heating system was broken and you were unable to pay for its repair or 


replacement? 


K-3a1: Did receiving energy assistance help you to restore heating of your 


home? 


K-3b: You ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, propane (bottled gas), coal, or wood because 


you were unable to pay for a delivery?  


K-3b1: Did receiving energy assistance help you to restore heating of your 


home? 


K-3c: The utility company discontinued your electric service because you were 


unable to pay your bill? 


K-3c1: Did receiving energy assistance help you to restore heating of your 


home? 


K-3d: The utility company discontinued your gas service because you were unable to 


pay your bill?  


K-3d1: Did receiving energy assistance help you to restore heating of your 


home? 


K-4: Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your air-


conditioner, but could not, for one or more of the following reasons:  


K-4a: Your air-conditioner was broken and you were unable to pay for its repair or 


replacement? 


K-4a1: Did receiving energy assistance help you to restore cooling of your 


home? 


                                                 
11


 In Section 2C of the report, LIHEAP recipiency is self-reported by the survey respondents.  In other parts of the 


report, LIHEAP recipient households refer to those survey respondents that were verified to be LIHEAP recipients 


using State administrative LIHEAP records. 
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K-4b: The utility company discontinued your electric service because you were 


unable to pay your bill? 


K-4b1: Did receiving energy assistance help you to restore cooling of your 


home?” 


Table II-4 furnishes information on the helpfulness of LIHEAP in restoring home heating for 


the households that reported receiving LIHEAP assistance.  The results indicate that LIHEAP 


benefits were very important in restoring heat for the households that experienced heating 


interruptions. Of the households that reported receiving LIHEAP, 69 percent that had heating 


interruption because of the inability to pay for electric service reported that receiving LIHEAP 


restored their home heating. Of the households that reported receiving LIHEAP, all that had a 


heating interruption because of the inability to pay for bulk fuel reported that receiving 


LIHEAP restored their home heating.  


Table II-4  
Heating Interruption: LIHEAP’s Role in Restoring Service, 2005  


Households Reporting LIHEAP Receipt 


Reason for Heating Interruption 


Did Receiving LIHEAP Restore Heating? 


YES NO 


Number Percentage Number Percentage 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system 
176,301 42% 241,265 58% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel 


delivery 
103,646 100% 0 0% 


Unable to pay for electric service 322,077 69% 144,775 31% 


Unable to pay for gas service 126,034 51% 119,293 49% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table II-5 presents information on the percent of all low income households that LIHEAP 


restored home heating. The table shows that LIHEAP restored home heating for 11 percent of all 


low income households that had a heating interruption because of a broken heating system. 


Twenty percent of all low income households that had a heating interruption because of the 


inability to pay for gas service had their heating restored by LIHEAP.  
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Table II-5 
Heating Interruptions: LIHEAP’s Role in Restoring Service, 2005  


All Low Income Households 


Reason for Heating Interruption 
Number of Low 


Income 


Households  


Number  of Low Income 


Households LIHEAP 


Restored Heating  


Percent of All Low Income 


Households LIHEAP 


Restored Heating  


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system 
1,581,233 176,301 11% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel delivery 300,284 103,646 35% 


Unable to pay for electric service 1,671,636 322,077 19% 


Unable to pay for gas service 621,956 126,034 20% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table II-6 reports on the helpfulness of LIHEAP in restoring home cooling for the households 


that reported receiving LIHEAP. The results indicate that LIHEAP restored home cooling for 


about 200 thousand households that had their electric service discontinued.  However, LIHEAP 


restored home cooling for very few households that had a cooling interruption because of the 


inability to pay for the broken cooling equipment. 


Table II-6 
Cooling Interruptions: LIHEAP’s Role in Restoring Service, 2005  


Households Reporting LIHEAP Receipt 


Reason for Heating Interruption 


Did Receiving LIHEAP Restore Cooling? 


YES NO 


Number Percentage Number Percentage 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken air conditioner 
4,084 2% 183,398 98% 


Unable to pay for electric service 200,029 63% 119,269 37% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table II-7 presents information on the percent of all low income households that LIHEAP 


restored home cooling. The table shows that LIHEAP restored home heating for 16 percent of all 


low income households that had a cooling interruption because of inability to pay for electric 


service.   
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Table II-7 
Cooling Interruptions: LIHEAP’s Role in Restoring Service, 2005  


All Low Income Households 


Reason for Cooling Interruption 
Number of Low 


Income 


Households  


Number  of Low Income 


Households LIHEAP 


Restored Cooling 


Percent of All Low Income 


Households LIHEAP 


Restored Cooling 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken air conditioner 
1,427,509 4,084 0% 


Unable to pay for electric service 1,240,278 200,029 16% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


D. Electric Service Disruptions 


Some low income households have payment problems but do not lose their space heating or 


air conditioning services because termination restrictions or energy assistance helps them to 


maintain service during the heating season and/or the cooling season.  However, such 


households are sometimes vulnerable to electric service disconnections.  These 


disconnections may result in a risk of fire if households without electricity use candles for 


lighting. Questions on electric service disruptions were included in RECS for the first time 


in the 2001 survey and were expanded in the 2005 survey. In 2001, 0.9 million low income 


households reported that they had electric service disruptions.  In 2005, an error in the 


survey administration procedures resulted in collection of insufficient data to estimate these 


statistics.  However, if the electric service disruptions experienced the same percentage 


increase as the space heating disruptions, it can be estimated that 1.9 million low income 


households had electric service disruptions in 2005. 


E. Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


The 2005 RECS also asked low income survey respondents questions related to the financial 


dimension of Energy Insecurity. The survey questions included: 


K-1: As a result of energy price increases, some households have faced challenges in 


paying home energy bills.  The next set of questions is about challenges you may have 


faced.  In the past 12 months did you almost every month, some months, only 1 or 2 


months, or never do the following because there wasn’t enough money for your home 


energy bill? 


K1a: Did you worry that you wouldn’t be able to pay your home energy bill? 


K1b: Did you reduce your expenses for what you consider to be basic household 


necessities? 


K1c: Did you borrow from a friend or relative to pay your home energy bill? 
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K1d: Did you skip paying your home energy bill or pay less than your whole 


home energy bill? 


K1e: Did you have a supplier of your electric or home heating service threaten to 


disconnect your electricity or home heating fuel service, or discontinue making 


fuel deliveries? 


Table II-8 presents data from the 2005 RECS on the financial elements of Energy Insecurity 


for low income households. For each type of financial insecurity, the table shows the percent 


of low income households that experienced that type of financial Energy Insecurity. Table 


II-8 shows that 57.8 percent of low income households had at least one type of financial 


insecurity during the past 12 months. 


The most common types of financial insecurity are “worry about their ability to pay” and 


“reduce spending for basic necessities.”  Almost half of low income households indicated 


that they experienced that insecurity at least once during 2005.  However, it is interesting to 


note that about 43 percent of households say that they “worried about their ability to pay” 


and they “reduce spending for basic necessities,” while seven percent of households report 


that they “worry” but that they didn’t “reduce spending” and another seven percent say that 


they “reduce spending” but did not “worry about their ability to pay.” 


It is common for low income households to borrow money to pay their energy bills, skip 


paying at least one bill, and receive service termination threats.  About 25 percent of low 


income households report experiencing that Energy Insecurity at some time during 2005. 


Table II-8 
Financial Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


Low Income Households, 2005 


Dimension 
Percent Almost 


Every Month 


Percent Some 


Months 


Percent 1 or 2 


Months 
Percent Never 


Worry about ability to pay 14.9% 23.6% 7.4% 54.1% 


Reduce basic necessities 17.0% 23.3% 6.7% 53.0% 


Borrow to pay bill 3.9% 11.6% 7.2% 77.3% 


Skip paying bill 3.9% 13.0% 9.4% 73.7% 


Service termination threat 2.7% 8.7% 9.5% 79.2% 


Any financial insecurity 23.6% 25.4% 8.9% 42.2% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


An analysis of the relationship among the financial dimensions of Energy Insecurity shows 


that low income households adopt different strategies for addressing Energy Insecurity 


problems. 


 Almost all of the households that borrow to pay energy bills, skip paying a bill, or 


receive a service termination threat, report that they reduce spending on necessities.  
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For example, about 25 percent of households say that they had to borrow to pay their 


energy bill.  Of those who borrow, 84 percent said that they had to reduce spending 


for basic necessities.  Similarly, of the households that say that they received a 


service termination notice, 85 percent reported that they had to reduce spending for 


basic necessities. 


 It appears that some households borrow money to avoid skipping a payment or 


receiving a service termination notice.  About one-third of households that reported 


borrowing did not need to skip paying a bill and - about half of low income 


households that borrowed to pay their bill did not have a service termination notice. 


It is clear that the heating and cooling disruption statistics understate the level of Energy 


Insecurity among low income households.  While about 10 percent of households experience 


space heating disruptions, almost half of households reduce spending for basic necessities 


and about one-fourth of households have threats of service termination. 


F. Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


The 2005 RECS also asked low income survey respondents questions related to the health 


and safety dimensions of Energy Insecurity. The survey questions included: 


K-1: As a result of energy price increases, some households have faced challenges in 


paying home energy bills.  The next set of questions is about challenges you may have 


faced.  In the past 12 months did you almost every month, some months, only 1 or 2 


months, or never do the following because there wasn’t enough money for your home 


energy bill? 


K1f: Did you close off part of your home because you couldn’t afford to heat or 


cool it? 


K1g: Did you keep your home at a temperature that you felt was unsafe or 


unhealthy at any time of the year? 


K1h: Did you leave your home for part of the day because it was too hot or too 


cold? 


K1i: Did you use your kitchen stove or oven to provide heat? 


Table II-9 presents data from the 2005 RECS on the health and safety elements of Energy 


Insecurity for low income households. For each type of health and safety insecurity, the 


table shows the percent of low income households indicating how often they experienced 


that type of financial Energy Insecurity. Table II-9 shows that 26.0 percent of low income 


households had at least one type of health and safety insecurity during the past 12 months. 
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Table II-9 
Health and Safety Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Dimension 
Percent Almost 


Every Month 


Percent Some 


Months 


Percent 1 or 2 


Months 
Percent Never 


Close off part of your home 4.6% 6.4% 2.4% 86.6% 


Keep home at unsafe 


temperature 
1.8% 4.1% 2.5% 91.6% 


Leave home for part of the 


day 
1.0% 4.2% 3.6% 91.2% 


Use stove or oven for heat 0.7% 4.9% 4.5% 89.9% 


Any health or safety 


insecurity 
6.3% 12.4% 7.3% 74.0% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


The most commonly reported type of Energy Insecurity is “closing off part of your home.”  


However, for each of the listed types of Energy Insecurity, close to 10 percent of low 


income households report experiencing the problem.  The health and safety problems do 


seem to be somewhat independent of each other.  For example, of the 10 percent of 


households report that they used their kitchen stove for heat, about one-third report that they 


also had to keep their home at an unsafe temperature.   


G. Correlation Among Types of Energy Insecurity 


It is important to understand the relationships among the different dimensions of Energy 


Insecurity.  The most obvious relationship is between financial Energy Insecurity and 


heating or cooling disruptions.  However, it also is important to assess whether there is a 


direct relationship between financial Energy Insecurity and Energy Insecurity related to 


health and safety. 


The RECS data show that households with financial Energy Insecurity “almost every 


month” are far more likely to have heating or cooling service disruptions than other types of 


households. Table II-10 shows that almost one-fourth of households that have financial 


Energy Insecurity “almost every month” report that they had a heating service disruption, 


while only about 10 percent of households that have financial insecurity “some months” or 


“one or two months” have a heating disruption.  About 60 percent of all heating disruptions 


are among households that have financial Energy Insecurity “almost every month.”  


Similarly, Table II-11 shows that 55% of air conditioning disruptions are among households 


that have financial Energy Insecurity “almost every month.” 
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Table II-10 
Relationship of Financial Energy Insecurity to Heating Service Disruptions 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Frequency of Financial 


Energy Insecurity 
No Heating Disruption Any Heating Disruption Heating Disruption Rate 


Almost Every Month 20.0% 5.9% 23% 


Some Months 24.0% 3.2% 12% 


One or Two Months 7.8% 0.7% 8% 


Never 38.0% 0.5% 1% 


ALL 89.7% 10.3% 10% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table II-11 
Relationship of Financial Energy Insecurity to Air Conditioning Disruptions 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Frequency of Financial 


Energy Insecurity 


No Air Conditioning 


Disruption 


Any Air Conditioning 


Disruption 


Air Conditioning 


Disruption Rate 


Almost Every Month 21.2% 4.9% 19% 


Some Months 24.1% 3.2% 13% 


One or Two Months 8.0% 0.6% 7% 


Never 38.0% 0.2% 1% 


ALL 91.2% 8.8% 9% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


The RECS data also show that households with financial Energy Insecurity “almost every 


month” are far more likely to have health or safety Energy Insecurity. Table II-12 shows that 


half of the households that have financial Energy Insecurity “almost every month” also 


report that they had health and safety Energy Insecurity. By comparison, among those low 


income households that have no indicators of financial Energy Insecurity, only 7 percent 


have a health and safety Energy Insecurity. 
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Table II-12 
Relationship of Financial Energy Insecurity to Health and Safety Energy Insecurity 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Frequency of Financial 


Energy Insecurity 


Any Health and Safety 


Problem 


No Health and Safety 


Problem 


Health and Safety Energy 


Insecurity Rate 


Almost Every Month 13.0% 13.0% 50% 


Some Months 11.4% 16.6% 42% 


One or Two Months 1.9% 6.6% 22% 


Never 2.7% 35.9% 7% 


ALL 28.0% 72.0% 28% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


The RECS data show that the intensity of health and safety Energy Insecurity, as measured 


by the frequency of health and safety Energy Insecurity, is also correlated with heating and 


air conditioning disruptions.  Tables II-13 and II-14 show that about 27 percent of low 


income households that have health and safety Energy Insecurity “almost every month” 


have a heating disruption and 30 percent have a cooling disruption.   


Table II-13 
Relationship of Health and Safety Energy Insecurity to Heating Service Disruptions 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Frequency of Health and 


Safety Energy Insecurity 
No Heating Disruption Any Heating Disruption Heating Disruption Rate 


Almost Every Month 4.6% 1.7% 27% 


Some Months 10.9% 2.9% 21% 


One or Two Months 6.2% 1.7% 21% 


Never 68.0% 4.0% 6% 


ALL 89.7% 10.3% 10% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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Table II-14 
Relationship of Health and Safety Energy Insecurity to Air Conditioning Disruptions 


Low Income Households, 2005 
 


Frequency of Health and 


Safety Energy Insecurity 


No Air Conditioning 


Disruption 


Any Air Conditioning 


Disruption 


Air Conditioning 


Disruption Rate 


Almost Every Month 4.3% 1.8% 30% 


Some Months 10.5% 2.1% 20% 


One or Two Months 7.2% 1.3% 15% 


Never 69.2% 3.7% 5% 


ALL 91.2% 8.8% 9% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


In total, about 13 percent of low income households have either a heating or air conditioning 


disruption; 4.0 percent have a heating disruption only, 2.9 percent have an air conditioning 


disruption only, and 5.9 percent have both a heating and an air conditioning disruption. 


H. Summary of Findings 


The analysis of the 2005 RECS Energy Insecurity data finds that the series of questions help 


to better flesh out the energy affordability problems faced by low income households.  The 


data on different types of Energy Insecurity (heating disruptions, air conditioning 


disruptions, financial Energy Insecurity, and health and safety Energy Insecurity) and the 


intensity measures of Energy Insecurity almost every month, some months, one or two 


months, or never) serve to broaden the understanding of energy affordability problems. Key 


findings include: 


 Incidence – The data show that over two-thirds of low income households faced some 


type of Energy Insecurity during 2005. 


 Overlap – Some households faced only one type of problem; but many others 


experienced multiple problems during the year. 


 Intensity – The intensity of any dimension of Energy Insecurity was directly related to the 


number of types of Energy Insecurity faced by a low income household. 


While it still seems important to track the rate at which households experience heating 


system and/or air conditioning service disruptions, these data demonstrate the broader 


relationships between energy bills and impacts faced by low income households. 
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III. Factors Related to Energy Insecurity 


Section II presented information on the incidence of each type of Energy Insecurity and the 


relationship among the different types of Energy Insecurity.  This section furnishes detailed 


information on how Energy Insecurity levels vary for key population subgroups. 


A. Definition of Analysis Factors 


The factors reviewed in this section include: 


1. Geography – The geographic dimension considered is Census Region. 


2. Poverty – The analysis uses the HHS Poverty Guidelines as one way of defining income.  


The poverty levels examined include at or below the 100% of the poverty guidelines, 


above 100% but at or below 150%, and above 150% but at or below 60% of State median 


income.  (Note: In the 2005 RECS, households were eligible for Section K - the Energy 


Insecurity questions - if their income was at or below the Federal Maximum Eligibility 


Standard for their State.) 


3. Income – The analysis also uses income groups based on reported household income.  


Households are categorized as having annual household income at or below $10,000, 


above $10,000 but at or below $20,000, and $20,000 or more.  (Note: Households with 


income that is above the Federal Maximum Income Standard for their State are excluded 


from the analysis because they were not asked the Section K questions.) 


4. Income Type – Based on reported sources of income households are categorized into four 


income groups: 


o Employed – Households that reported receiving some income from wages or self-


employment. 


o Retired – Households that did not report receiving employment income, but did 


report receiving retirement income such as Social Security or pensions. 


o Public Assistance – Households that did not report receiving employment income 


or retirement income, but did report receiving public assistance. 


o Other – Households that did not report receiving employment income, retirement 


income, or public assistance income.  


5. Vulnerability Group – Households are categorized into the following vulnerability 


groups. 
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o Young Child – A household is categorized as young child if one or more 


individuals in the home is 5 years or younger. (Note: If a household contains both 


an elderly and young child member, it is categorized as Young Child.)
12


 


o Elderly – A household is categorized as elderly if one or more individuals in the 


home are aged 60 years or older and there is no young child in the household. 


o Other – A household is categorized as other if there is no elderly individual and 


no young child in the home.
13


  - 


6. Energy Burden – For the purpose of the study, households are categorized as having high 


energy burden if residential energy burden is greater than 10.9 percent (i.e., if annual 


energy expenditures are greater than 10.9 percent of annual income), as having moderate 


energy burden if energy burden is less 10.9 percent, but greater than or equal to 6.5 


percent, and low if energy burden is less than 6.5 percent.
14


 


7. LIHEAP Status – In the 2005 RECS, survey respondents were checked against State 


LIHEAP administrative records to assess whether they had received LIHEAP. 


These factors are used to examine how Energy Insecurity is distributed geographically and 


demographically for the population of low income households. 


B. Energy Insecurity by Geography 


Tables III-1 through III-5 present information on the geographic dimensions of Energy 


Insecurity for LIHEAP income eligible households.  The 2005 RECS estimates that there 


were 38.6 million households that were income eligible for LIHEAP. Of these households, 


8.1 million live in the Northeast, 9.4 million in the Midwest, 13.9 million in the South, and 


7.2 million in the West census regions.  The statistics presented here are for the households 


that responded to the Section K questions, representing 35.9 million of the 38.6 million low 


income households.
15


 


Table III-1 shows that in 2005, 9.2 percent of LIHEAP income eligible households were 


without heat at some point during the year. This corresponds to about 3.6 million 


households. Heat interruptions tend to occur at a higher rate in the South and West Census 


Regions regardless of the underlying reason. In 2005, 13.4 percent (1.0 million) of 


households in the West and 10.3 percent (1.4 million) of households in the South went 


without heat in 2005. The lower incidence of heat interruptions in the Northeast and 


                                                 
12


 According to the 2005 RECS, there are about 470 thousand low income households that contain both elderly and 


young child members.  
13


 Note that LIHEAP also considers disabled individuals to be vulnerable.  However, the 2005 RECS did not collect 


information on disability. 
14


 LIHEAP Energy Burden Evaluation Study, March 2005, prepared by APPRISE Incorporated under PSC Order 


No. 043Y00471301D. 
15


 Section K questions were not asked to some of the households that did not answer the household income question 


but later turned out to be income eligible for LIHEAP after their household income was imputed. 
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Midwest may be due to utility shutoff protection laws that are in effect in most states in 


these regions. However, this does not explain the lower incidence of heat disruptions in 


these regions for households using delivered fuels. Table III-1 also shows that equipment 


interruptions are as important as payment interruptions.  


Table III-1 
Heat Interruption: Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 


By Census Region, 2005  


Reason for Heat Interruption 
Census Region 


U.S. 
Northeast Midwest South West 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system (households 


with heating equipment) 


4.3% 2.5% 3.8% 8.5% 4.5% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel delivery 


(households with bulk fuel main heat) 
3.3% 3.1% 9.1% 8.2% 5.3% 


Unable to pay for electric service 
(households with heating equipment) 


3.5% 3.9% 5.7% 5.3%   4.7%   


Unable to pay for gas service 


(households with gas main heat) 
1.3% 4.5% 5.2% 3.8% 3.8% 


Heat Interruption due to any of the 


four reasons (all households) 
6.9% 6.5% 10.3% 13.4% 9.2% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-2 focuses on the type of service interruptions. In 2005, 9.2 percent of LIHEAP 


income eligible households were without heating at some point during the heating season 


and 8.7 percent were without air conditioning at some point during the cooling season.  


Eleven and half percent of LIHEAP income eligible households (4.4 million) experienced at 


least one type of service interruption. Both heating and cooling disruptions occurred at the 


highest rate in the South and West. 


Table III-2 
Type of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Census Region, 2005 


Type of  Interruption 
Census Region 


U.S. 
Northeast Midwest South West 


Heating Interruption (households 


with heating equipment) 
6.9% 6.5% 10.3% 13.4% 9.2% 


Cooling Interruption (households with 


air conditioning equipment) 
2.9% 6.2% 12.7% 9.3% 8.7% 


Any Interruption (all households) 7.1% 8.8% 14.7% 14.1% 11.6% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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Table III-3 focuses on the category of service interruptions.  For most Census Regions, 


home energy service interruptions are almost equally split between payment interruptions 


and equipment interruptions.  However, in the West, equipment interruptions are responsible 


for substantially more service disruptions than payment interruptions. 


Table III-3 
Category of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Census Region, 2005 


Category of  Interruption 
Census Region 


U.S. 
Northeast Midwest South West 


Payment Only 2.4% 3.9% 6.7% 4.8% 4.8% 


Equipment/System Only 2.8% 3.4% 5.9% 7.7% 5.0% 


Both 1.9% 1.5% 2.1% 1.5% 1.8% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-4 furnishes information on the financial dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


introduced in Section II of the report.  The analysis presented in Section II found that there 


was a high level of correlation (correlation coefficient =0.71) between the first two 


dimensions of financial Energy Insecurity – worry about the ability to pay for home energy 


bills and reducing expenditures for basic necessities.  For that reason, this analysis examines 


the information on reducing expenditures for basic necessities.  Similarly, there was 


considerable correlation among the dimensions of borrowing to pay the home energy bill, 


skipping a home energy payment, and receiving a threat of service disconnection.  This 


analysis focuses on the threat of service termination. 


Table III-4 focuses on the constraints households face on household necessities or whether 


they received shutoff notices or threats by region. Nationally, 47 percent (18.1 million) of 


LIHEAP income eligible households reduced expenditures on basic household necessities to 


pay for their energy bills in 2005; 20.8 percent (8.0 million) of LIHEAP income eligible 


households received a notice or threat to discontinue their heating service.  Table III-4 


shows that households in the Northeast are the least likely to reduce expenses for household 


necessities due to not having enough money for their energy bill. They are also least likely 


to receive shutoff notices. 


The pattern for the intensity of financial problems appears to be the same in all Census 


Regions.  For example, in all Census Regions, we find that a significant fraction of 


households have to reduce spending on necessities every month, another group of 


households has to reduce spending on necessities in some months (perhaps during those 


months with the highest bills), and relatively few households have problems only one or two 


months per year.  For service termination threats, very few households have them every 


month, while large numbers report having them in some months or in one or two months.  


Given the substantial differences in the type of protections across the country, as well as the 


differences in the way energy bills vary during different seasons, it is interesting that the 


patterns of problems are so similar. 
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Table III-4 
Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Census Region, 2005 


Dimension Frequency 


Census Region 


U.S. 


Northeast Midwest South West 


Reduced Expenses for 


Household Necessities Due 


to Not Having Enough 


Money for the Energy Bill 


During the Past Year  


Almost Every Month 12.4% 15.7% 20% 18.1% 17.0% 


Some Months  20.5% 27.3% 22.9% 22.0% 23.3% 


1 or 2 Months 6.1% 6.3% 6.7% 8.0%   6.7%   


Never / No 61.0% 50.7% 50.5% 51.8% 53.0% 


Received Notice or Threat 


to Disconnect or 


Discontinue Electricity or 


Home Heating Fuel Due to 


Not Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill During 


the Past Year 


Almost Every Month 2.3% 2.1% 3.8% 1.6% 2.7% 


Some Months  6.1% 9.3% 9.2% 9.6% 8.7% 


1 or 2 Months 7.4% 10.5% 9.6% 10.3%   9.5%   


Never / No 84.3% 78.1% 77.4% 78.6% 79.2% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-5 furnishes information on the health and safety dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


by Census Region.  This analysis presents information on three important aspects of health 


and safety Energy Insecurity – keeping the home at an unsafe temperature, leaving the home 


for part of the day, and using the kitchen stove or oven for heat. Nationally, 8.4 percent (3.2 


million) of LIHEAP income eligible households reported that they kept their home at an 


unsafe temperature, 10.1 percent (3.8 million) used kitchen stove or oven to provide heat, 


and 8.8 percent (3.4 million) left home during day because it was too hot or cold for at least 


1 or 2 months.  The overlapping between these three actions is relatively low. Only 0.4 


million of households took all three actions and 1.8 million took any two of the three 


actions. 20 percent (7.7million) of LIHEAP income eligible households engaged in at least 


one of the three actions. This is the total number of households that faced a constraint on 


energy use because of unaffordable energy.  


At the Census Region level, households in the Northeast Region are the least likely to 


experience any of these types of health and safety Energy Insecurity.  Households in the 


South Region were the most likely to keep their home at an unsafe temperature and to use 


their kitchen stove or oven for heat.  Households in the West Region were the most likely to 


leave their home for part of the day because it was too hot or too cold. 
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Table III-5 
Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Census Region, 2005 


Dimension Frequency 


Census Region 


U.S. 


Northeast Midwest South West 


Kept Home at Temperature You 


Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy 


Due to Not Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
1.3% 1.0% 2.8% 1.5% 1.8% 


Some Months  2.6% 4.0% 4.9% 4.2% 4.1% 


1 or 2 Months 1.8% 3.5% 2.5% 2.0%   2.5%   


Never / No 94.3% 91.5% 89.9% 92.3% 91.6% 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to 


Provide Heat Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the Energy Bill 


During Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
0.5% 0.1% 1.6% 0% 0.7% 


Some Months  3.6% 4.6% 5.3% 5.9% 4.9% 


1 or 2 Months 3.0% 5.5% 5.2% 3.5%   4.5%   


Never / No 92.9% 89.8% 87.9% 90.6% 89.9% 


Left Home for Part of the Day 


Because it was Too Hot or Too 


Cold Due to Not Having Enough 


Money for the Energy Bill During 


Past Year  


Almost Every 


Month 
1.4% 0.2% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 


Some Months  3.0% 2.9% 3.5% 8.2% 4.2% 


1 or 2 Months 2.1% 3.5% 3.5% 5.4%   3.6%   


Never / No 93.4% 93.4% 91.7% 85.2% 91.2% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


C. Energy Insecurity by Poverty Level and Income Group 


Tables III-6 through III-10 present information on the income dimensions of Energy 


Insecurity for LIHEAP income eligible households. Table III-6 shows that in 2005, 


households with income at or below the HHS Poverty Guidelines had the highest rate of heat 


interruptions of all types – 12.9 percent.  Similarly, the lowest income households – those 


with incomes less than $10,000 were the most likely to have heat interruptions. 
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Table III-6 
Heat Interruption: Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 


By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Reason for Heat Interruption 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 
101%-


150% 
>150% <$10K 


$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system 
6.3% 3.4% 2.5% 7.0% 3.3% 3.9% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel 


delivery 
7.2% 4.4% 2.7% 5.4% 4.3% 6.7% 


Unable to pay for electric service 6.6% 4.1% 2.1% 6.4%   3.8%   4.6%   


Unable to pay for gas service 5.1% 3.1% 2.8% 3.6% 1.9% 6.1% 


Heat Interruption due to any of 


the four reasons 
12.9% 7.0% 5.5% 12.9% 6.2% 10.1% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-7 focuses on the type of service interruptions. Households with incomes at or 


below poverty and households with incomes at or below $10,000 had the highest rates for 


both heating and cooling interruptions.  However, the rates of heating and/or cooling 


interruptions are significant for all LIHEAP income eligible households. About 10.0 percent 


of households with incomes between 101 and 150 percent of poverty and 8.3 percent of 


income eligible households with incomes above 150 percent of poverty had heating and/or 


cooling interruptions. 


Table III-7 
Type of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Type of  Interruption 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 
101%-


150% 
>150% <$10K 


$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Heating Interruption 12.9% 7.0% 5.5% 12.9% 6.2% 10.1% 


Cooling Interruption 10.1% 8.6% 6.1%` 10.2% 6.8% 9.8% 


Any Interruption 14.5% 10.0% 8.3% 14.3% 8.4% 13.3% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-8 focuses on the category of service interruptions. The lowest income households 


have higher rates of payment only heating and cooling disruptions, as well as much higher 
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rates of both payment and system interruptions.  The differences in the rates of equipment 


only disruptions are smaller than for payment interruptions. 


Table III-8 
Category of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Category of  Interruption 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 
101%-


150% 
>150% <$10K 


$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Payment Only 6.1% 3.4% 4.3% 4.4% 3.8% 6.3% 


Equipment/System Only 5.4% 5.4% 3.6% 6.6% 3.2% 5.9% 


Both 3.0% 1.2% 0.4% 3.3% 1.5% 1.1% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-9 furnishes information on the financial dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


introduced in Section II of the report.  Table III-9 focuses on whether households reduced 


expenses on household necessities and/or whether they received shutoff notices or threats. 


The table shows that the lowest income households are the most likely to reduce spending 


for basic necessities (53 percent) and the most likely to receive a service termination notice 


(26 percent). However, a significant share of other LIHEAP income eligible households also 


reduce spending and have service termination threats. 
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Table III-9 
Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Dimension Frequency 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 
101%-


150% 
>150% <$10K 


$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Reduced Expenses for 


Household Necessities 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During the 


Past Year  


Almost Every 


Month 
22.4% 14.1% 11.2% 23.8% 15.1% 14.0% 


Some Months  22.3% 26.2% 20.8% 20.1% 21.8% 27.7% 


1 or 2 Months 8.0% 5.6% 6.0% 5.6% 6.1% 8.5% 


Never / No 47.3% 54.2% 62.1% 50.5% 57.0% 49.9% 


Received Notice or 


Threat to Disconnect or 


Discontinue Electricity 


or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During the 


Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
3.9% 1.4% 2.1% 4.6% 2.2% 1.7% 


Some Months  11.5% 6.6% 6.1% 11.4% 7.6% 7.8% 


1 or 2 Months 10.7% 9.5% 7.2% 9.0% 8.0% 11.8% 


Never / No 73.8% 82.5% 84.5% 74.9% 82.3% 78.7% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-10 furnishes information on the health and safety dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


by Census Region.  This analysis presents information on three important aspects of health 


and safety Energy Insecurity – keeping the home at an unsafe temperature, leaving the home 


for part of the day, and using the kitchen stove or oven for heat. This table shows that 


households at the lowest income level have the highest rate of health and safety Energy 


Insecurity.  For example, about 12 percent of households with income at or below poverty 


report that they kept their home at a temperature that they felt was unsafe, while only about 


4 percent of the households with income above 150 percent of poverty reported that.  The 


rates of health and safety Energy Insecurity is generally 10 percent of the lowest income 


households and 5 percent of less for the other LIHEAP income eligible households. 
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Table III-10 
Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Dimension Frequency 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 
101%-


150% 
>150% <$10K 


$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Kept Home at 


Temperature You Felt 


Was Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill 


During Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
2.9% 0.6% 1.3% 3.9% 1.3% 0.7% 


Some Months  5.4% 4.3% 1.2% 5.3% 4.9% 2.2% 


1 or 2 Months 3.8% 1.3% 2.0% 4.0% 2.7% 1.1% 


Never / No 87.9% 93.7% 95.6% 86.9% 91.2% 96.0% 


Used Kitchen Stove or 


Oven to Provide Heat 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
0.9% 0.9% 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 


Some Months  7.2% 3.3% 2.7% 6.6% 5.4% 2.9% 


1 or 2 Months 5.6% 4.1% 2.9% 5.5% 4.8% 3.3% 


Never / No 86.3% 91.7% 94.4% 87.4% 89.2% 92.9% 


Left Home for Part of 


the Day Because it was 


Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
1.2% 0.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.2% 0.4% 


Some Months  5.4% 3.2% 3.3% 6.0% 4.5% 2.4% 


1 or 2 Months 4.4% 3.7% 1.8% 4.1% 3.3% 3.6% 


Never / No 89.0% 92.6% 93.3 % 88.4% 91.0% 93.7% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


D. Energy Insecurity by Vulnerability Group and Income Type 


Tables III-11 through III-15 present information on the demographic dimensions of Energy 


Insecurity for LIHEAP income eligible households. Table III-11a shows that in 2005, 


elderly households were the least likely to report heating interruptions; about 5.5 percent of 


elderly households had a heating interruption, while 13.1 percent households with a young 


child and 10.6 percent of other households reported a heating interruption.  However, Table 


III-11b shows that for households with income at or below poverty, the heat interruptions 


reported by elderly households are much more comparable to those of other types of 


households.  However, even in Table III-11b, it can be seen that the major types of heat 


interruptions for elderly households are from equipment problems and bulk fuel payment 


issues.  Very few elderly households report electric service or gas service heat interruptions. 
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Table III-11a 
Heat Interruption: Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
All LIHEAP Income Eligible Households 


Reason for Heat Interruption 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


or Other 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system 
6.1% 4.2% 3.9% 4.1% 3.6% 7.4% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel 


delivery 
5.7% 4.4% 6.5% 5.9% 4.0% 6.6% 


Unable to pay for electric 


service 
7.3% 1.7% 6.1% 5.6%   2.2%   6.0%   


Unable to pay for gas service 6.2% 0.5% 5.4% 4.6% 0.9% 6.1% 


Heat Interruption due to any 


of the four reasons 
13.1% 5.5% 10.6% 10.0% 5.2% 13.3% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 
Table III-11b 


Heat Interruption: Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 
By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 


Households with Income at or Below the HHS Poverty Guidelines 


Reason for Heat Interruption 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


or Other 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system 
6.1% 8.0% 5.1% 5.6% 6.5% 7.9% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel 


delivery 
1.3% 6.2% 11.0% 7.9% 7.5% 4.8% 


Unable to pay for electric 


service 
7.3% 1.5% 10.4% 8.2%   3.4%   6.5%   


Unable to pay for gas service 3.6% 0.0% 10.7% 7.1% 0.8% 5.6% 


Heat Interruption due to any 


of the four reasons 
12.6% 9.2% 16.2% 14.1% 9.5% 14.4% 


 Source: 2005 RECS 
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Table III-12a focuses on the type of service interruptions. Elderly households have the 


lowest rate of both heating and cooling interruptions.  However, Table III-12b shows that 


the interruption rates for elderly households with incomes at or below poverty are much 


closer to those of other types of households. 


Table III-12a 
Type of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
All LIHEAP Income Eligible Households 


Type of  Interruption 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Heating Interruption 13.1% 5.5% 10.6% 10.0% 5.2% 13.3% 


Cooling Interruption 13.1% 5.3% 9.5% 10.0% 4.2% 11.6% 


Any  Interruption 15.5% 6.9% 13.7% 12.9% 6.4% 15.7% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-12b 
Type of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
Households with Income at or Below the HHS Poverty Guidelines 


Type of  Interruption 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Heating Interruption 12.6% 9.2% 16.2% 14.1% 9.5% 14.4% 


Cooling Interruption 12.2% 7.5% 11.2% 11.5% 5.7% 12.7% 


Any  Interruption 14.3% 10.5% 18.0% 16.1% 10.7% 15.5% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Tables III-13a and III-13b focus on the category of service interruptions. LIHEAP income 


eligible elderly households have the lowest rate of payment interruptions.  Among 


households with income below poverty, elderly households are also the least likely to have 


payment interruptions.  However, elderly households have a higher rate of equipment 


interruptions, and Table III-13b shows that elderly households with income below poverty 


have the highest rate of equipment interruptions. 
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Table III-13a 
Category of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
All LIHEAP Income Eligible Households 


Category of  Interruption 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Payment Only 6.5% 0.8% 7.3% 6.1% 1.0% 6.5% 


Equipment/System Only 6.6% 5.0% 4.2% 4.9% 3.9% 7.3% 


Both 2.4% 1.1% 2.1% 1.9% 1.5% 1.9% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-13b 
Category of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
Households with Income at or Below the HHS Poverty Guidelines 


Category of  Interruption 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Payment Only 5.5% 0.0% 11.4% 7.9% 1.5% 7.4% 


Equipment/System Only 6.1% 8.4% 2.5% 4.2% 6.5% 6.8% 


Both 2.6% 2.1% 4.1% 4.0% 2.7% 1.3% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-14a furnishes information on the financial dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


introduced in Section II of the report (i.e., constraints households face on household 


necessities or whether they received shutoff notices or threats). The table shows that the 


elderly households are less likely to reduce spending for basic necessities and are the least 


likely to receive a service termination notice. The table also shows that employed 


households face similar levels of financial Energy Insecurity as households on public 


assistance.  Table III-14b presents statistics for all households in poverty. That table shows 


that, even for elderly households in poverty, such households are much less likely than other 


types of households to receive threats of service termination.  However, elderly households 


with incomes below poverty report that they need to reduce spending for basic necessities at 


almost the same rate as other types of households.  
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Table III-14a 
Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
All LIHEAP Income Eligible Households 


Dimension Frequency 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


and Other 


Reduced Expenses for 


Household Necessities 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During the 


Past Year  


Almost Every 


Month 
16.7% 13.9% 19.9% 16.5% 12.7% 26.8% 


Some Months  26.4% 18.3% 25.9% 26.0% 18.3% 21.3% 


1 or 2 Months 12.4% 4.4% 6.0% 7.6% 6.1% 4.3% 


Never / No 44.5% 63.5% 48.1% 49.9% 62.9% 47.6% 


Received Notice or 


Threat to Disconnect or 


Discontinue Electricity 


or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During the 


Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
1.9% 1.9% 3.7% 2.8% 1.5% 4.1% 


Some Months  8.5% 3.7% 13.0% 10.3% 2.5% 13.3% 


1 or 2 Months 16.2% 2.9% 12.0% 12.1% 2.7% 11.3% 


Never / No 73.5% 91.6% 71.4% 74.8% 93.3% 71.3% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-14b 
Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
Households with Income at or Below the HHS Poverty Guidelines 


Dimension Frequency 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


and Other 


Reduced Expenses for 


Household Necessities 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During the 


Past Year  


Almost Every 


Month 
18.9% 20.3% 26.0% 18.1% 21.4% 33.4% 


Some Months  24.0% 21.1% 22.4% 24.6% 20.3% 19.3% 


1 or 2 Months 12.9% 6.1% 6.9% 9.6% 9.1% 3.0% 


Never / No 44.2% 52.5% 44.7% 47.7% 49.2% 44.2% 


Received Notice or 


Threat to Disconnect or 


Discontinue Electricity 


or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During the 


Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
3.6% 3.5% 4.5% 3.9% 3.3% 4.8 


Some Months  10.3% 5.2% 17.4% 13.4% 4.0% 16.3% 


1 or 2 Months 15.0% 3.1% 14.6% 12.5% 4.6% 13.7% 


Never / No 71.0% 88.3% 63.5% 70.2% 88.2% 65.2% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 







www.appriseinc.org Factors Related to Energy Insecurity 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 31 


Tables III-15a and 15b furnish information on the health and safety dimensions of Energy 


Insecurity.  This analysis presents information on three important aspects of health and 


safety Energy Insecurity – keeping the home at an unsafe temperature, leaving the home for 


part of the day, and using the kitchen stove or oven for heat. This table shows that all 


vulnerable groups experience these problems at about the same rate.  For example, 6.5 


percent of young child households, 9.0 percent of elderly households and 8.7 percent of 


other households reported that they kept their home at a temperature that they felt was 


unsafe.  A similar pattern is observed for households with income at or below the poverty 


level, all vulnerable groups and all income type groups have similar rates of health and 


safety Energy Insecurity. 


Table III-15a 
Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
All LIHEAP Income Eligible Households 


Dimension Frequency 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


and Other 


Kept Home at 


Temperature You Felt 


Was Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill 


During Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
1.1% 2.7% 1.3% 1.6% 2.3% 1.6% 


Some Months  3.8% 3.6% 4.7% 4.1% 3.5% 5.3% 


1 or 2 Months 1.6% 2.8% 2.8% 2.4% 2.8% 2.6% 


Never / No 93.5% 91.0% 91.3% 92.0% 91.4% 90.5% 


Used Kitchen Stove or 


Oven to Provide Heat 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
1.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.8% 0.1% 1.1% 


Some Months  3.7% 4.3% 6.0% 4.7% 4.2% 7.1% 


1 or 2 Months 3.9% 3.8% 5.3% 5.5% 2.5% 4.2% 


Never / No 91.0% 91.5% 88.0% 89.0% 93.2% 87.5% 


Left Home for Part of 


the Day Because it was 


Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year  


Almost Every 


Month 
0.5% 1.1% 1.3% 0.7% 1.2% 1.9% 


Some Months  3.0% 2.9% 5.9% 4.2% 0.9% 9.9% 


1 or 2 Months 5.6% 2.7% 3.4% 4.2% 2.4% 3.5% 


Never / No 91.0% 93.4% 89.4% 91.0% 95.5% 84.6% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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Table III-15b 
Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 
Households with Income at or Below the HHS Poverty Guidelines 


Dimension Frequency 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


and Other 


Kept Home at 


Temperature You Felt 


Was Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill 


During Past Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
1.6% 5.6% 1.4% 2.1% 5.3% 1.7% 


Some Months  4.4% 5.2% 6.2% 5.3% 4.3% 7.1% 


1 or 2 Months 3.2% 3.8% 4.0% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4% 


Never / No 90.1% 85.5% 88.4% 88.6% 86.8% 87.8% 


Used Kitchen Stove or 


Oven to Provide Heat 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every 


Month 
2.7% 0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 0.3% 1.8% 


Some Months  4.4% 8.0% 8.3% 7.3% 6.3% 8.6% 


1 or 2 Months 4.9% 5.3% 6.1% 7.7% 2.3% 4.4% 


Never / No 88.0% 86.5% 85.0% 84.2% 91.1% 85.3% 


Left Home for Part of 


the Day Because it was 


Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year  


Almost Every 


Month 
1.0% 1.8% 0.8% 1.0% 2.4% 0.3% 


Some Months  2.9% 3.5% 8.4% 3.7% 2.1% 13.2% 


1 or 2 Months 6.0% 4.8% 3.2% 4.6% 4.1% 4.5% 


Never / No 90.1% 89.9% 87.7% 90.8% 91.5% 82.1% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


E. Energy Insecurity by Energy Burden 


Tables III-16 to III-20 show how energy burden relates to Energy Insecurity for LIHEAP 


income eligible households. These tables furnish information on residential energy burden 


(i.e., the percent of income spent on heating, cooling, water heating, and appliances) and 


home energy burden (i.e., the percent of household income spent on heating and cooling).  


This study estimates that, in 2005, there were 14.0 million LIHEAP income eligible 


households with high residential energy burden, 12.5 million with moderate burden, and 


12.1 million with low burden.
16


 The study estimates that, in 2005, there were 15.6 million 


LIHEAP income eligible households with high home energy burden, 9.3 million with 


moderate burden, and 13.7 million with low burden.
17


  It is important to note that the RECS 


                                                 
16


 This study defines high energy burden as the “energy share” of severe housing burden. This study defines 


residential energy burden of 10.9 percent of income as a high burden, moderate energy burden as costs at or above 


6.5 percent of income but less than 10.9 percent of income, and low energy burden as costs less than 6.5 percent of 


income. 
17


 Heating and cooling expenditures comprise 39.3 percent of total residential energy expenditures.  Therefore, high 


home energy burden is defined as heating and cooling costs that exceed 4.3 percent of income.  Moderate home 
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uses regression analyses to provide estimates of the amounts of residential energy 


expenditures going to various end uses, including home heating and cooling.  Actual heating 


and cooling expenditures may differ than those estimated by the RECS. 


Table III-16 shows that in 2005, households with high residential energy burden were much 


more likely to have a heat interruption than households with moderate or low burdens.  


However, it appears that there is very little relationship between home energy burden and 


heat interruptions.   One reason that high residential energy burden is better associated with 


heat interruptions compared to home energy burden may be the fact that if the household 


cannot pay its whole energy bill, it will be without heat regardless of what portion of the 


energy bill was for space heating.   


Table III-16 
Heat Interruption: Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 


By Energy Burden, 2005 


Reason for Heat Interruption 
Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


Unable to pay for the repair of 


broken heating system 
5.4% 3.8% 4.1% 3.9% 4.0% 5.4% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel 


delivery 
4.6% 6.4% 5.6% 1.9% 8.5% 12.7% 


Unable to pay for electric 


service 
6.9% 3.3% 3.7% 4.8%   4.2%   4.9%   


Unable to pay for gas service 6.4% 3.2% 2.0% 6.3% 2.3% 1.8% 


Heat Interruption due to any of 


the four reasons 
12.7% 7.4% 7.2% 9.8% 8.8% 9.0% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-17 focuses on the type of service interruptions. It shows that when all types of 


service interruptions are considered, households with high residential burden are still more 


likely to have heat interruptions.  However, home energy burden is not correlated with 


service interruptions, in part because high home energy burden households report the lowest 


rate of cooling interruptions. 


                                                                                                                                                             
energy burden is defined as heating and cooling costs above 2.6 percent of income but less than 4.3 percent of 


income. 
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Table III-17 
Type of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Energy Burden, 2005 


Type of  Interruption 
Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


Heating Interruption 12.7% 7.4% 7.2% 9.8% 8.8% 9.0% 


Cooling Interruption 9.7% 8.7% 7.4% 7.7% 9.8% 9.0% 


Any Heating/Cooling Interruption 14.2% 10.7% 9.5% 11.0% 12.1% 11.9% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-18 focuses on the category of service interruptions.  The households with high 


residential energy burden have a higher rate of payment-related service interruptions. 


Equipment/system interruptions do not appear to be related to energy burden. 


Table III-18 
Category of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By Energy Burden, 2005 


Category of  Interruption 
Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


Payment Only 6.2% 4.3% 3.6% 5.2% 5.1% 4.1% 


Equipment/System Only 5.1% 5.4% 4.5% 4.0% 5.9% 5.5% 


Both 2.9% 1.1% 1.3% 1.7%   1.2%   2.4%   


Source: 2005 RECS 


 
 


Table III-19 furnishes information on the financial dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


introduced in Section II of the report.  Table III-19 focuses on the constraints households 


face on household necessities or whether they received shutoff notices or threats. The table 


shows that both types of financial Energy Insecurity appear to be related to residential 


energy burden, but - not related to the level of home energy burden.
18


 


                                                 
18


 The results were similar when net energy burden was used instead of the gross energy burden.  For the LIHEAP 


recipient households, the household’s net energy burden is defined as the share of annual household income that is 


used to pay annual energy bills net of the household’s LIHEAP grant.  
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Table III-19 
Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Energy Burden, 2005 


Dimension Frequency 
Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


Reduced Expenses for 


Household Necessities Due 


to Not Having Enough 


Money for the Energy Bill 


During the Past Year  


Almost Every Month 20.7% 18.4% 11.5% 19.5% 14.7% 15.9% 


Some Months  25.2% 22.1% 22.3% 22.0% 26.9% 22.2% 


1 or 2 Months 5.2% 8.5% 6.7% 5.9% 8.1% 6.7% 


Never / No 48.9% 51.0% 59.6% 52.7% 50.3% 55.2% 


Received Notice or Threat 


to Disconnect or 


Discontinue Electricity or 


Home Heating Fuel Due to 


Not Having Enough 


Money for the Energy Bill 


During the Past Year 


Almost Every Month 4.0% 2.8% 1.0% 3.7% 2.7% 1.6% 


Some Months  11.2% 8.3% 6.1% 9.7% 8.8% 7.4% 


1 or 2 Months 10.0% 9.7% 8.7% 8.8% 8.0% 11.4% 


Never / No 74.8% 79.2% 84.1% 77.9% 80.6% 79.7% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table III-20 furnishes information on the health and safety dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


by Census Region.  This analysis presents information on three important aspects of health 


and safety Energy Insecurity – keeping the home at an unsafe temperature, leaving the home 


for part of the day, and using the kitchen stove or oven for heat. This table shows that 


households with the highest residential energy burden are the most likely to keep their 


homes at a temperature that they felt was unsafe.  However, for most other indicators, 


neither residential energy burden nor home energy burden appears to be related to higher 


levels of Energy Insecurity. 
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Table III-20 
Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By Energy Burden, 2005 


Dimension Frequency 
Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


 Kept Home at 


Temperature You Felt 


Was Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill 


During Past Year 


Almost Every Month 2.3% 1.5% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% 2.4% 


Some Months  5.4% 4.5% 2.2% 4.7% 3.9% 3.6% 


1 or 2 Months 3.0% 3.0% 1.5% 3.0% 2.4% 2.0% 


Never / No 89.3% 91.1% 94.8% 90.8% 92.2% 92.1% 


Used Kitchen Stove or 


Oven to Provide Heat 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every Month 0.8% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.4% 1.0% 


Some Months  7.1% 4.7% 2.7% 6.6% 3.5% 4.0% 


1 or 2 Months 4.7% 4.4% 4.3% 5.0% 3.3% 4.7% 


Never / No 87.4% 90.3% 92.4% 87.8% 92.7% 90.3% 


Left Home for Part of 


the Day Because it was 


Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the 


Energy Bill During Past 


Year 


Almost Every Month 0.6% 1.1% 1.5% 0.6% 0.7% 1.8% 


Some Months  4.1% 4.5% 4.0% 2.9% 4.2% 5.6% 


1 or 2 Months 4.1% 2.4% 4.2% 3.3% 2.7% 4.5% 


Never / No 91.2% 92.0% 90.2 % 93.2% 92.4% 88.1% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


F. Energy Insecurity by LIHEAP Recipiency 


Tables III-21 to III-25 show how LIHEAP recipiency relates to Energy Insecurity for 


LIHEAP income eligible households. As part of the 2005 RECS processing, the addresses of 


survey respondents were compared to State LIHEAP administrative records to assess 


whether these households received LIHEAP benefits.  Table III-21 shows that, in 2005, 


LIHEAP recipient households had higher rates of heat interruptions than nonrecipients; 


recipients had about 50 percent more interruptions than nonrecipients.  At some level, this 


finding suggests that LIHEAP had been successful in targeting those households that have 


the greatest need for energy assistance since they have heating interruptions.   
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Table III-21 
Heat Interruption: Inability to Use the Main Source of Heat in the Past 12 Months 


By LIHEAP Recipiency, 2005 


Reason for Heat Interruption LIHEAP Recipients LIHEAP Nonrecipients 


Unable to pay for the repair of broken heating 


system 
6.8% 4.3% 


Unable to pay for bulk fuel delivery 13.5% 4.7% 


Unable to pay for electric service 6.1% 4.6%   


Unable to pay for gas service 7.9% 3.4% 


Heat Interruption due to any of the four reasons 13.6% 8.9% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-22 focuses on the type of service interruptions. It shows that when all types of 


service interruptions are considered, LIHEAP recipient households are still more likely to 


have heat interruptions; LIHEAP recipients have about 50 percent more heating 


interruptions and about 25 percent more cooling interruptions. 


Table III-22 
Type of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By LIHEAP Recipiency, 2005 


Type of  Interruption LIHEAP Recipients LIHEAP Nonrecipients 


Heating Interruption 13.6% 8.9% 


Cooling Interruption 10.8% 8.5% 


Any  Heating/Cooling Interruption 15.7% 11.3% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-23 focuses on the category of service interruptions.  LIHEAP recipient households 


have about 50 percent more payment interruptions than nonrecipients and about 25 percent 


more equipment interruptions.  LIHEAP recipients are also much more likely to have both 


types of service interruptions. 


Table III-23 
Category of Service Interruption in the Past 12 Months 


By LHEAP Recipiency, 2005 


Category of  Interruption LIHEAP Recipients LIHEAP Nonrecipients 


Payment Only 6.8% 4.6% 


Equipment/System Only 6.1% 4.9% 


Both 2.8% 1.7%   


Source: 2005 RECS 







www.appriseinc.org Factors Related to Energy Insecurity 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 38 


Table III-24 furnishes information on the financial dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


introduced in Section II of the report.  Table III-24 focuses on the constraints households 


face on household necessities or whether they received shutoff notices or threats. The table 


shows that LIHEAP recipients are much more likely to have both types of Energy Insecurity 


than nonrecipients.  About 65 percent of LIHEAP recipients had to reduce expenditures for 


basic necessities compared to about 45 percent of nonrecipients.  Similarly, almost 40 


percent of LIHEAP recipients had received service termination threats, compared to about 


20 percent of nonrecipients.  These statistics furnish additional evidence that LIHEAP is 


targeting the low income households with the highest level of need for energy assistance. 


Table III-24 
Financial Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By LIHEAP Recipiency, 2005 


Dimension Frequency LIHEAP Recipients 
LIHEAP 


Nonrecipients 


Reduced Expenses for Household 


Necessities Due to Not Having 


Enough Money for the Energy 


Bill During the Past Year  


Almost Every Month 25.9% 16.5% 


Some Months  33.5% 22.4% 


1 or 2 Months 6.1% 6.8% 


Never / No 34.5% 54.3% 


Received Notice or Threat to 


Disconnect or Discontinue 


Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having Enough 


Money for the Energy Bill During 


the Past Year 


Almost Every Month 7.1% 2.4% 


Some Months  16.8% 8.0% 


1 or 2 Months 14.5% 9.1% 


Never / No 61.6 % 80.4% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table III-25 furnishes information on the health and safety dimensions of Energy Insecurity 


by LIHEAP Recipiency.  This analysis presents information on three important aspects of 


health and safety Energy Insecurity – keeping the home at an unsafe temperature, leaving 


the home for part of the day, and using the kitchen stove or oven for heat. This table shows 


that LIHEAP recipient households are more likely than nonrecipients to experience all types 


of health and safety Energy Insecurity than nonrecipient households. 
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Table III-25 
Health and Safety Dimensions of Energy Insecurity in the Past 12 Months 


By LIHEAP Recipiency, 2005 


Dimension Frequency LIHEAP Recipients 
LIHEAP 


Nonrecipients 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt 


Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money for the Energy 


Bill During Past Year 


Almost Every Month 3.3% 1.7% 


Some Months  6.1% 3.9% 


1 or 2 Months 2.3% 2.5% 


Never / No 88.3% 91.9% 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide 


Heat Due to Not Having Enough Money 


for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


Almost Every Month 0.9% 0.7% 


Some Months  12.6% 4.4% 


1 or 2 Months 5.8% 4.4% 


Never / No 80.7% 90.6% 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it 


was Too Hot or Too Cold Due to Not 


Having Enough Money for the Energy 


Bill During Past Year  


Almost Every Month 1.1% 1.0% 


Some Months  7.6% 3.9% 


1 or 2 Months 4.5% 3.5% 


Never / No 86.8 % 91.5% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


G. Multivariate Analysis 


Data tabulations in this section showed how Energy Insecurity was distributed 


geographically and demographically for the low income households. They furnished detailed 


information on how Energy Insecurity levels vary for key population subgroups.  This part 


assesses the relationship between the different dimensions of Energy Insecurity and the 


geographic, demographic, and income/energy burden factors based on multivariate analyses 


of the data. A multivariate analysis allows one to see how all these factors simultaneously 


affect the Energy Insecurity of low income households. 


This study used multiple regression analysis19 to examine the effects of these factors on 


Energy Insecurity of LIHEAP income eligible households. Multiple regression analysis 


allows one to discriminate between the effects of the explanatory variables, making 


allowance for the fact that they may be correlated. The regression coefficient of each 


explanatory variable provides an estimate of its influence on Energy Insecurity, controlling 


for the effects of all the other explanatory variables included in the model.  


The explanatory variables included in the regression model were Census Region indicators, 


poverty level, residential (or home) energy burden, presence of an elderly or young child 


                                                 
19


 In multiple regression analysis, a single dependent variable, Y, is considered to be a function of one or more 


explanatory variables, X1, X2, and so on. 
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member in the household, and whether the household uses bulk fuel. Although the overall 


model was statistically significant, the amount of variation in various forms of Energy 


Insecurity that can be explained by the regression model was low. That means that there is a 


significant amount of variation in Energy Insecurity that cannot be explained by the 


explanatory variables included in the model. 


Key findings from the data tabulations in this section were: 


 Geography – Low income households in the South and West Census Regions were 


more likely to experience service interruptions. Households in the Northeast were 


less likely to have financial or health and safety Energy Insecurity. 


 Income – Lower household income was associated with a higher level of Energy 


Insecurity. 


 Vulnerability – Elderly low income households experienced lower levels of service 


interruptions and financial Energy Insecurity compared to other groups of vulnerable 


households.  However, all vulnerable households experienced health and safety 


Energy Insecurity at about the same rate. 


 Energy Burden – Households with high residential energy burden experienced higher 


levels of Energy Insecurity. The association between the level of home energy 


burden and level of Energy Insecurity was weak.   


 LIHEAP Recipiency – LIHEAP recipient households had higher rates of service 


interruptions and both financial and health and safety Energy Insecurity compared to 


nonrecipient low income households. 


The multivariate analysis of data confirmed the following findings from the tabular analysis: 


 Low income households in the South and West were likely to experience higher rates of 


service interruptions and households in the Northeast were likely to have lower levels of 


health and safety Energy Insecurity when poverty level, residential energy burden, 


presence of an elderly or young child member in the household, and whether the 


household uses bulk fuel were controlled for.  


 Lower household income was associated with a greater incidence of Energy Insecurity of 


any type when other factors were controlled for. 


 High residential energy burden was associated with a greater incidence of Energy 


Insecurity of any type when other factors were controlled for.  


 


 Elderly low income households experienced lower levels of service interruptions and 


financial Energy Insecurity when other factors were controlled for. 


The multivariate analysis of data showed the following differences: 
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 Low income households in different Census regions were likely to experience similar 


rates of financial Energy Insecurity when other factors were controlled for.  


 Elderly low income households experienced lower levels of health and safety Energy 


Insecurity when other factors were controlled for. 


Key new findings from the multivariate analysis include: 


 Both the level of residential energy burden and household poverty level are strong factors 


related to Energy Insecurity. However, high residential energy burden is a better predictor 


of Energy Insecurity than household poverty level. 


 High home energy burden is also associated with higher levels of Energy Insecurity. 


However, once household poverty level is controlled for, this association no longer 


exists. This suggests that household poverty level is a better predictor of household 


Energy Insecurity than home energy burden. 


Most findings from the multivariate analyses were consistent with the findings from the tabular 


analyses of the data. Therefore, the reader can rely on the results from the tabular analyses. 


Multivariate analysis indicated that high residential energy burden is the strongest factor related 


to Energy Insecurity of low income households compared to other factors included in the 


analysis. 
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IV. Performance of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


This section of the report examines the Home Energy Insecurity Scale developed by Colton for 


OCS in 2003.  The scale was developed as a way to describe the overall status of households 


with respect to Energy Insecurity.  In this section, data from the 2005 RECS are used to compute 


the Home Energy Insecurity Scale classifications of all LIHEAP income eligible households.  In 


addition, an alternative way to define the scale is proposed. 


A. The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


Colton originally developed the Home Energy Insecurity Scale in 2003 for OCS as a tool to 


describe the home energy status of LIHEAP income-eligible households.
 20


 The Scale 


combines information obtained from various Energy Insecurity questions into a single 


measure that can characterize the energy needs of low income households.  Based on 


responses to these questions, households are placed in one of the five thresholds: 


 “A thriving household is one that has achieved generally accepted standards of well-


being. A thriving household can engage in the full range of home energy uses of its 


choice without outside assistance and without financial strain. 


 A capable household is secure, even though not having achieved the full range of 


generally accepted standards of well-being. 


  A stable household does not face significant threats and is unlikely to be in immediate 


crisis. A stable household may on infrequent occasion need to engage in temporary or 


inappropriate actions because it lacks money to pay its home energy bills, but it does not 


do so regularly. 


 A vulnerable household is one that is not in immediate danger, but that may avoid this 


danger only through temporary or inappropriate solutions. A vulnerable household may 


occasionally face energy choices that require it to compromise not merely on comfort 


and/or convenience, but on basic household energy needs such as heating and/or hot 


water. 


 An in-crisis household faces immediate needs that threaten the household’s physical 


and/or emotional safety. Three alternative conditions exist of which anyone might place 


someone in the “in-crisis” threshold: (1) the household goes without energy; or (2) the 


household has energy, but has to routinely compromise on its energy use for basic 


                                                 
20


 Colton, R. (2003). “Measuring the Outcomes of Low-Income Energy Assistance Programs through a Home 


Energy Insecurity Scale.” A Publication Prepared for: LIHEAP Committee on Managing for Results. U.S. 


Department of Health and Human Services. Administration for Children and Families. Office of Community 


Services, Division of Energy Assistance.  
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household necessities; or (3) the household does not compromise on its energy use, but in 


order to maintain that energy use, must compromise on non-energy basic necessities.” 


The Home Energy Insecurity Scale was initially developed as a tool for caseworkers to 


measure the impact of energy assistance programs on the home Energy Insecurity of low 


income households.  APPRISE subsequently collaborated with Colton and developed a 


modified set of questions.  The modified instrument can be used by interviewers, and allows 


a systematic and automated assessment of Energy Insecurity based on survey responses.  


The 2005 RECS questionnaire used this modified set of questions.  The response patterns 


used to classify households on the 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale are given in 


Table IV-1. 
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Table IV-1 
The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale  


 Thriving Capable Stable Vulnerable In-Crisis 


Receipt of Outside Assistance      


K-1c. Did you need to borrow from a friend or 


relative to pay your home energy bill? 
Never 


Some 


months 
Some months 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Constraints on Energy Use      


K-1f. Did you close off part of your home because 


you could not afford to heat or cool it? 
Never 


1 or 2 


months 
Some months 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


K-1g. Did you keep your home at a temperature that 


you felt was unsafe or unhealthy at any time of the 


year? 


Never Never 1 or 2 months 
Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-1h. Did you leave your home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold? 
Never Never 1 or 2 months 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-1i. Did you use your kitchen stove or oven to 


provide heat? 
Never Never Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Constraints on Household Necessities      


K-1b. Did you reduce your expenses for what you 


consider to be basic household necessities? 
Never Never Never 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


Nonpayment on Energy Bills      


K-1d. Did you skip paying your home energy bill or 


pay less than your whole home energy bill? 
Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Some months 


(combined 


with “never” 


in K-1e) 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-1e. Did you have a supplier of your electric or 


home heating service threaten to disconnect your 


electricity or home heating fuel service or 


discontinue making fuel deliveries? 


Never Never Never 
Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-6. Was your electricity ever discontinued because 


you were unable to pay your electric bill? 
No No No No Yes 


K-3b. Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your main source of heat but could not because you 


ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, LPG, propane, coal, or 


wood because you were unable to pay for a 


delivery? 


No No No No Yes 


K-3d.  Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your main source of heat but could not because the 


utility company discontinued your gas service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


No No No No Yes 


K-3c.  Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your main source of heat but could not because the 


utility company discontinued your electric service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


No No No No Yes 


K-4b. Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your air conditioner but could not because the utility 


company discontinued your electric service because 


you were unable to pay your bill? 


No No No No Yes 


Financial Strain      


K-1a. Did you worry that you wouldn’t be able to 


pay your home energy bill? 
Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Almost every 


month 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 
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Table IV-2 shows the Scale classification of LIHEAP income eligible households by region. 


Nationally, approximately 25 percent (9.2 million) of households are classified as in-crises, 28 


percent (10.1 million) as vulnerable, and about 40 percent (14.3 million) as thriving. Households 


in the South and West are most likely to be in-crisis. Households in the West are least likely to 


be thriving. A very small proportion of households are classified as either capable or stable in 


each census region. 
Table IV-2 


The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 
By Census Region, 2005 


Threshold 
Census Region 


U.S. 
Northeast Midwest South West 


Thriving 46.9% 38.0% 39.4% 34.5% 39.6% 


Capable 2.3% 2.6% 3.5% 4.3% 3.2% 


Stable 5.2% 4.9% 2.4% 2.8%   3.6%   


Vulnerable 27.4% 32.8% 24.6% 29.0% 28.0% 


In-Crisis 18.2% 21.8% 30.2% 29.4% 25.6% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
 


Table IV-3 shows the Scale classification of LIHEAP income eligible households by poverty 


level and income group. More than 60 percent of households with incomes below poverty (9.6 


million) are either vulnerable or in-crisis. The likelihood of being in crisis or vulnerable 


decreases as poverty level increases. Higher annual income is associated with a lower probability 


of being in-crisis. 


 
Table IV-3 


The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 
By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Threshold 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 101%-150% >150% <$10K 
$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Thriving 32.7% 42.9% 48.2% 37.6% 43.2% 36.7% 


Capable 3.1% 3.4% 3.2% 2.4% 3.6% 3.4% 


Stable 3.2% 4.1% 3.9% 2.6% 4.0% 4.0% 


Vulnerable 27.5% 28.9% 27.5% 23.8% 25.9% 33.9% 


In-Crisis 33.6% 20.8% 17.3% 33.7% 23.3% 22.0% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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Table IV-4 shows the Scale classification of LIHEAP income eligible households by 


vulnerability group and income type. About 65 percent of young child households (4.8 million) 


are either vulnerable or in-crisis compared to about 40 percent of elderly households (5.5 


million).  The likelihood of being in crisis or vulnerable is higher for the households that are on 


cash assistance or have other types of incomes compared to households with employment or 


retirement income. 


Table IV-4 
The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 
By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 


Threshold 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Thriving 27.7% 53.0% 34.0% 35.4% 53.0% 32.5% 


Capable 4.1% 2.6% 3.3% 3.5% 3.4% 1.8% 


Stable 4.2% 2.8% 4.1% 4.5% 1.9% 3.3% 


Vulnerable 37.0% 22.8% 28.1% 30.7% 23.9% 24.7% 


In-Crisis 27.1% 18.8% 30.6% 25.9% 17.8% 37.8% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table IV-3 illustrated that households below poverty are much more likely to be in-crisis or 


vulnerable. Table IV-5 shows the Scale classification of households below poverty by 


vulnerability group and income type. About 68 percent of young child households are either 


vulnerable or in-crisis compared to about 53 percent of elderly households. The percentage of 


elderly households that are in-crisis or vulnerable is significantly higher for households below 


poverty than that for above poverty. The difference in the Scale ratings across households of 


different vulnerability groups or income types is smaller for households below poverty than 


those above poverty. 
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Table IV-5 
The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type for Households below Poverty, 2005 


Threshold 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Thriving 24.1% 42.7% 29.1% 29.8% 41.2% 29.2% 


Capable 2.7% 3.4% 3.0% 3.5% 3.2% 2.0% 


Stable 5.4% 1.1% 3.7% 4.8% 0.3% 3.0% 


Vulnerable 37.6% 25.3% 23.7% 30.3% 26.3% 22.4% 


In-Crisis 30.2% 27.5% 40.5% 31.8% 29.0% 43.5% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


 


Table IV-6 shows the Scale classification of LIHEAP income eligible households by residential 


and home energy burden. Higher residential energy burden is associated with a worse Scale 


threshold classification. The association of home energy burden and the Scale rating is weaker 


than that for residential energy burden and the Scale. 


Table IV-6 
The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


By Energy Burden, 2005 


Threshold 


Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


Thriving 35.5% 38.3% 45.7% 38.8% 39.5% 40.7% 


Capable 2.8% 3.1% 3.8% 3.8% 2.6% 3.0% 


Stable 3.5% 3.5% 3.8% 3.4% 4.3% 3.4% 


Vulnerable 27.3% 30.2% 26.5% 25.9% 32.9% 27.0% 


In-Crisis 31.0% 24.8% 20.2% 28.1% 20.7% 26.0% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
 


Table IV-7 shows the Scale classification of LIHEAP income eligible households by LIHEAP 


status. Nearly 75 percent of LIHEAP recipient households are either vulnerable or in-crisis 


compared to about 52 percent of LIHEAP nonrecipients. A very small percentage of LIHEAP 


recipient or nonrecipient households are classified as either capable or stable. 
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Table IV-7 
The 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


By LIHEAP Status, 2005 


Threshold LIHEAP Recipients LIHEAP Nonrecipients 


Thriving 17.7% 41.2% 


Capable 4.8% 3.2% 


Stable 3.8% 3.6% 


Vulnerable 34.2% 27.5% 


In-Crisis 39.6% 24.6% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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B. The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


The Home Energy Insecurity Scale is a convenient way of combining information from the 


Energy Insecurity questions into one measure that characterizes the needs of the low income 


population.  After reviewing the categorization methodology on the Scale, an alternative 


assignment procedure was tested to assess whether minor revisions to the categorization 


procedures would change the distribution of households.   


One problem associated with the version of the 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale is 


that it places a very small percentage of households that are not thriving into capable and stable 


categories and pushes the rest into vulnerable or in-crisis categories. This makes it hard to 


characterize the needs of low income households. 


This study investigated the underlying factors that place households in vulnerable and in-crisis 


status on the Scale and revised the classification of households based on the responses to the 


following questions: 


 Did you need to borrow from a friend or relative to pay your home energy bill? 


 Did you close off part of your home because you could not afford to heat or cool it? 


 Did you worry that you wouldn’t be able to pay your home energy bill? 


 Did you have a supplier of your electric or home heating service threaten to disconnect 


your electricity or home heating fuel service or discontinue making fuel deliveries? 


 Did you reduce your expenses for what you consider to be basic household necessities? 


According to the new classification, a household can be capable it closes off part of home for 


some months and stable if it does it for almost every month. The question about financial strain 


is used only to separate thriving households from the rest. A household can still be stable if it 


receives shutoff notice or threat for 1 or 2 months but does not actually experiences a shutoff.  


The question about the reduction in expenditures on household necessities does not clearly 


specify what these necessities are. About half of the RECS respondents said that they reduced 


their expenditures on household necessities in order to pay for their energy bills.  The Scale 


places all of these households into either vulnerable or in-crisis categories.  This study proposes a 


different classification based on this question that moves some households into stable and 


capable thresholds. 


Moreover, the households that were identified to be LIHEAP recipients from the State 


administrative records were classified to be capable instead of thriving on the Alternative Home 


Energy Insecurity Scale even though these households answered each and every question on the 


Scale as “never” or “no.”     
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The response patterns used to classify households on the Alternative Home Energy Insecurity 


Scale are given in Table IV-7. The changes from the 2005 RECS Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


are highlighted in the table. 
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Table IV-7  
The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  


 Thriving Capable Stable Vulnerable In-Crisis 


Receipt of Outside Assistance      


K-1c. Did you need to borrow from a friend or 


relative to pay your home energy bill? 
Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Constraints on Energy Use      


K-1f. Did you close off part of your home because 


you could not afford to heat or cool it? 
Never 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


K-1g. Did you keep your home at a temperature that 


you felt was unsafe or unhealthy at any time of the 


year? 


Never Never 
1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-1h. Did you leave your home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold? 
Never Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-1i. Did you use your kitchen stove or oven to 


provide heat? 
Never Never Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Constraints on Household Necessities      


K-1b. Did you reduce your expenses for what you 


consider to be basic household necessities? 
Never 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Nonpayment on Energy Bills      


K-1d. Did you skip paying your home energy bill or 


pay less than your whole home energy bill? 
Never 


1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


K-1e. Did you have a supplier of your electric or 


home heating service threaten to disconnect your 


electricity or home heating fuel service or 


discontinue making fuel deliveries? 


Never Never 
1 or 2 


months 


Some 


months 


Almost 


every month 


K-6. Was your electricity ever discontinued because 


you were unable to pay your electric bill? 
No No No No Yes 


K-3b. Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your main source of heat but could not because you 


ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, LPG, propane, coal, or 


wood because you were unable to pay for a 


delivery? 


No No No No Yes 


K-3d.  Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your main source of heat but could not because the 


utility company discontinued your gas service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


No No No No Yes 


K-3c.  Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your main source of heat but could not because the 


utility company discontinued your electric service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


No No No No Yes 


K-4b. Was there ever a time that you wanted to use 


your air conditioner but could not because the utility 


company discontinued your electric service because 


you were unable to pay your bill? 


No No No No Yes 


Financial Strain      


K-1a. Did you worry that you wouldn’t be able to 


pay your home energy bill? 
Never 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 


Almost 


every month 
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Table IV-8 shows the classification of low income households on the 2005 RECS Home Energy 


Insecurity Scale and the Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale. The Alternative Scale 


classifies a significantly larger percentage of households as “capable” or “stable” compared to 


the 2005 RECS Scale. 


Table IV-8 
The Home Energy Insecurity Scale  


Threshold The 2005 RECS Scale The Alternative Scale 


Thriving 39.6% 38.5% 


Capable 3.2% 18.2% 


Stable 3.6%   17.0%   


Vulnerable 28.0% 12.5% 


In-Crisis 25.6% 13.9% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table IV-9 shows the Energy Insecurity of LIHEAP income eligible households according to the 


Alternative Scale classification by region. Nationally, this time approximately 14 percent (5.0 


million) of households are classified as in-crisis, 13 percent (4.5 million) as vulnerable, and 


nearly 39 percent (13.8 million) as thriving. Households in the South and West are most likely to 


be in-crisis. Households in the Northeast are least likely to be in-crisis or vulnerable.  


Table IV-9 
The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  


By Census Region, 2005 


Threshold 
Census Region 


U.S. 
Northeast Midwest South West 


Thriving 44.0% 36.7% 39.1% 33.7% 38.5% 


Capable 21.6% 20.2% 15.6% 16.9% 18.2% 


Stable 15.7% 19.4% 16.5% 16.4%   17.0%   


Vulnerable 9.3% 13.2% 10.4% 18.7% 12.5% 


In-Crisis 9.5% 10.5% 18.4% 14.3% 13.9% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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Table IV-10 shows the Energy Insecurity of LIHEAP income eligible households according to 


the Alternative Scale classification by poverty level and income group. Nearly 35 percent of 


households with incomes below poverty are either vulnerable or in-crisis. The likelihood of 


being in crisis or vulnerable decreases as poverty level or household income increases. 


Table IV-10 
The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  


By Poverty Level and Income, 2005 


Threshold 


Poverty Level Annual Income 


<=100% 
101%-


150% 
>150% <$10K 


$10K-


<$20K 
>=$20K 


Thriving 31.0% 41.9% 47.6% 35.9% 41.9% 36.2% 


Capable 17.7% 19.1% 17.9% 15.3% 16.3% 22.9% 


Stable 17.1% 17.9% 15.4% 14.9% 16.7% 19.1% 


Vulnerable 15.3% 10.5% 10.0% 15.4% 12.4% 10.3% 


In-Crisis 18.9% 10.7% 9.1% 18.5% 12.8% 11.5% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table IV-11 shows the Energy Insecurity of LIHEAP income eligible households according to 


the Alternative Scale classification by vulnerability group and income type. More than 25 


percent of young child households are either vulnerable or in-crisis compared to about 18 percent 


of elderly households. The likelihood of being in crisis or vulnerable is higher for households 


that are on cash assistance or have other types of incomes compared to households with 


employment or retirement income. 
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Table IV-11 
The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  
By Vulnerability Group and Income Type, 2005 


Threshold 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance 


or Other 


Thriving 26.7% 51.4% 33.0% 34.7% 51.4% 30.3% 


Capable 21.3% 17.9% 17.0% 18.5% 19.4% 15.1% 


Stable 26.4% 13.0% 16.1% 18.3% 15.1% 15.5% 


Vulnerable 11.0% 8.9% 16.3% 13.9% 5.6% 19.1% 


In-Crisis 14.9% 8.9% 17.6% 14.7% 8.5% 20.0% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table IV-10 illustrated that households below poverty are much more likely to be in-crisis or 


vulnerable. Table IV-12 shows the Scale classification of households below poverty by 


vulnerability group and income type. Twenty-nine percent of young child households are either 


vulnerable or in-crisis compared to 26 percent of elderly households. The percentage of elderly 


households that are in-crisis or vulnerable is significantly higher for households below poverty 


than that for above poverty.  


The difference in the Scale ratings across households of different vulnerability groups or income 


types is smaller for households below poverty than those above poverty. 
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Table IV-12 
The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  


By Vulnerability Group and Income Type for Households below Poverty, 2005 


Threshold 


Vulnerability Group Income Type 


Young 


Child 
Elderly Other Employed Retired 


Cash 


Assistance or 


Other 


Thriving 23.1% 40.3% 27.8% 28.9% 42.38.9% 26.6% 


Capable 23.1% 19.6% 13.1% 18.6% 20.5% 12.1% 


Stable 24.8% 14.0% 15.4% 15.3% 19.6% 18.4% 


Vulnerable 12.8% 12.1% 19.3% 17.0% 6.8% 21.7% 


In-Crisis 16.2% 14.0% 24.3% 20.2% 14.2% 21.2% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table IV-13 shows the Energy Insecurity of LIHEAP income eligible households according to 


the Alternative Scale classification by residential and home energy burden. Higher residential 


energy burden is associated with a worse Scale threshold classification. The association of home 


energy burden and the Scale rating is weaker than that for residential energy burden and the 


Scale. 


 
Table IV-13 


The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  
By Energy Burden, 2005 


Threshold 
Residential Energy Burden Home Energy Burden 


High Moderate Low High Moderate Low 


Thriving 34.3% 37.0% 44.7% 37.6% 38.1% 39.7% 


Capable 18.9% 17.2% 18.4% 18.8% 21.0% 15.6% 


Stable 15.7% 18.9% 16.6% 15.9% 17.1% 18.2% 


Vulnerable 13.0% 14.6% 9.7% 12.3% 12.6% 12.7% 


In-Crisis 18.3% 12.2% 10.6% 15.4% 11.2% 14.0% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 


Table IV-14 shows the Energy Insecurity of low income households according to the Alternative 


Scale classification by LIHEAP status. About 45 percent of LIHEAP recipient households are 
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either vulnerable or in-crisis compared to about 25 percent of LIHEAP nonrecipients. The 


percentage of LIHEAP recipients that are classified as either capable or stable is similar to that 


for nonrecipients. The LIHEAP statute requires LIHEAP grantees to provide, in a timely manner, 


that the highest level of assistance will be furnished to those households that have the highest 


home energy needs. This finding shows that LIHEAP is targeting households with greater energy 


needs.  


 
Table IV-14 


The Alternative Home Energy Insecurity Scale  
By LIHEAP Status, 2005 


Threshold LIHEAP Recipients LIHEAP Nonrecipients 


Thriving 0.0% 41.2% 


Capable 34.7% 17.1% 


Stable 21.2% 16.7% 


Vulnerable 19.3% 11.9% 


In-Crisis 24.8% 13.2% 


TOTAL 100% 100% 


Source: 2005 RECS 
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V. Study Implications 


In RECS surveys prior to 2005, survey questions on energy affordability issues were limited to 


heating service disconnections and electric service disconnections.  The 2005 RECS included a 


set of questions that documented the different types of energy affordability problems that low 


income households face. This study used the 2005 RECS data to develop information on the 


Energy Insecurity of low income households, including:  


 Levels and Types of Energy Insecurity – The study estimated the rate at which low 


income households face various types of energy problems and examined survey 


respondent reports on the extent to which LIHEAP restores home heating and cooling for 


households experiencing service interruptions. 


 Factors Related to Energy Insecurity – The study included an analysis of the factors 


associated with energy problems including income, energy burden, geographic region and 


other demographic and housing factors. 


 Performance of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale – The study assessed the performance 


of the Home Energy Insecurity Scale for measuring the impacts of energy costs on low 


income households compared to other Energy Insecurity measures used in the past. 


This study furnishes important information regarding the performance of LIHEAP, as well as the 


types of information that should be collected to assess the energy needs of low income 


households. 


A. Levels and Types of Energy Insecurity 


The study finds that the Energy Insecurity questions administered in the 2005 RECS offer a 


much more comprehensive understanding of the energy problems faced by low income 


households than did the more limited set of questions included in prior RECS surveys.  


Findings from the analysis include: 


 Heating and Cooling Service Interruptions - Tracking the levels and types of home 


heating and cooling service interruptions continues to be an important purpose of the 


RECS survey.  The 2005 RECS showed during 2005 that 9.1 percent of low income 


households had heating interruptions during the heating season and 7.0 percent had 


air conditioning interruptions during the cooling season.  The space heating 


interruption rate was the highest measured since the question was added to the RECS 


in 1984 (note: The air conditioning interruption questions were new for 2005). 


 LIHEAP’s Role in Restoring Service – Adding questions on whether LIHEAP was 


successful in helping to restore heating and air conditioning service to RECS 


provides the ability to document one important performance indicator for LIHEAP.  


The statistics from the 2005 RECS show that LIHEAP helped to restore home 
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heating for 59 percent of LIHEAP recipient households with heating interruptions 


and 17 percent of all low income households with heating interruptions.
21


  The 2005 


RECS also showed that LIHEAP helped to restore air conditioning for 40 percent of 


LIHEAP recipient households with air conditioning interruptions and 8 percent of all 


low income households with air conditioning interruptions.  LIHEAP was able to 


restore service for a relatively lower percentage of households having air 


conditioning interruptions compared to households having heat interruptions because 


there are relatively fewer States that provide home cooling/air conditioning 


equipment repair assistance.  


 Financial Energy Insecurity – The inclusion of questions that document financial 


Energy Insecurity for low income households provides a much better understanding 


of the extent to which energy costs affect low income households; the statistics show 


that almost 60 percent of low income households face financial Energy Insecurity 


and that about one-fourth of those households face financial Energy Insecurity 


“almost every month.”  Moreover, the analysis also found that financial Energy 


Insecurity is an indicator of an increased risk for heating and air conditioning service 


interruptions. 


 Health and Safety Energy Insecurity – The inclusion of questions that document 


health and safety Energy Insecurity for low income households gives additional 


information on the other ways that energy affordability problems can affect low 


income households.  For example, it showed that, in 2005, almost 10 percent of low 


income households kept their home at a temperature that they thought was unsafe to 


deal with energy affordability problems.  Overall, about one-fourth of low income 


households experienced health and safety Energy Insecurity.  Moreover, about 90 


percent of the households that reported health and safety Energy Insecurity did not 


report heating or air conditioning interruptions, indicating that the questions from 


previous RECS surveys on interruptions were not capturing the entire set of risks 


faced by low income households because of energy affordability problems. 


The analysis suggests that the questions added to the 2005 RECS represent an important 


contribution to the ability to document and understand the energy needs of low income 


households. 


B. Factors Related to Energy Insecurity 


The study finds that there are certain factors that are associated with Energy Insecurity.  


These findings suggest that States may be able to increase the effectiveness of LIHEAP by 


considering these factors when they target households for LIHEAP outreach and when they 


set LIHEAP benefit levels.  Relevant findings from the analysis include: 


                                                 
21


 Helpfulness of LIHEAP in restoring service is self-reported.  Because service shutoff is a major problem for the 


household, the respondent would remember it and report correctly.  However, service restoration cannot be 


attributed to LIHEAP with certainty, as the respondent may confuse LIHEAP with other fuel assistance programs in 


the State. 
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 Poverty Level – It is clear from the analysis that poverty level, rather than income 


level, is associated with all types of Energy Insecurity.  This shows that household 


size plays an important role.  When developing benefit assignment procedures, States 


might be able to increase the effectiveness of LIHEAP if they group households by 


poverty level, rather than income level. 


 Energy Burden – Residential energy burden is associated with Energy Insecurity 


while home energy burden is very weakly associated; States might be able to 


increase the effectiveness of their LIHEAP programs by using actual residential 


energy bills to help set benefit levels. 


 Vulnerable Groups – It is important for States to consider all types of Energy 


Insecurity in setting benefits.  While low income elderly households have lower rates 


of service interruptions and financial Energy Insecurity, they report similar rates of 


health and safety Energy Insecurity.  Since it is harder to directly observe health and 


safety Energy Insecurity, local LIHEAP intake offices may need to conduct more 


extensive outreach to identify such households. 


In general, the analysis shows it is appropriate to target LIHEAP to the households with the 


highest needs.  However, the analysis also shows that subtle changes in targeting (i.e., 


focusing on residential energy burden rather than home energy burden) may be appropriate. 


C. Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


The 2005 RECS furnishes the first opportunity to estimate Energy Insecurity for all low 


income households.  This study furnishes the following three important findings with respect 


to the scale and its uses 


1. LIHEAP Targeting – The Home Energy Insecurity Scale makes it easier for 


LIHEAP program managers to see what groups of households are at greater risk 


for problems resulting from energy affordability. By targeting such households, 


program managers may be able to increase the effectiveness of LIHEAP. 


2. Performance Measurement – It is clear that some low income households have a 


higher level of Energy Insecurity than others.  It may be appropriate for LIHEAP 


to use the reduction in Energy Insecurity as a performance measure for LIHEAP. 


3. Study and Analysis – However, there are some important questions about the 


Home Energy Insecurity Scale.  In particular, it is important to measure how the 


different levels of Home Energy Insecurity relate to the long term health and well-


being of low income households.  For that reason, it would be appropriate for 


OCS to continue to study the Home Energy Insecurity Scale and its policy 


implications. 


The 2005 RECS furnishes a rich database of information on the energy needs of low income 


households.  By supplementing heat interruptions questions with questions on the broader 
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range of energy problems, the survey has given policymakers much better information on 


the impacts of energy affordability. 
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VI. Appendix 


A. 2005 RECS Section K:  Energy Assistance Questions 


K-1 As a result of energy price increases, some households have faced challenges in paying 
home energy bills.   The next set of questions are about the challenges you may have 
faced.  Please look at Card 29.  In the past 12 months, did you almost every month, some 
months, only 1 or 2 months, or never do the following because there wasn’t enough 
money for your home energy bill? 


 
  Almost  Only 
  Every Some 1 or 2   
  Month Months Months Never  


K-1a SCALEA   Did you worry that you wouldn’t 
 be able to pay your home energy bill? .................................. 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 


 
K-1b SCALEB   Did you reduce your expenses for what  


you consider to be basic household necessities? ............... 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 
 


K-1c SCALEC   Did you need to borrow from a friend  
or relative to pay your home energy bill? ............................. 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 


 
K-1d SCALED   Did you skip paying your home energy 


bill or pay less than your whole home energy bill? ............. 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 
 


K-1e SCALEE   Did you have a supplier of your electric 
 or home heating service threaten to disconnect 
 your electricity or home heating fuel service, or 
 discontinue making fuel deliveries? ...................................... 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 
 
K-1f SCALEF   Did you close off part of your home 
 because you could not afford to heat or cool it? ................. 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 


 
K-1g SCALEG   Did you keep your home at a 
 temperature that you felt was unsafe or 
 unhealthy at any time of the year? ......................................... 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 


 
K-1h SCALEH   Did you leave your home for part of 
 the day because it was too hot or too cold? ......................... 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 


 
K-1i SCALEI   Did you use your kitchen stove or 


oven to provide heat? .............................................................. 1 ............. 2 ............. 3 .............. 4 
 
 
K-2 ENERGYAID  There is a home energy assistance program that helps people pay for their 


heating, cooling and other home energy costs and/or repair or replacement of their 
heating/cooling equipment. During the past 12 months did anyone in your household 
receive energy assistance? 
 


Yes ........................................... 1 
No ............................................. 0 
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K-2a [If ENERGYAID=Yes]  AIDADDRESS  Did you receive energy assistance at this 
address? 


 
Yes ........................................... 1 
No ............................................. 0 


 
 
K-3 [If FUELHEAT<>99 and DNTHEAT<>2]  Was there ever a time during the past 12 months 


when you wanted to use your main source of heat, but could not, for one or more of the 
following reasons: 


  
 Yes No  


K-3a NOPYFIX   Your heating system was broken and you 
were unable to pay for its repair or replacement? ............................................... 1 .............. 0 
 
K-3a1 [If NOPYFIX=Yes and ENERGYAID=Yes]  NOPYFIXREST 
 Did receiving energy assistance help  
 you to restore heating of your home? ...................................................... 1 .............. 0 
 


K-3b [If ELWARM<>Yes and UGWARM<>Yes]  NOPYFL  You ran out 
 of fuel oil, kerosene, propane (bottled gas), coal, or wood 


because you were unable to pay for a delivery? .................................................. 1 .............. 0 
 
K-3b1 [If NOPYFL=Yes and ENERGYAID=Yes]  NOPYFLREST 


Did receiving energy assistance help  
you to restore heating of your home? ...................................................... 1 .............. 0 


 
K-3c NOPYEL   The utility company discontinued your electric 


service because you were unable to pay your bill? ............................................. 1 .............. 0 
 
K-3c1 [If NOPYEL=Yes and ENERGYAID=Yes]  NOPYELREST 
 Did receiving energy assistance help  
 you to restore heating of your home? ...................................................... 1 .............. 0 


 
K-3d [If UGWARM=Yes]  NOPYGA   The utility company discontinued  


your gas service because you were unable to pay your bill? ............................. 1 .............. 0 
 
K-3d1 [If NOPYGA=Yes and ENERGYAID=Yes]  NOPYGAREST   
 Did receiving energy assistance help  
 you to restore heating of your home? ...................................................... 1 .............. 0 


 
 
K-4 [If AIRCOND=Yes]  Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to 


use your air-conditioner, but could not, for one or more of the following reasons:  
 Yes No  


K-4a NOPYFIXAC   Your air-conditioner was broken and you 
were unable to pay for its repair or replacement? ............................................... 1 .............. 0 
 
K-4a1 [If NOPYFIXAC=Yes and ENERGYAID=Yes]  NOPYFIXACREST   
 Did receiving energy assistance help  
 you to restore cooling of your home? ...................................................... 1 .............. 0 
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K-4b NOPYELAC   The utility company discontinued your electric 
service because you were unable to pay your bill? ............................................. 1 .............. 0 
 
K-4b1 [If NOPYELAC=Yes and ENERGYAID=Yes]  NOPYELACREST   
 Did receiving energy assistance help   
 you to restore cooling of your home? ...................................................... 1 .............. 0 


 
K-5 [If NOPYEL=Yes or NOPYELAC=Yes, GO TO QUESTION K-7]  SOMEPY  In the past 12 


months, has there been a time when your household did not pay the full amount due for an 
electric bill? 


 
Yes  .........................................  1 
No ............................................  0 


 
K-6 NOPY  In the past 12 months was your electricity ever discontinued because you were 


unable to pay your electric bill? 
 


Yes  .........................................  1 
No ............................................  0 


 
K-6a [If NOPY=Yes]  MTHSNOPY  In which months was your electricity discontinued?  


(Mark all that apply.) 
 


January  . ………………1 July ............................   7 
February ...................... 2 August ......................... 8 
March  . ………………3 September .................. 9 
April  ....................... 4 October ..................... 10 
May  ....................... 5 November ................. 11 
June  ....................... 6 December ................. 12 


 
 


K-6b [If NOPY=Yes]  NTIMEWOEL  How many separate times were you without electricity 
because your electric service was discontinued? 


 
 


Enter the number of times ..........   
 


K-6c [If NOPY=Yes] NDAYSWOEL  Altogether, how many days were you without 
electricity in the past 12 months because your electric service was discontinued? 


 
Enter the number of whole days .............   
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Executive Summary 


The National Energy Assistance Directors‟ Association (NEADA), representing the state LIHEAP 


directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department 


of Health and Human Services to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that was 


collected in the 2003, 2005, and 2008 NEA Surveys.  This survey documented changes in the 


affordability of energy bills, the need for LIHEAP, and the choices that low-income households make 


when faced with unaffordable energy bills.  


 


The 2009 Survey included the 12 states that were included in the 2008 Survey and an oversample in 


Connecticut.  Stratified samples of fiscal year 2009 LIHEAP recipients were chosen from each of the 


state LIHEAP databases.  This report presents the findings from the 2009 NEA Survey and provides 


comparisons to the 2003 and 2008 NEA Surveys.  The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by 


APPRISE.   


During the period of study, low-income households across the country faced an increasingly difficult 


economic climate and continued to deal with high energy costs.  The survey substantiated these issues – 


showing that 36 percent were unemployed at some point during the year and that 35 percent reported 


higher energy bills than the previous year.  However, while the survey showed that LIHEAP recipients 


continued to face many challenges in meeting their energy needs, the prevalence of these problems did 


not increase as compared to the previous year. One important factor that improved the circumstances of 


low-income households with respect to their energy bills was the increase in the LIHEAP  appropriation 


from $2.57 billion in FY 2008 to $5.1 billion in FY 2009.  This resulted in greater average LIHEAP 


benefits and a greater percentage of eligible households served.  Without this increased funding, we 


expect that we would have seen an increase in the prevalence of the problems studied in this report. 


LIHEAP Recipient Households 


 


The study confirmed that LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to temperature 


extremes. 


 


 39 percent had a senior in the household aged 60 or older. 


 44 percent had a disabled household member. 


 45 percent had a child 18 or younger. 


 92 percent had at least one vulnerable household member. 


 


The study also provided information on challenges that these households faced. 


 


 36 percent were unemployed at some point during the previous year. 


 82 percent had a serious medical condition. 


 25 percent used medical equipment that requires electricity. 


 


The recession had a big impact on this group in the past year.  The percent who had been unemployed at 


some point during the year increased from 29 percent to 36 percent.  LIHEAP recipients with income 


above 150 percent of the poverty level faced the greatest increase, from 17 percent who had been 


unemployed sometime in FY 2008 to 39 percent who had been unemployed sometime in FY 2009. 


 


Energy Costs 
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LIHEAP recipients reported that they face high energy costs. 


 


 37 percent reported that their energy bills were more than $2,000 in the past year. 


 Pre-LIHEAP energy burden averaged 16 percent and post-LIHEAP energy burden averaged 11 


percent for these households, compared to 7 percent for all households in the U.S. and 4 percent 


for non low-income households in the U.S.
1
 


 35 percent said that their energy bills were higher than they had been in the previous year and 40 


percent said that they were more difficult to pay than in the previous year. 


 60 percent of those who said that it was more difficult to pay their energy bills reported that the 


main reason was their financial situation. 


 


LIHEAP benefits increased since the previous year due to the greater appropriation in FY 2009.  Twenty-


one percent had total LIHEAP benefits of more than $750 in FY 2009, compared to 12 percent in FY 


2008. 


 


Responses to High Energy Costs 


 


Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet. 


 


 36 percent closed off part of their home. 


 26 percent kept their home at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy. 


 20 percent left their home for part of the day. 


 33 percent used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat. 


 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills 


 


Many LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills. 


 


 49 percent skipped paying or paid less than their entire home energy bill. 


 35 percent received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their electricity or home 


heating fuel. 


 12 percent had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment. 


 27 percent were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel was 


shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and they could 


not afford to fix it. 


 17 percent were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year because their electricity was 


shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it. 


 


Housing and Financial Problems 


 


Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to 


their energy bills. 


 


 31 percent did not make their full mortgage or rent payment. 


 5 percent were evicted from their home or apartment. 


 4 percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage. 


 12 percent moved in with friends or family. 


                                     
1
 Source: 2007 LIHEAP Notebook. 
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 3 percent moved into a shelter or were homeless. 


 


They faced other significant financial problems as well. 


 


 17 percent got a payday loan in the past five years. 


 2 percent were forced into bankruptcy in the past year. 


 


Medical and Health Problems 


 


Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problems in the past five years, 


partly as a result of high energy costs.  All of these problems increased significantly since the 2003 


survey. 


 


 30 percent went without food for at least one day. 


 41 percent went without medical or dental care. 


 33 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed medication. 


 25 percent had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold. 


 


The Need for LIHEAP 


 


Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP.  However, they 


reported that LIHEAP was extremely important. 


 


 64 percent of those who did not keep their home at unsafe or unhealthy temperatures said they 


would have done so if LIHEAP had not been available. 


 53 percent of those who did not have their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued said that 


they would have if it had not been for LIHEAP. 


 98 percent said that LIHEAP was very or somewhat important in helping them to meet their 


needs. 


 


It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and other 


essential needs.  88 percent said that they have or plan to apply for LIHEAP in the next year. 
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I. Introduction 


The National Energy Assistance Directors‟ Association (NEADA), representing the state LIHEAP 


directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department 


of Health and Human Services to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that was 


collected in the 2003, 2005, 2008, and 2009 NEA Surveys.  This survey documented changes in the 


affordability of energy bills, the need for LIHEAP, and the choices that low-income households make 


when faced with unaffordable energy bills.  


 


The 2009 NEA Survey selected a new sample of  2009 LIHEAP recipients to document changes in the 


need for LIHEAP and changes in the choices that low-income households make when faced with 


unaffordable energy bills.  This report presents the findings from the 2009 NEA Survey and provides 


comparisons to the 2003 and 2008 NEA Surveys.  The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by 


APPRISE.   


A. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 


The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) is administered by the U.S. 


Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The purpose of LIHEAP is “to assist low-income 


households, particularly those with the lowest incomes, that pay a high proportion of household 


income for home energy, primarily in meeting their immediate home energy needs.” The LIHEAP 


statute defines home energy as “a source of heating or cooling in residential dwellings.”
2
   


Federal dollars for LIHEAP are allocated by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to 


the grantees (i.e., the 50 states, District of Columbia, 128 tribes and tribal organizations, and five 


insular areas) as a block grant. Program funds are distributed by a formula, which is weighted 


towards relative cold-weather conditions.  


Program funds are disbursed to LIHEAP income-eligible households under programs designed by 


the individual grantees. Section 2605(b)(2) allows LIHEAP grantees to use two income-related 


standards in determining household eligibility for LIHEAP assistance: 


 


 Categorical eligibility for households with one or more individuals receiving Temporary 


Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income payments, Food Stamps, or 


certain needs-tested veterans‟ and survivors‟ payments, without regard for household income. 


 


 Income eligibility for households with incomes that do not exceed the greater of an amount 


equal to 150 percent of the federal poverty level
3
, or an amount equal to 60 percent of the state 


median income. Grantees may target assistance to poorer households by setting lower income 


eligibility levels.  Grantees are prohibited from setting income eligibility levels lower than 110 


                                     
2
 The statutory intent of LIHEAP is to reduce home heating and cooling costs for low-income households. However, 


information on total residential energy costs is more accessible and more apparent to LIHEAP-recipient respondents. 


Moreover, any reduction in home heating and cooling costs leads to a direct reduction in total residential energy 


costs. Therefore, this report addresses total residential energy costs. 
3
 Most states use the 150 percent of federal poverty level maximum as the guideline. 150 percent of federal poverty 


in FY2008 is $16,245 for a single person and $33,075 for a family of four.  
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percent of the poverty level.  Eligibility priority may be given to households with high energy 


burden or need.
4
 


 


B. 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey 


The 2009 NEA Survey aimed to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that 


was collected in the 2003, 2005, and 2008 NEA Surveys. Stratified samples of 2009 LIHEAP 


recipients were selected to collect new information about the consequences of high energy bills for 


low-income households. The 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey collected the following 


information from LIHEAP-recipient households:  


 Demographic, energy expenditure, and income information  


 Healthy home behaviors 


 History of LIHEAP participation  


 Constructive actions taken to meet energy expenses  


 Signs of unaffordable energy bills  


 Health and safety consequences of unaffordable energy bills  


 Effects of unaffordable energy bills on housing  


 Changes in financial situation and affordability of home energy bills  


 Impact and importance of LIHEAP benefits for recipient households  


 


The 2009 Survey included the 12 states that were included in the 2008 Survey and a larger sample of 


CT LIHEAP recipients, as a result of additional funding that was allocated for a special study in CT.  


This report presents the national and regional results.  A separate report presents the results for CT 


compared to the Northeast and the U.S. as a whole. 


C. Organization of the Report 


This report has six sections that follow this introduction. 


 Section II: Survey Methodology:  Presents the methodology used for sample selection, survey 


implementation, weighting, and survey response rates. 


 Section III: LIHEAP Recipients:  Presents demographic and income information LIHEAP-


recipient households that completed the 2009 NEA Survey. 


 Section IV: Problems Faced By Low-Income Households in Meeting Their Energy Needs:  


Presents information about actions that LIHEAP-recipient households take to meet their energy 


needs, household necessities, and health and wellness in the face of significant financial 


constraints. 


 Section V: The Need For LIHEAP: Presents information about the impact and importance of 


LIHEAP on recipient households. 


                                     
4
 Description of LIHEAP information obtained from “Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program. Report to 


Congress for Fiscal Year 2001.” U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 


Families, Office of Community Services, Division of Energy Assistance. Additional information regarding the 


LIHEAP program can be found on the World Wide Web at: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/liheap/. 
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 Section VI: Regional Analysis: Presents analysis of the problems faced by low-income 


households in the Northeast, Midwest, West, and South. 


 Section VII: Conclusion: Presents a summary of the key findings in this report. 
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II. Survey Methodology 


This section describes the methodology for the 2009 NEA Survey, including procedures for sample 


selection, survey implementation, and weighting. 


A. Survey Implementation 


A survey advance letter was sent to the sample of selected LIHEAP recipients from the 13 


participating states. This letter announced the survey, notified potential respondents that they might 


be called to participate in the survey, explained the purpose of the survey, and gave potential 


respondents the option to call the phone center to complete the survey at their convenience.  


 


APPRISE retained TMR Group to conduct the telephone survey through its call center.  A researcher 


from APPRISE trained TMR‟s employees on the survey instrument and monitored survey 


implementation.  TMR‟s manager in charge of the survey instructed interviewers how to use the 


computerized version of the survey to record customer responses. 


 


Interviewer training consisted of two hour-long sessions – one for daytime and one for evening 


interviewers.  This training session provided interviewers with an overview of the project, purpose 


behind questions asked, and strategies to provide accurate clarification and elicit acceptable 


responses through neutral probing techniques. 


Interviewer monitoring allowed APPRISE researchers to both listen to the way interviewers 


conducted surveys and see the answers they chose on the computerized data entry form.  TMR‟s 


manager facilitated open communication between the monitors and interviewers, which allowed the 


monitors to instruct interviewers on how to implement the survey and accurately record customer 


responses. 


 


Telephone interviews were conducted between November 16, 2009 and January 26, 2010.  During 


this time period, 1,828 interviews were completed.  


B. Sample Selection and Response Rates 


LIHEAP recipients were selected from each of the 13 states chosen to participate in the survey. 


Because of a special congressional earmark for Connecticut, a special study was conducted for 


Connecticut. Table II-1 details the number of LIHEAP recipients selected to complete the survey, 


number of completed interviews, cooperation rates, and response rates for the national sample. Table 


II-1 presents the following information: 


 Number selected: Initially, approximately 220 households were selected in each state, or for 


each district in Connecticut. Due to the expected interview response rate based off of the 


2008 study, an additional sample of 180 was initially selected for New York. Because client 


telephone numbers were not provided in the Georgia LIHEAP database, an additional 


sample of 380 was selected. Due to the high number of non-interviews and unusable 


telephone numbers, an additional sample of 150 cases were selected for California, 30 for 


Iowa, 80 for New Mexico, and 80 for North Carolina. In Connecticut, an additional sample 


of 100 was selected for Districts 1-3 and an additional sample of 150 was selected for 


Districts 4-5. The final sample consisted of 5,240 cases. 
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 Unusable: There were 1844 cases deemed unusable because no one was present in the home 


during the survey who was able to complete the survey, or because phone numbers were 


missing, unavailable, disconnected, or incorrect.  These households are not included in the 


denominator of the response rate or the cooperation rate.  They are included in the 


denominator of the completed interview rate. 


 


 Non-Interviews: There were 418 cases classified as non-interviews because the qualified 


respondent refused to complete the interview, or because the respondent asked the 


interviewer to call back to complete the interview at a later time, but did not complete the 


interview during the field period.  These households are included in the denominator of the 


cooperation rate, the response rate, and the completed interview rate. 


 


 Unknown eligibility: There were 1150 cases that were determined to have unknown 


eligibility to complete the interview, due to answering machines, no answers, and language 


barriers.
5
  These households are not included in the denominator of the cooperation rate.  


They are included in the denominator of the response rate and the completed interview rate. 


 


 Completed interviews: The completed interviews are households that were reached and that 


answered the full set of survey questions by telephone.  In total, 1,828 interviews were 


completed.  


 


 Cooperation rate: The cooperation rate is the percent of eligible households contacted who 


completed the survey.  This is calculated as the number of completed interviews divided by 


the interviews plus the number of non-interviews (refusals plus non-completed call backs
6
).  


Overall, this survey achieved a 81 percent cooperation rate. 


 


 Response rate: The response rate is the number of completed interviews divided by the 


number of completed interviews plus the number of non-interviews (refusals plus non-


completed call backs) plus all cases of unknown eligibility (due to answering machines and 


language barriers).  This survey attained a 54 percent response rate. 


 


 Completed Interview Rate: The completed interview rate is the percentage of households 


selected that completed the survey.  This survey attained a 35 percent completed interview 


rate.   


 
Table II-1 


Sample and Response Rates 
 


 
Total Sample 


Statistics 


Number Selected 5,240 


Unusable 1,844 


                                     
5
 The telephone interview center conducted interviews with respondents with a language barrier who spoke Spanish.  


However, there were 187 cases in which an interview could not be completed due to a language barrier for a 


language other than Spanish. Eighty-three Spanish interviews were completed. 
6
 Non-completed callbacks include respondents who asked the interviewer to call back at a later time to complete the 


interview, but did not complete the interview by the end of the field period. 
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Total Sample 


Statistics 


Non-Interviews 418 


Unknown Eligibility 1,150 


Completed Interviews 1,828 


Cooperation Rate 81% 


Response Rate 54% 


Completed Interview Rate 35% 


 
Table II-2 displays the number of interviews completed by state. The response rate ranged from 40 


percent in California to 74 percent in North Carolina. 


Table II-2 


Number of Completed Interviews by State 
 


State Total Selected 
Completed 


Interviews 
Response Rate 


California 370 106 40% 


Connecticut 1700 530 44% 


Delaware 220 102 62% 


Georgia
7
 600 120 65% 


Iowa 250 100 57% 


Maine 220 115 64% 


Minnesota 220 103 62% 


Montana 220 106 65% 


New Mexico 300 106 57% 


New York
6 400 111 49% 


North Carolina
6 300 114 74% 


Ohio 220 102 61% 


Pennsylvania 220 113 69% 


TOTAL 5240 1828 54% 


 


Table II-3 displays the number of interviews completed by CT district. The response rate ranged 


from 41 to 50 percent. 


Table II-3 


Connecticut Number of Completed Interviews by District 


 


State Total Selected 
Completed 


Interviews 
Response Rate 


Connecticut D1 320 106 50% 


                                     
7
 Client telephone number was not provided in the GA LIHEAP datasets, and many numbers were missing from the 


NC and NY LIHEAP datasets.  Manual look-ups were conducted for these households. 
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State Total Selected 
Completed 


Interviews 
Response Rate 


Connecticut D2 320 111 47% 


Connecticut D3 320 103 44% 


Connecticut D4 370 107 41% 


Connecticut D5 370 103 41% 


 


C. Weights 


Two sets of weights were used to ensure that state-level data represents each state and that the 


overall findings are representative of the national LIHEAP population. First, weights were applied 


within states. The purpose of these weights was to adjust for selection and response rate variation 


within poverty group and vulnerable status. A second set of weights was used so that the sum of the 


state weights was proportional to the strata size from which it was drawn. In the estimates presented 


in this report, the total weight, comprised of these two separate weights, is used.  This results in a 


nationally representative sample of 2009 LIHEAP recipients.  
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III. LIHEAP Recipient Households 


The 2009 National Energy Assistance Survey included a series of questions about household 


demographics.  Table III-1 displays information on the number of household members.  The table shows 


that 36 percent of LIHEAP recipients live in single person households and 57 percent have two or fewer 


household members. 


Table III-1 


Number of Household Members 
 


Number of Household Members Percent of Respondents 


1 36% 


2 21% 


3 17% 


4 11% 


5 8% 


6 or more 7% 


 
Table III-2 displays information on the presence of vulnerable household members.  The table shows that 


39 percent have a senior in the home, 44 percent have a disabled household member, 45 percent have a 


child age 18 or younger, 23 percent have a child age five or younger, and 18 are single parent households. 


Table III-2 


Vulnerable Groups 
 


 


Household With 


Senior (Age 60 


or older) 


Household 


With 


Disabled 


Household With 


Child (Age 18 


or under) 


Household With 


Young Child 


(Age 5 or under) 


Single 


Parent 


Household
1
 


Yes 39% 44% 45% 23% 18% 


No 61% 56% 55% 77% 82% 


Don’t Know/ 


Refused 
<1% 1% <1% <1% 0% 


 1 
Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children. 


Table III-3 shows that 92 percent of LIHEAP recipients have at least one vulnerable household member. 


Table III-3 


Households With At Least One Vulnerable Member 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


At Least One Vulnerable Member 92% 


No Vulnerable Members 8% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they own or rent their home.  Table III-4 shows that 46 percent of 


LIHEAP recipients own their homes. 
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Table III-4 


Home Ownership 
 


Home Ownership Percent of Respondents 


Own 46% 


Rent 51% 


Other 2% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 
Table III-5 displays the annual household income distribution for LIHEAP-recipient households.  The 


table shows that 38 percent have income of less than or equal to $10,000 and only one percent have 


income above $40,000. 


Table III-5 


Annual Income 


 


Annual Income Percent of Respondents 


≤ $ 10,000 38% 


$ 10,001 - $ 20,000 41% 


$ 20,001 - $ 30,000 16% 


$ 30,001 - $ 40,000 4% 


More than $ 40,000 1% 


 


Table III-6A shows that 20 percent had income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level and 62 percent 


had income at or below the poverty level.  Only 10 percent had income above 150 percent of the poverty 


level. 


Table III-6A 


Poverty Level 
 


Poverty Level Percent of Respondents 


0%-50% 20% 


51%-100% 42% 


101%-125% 16% 


126%-150% 12% 


>150% 10% 


 


Table III-6B displays the household poverty level by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households 


with children and non-vulnerable households are more likely than households with seniors and with 


disabled members to have income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level. 
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Table III-6B 


Poverty Level by Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior  Disabled 
Child 18 or 


Younger 


Child 5 or 


Younger 


Single Parent 


Household
1
 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of 


Respondents 
757 788 778 362 299 152 


0% - 50% 10% 17% 29% 36% 33% 28% 


51% - 100% 43% 50% 39% 38% 41% 29% 


101% - 150% 37% 25% 24% 18% 19% 28% 


> 150% 10% 8% 9% 8% 8% 14% 
  1 


Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children. 


Respondents were asked about the type of income and benefits received in the past year.  Table III-7 


shows that 31 percent reported that they received employment income, 37 percent said that they received 


retirement income, 40 percent reported that they received public assistance, and 61 percent reported that 


they received non-cash benefits, including food stamps or public housing. 


Table III-7 


Types of Income and Benefits Received 
 


 
Wages or Self-


Employment Income 


Retirement 


Income 


Public 


Assistance 


Non-cash 


benefits 


Yes 31% 37% 40% 61% 


No 68% 62% 58% 38% 


Don’t Know /Refused 1% 1% 2% 1% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they had been unemployed at some time during the year.  Table III-8A 


shows that 36 percent reported that they had been unemployed at some point during the past year.  This 


compares to 31 percent in 2003 and to 29 percent in 2008. 


Table III-8A 


Unemployed During the Year 
 


 2003 2008 2009 


Yes 31% 29% 36% 


No 69% 70% 63% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 1% 1% 


 
Table III-8B displays the percent of respondents who were unemployed during the past year by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children under 18 and non-vulnerable 


households were most likely to report that they had been unemployed.  Fifty-four percent of each of these 


groups reported that they had been unemployed. 
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Table III-8B 


Unemployed During the Year 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Yes 17% 28% 54% 54% 


No 83% 72% 46% 42% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 5% 


 


Table III-8C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had been unemployed in the past 


year by poverty level.  The table shows that 58 percent of respondents with income at or below 50 percent 


of the poverty level reported that they had been unemployed, compared to 31 percent between 51 and 100 


percent of poverty, 27 percent between 101 and 150 percent of poverty, and 39 percent above 150 percent 


of poverty. 


Table III-8C 


Unemployed During the Year 


By Poverty Level 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Yes 58% 31% 27% 39% 


No 41% 69% 73% 60% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% <1% 2% 


 
Table III-8D displays the percent of households with income above 150 percent of poverty who were 


unemployed during the year, in 2003, 2008, and 2009.  The table shows that there was a large increase in 


the percentage of these households who were unemployed in 2009, from the previous year.  The percent 


increased from 17 percent to 39 percent. 


Table III-8D 


Unemployed During the Year  


Poverty Level >150% 
 


 2003 2008 2009 


Number of Respondents 130 77 312 


Yes 29% 17% 39% 


No 71% 83% 60% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 0% 2% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 


2003 and 2008 are underlined. 
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Respondents were asked several questions about different medical conditions that members of their 


households had.  Table III-9 shows that 46 percent had asthma, 21 percent had breathing-related 


conditions, 51 percent had heart disease, and 54 percent had allergies. 


Table III-9A 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had or  


Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions 
 


 
Asthma or Symptoms 


of Asthma 


Chronic Bronchitis, 


Emphysema, COPD 


Hypertension, Heart Disease, 


Heart Attack, or Stroke 


Allergies or 


Symptoms of Allergies 


Yes 46% 21% 51% 54% 


No 54% 78% 48% 45% 


Don’t Know/ 


Refused 
1% 1% 1% 1% 


 


Table III-9B displays the percent of respondents who had each of these medical conditions, by vulnerable 


group.  The table shows that the rates of these conditions vary by vulnerable group.  Disabled households 


are most likely to have asthma and breathing conditions.  Seniors are most likely to have heart disease.  


Households with disabled members and households with children are most likely to have allergies. 


Table III-9B 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or  


Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Asthma or Symptoms of Asthma 42% 60% 49% 29% 


Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD 22% 35% 17% 12% 


Hypertension, Heart Disease, Heart 


Attack, or Stroke 
75% 66% 32% 40% 


Allergies or Symptoms of Allergies 48% 66% 60% 34% 


 


Table III-9C displays the percent of respondents who had medical conditions by poverty level.  The table 


shows that there is not a clear relationship between poverty level and these symptoms. 


Table III-9C 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or  


Had Symptoms of These Medical Conditions 


By Poverty Level 
 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Asthma or Symptoms of Asthma 45% 49% 42% 44% 


Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD 18% 24% 22% 14% 
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 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Hypertension, Heart Disease, Heart 


Attack, or Stroke 
39% 54% 57% 48% 


Allergies or Symptoms of Allergies 59% 55% 52% 46% 


 


Table III-10A displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had any of these conditions.  


The table shows that 82 percent reported that someone in the household had at least one of these 


conditions. 


Table III-10A 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,  


Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,  


High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 


 


 
Presence of 


Medical Condition 


Yes 82% 


No 17% 


Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 


 


Table III-10B shows the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by vulnerable 


group.  The table shows that households with seniors and disabled household members were most likely 


to report these conditions.  Ninety percent of households with a senior reported that they had one of these 


conditions and 94 percent with a disabled household member reported that they had one of these 


conditions. 


Table III-10B 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,  


Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,  


High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Yes 90% 94% 77% 65% 


No 10% 6% 23% 31% 


Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% <1% 4% 


 


Table III-10C displays the percent of respondents who reported any of these conditions by poverty group.  


The table shows that households in the middle poverty level groups are more likely to have these 


conditions. 
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Table III-10C 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had, or Had Symptoms of Allergies,  


Asthma, Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, COPD,  


High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, a Heart Attack, or Stroke 


By Poverty Level 
 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Yes 76% 86% 84% 77% 


No 23% 14% 15% 23% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% <1% 1% 1% 


 


Table III-11 displays the percent of respondents who had a breathing condition and who needed to go to 


the hospital for the condition during the past year.  This table shows that about one half of the households 


had asthma or another breathing problem, and about 19 percent had the condition and needed to go to the 


hospital for the condition. 


Table III-11 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Symptoms of Asthma, or had 


Chronic Bronchitis, Emphysema, or Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) 


And Needed to Go to the Hospital for This Health Problem in the Past Year 
 


 


Had Asthma, or 


Bronchitis, Emphysema, 


or COPD 


Needed to Go to 


Hospital 


Yes 49% 19% 


No 50% 30% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% 


Does Not Have Condition -- 50% 


 


 


Respondents were asked whether they use any medical equipment that requires the use of electricity.  


Table III-12A shows that 25 percent of respondents reported that they use such equipment. 


Table III-12A 


Someone in the Household Utilizes Necessary Medical Equipment that Uses Electricity 
 


Someone in the Household 


Utilizes Necessary Medical 


Equipment that Uses Electricity 


Percent of Respondents 


Yes 25% 


No 75% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 


 


Table III-12B displays the percent who reported the use of such medical equipment by vulnerable group.  


The table shows that 38 percent of households with a disabled member and 29 percent of households with 
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children reported that they use this equipment. Households that did not have vulnerable members were 


least likely to report the use of this equipment. 


Table III-12B 


Member of Household Utilizes Medical Equipment that Requires Electricity  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Yes 21% 38% 29% 9% 


No 79% 62% 71% 86% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% 5% 


 


Table III-13A displays the respondent‟s self-reported health condition.  The table shows that despite the 


reported presence of the medical conditions displayed earlier, 37 percent said that they were very healthy, 


and 43 percent said that they were somewhat healthy.  Only six percent said that they were very 


unhealthy. 


 


Table III-13A 


Respondent’s Health Condition  


 


Respondent’s Health Condition  Percent of Respondents 


Very Healthy 37% 


Somewhat Healthy 43% 


Somewhat Unhealthy 12% 


Very Unhealthy 6% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 


 


Table III-13B displays the respondent‟s health condition by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 


households with disabled members were mostly likely to say that they were unhealthy.  One third of 


respondents with disabled members said that they were somewhat or very unhealthy, 22 percent of 


respondents with seniors in the household, 11 percent of households with no vulnerable members, and 


nine percent of households with children said that they were somewhat or very unhealthy. 


Table III-13B 


Respondent’s Health Condition  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Very Healthy 29% 23% 50% 39% 


Somewhat Healthy 48% 42% 41% 46% 


Somewhat Unhealthy 14% 20% 7% 8% 


Very Unhealthy 8% 13% 2% 3% 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 2% 1% 4% 


 


Table III-13C displays the respondent‟s health condition by poverty level.  The table shows that there is 


not a significant relationship between poverty level and reported health condition. 


Table III-13C 


Respondent’s Health Condition  


By Poverty Level 
 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Very Healthy 41% 38% 36% 34% 


Somewhat Healthy 42% 41% 45% 49% 


Somewhat Unhealthy 11% 13% 13% 7% 


Very Unhealthy 4% 7% 6% 9% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 1% <1% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked several questions about home behaviors and home conditions that could affect 


their health.  Table III-14A shows that 21 percent of respondents reported that they smoke in the home. 


Table III-14A 


Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House  
 


Health Homes: Someone 


Smokes Inside the House 
Percent of Respondents 


Yes 21% 


No 79% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 


  


Table III-14B displays the percent who reported that they smoke in the home by vulnerable 


group.  Households with no vulnerable members and households with disabled members were 


most likely to report that they smoke in the home. 


Table III-14B 


Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Yes 15% 26% 18% 31% 


No 85% 74% 82% 66% 


Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% 0% 4% 
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Table III-14C displays the percent who smoke in the home by poverty level.  The table shows that the 


percent does not vary by poverty level. 


Table III-14C 


Healthy Homes: Someone Smokes Inside the House 


By Poverty Level 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Yes 19% 22% 20% 19% 


No 80% 78% 80% 80% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% <1% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked how often they use their bathroom exhaust when showering or bathing 


and how often they use their kitchen exhaust when cooking.  Table III-15 shows that about half 


of the respondents said that they never use the bathroom exhaust or don‟t have one, and 39 


percent said that they never use their kitchen exhaust or don‟t have one. 


Table III-15 


Healthy Homes: Members of Household Use Exhaust Fan 


 


Members of Household Use Exhaust Fan 
In Bathroom:  


When Showering or Bathing 


In Kitchen:  


When Cooking 


Always 30% 22% 


Sometimes 11% 21% 


Rarely 8% 16% 


Never/Don’t Have One 49% 39% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they have had mold or pests in their home in the past year.  Table III-


16A shows that 23 percent reported that they had mold and 42 percent reported that they had pests. 


Table III-16A 


Healthy Home Issue: Mold or Pests in Home in Past Year 


 


 Mold Pests 


Yes 23% 42% 


No 76% 57% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% <1% 


 
Table III-16B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they have mold or pests by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children were more likely to report these 


problems. 
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Table III-16B 


Healthy Homes Issue: Had Most or Pests in Home in Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior  Disabled Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Mold 16% 24% 31% 20% 


Pests 41% 44% 48% 40% 


 
Table III-16C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they had mold or pests by poverty 


level.  The table does not show a clear relationship between poverty group and these problems. 


 


Table III-16C 


Healthy Homes: Had Mold or Pests in Home in Past Year 


By Poverty Level 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Mold 24% 22% 21% 28% 


Pests 46% 40% 45% 38% 


 


Table III-17 displays the presence of respiratory conditions by whether healthy home behaviors 


are practiced.  The table shows that 57 percent of respondents who have someone smoke in the 


home have someone in the home with asthma, compared to 43 percent who do not and 39 


percent have someone in the home with bronchitis, emphysema, or COPD compared to 16 


percent who do not have someone who smokes in the home.  The table also shows that 


respondents who use the bathroom and kitchen exhausts are somewhat less likely to have 


someone in the home with these medical conditions. 


 
Table III-17 


Presence of Respiratory Condition  


By Healthy Home Conditions 


 


 


Asthma or  


Symptoms 


of Asthma 


Chronic 


Bronchiti


s, 


Emphyse


ma or 


COPD 


 Yes Yes 


Smokes in Home 57% 39% 


Does Not Smoke in Home 43% 16% 


   


Uses Bathroom Exhaust 44% 20% 
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Asthma or  


Symptoms 


of Asthma 


Chronic 


Bronchiti


s, 


Emphyse


ma or 


COPD 


 Yes Yes 


Does Not Use Bathroom 


Exhaust 
49% 23% 


   


Uses Kitchen Exhaust 44% 20% 


Does Not Use Kitchen 


Exhaust 
49% 23% 


 
Respondents were asked to report the primary fuel used to heat their home.  Table III-18 shows that 43 


percent use natural gas, 24 percent use electricity, 17 percent use fuel oil or kerosene, and 10 percent use 


LPG. 


Table III-18 


Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating 
 


Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating Percent of Respondents 


Natural Gas 43% 


Electricity 24% 


Fuel Oil or Kerosene 17% 


Bottled Gas (LPG or Propane) 10% 


Wood 2% 


Coal or Coke <1% 


Other Fuel <1% 


No Fuel Used <1% 


Solar Energy 0% 


Don’t Know/Refused 3% 


 


Table III-19 shows that six percent of respondents have their heat included in their rent. 


Table III-19 


Heat included in Rent 
 


Heat included in Rent Percent of Respondents 


Yes 6% 


No/ Own Home 93% 


Do Not Pay Rent 1% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 
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Table III-20 displays the primary method of summer cooling.  The table shows that 36 percent have use 


window or wall air conditioning, 26 percent use central air conditioning, and 24 percent use fans. 


 


Table III-20 


Primary Method of Summer Cooling 
 


Primary Method of Summer Cooling Percent of Respondents 


Window or Wall Air Conditioning 36% 


Central Air Conditioning 26% 


Fans 24% 


Evaporative or Swamp Cooling 2% 


No Cooling Method Used 11% 


Don’t Know  <1% 
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IV. Problems Faced by Low-Income Households in Meeting 


Their Energy Needs 


This section examines the financial challenges and difficult choices made the LIHEAP recipients to 


manage their total residential energy costs.  Tables presented in this section may not total to 100 percent 


due to rounding.  


A. Increased Utility Bills and Increased Need 


Respondents were asked to report their annual energy costs.  Table IV-1 shows that 37 percent of the 


respondents reported that their bills were over $2,000.  


 


Table IV-1 


Annual Total Residential Energy Costs 
 


Annual Total  


Residential Energy Costs 
Percent of Respondents 


Less than $500 7% 


$501 - $1,000 13% 


$1,001 - $1,500 14% 


$1,501 - $2,000 16% 


Over  $2,000 37% 


Don’t Know/Refused 14% 


 
 


Table IV-2A displays the distribution of  total LIHEAP benefits for 2008 and 2009 LIHEAP recipients.  


The table shows that benefits increased in FY 2009 due to the increased program funding.  While 12 


percent had total benefits of greater than $750 in 2008, 21 percent had total benefits of greater than $750 


in 2009. 


 


Table IV-2A 


Total LIHEAP Benefits Distribution 


Heating, Cooling, and Crisis Benefits 


 


 
Percent Received 


2008 2009 


Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828 


≤ $100 9% 4% 


$101-$250 27% 11% 


$251-$500 40% 41% 


$501-$750 13% 22% 


$751-$1,000 7% 10% 
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Percent Received 


2008 2009 


Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828 


≥ $1,000 5% 11% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% 


level from 2008 are underlined. 


 


Table IV-2B displays the distribution of LIHEAP heating benefits in FY 2008 and FY 2009.  


Heating benefits also increased. 
 


Table IV-2B 


LIHEAP Heating Benefits Distribution 
 


 Percent Received 


Benefit Amount 2008 2009 


Number of Respondents 1,256 1,828 


≤ $100 6% 5% 


$101-$250 25% 13% 


$251-$500 39% 45% 


$501-$750 11% 21% 


$751-$1,000 6% 7% 


≥ $1,000 3% 6% 


Did Not Receive Heating Benefit 9% 4% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level 


from 2008 are underlined. 


 


Table IV-2C displays mean total LIHEAP benefits by poverty level.  The table shows that 


households with income below 100 percent of the poverty level receive greater average benefit 


amounts. 


 
Table IV-2C 


Mean Total LIHEAP Benefits 


Heating, Cooling, and Crisis Benefits 


By Poverty Level 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Mean Benefit Received $562 $570 $524 $478 


 


 


Table IV-2D displays mean total LIHEAP benefits by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households 


with young children have the greatest average benefits, followed by households with children under 18 


and all single parent households.  Households without vulnerable members receive the lowest average 


benefits. 
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Table IV-2D 


Mean Total LIHEAP Benefits 


Heating, Cooling, and Crisis Benefits 


By Vulnerability Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Under 18 Under 6 Single Parent Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 362 299 152 


Mean Benefit Received $548 $533 $578 $608 $560 $502 


 


Table IV-2E displays the type of benefit received and the mean benefit level for 2008 and 2009.  


The table shows that a greater percentage of respondents received heating benefits and a greater 


percentage received crisis benefits in FY 2009 than in FY 2008.  Mean benefits were also 


significantly greater in FY 2009 for all three types of benefits. 


 
Table IV-2E 


Type of LIHEAP Benefits and Mean Benefit Amounts 
 


 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Type of Benefit # Received % Received 
Mean Benefit 


Received 
# Received % Received 


Mean Benefit 


Received 


Heating 1144 91% $388 1752 96% $483 


Cooling 13 1% $218 37 2% $231 


Crisis 158 13% $402 302 17% $448 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2008 are underlined. 


 


Pre-LIHEAP energy burden was calculated by dividing the respondents energy costs by their total 


household income and post-LIHEAP energy burden was calculated by subtracting LIHEAP benefits from 


energy costs and then dividing these net energy costs by total household income.  Table IV-3A shows that 


LIHEAP benefits had a big impact on the households‟ energy burden.  Prior to receiving LIHEAP, 22 


percent of households had an energy burden of 20 percent or more.  After receiving LIHEAP, 12 percent 


had an energy burden that was this high.  Additionally, LIHEAP benefits increased the percentage with 


burdens below five percent from 13 percent of recipients to 37 percent. 


 


  Table IV-3A 


Total Residential Energy Burden 
 


 


Total Residential Energy Burden  


Pre-LIHEAP Post-LIHEAP 


Number of Respondents 1533 1533 


0-5% 13% 37% 


6%-10% 32% 29% 


11-15% 19% 17% 


16-20% 15% 8% 


21-25% 7% 4% 


>25% 14% 7% 
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Table IV-3B displays pre and post LIHEAP average energy burdens by vulnerable group.  The table 


shows that single parent households have the greatest pre-LIHEAP energy burdens, averaging 20 percent.  


LIHEAP benefits reduces mean energy burden by between four and six percentage points for all groups of 


households.  While the pre-LIHEAP energy burden average ranged from 14 percent to 20 percent, the 


post-LIHEAP energy burden average ranged from nine percent to 14 percent. 


 


Table IV-3B 


Mean Total Residential Energy Burden  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 All Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Child 


Under 6  


Single 


Parent 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 1533 630 665 678 308 261 117 


Pre-LIHEAP Burden 16% 14% 17% 16% 17% 20% 16% 


Post-LIHEAP Burden 11% 9% 11% 12% 12% 14% 10% 


 


Table IV-3C displays the energy burden distribution by vulnerable group.  The table shows that nearly 40 


percent of each group have energy burdens that are below five percent after receipt of LIHEAP.  


However, there are still seven to twelve percent of all groups who have energy burden of more than 20 


percent even after receipt of LIHEAP. 


 


Table IV-3C 


Residential Energy Burden Distribution 


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Number of 


Respondents 
630 630 665 665 678 678 117 117 


0-5% 11% 37% 15% 36% 15% 38% 14% 39% 


6%-10% 31% 30% 28% 25% 36% 29% 32% 26% 


11-15% 23% 18% 18% 17% 17% 14% 15% 20% 


16-20% 17% 8% 16% 10% 11% 7% 18% 5% 


21-25% 8% 4% 9% 4% 5% 3% 7% 3% 


>25% 10% 3% 15% 8% 16% 8% 14% 7% 


 


Respondents were asked whether their energy bills had increased, decreased, or remained the same since 


the previous year.  Table IV-4 shows that 35 percent said their bills had increased and 21 percent said 


their bills had declined. 
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Table IV-4 


Change in Energy Bills 


Change in Energy Bills Percent of Respondents 


Same 37% 


Lower 21% 


Higher 35% 


Don’t Know/Refused 8% 


 


Respondents who said that their energy bills were higher were asked why they thought their bills had 


increased.  Table IV-5 shows that 63 percent said it was because energy prices were higher, five percent 


said it was due to increased energy usage, and four percent said it was due to a colder winter. 


 


Table IV-5 


Why Energy Bills are Higher  


Why Energy Bills are Higher Percent of Respondents 


Number of Respondents 660 


Prices were Higher 63% 


Increased Energy Usage 5% 


Winter was Colder 4% 


Summer was Warmer 2% 


Energy Inefficient Home 2% 


Health or Safety Reasons 2% 


Bad Economy 1% 


Moved to Different Home 1% 


Added Members to Household 1% 


Other 3% 


Don’t Know/Refused 16% 
                                                                                           


Respondents were also asked whether their financial situation had improved or worsened in the past year.  


Table IV-6A shows that 39 percent said their financial situation was worse and 12 percent said it was 


better than the past year. 


 


Table IV-6A 


Change in Financial Situation 


Change in Financial Situation Percent of Respondents 


Same 47% 


Worse 39% 


Better 12% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 
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Table IV-6B examines responses to the change in financial situation by vulnerable group.  The table 


shows that households with children were most likely to say that their financial situation had worsened, 


and households with senior members were least likely to say that their financial situation had worsened. 


 


Table IV-6B 


Change in Financial Situation  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Same 56% 47% 39% 47% 


Worse 34% 40% 46% 39% 


Better 9% 11% 13% 14% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 1% 1% 2% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they had a more or less difficult time paying their energy bills the past 


year, as compared to the previous year.  Table IV-7A shows that 40 percent said they had a more difficult 


time and 13 percent said they had a less difficult time. 


 


Table IV-7A 


Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


Change in Difficulty in  


Paying Energy Bills 
Percent of Respondents 


Same 44% 


More Difficult 40% 


Less Difficult 13% 


Don’t Know/Refused 3% 


           
Table IV-7B displays the change in difficulty paying energy bills by vulnerable group.  The table shows 


that households with children were most likely to say they had a more difficult time and households with 


seniors were least likely to say they had a more difficult time. 


 


Table IV-7B 


Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Same 54% 41% 36% 40% 


More Difficult 33% 44% 47% 43% 


Less Difficult 10% 11% 14% 16% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 3% 4% 3% 2% 
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Respondents who said that they had a more difficult time paying their energy bills were asked why it was 


more difficult.  Table IV-8A shows that 60 percent said it was due to a worse financial situation and 21 


percent said it was due to an increased energy bill. 


 


Table IV-8A 


Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 
Main Reason 


(Unprompted) 


Number of Respondents 747 


Lower Income/Lost Job/Worse 


Economic Situation 
60% 


Increased Energy Bill 21% 


Increased Other Bills 7% 


Increased Medical Expenses 4% 


Increased Expenses/Cost of Living 3% 


No/Less Energy Assistance 2% 


Increased Rent 1% 


Increased Property Taxes <1% 


Increased Prescription Drugs <1% 


Other 2% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 


                                     
Table IV-8B compares responses for 2008 and 2009 and highlights the fact that households faced a rough 


time in FY 2009 more due to the financial climate than to increasing energy bills.  Table IV-8B shows 


that 37 percent said they had increased difficulty paying their energy bills due to their economic situation 


in FY 2008 and 60 percent said they had increased difficulty paying their energy bills due to financial 


reasons in FY 2009.  Conversely, households were much more likely to say the cause of their difficulty 


was their high bills in FY 2008 than in FY 2009.   


 


Table IV-8B 


Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 2008 2009 


Number of Respondents 543 747 


Lower Income/Lost Job/Worse 


Economic Situation 
37% 60% 


Increased Energy Bill 50% 21% 


Note: Differences are statistically significant at the 99 percent level. 


 


B. Signs of the Problem 


Respondents were asked several questions about difficulties that they faced in meeting their 


energy needs during the past year.  Table IV-9A shows that 73 percent of respondents said that 
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they worried about paying their home energy bill due to not having enough money to pay the bill 


during the past year. 
 


Table IV-9A 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 30% 


Some Months  27% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 


Never / No 26% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 


Table IV-9B displays responses to this question by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households 


with children and households without vulnerable members were most likely to say that they worried about 


paying their energy bill. 


 


Table IV-9B 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 20% 33% 38% 37% 


Some Months  25% 27% 32% 28% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 14% 17% 26% 


Never / No 41% 25% 12% 10% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-9C displays responses to whether the household worried about paying the home energy bill by 


poverty group.  The table shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were 


most likely to say that they worried about paying their energy bill.  Eighty-four percent of these 


households said that they worried about paying their energy bill. 


 


Table IV-9C 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 36% 31% 26% 25% 
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Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Some Months  30% 24% 29% 32% 


1 or 2 Months 18% 17% 14% 16% 


Never / No 15% 28% 31% 27% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% <1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they reduced expenses for household necessities due to not having 


enough money to pay their energy bill during the past year.  Table IV-10A shows that 78 percent said that 


they took this action. 


 


Table IV-10A 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 41% 


Some Months  27% 


1 or 2 Months 10% 


Never / No 21% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 


Table IV-10B shows that households with children and households without vulnerable members were 


most likely to report that they reduced expenses for household necessities.  The table shows that 87 


percent of households with children and 93 percent of households without vulnerable members said that 


they faced this problem. 


 


Table IV-10B 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 32% 42% 47% 52% 


Some Months  23% 28% 30% 31% 


1 or 2 Months 12% 10% 10% 10% 


Never / No 33% 20% 12% 7% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-10C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty and households with 


income above 50 percent of poverty were most likely to say that they reduced expenses for household 


necessities.  Eighty-four percent of those with income below 50 percent and 82 percent of those with 


income above 150 percent of poverty said that they reduced these expenses. 
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Table IV-10C 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having Enough  


Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 49% 39% 36% 49% 


Some Months  26% 26% 28% 26% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 10% 13% 8% 


Never / No 16% 25% 23% 17% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% <1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they borrowed from a friend or relative to pay their home energy bill 


during the past year.  Table IV-11A shows that 46 percent of respondents said that they needed to take 


this action. 


 


Table IV-11A 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 5% 


Some Months  21% 


1 or 2 Months 20% 


Never / No 54% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-11B shows that households with no vulnerable members were most likely to report that they 


needed to take this action.  Sixty-four percent of households without vulnerable members reported that 


they borrowed for a friend or relative to pay their energy bill in the past year. 


 


Table IV-11B 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 2% 5% 6% 6% 


Some Months  13% 20% 27% 28% 


1 or 2 Months 12% 18% 24% 30% 


Never / No 73% 56% 43% 36% 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-11C shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely 


to borrow from a friend or relative.  The table shows that 61 percent of these households reported that 


they borrowed from a friend or relative, compared to about 40 percent of the other poverty groups. 


 


Table IV-11C 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 7% 4% 3% 3% 


Some Months  30% 20% 15% 21% 


1 or 2 Months 24% 19% 18% 20% 


Never / No 39% 56% 63% 56% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% <1% <1% <1% 


 
Table IV-12 compares responses to questions about signs of unaffordable energy bills for the 2003, 2008, 


and 2009 surveys.  The table shows that approximately the same percentage of respondents faced these 


problems in all three years. 


 


Table IV-12 


Signs of the Problem 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill 72% 72% 74% 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities 78% 80% 79% 


Borrowed From a Friend or Relative 46% 43% 46% 


 


 


C. Responses to the Problem  


This section examines how households have responded to the problem of unaffordable energy bills.  


Respondents were asked whether they closed off part of their home during the past year because they 


could not afford to heat or to cool it.  Table IV-13A shows that 36 percent of respondents said that they 


took this action. 
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Table IV-13A 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 12% 


Some Months  18% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 


Never / No 64% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 


Table IV-13B displays the percent of respondents who said that they closed off part of their home because 


they could not afford to heat or to cool it.  The table shows that households with children were most likely 


to say that they took this action.  Thirty-one percent of these respondents said that they closed off part of 


their home. 


 


Table IV-13B 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 13% 13% 9% 19% 


Some Months  21% 20% 15% 19% 


1 or 2 Months 5% 7% 7% 6% 


Never / No 61% 60% 69% 57% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-13C shows that the percent of respondents who closed off part of their home does not vary by 


poverty level. 


 


Table IV-13C 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 11% 11% 13% 13% 


Some Months  17% 18% 17% 19% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 7% 5% 5% 


Never / No 65% 64% 64% 63% 
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Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Don’t Know  <1% 0% <1% <1% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they kept their home at a temperature that they felt was unsafe or 


unhealthy due to not having enough money for the energy bill during the past year.  The table shows that 


about one quarter of the respondents said that they took this action. 


 


Table IV-14A 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 6% 


Some Months  14% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 


Never / No 73% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 


Table IV-14B shows that about one third of households with disabled members and one third of 


households with no vulnerable members said that they kept their home at an unsafe or unhealthy 


temperature. 


 


Table IV-14B 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 5% 8% 5% 7% 


Some Months  12% 17% 13% 18% 


1 or 2 Months 4% 7% 8% 7% 


Never / No 78% 67% 73% 67% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-14C shows that there is not much variation in the percent of households who kept their home at 


an unsafe or unhealthy temperature by poverty group. 
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Table IV-14C 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 4% 7% 6% 6% 


Some Months  16% 15% 11% 15% 


1 or 2 Months 7% 7% 4% 7% 


Never / No 71% 71% 78% 70% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% 1% 2% 


 


Table IV-15A shows that twenty percent of respondents said that they left their home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold in the past year. 


 


Table IV-15A 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 
 


 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because 


Home was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Almost Every Month 1% 


Some Months  9% 


1 or 2 Months 10% 


Never / No 79% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 


 


Table IV-15B shows that there is not much variability by vulnerable group in this action. 


 


Table IV-15B 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 1% 2% 1% 1% 


Some Months  7% 11% 10% 12% 


1 or 2 Months 6% 10% 14% 14% 


Never / No 86% 76% 75% 73% 


Don’t Know 0% 0% 0% 0% 
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Households with income below the poverty level are more likely to say that they left their home because 


it was too hot or too cold.  Table IV-15C shows that 26 percent of those with income below 50 percent of 


the poverty level and 23 percent of those with income between 51 and 100 percent of the poverty level 


said that they took this action. 


 


Table IV-15C 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 0% 2% 1% 2% 


Some Months  12% 10% 6% 6% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 11% 9% 6% 


Never / No 74% 77% 84% 86% 


Don’t Know  0% <1% <1% <1% 


 


Households sometimes take the dangerous action of using their kitchen oven or stove to provide heat 


when they cannot afford their energy bill.  Table IV-16A shows that one third of respondents said that 


they took this action during the past year. 


 


Table IV-16A 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 2% 


Some Months  15% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 


Never / No 67% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-16B shows that households without vulnerable members were most likely to report that they 


took this action.  Forty-six percent of these households said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for 


heat in the past year. 


 


Table IV-16B 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Almost Every Month 2% 2% 3% 3% 


Some Months  10% 19% 17% 20% 


1 or 2 Months 13% 17% 18% 23% 


Never / No 75% 61% 62% 53% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% <1% 2% 


 


Table IV-16C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty were most likely to report 


that they used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat during the past year.  Thirty-nine percent of 


these households said that they used their kitchen stove or oven for heat in the past year. 


 


Table IV-16C 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 5% 2% 1% 1% 


Some Months  18% 16% 12% 13% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 16% 16% 13% 


Never / No 61% 66% 70% 73% 


Don’t Know  0% 1% <1% <1% 


 
Table IV-17 compares responses to these questions between the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys.  The table 


shows that in FY 2009, respondents were less likely to close off their homes and they were less likely to 


leave their home for part of the day because they could not afford their energy bill. 


 


Table IV-17 


Responses to the Problem 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 


Closed Off Part of Home 39% 44% 36% 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt was Unsafe or Unhealthy 25% 28% 26% 


Left Home for Part of the Day 24% 23% 20% 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat 31% 33% 33% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 
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D. Inability to Pay Energy Bills  


Respondents were asked several questions about the inability to pay their home energy bill.  Table IV-


18A shows that 49 percent of respondents said that they skipped paying or paid less than their entire 


home energy bill during the past year due to not having enough money to pay the bill. 


 


Table IV-18A 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 11% 


Some Months  21% 


1 or 2 Months 17% 


Never / No 50% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-18B shows that households with children were most likely to say that they skipped paying their 


home energy bill.  Sixty-five percent of households with children said that they skipped paying their 


home energy bill. 


 


Table IV-18B 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 6% 12% 15% 9% 


Some Months  13% 19% 30% 27% 


1 or 2 Months 12% 18% 20% 21% 


Never / No 68% 51% 34% 43% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-18C shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely 


to say that they skipped paying the home energy bill.  Sixty-two percent of these households said that they 


skipped paying their bill. 
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Table IV-18C 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 12% 12% 7% 13% 


Some Months  29% 21% 17% 17% 


1 or 2 Months 21% 16% 18% 14% 


Never / No 37% 51% 57% 55% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% <1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their 


electricity or home heating fuel due to not having enough money for the energy bill during the past year.  


The table shows that 35 percent said that they received a notice or threat. 


 


Table IV-19A 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 5% 


Some Months  12% 


1 or 2 Months 18% 


Never / No 64% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-19B shows the percent who received a threat of service termination by vulnerable group.  The 


table shows that households with children were most likely to face this problem.  Nearly half of these 


households received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their service in the past year. 


 


Table IV-19B 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Almost Every Month 2% 5% 8% 6% 


Some Months  6% 14% 16% 14% 


1 or 2 Months 10% 19% 25% 16% 


Never / No 81% 62% 50% 64% 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Don’t Know  0% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-19C shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty were most likely to report 


that they received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel.  


The table shows that 44 percent of these households said that they faced this problem in the past year. 


 


Table IV-19C 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Almost Every Month 8% 6% 3% 6% 


Some Months  14% 13% 9% 12% 


1 or 2 Months 22% 19% 15% 14% 


Never / No 56% 62% 73% 68% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% <1% 1% 


 
Table IV-20A shows that nine percent of respondents had their electricity shut off due to nonpayment, 


seven percent had their gas service shut off, and 12 percent had one of the two shut off during the past 


year. 


 


Table IV-20A 


Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Electricity 9% 


Gas 7% 


Electricity or Gas 12% 


 


Table IV-20B displays the percent that had their utility service shut off by vulnerable group.  The table 


shows that households with children were most likely to face these problems.  Eighteen percent of 


households with children had their electricity or gas shut off due to nonpayment in the past year. 
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Table IV-20B 


Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Electricity 2% 9% 13% 9% 


Gas 3% 8% 10% 9% 


Electricity or Gas 5% 15% 18% 12% 


 


 


Table IV-20C displays the percent of households who had utility service terminated by poverty group.  


The table shows that the lower poverty level households were most likely to have had their service 


terminated.  Eighteen percent of households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level had their 


service terminated in the past year. 


 


Table IV-20C 


Utility Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Electricity 14% 9% 6% 3% 


Gas 9% 8% 3% 4% 


Electricity or Gas 18% 14% 8% 6% 


 


Table IV-21A shows the percent of households who were unable to use their main source of heat during 


the past year.  The table shows that 13 percent were unable to use their main source of heat due to the 


system being broken, 11 percent due to an inability to pay for a fuel delivery, and 11 percent due to an 


electric or gas service termination. 


 


Table IV-21A 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Heating System Broken 13% 


Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 11% 


Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 11% 


Any of the Three Reasons 27% 


 
Table IV-21B displays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to use their main source 


of heat during the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children were 


most likely to face this problem.  Thirty-six percent of households with children could not use their main 


source of heat during the past year because their heating system was broken, they were unable to pay for a 


fuel delivery, or their gas or electric service was discontinued due to nonpayment. 
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Table IV-21B 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Heating System Broken 11% 14% 16% 11% 


Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 7% 13% 13% 15% 


Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 5% 13% 17% 9% 


Any of the Three Reasons 19% 31% 36% 27% 


 


Table IV-21C displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their main source of heat 


during the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income below the poverty 


level were most likely to face this problem.  Thirty percent of households with income below the poverty 


level were unable to use their main source of heat at some point during the past year. 
 


Table IV-21C 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Heating System Broken 13% 13% 12% 11% 


Unable to Pay for Fuel Delivery 11% 11% 9% 14% 


Gas or Electric Service Discontinued 15% 13% 7% 7% 


Any of the Three Reasons 30% 30% 21% 25% 


 


 


Table IV-22A displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air conditioner during the 


past year because it was broken or they had their electric service discontinued for nonpayment.  The table 


shows that 12 percent could not use their air conditioner because it was broken and eight percent could 


not use it because their electric service was discontinued.  Seventeen percent could not use their air 


conditioner for one of those two reasons. 


 


Table IV-22A 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Air Conditioner Broken 12% 


Electric Service Discontinued 8% 


Either Reason 17% 


 
Table IV-22B displays the percent of respondents who were unable to use their air conditioner in the past 


year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with disabled members and households with 
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children were most likely to face this problem.  Twenty-one percent of both of these groups were unable 


to use their air conditioner at some point during the past year because it was broken or their electric 


service was discontinued for nonpayment. 


 


Table  IV-22B 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Air Conditioner Broken 8% 15% 13% 11% 


Electric Service Discontinued 4% 11% 11% 7% 


Either Reason 11% 21% 21% 15% 


 


Table IV-22C displays the percent of households who were unable to use their air conditioner during the 


past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households in the lower poverty groups were most 


likely to face this problem.  Twenty-five percent of households with income below 50 percent of poverty 


were unable to use their air conditioner at some point during the past year. 


 


Table IV-22C 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Air Conditioner Broken 18% 11% 10% 9% 


Electric Service Discontinued 12% 8% 5% 3% 


Either Reason 25% 16% 13% 11% 


 
Table IV-23A displays the percent of respondents who had to go without showers due to lack of hot 


water, had to go without hot meals due to lack of cooking fuel, or had to use candles or lanterns due to 


lack of lights.  The table shows that seven to ten percent of respondents faced these problems. 


 


Table IV-23A 


Had to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Had to Go Without Showers or 


Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 
10% 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due 


to Lack of Cooking Fuel 
7% 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due 


to Lack of Lights 
8% 
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Table IV-23B displays the percent of respondents who had to go without showers, hot meals, or 


lights during the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children 


and households without vulnerable members were most likely to face these problems. 
 


Table IV-23B 


Had to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Had to Go Without Showers or 


Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 
5% 12% 13% 14% 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due 


to Lack of Cooking Fuel 
3% 8% 10% 10% 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns 


Due to Lack of Lights 
4% 9% 12% 13% 


 


Table IV-23C displays the percent of households who had these problems by poverty group.  The table 


shows that households in the lower poverty groups are most likely to face these problems. 


 


Table IV-23C 


Had to Go Without Showers, Hot Meals, or Lights During the Past Year 


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Had to Go Without Showers or 


Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 
14% 11% 5% 10% 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due 


to Lack of Cooking Fuel 
12% 8% 3% 6% 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns 


Due to Lack of Lights 
14% 9% 5% 5% 


 
Table IV-24A displays the percent of respondents who had their utility service shut off at the time of the 


survey.  The table shows that two percent of respondents had their electricity or gas shut off. 


   


Table IV-24A 


Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Electricity <1% 


Gas 1% 


Electricity or Gas 2% 


 
Table IV-24B shows that three percent of households without vulnerable members had their electricity or 


gas service shut off at the time of the survey. 
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Table IV-24B 


Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Electricity <1% 1% 1% 0% 


Gas 1% 1% 2% 3% 


Electricity or Gas 1% 2% 2% 3% 


 
Table IV-24C shows that lower poverty group households are not significantly more likely to have their 


utility service shut off at the time of the survey. 


 


Table IV-24C 


Utility Service Shut Off at Time of Survey  


By Poverty Group 


 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Electricity <1% 1% <1% 0% 


Gas 2% 1% 1% <1% 


Electricity or Gas 2% 2% 1% <1% 


 
Table IV-25 compares the responses about service disruptions across the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys.  


The table shows that some of the rates are higher in 2009 than in 2003, but there has not been an increase 


in these problems in the past year. 


 


Table IV-25 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills During Past Year 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill 52% 47% 50% 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue 


Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 
38% 37% 36% 


Electricity Shut off Due to Nonpayment  8% 9% 9% 


Gas Shut off Due to Nonpayment -- 6% 7% 


Electricity or Gas Shut off Due to Nonpayment -- 12% 12% 


Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for Repair or 


Replacement 
10% 13% 13% 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable to Pay for a 


Fuel Delivery 
10% 13% 11% 
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 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Utility Company 


Discontinued Gas or Electric Service Due to Nonpayment 
11% 13% 11% 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it was Broken and 


Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement 
12% 12% 12% 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Company 


Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment 
6% 7% 8% 


Had to Go Without Showers or Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 9% 10% 10% 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due to Lack of Cooking Fuel 5% 7% 7% 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights 8% 7% 8% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


E. Housing Problems 


This section examines housing problems that respondents have faced in the past five years due to 


unaffordable energy bills.  Table IV-26A shows that 31 percent skipped a mortgage payment, five percent 


were evicted, four percent had a mortgage foreclosure, twelve percent moved in with friends or family, 


and three percent moved into a shelter or were homeless. 


 


Table IV-26A 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 31% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 5% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 4% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 12% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 3% 


 


Table IV-26B displays the results by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children 


were most likely to face these problems.  Forty-five percent of these households skipped a mortgage 


payment, eight percent were evicted, and 17 percent moved in with friends or family. 


 


Table IV-26B 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 16% 32% 45% 39% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 3% 5% 8% 3% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 2% 4% 6% 2% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 6% 12% 17% 15% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 1% 4% 5% 3% 
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Table IV-26C displays the results by poverty group.  The table shows that the lowest poverty group was 


most likely to face these problems.   
 


Table IV-26C 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 38% 35% 23% 28% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 8% 5% 3% 6% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 6% 3% 3% 4% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 20% 13% 6% 10% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 5% 3% 3% 2% 


 
Table IV-26D displays the percent of respondents with housing problems by whether or not they own 


their home.  The table shows that respondents who do not own their homes were more likely to face these 


problems.   


 


Table IV-26D 


Housing Problems Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


By Home Ownership 


 


 Own Home Does Not Own Home 


Number of Respondents 826 990 


Did not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 27% 36% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 3% 7% 


Had Mortgage Foreclosure 4% 3% 


Moved in With Friends or Family 7% 16% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 1% 6% 


 


 


Table IV-27 compares results with respect to housing problems from the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys.  


The table shows that some of the housing problems have become somewhat more prevalent since the 


2003 survey. 


   


Table IV-27 


Housing Problems During Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 28% 28% 31% 
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 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 4% 4% 5% 


Moved in with Friends or Family 9% 11% 12% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 4% 3% 3% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


F. Financial Problems 


This section examines financial problems that respondents faced in the past five years due to their energy 


bills.  Table IV-28A shows that 17 percent reported that they took out a payday loan and two percent 


reported that they filed for bankruptcy. 


 


Table IV-28A 


Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Payday Loan 17% 


Bankruptcy 2% 


 
Table IV-28B displays the percent of respondents who had financial problems in the past five years due to 


unaffordable energy bills by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households without vulnerable 


members were most likely to report that they obtained a payday loan. 


 


Table IV-28B 


Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 


 By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Payday Loan 9% 17% 23% 27% 


Bankruptcy 1% 3% 4% 1% 


 


Table IV-28C displays the percent of respondents who had financial problems in the past five years due to 


unaffordable energy bills by poverty level.  The table shows that households with income below 50 


percent of the poverty level were most likely to report that they obtained a payday loan. 


 







 Problems Meeting Energy Needs 


 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 48 
April 2010 
 


Table IV-28C 


Financial Problems Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Payday Loan 21% 17% 16% 16% 


Bankruptcy 3% 2% 2% 4% 


 


G. Medical and Health Problems  


This section examines the medical and health problems that respondents faced in the past five years due 


to unaffordable energy bills.  Table IV-29A shows that 30 percent went without food for at least one day, 


41 percent went without medical or dental care, 33 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than 


their full dose of prescribed medication, and 22 percent were unable to pay their energy bill due to 


medical expenses. 


Table IV-29A 


Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Went Without Food for at 


Least One Day 
30% 


Went Without Medical or 


Dental Care 
41% 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or 


Took Less Than Full Dose 
33% 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill 


Due to Medical Expenses 
22% 


 


 


Table IV-29B examines medical and health problems by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 


households without vulnerable members are most likely to go without food and to go without medical or 


dental care.  Almost three quarters of this group said that they went without medical or dental care in the 


past five years.   


 


Table IV-29B 


Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Went Without Food for at 


Least One Day 
20% 36% 33% 49% 
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 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Went Without Medical or 


Dental Care 
29% 41% 45% 72% 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or 


Took Less Than Full Dose 
26% 40% 37% 40% 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill 


Due to Medical Expenses 
16% 28% 26% 24% 


 


Table IV-29C displays responses to questions about medical and health problems by poverty group.  The 


table shows that there is not a strong relationship between poverty level and the presence of these 


problems. 


 


Table IV-29C 


Medical and Health Problems Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Went Without Food for at 


Least One Day 
33% 33% 23% 30% 


Went Without Medical or 


Dental Care 
43% 40% 40% 42% 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or 


Took Less Than Full Dose 
33% 33% 32% 35% 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill 


Due to Medical Expenses 
23% 23% 20% 25% 


 


Table IV-30A displays the percent of respondents who didn‟t take prescribed medication by the presence 


of a serious medical condition.  The table shows that 37 percent of households with a serious medical 


condition skipped taking their prescription medication, compared to 16 percent without a serious medical 


condition. 


 


Table IV-30A 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Presence of Serious Medical Conditions  
 


 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine 


Household Member with Serious 


Medical Condition 


No Household Member With Serious 


Medical Condition 


Number of Respondents 1,509 307 


Yes 37% 16% 


No 63% 84% 


Don’t Know/ No Answer <1% 0% 
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Table IV-30B displays the percent of respondents who skipped taking prescription medication by the 


presence of necessary medical equipment that uses electricity. The table shows that 45 percent of those 


with medical equipment skipped taking their medication, compared to 29 percent without the equipment. 


 


Table IV-30B 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years  


By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity 
 


 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the  


Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine 


Necessary Medical Equipment  


That Uses Electricity 


No Necessary Medical Equipment  


That Uses Electricity 


Number of Respondents 448 1,364 


Yes 45% 29% 


No 55% 70% 


Don’t Know/ No Answer <1% <1% 


 


Table IV-31A displays the percent of respondents who said that they were unable to pay their energy bill 


due to medical expenses by the presence of a serious medical condition.  The table shows that 25 percent 


of those with a serious medical condition were unable to pay their energy bill and nine percent without a 


serious medical condition were unable to pay their energy bill due to medical expenses. 


 


Table IV-31A 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 


In the Past Five Years 


By Presence of Serious Medical Conditions  
 


 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 


Household Member with Serious 


Medical Condition 


No Household Member With Serious 


Medical Condition 


Number of Respondents 1,509 307 


Yes 25% 9% 


No 74% 89% 


Don’t Know/ No Answer 1% 2% 


 


Table IV-31B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they were unable to pay their energy 


bill due to medical expenses by the presence of medical equipment that uses electricity.  The table shows 


that 34 percent of those with medical equipment said they were unable to pay their energy bill and 19 


percent without medical equipment said they were unable to pay their energy bill due to medical 


expenses. 
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Table IV-31B 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill due to Medical Expenses  


In the Past Five Years  


By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity 
 


 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill due to Medical Expenses 


Necessary Medical Equipment  


That Uses Electricity 


No Necessary Medical Equipment  


That Uses Electricity 


Number of Respondents 448 1,364 


Yes 34% 19% 


No 65% 81% 


Don’t Know/ No Answer 2% <1% 


 


Table IV-32A displays the percent of respondents who became sick and needed to go to the doctor or 


hospital because the home was too cold.  The table shows that 17 percent became sick and needed to go to 


the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold, and three percent became sick and needed to go to 


the doctor or hospital because the home was too hot. 


 


Table IV-32A 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold or Too Hot 


In the Past Five Years 
 


 Became Sick 


Became Sick and 


Needed to Go to the 


Doctor or Hospital 


Home Was Too Cold 25% 17% 


Home Was Too Hot 4% 3% 


 


Table IV-32B displays the percent who became sick and needed to go to the doctor or hospital because 


the home was too cold by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households without vulnerable 


members were most likely to become sick, but that households with disabled members, households with 


children and households with no vulnerable members were most likely to become sick and need to go to 


the doctor or hospital because the home was too cold. 


 


Table IV-32B 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Became Sick 15% 28% 31% 38% 


Became Sick and Needed to 


Go to the Doctor or Hospital 
10% 22% 22% 21% 


 


Table IV-32C displays the percent of respondents with a serious medical condition who got sick because 


the home was too hot or too cold and need to go to the doctor or hospital.  The table shows that 26 percent 
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of respondents with a serious medical condition became sick because their home was too hot or too cold 


and 18 percent needed to go to a doctor or to the hospital due to this illness. 


 


Table IV-51 


Household Member With Allergies, Asthma, Emphysema, or COPD,  


High Blood Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke  


Got Sick Because the Household was Too Hot or Too Cold  


and Needed to Go to the Doctor or Hospital 


In the Past Year 
 


 Became Sick 
Needed to Go to the 


Doctor or Hospital 


Number of Respondents 1,509 1,509 


Yes 26% 18% 


No 74% 8% 


Don’t Know <1% 0% 


Did not Become Sick -- 74% 


 


Table IV-33 displays the percent of respondents who became sick and needed to go to the doctor or 


hospital because the home was too hot or too cold in the 2003, 2008, and 2009 surveys.  The table shows 


that the percentage who faced these problems was approximately the same in all three surveys. 


 


Table IV-33 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot or Too Cold 


And Had to Go to the Hospital in the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results  
 


 2003 2008 2009 


 Became Sick 


Needed to Go 


to the Doctor 


or Hospital 


Became Sick 


Needed to Go 


to the Doctor 


or Hospital 


Became Sick 


Needed to Go 


to the Doctor 


or Hospital 


Number of 


Respondents 
2,161 1,256 1,828 


Yes 24% 17% 26% 18% 26% 18% 


No 75% 7% 74% 8% 74% 8% 


Don’t Know 1% 0% <1% 0% <1% 0% 


Did not 


Become Sick 
-- 76% -- 74% -- 74% 


 


Table IV-34A compares the percent of respondents with seniors in the household who had medical and 


health problems in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey.  The table shows that a few of 


the indicators were higher than in the 2003 survey. 
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Table IV-34A 


Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


By Vulnerable Group – Senior Member in Household 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 888 542 757 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 11% 24% 20% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 29% 32% 29% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 23% 31% 26% 


Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 16% 15% 16% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 11% 15% 15% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 6% 5% 4% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 
Table IV-34B compares the percent of respondents with disabled household members who had medical 


and health problems in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey.  The table shows that a 


few of the indicators were higher than in the 2003 survey. 


 
Table IV-34B 


Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


By Vulnerable Group – Disabled Member in Household 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 1,013 627 788 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 25% 39% 36% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 39% 44% 41% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 32% 42% 40% 


Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 19% 26% 28% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 29% 26% 28% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 7% 9% 7% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 
Table IV-34C compares the percent of respondents with children who had medical and health problems in 


the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey.  The table shows that a few of the indicators were 


higher than in the 2003 survey. 
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Table IV-34C 


Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


By Vulnerable Group – Child Under 18 in Household 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 919 503 778 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 28% 36% 33% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 40% 48% 45% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 34% 42% 37% 


Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 24% 28% 26% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 24% 28% 31% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 9% 8% 4% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 
Table IV-34D compares the percent of respondents with no vulnerable household members who had 


medical and health problems in the 2003 survey, the 2008 survey, and the 2009 survey.  The table shows 


that a few of the indicators were higher than in the 2003 and 2008 surveys.  Households with no 


vulnerable members appear to have had the greatest increase in these problems since last year. 


 
Table IV-34D 


Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


By Vulnerable Group – No Vulnerable Members in Household 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 476 87 152 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 24% 32% 49% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 49% 65% 72% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 38% 47% 40% 


Unable to pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 18% 13% 24% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 21% 13% 38% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 4% 3% 1% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 
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V. The Need For LIHEAP 


This section examines the history of LIHEAP receipt, utility bill payment problems and payment 


arrangements, and the importance of LIHEAP in helping recipients meet their needs. 


A. History of LIHEAP Receipt 


Respondents were asked whether they had received LIHEAP benefits in the year prior to the survey.  


Since the survey sample was drawn from state LIHEAP databases of past year LIHEAP recipients, all 


respondents received LIHEAP in the past year.  However, because LIHEAP is often paid directly on the 


household‟s utility bill, respondents are often not aware that they received these benefits.  Table V-1A 


shows that only 86 percent of the respondents reported that they had received LIHEAP in the past year. 
 


Table V-1A 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year
8
 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 86% 


No 12% 


Don’t Know 3% 


 


Table V-1B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP during the past 


year by vulnerable group.  Households with no vulnerable members were more likely than some of the 


other groups to report that they received LIHEAP, perhaps because they are less likely to have received 


these benefits automatically through participation in another program. 


 


Table V-1B 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Yes 83% 85% 87% 89% 


No 13% 12% 10% 8% 


Don’t Know / Refused 4% 3% 2% 3% 


 
Table V-1C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP in the past year 


by poverty level.  The table shows that all poverty groups have the same likelihood of being aware of 


benefit receipt. 


                                     
8
 Interviewers used the name for the LIHEAP program particular to the state of the recipient interviewed. If the 


respondent was initially confused or did not recall the program based on the state-designated name, interviewers 


were trained to assist their memory by describing energy assistance benefits, and using the term energy assistance 


throughout the survey instead of the state-designated LIHEAP name. 
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Table V-1C 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year 


By Poverty Level 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Yes 86% 86% 86% 85% 


No 12% 12% 11% 12% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 2% 4% 3% 


 
Respondents were asked to report the number of times in the past five years that they received LIHEAP.  


Table V-2A shows that about one quarter said they only received benefits in one of the past five years, 


and about one quarter said that they received benefits in each of the past five years. 


 


Table V-2A 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP in the Past Five Years 


 


Number of Years 


Received LIHEAP 
Percent of Respondents 


1 26% 


2 18% 


3 15% 


4 8% 


5 25% 


Don’t Know / Refused 8% 


 


Table V-2B displays the number of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP by vulnerable 


group.  The table shows that households without vulnerable members are most likely to report that they 


only received benefits in one of the past five years and are least likely to report that they received 


LIHEAP in each of the past five years.  These households appear to be more likely to be facing temporary 


financial problems. 


 


Table V-2B 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP  


In the Past Five Years  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


1 22% 21% 30% 44% 


2 13% 18% 22% 20% 


3 16% 16% 15% 11% 


4 8% 8% 8% 6% 


5 31% 29% 19% 16% 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Don’t Know / Refused 10% 8% 7% 3% 


 


Table V-2C displays the number of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP by poverty 


group.  The table shows that households with income below 50 percent of poverty and households with 


income above 150 percent of poverty were most likely to report that they received LIHEAP in only one of 


the past five years. 


 


Table V-2C 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP In the Past Five Years  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level  


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


1 34% 20% 28% 34% 


2 21% 16% 17% 23% 


3 10% 16% 18% 12% 


4 7% 8% 9% 6% 


5 20% 30% 25% 18% 


Don’t Know / Refused 8% 10% 5% 6% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they applied or planned to apply for LIHEAP in the current year.  The 


table shows that 88 percent reported that they did so. 


 


Table V-3A 


Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 88% 


No 9% 


Don’t Know  3% 


 
Table V-3B shows that households with disabled members are most likely to report that they applied or 


plan to apply for LIHEAP in the current year. 
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Table V-3B 


Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year  


By Vulnerable Group 
 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 757 788 778 152 


Yes 89% 91% 86% 86% 


No 7% 7% 10% 14% 


Don’t Know  4% 3% 4% 1% 


 


Table V-3C  shows that households between 50 and 150 percent of the poverty level are most likely to 


report that they applied or plan to apply for LIHEAP this year. 


 


Table V-3C 


Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year  


By Poverty Group 
 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 286 673 557 312 


Yes 84% 90% 90% 83% 


No 12% 7% 7% 13% 


Don’t Know  3% 3% 3% 4% 


 
Table V-4 compares information about LIHEAP receipt in the 2003, 2008 and 2009 surveys.  The table 


shows that respondents in 2009 were somewhat more likely than in 2003 to report that they received 


LIHEAP in each of the past five years and to report that they applied or plan to apply for LIHEAP this 


year. 


Table V-4 


LIHEAP Receipt 


Comparison of Survey Results 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 1,828 


Recalled Receipt of LIHEAP 84% 86% 86% 


Percent That Reported They Received 


LIHEAP in Each of the Past Five Years 
21% 26% 25% 


Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 83% 88% 88% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


B. Utility Payment 


This section examines respondents‟ need for utility payment arrangements and resources 


available to assist them in preventing service termination.  Table V-5 shows that 51 percent of 
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respondents tried to work out a payment arrangement in the past year, and 86 percent of those 


who tried to work out a payment arrangement were able to do so. 


 
Table V-5 


Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 


In the Past Year 


 


 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


 


 


Tried to Work Out 


Payment Arrangement 


Was Able to Work Out 


Payment Arrangement 


Tried to Work Out 


Payment Arrangement 


Was Able to Work Out 


Payment Arrangement 


Number of 


Respondents 
1,256 682 1,828 976 


Yes 54% 84% 51% 86% 


No 45% 15% 48% 14% 


Don’t Know  1% 1% 1% 1% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


Table V-6 shows that 56 percent of respondents who tried to make a payment arrangement contacted a 


fuel fund or social services agency for assistance, and 79 percent of those who applied for assistance 


received some form of assistance.  Respondents were more likely to apply and received assistance in FY 


2009 than in the previous year. 


 


Table V-6 


Contacted a Fuel Fund or Social Services Agency for Assistance  


When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 
 


 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


 


 


Contacted  Fuel Fund or 


Social Services Agency 


Fuel Fund or Social 


Services Agency Was 


Able to Help 


Contacted  Fuel Fund or 


Social Services Agency 


Fuel Fund or Social 


Services Agency Was 


Able to Help 


Number of 


Respondents 
682 340 976 551 


Yes 50% 72% 56% 79% 


No 49% 25% 43% 18% 


Don’t Know  2% 4% 1% 3% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


Table V-7 shows that 70 percent who tried to work out a payment arrangement with their utility applied 


for assistance from LIHEAP and 82 percent of those who applied for LIHEAP assistance received 


LIHEAP assistance.  This is an increase from the previous year when only 75 percent of those who tried 


to work out a payment arrangement and applied for LIHEAP assistance received that assistance. 
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Table V-7 


Applied for Assistance from LIHEAP  


When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 
 


 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


 


 


Applied for Assistance 


from LIHEAP 


Received Assistance 


from LIHEAP 


Applied for Assistance 


from LIHEAP 


Received Assistance 


from LIHEAP 


Number of 


Respondents 
682 458 976 670 


Yes 67% 75% 70% 82% 


No 29% 22% 27% 16% 


Don’t Know  4% 2% 3% 2% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


Table V-8 shows that 61 percent of those who tried to work out a payment arrangement received 


assistance that was sufficient to prevent service termination, 73 percent of those who applied for 


assistance received assistance that was sufficient to prevent service termination, and 86 percent of those 


who received assistance obtained assistance that was sufficient to prevent service termination.   


 


Table V-8 


Assistance from LIHEAP or Social Services Was  


Sufficient to Prevent Termination of Gas or Electric Service 
 


 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Tried to Work Out Payment Arrangement 


Number of Respondents 682 976 


LIHEAP Was Sufficient 54% 61% 


Applied for Assistance 


Number of Respondents 541 794 


LIHEAP Was Sufficient 69% 73% 


Received LIHEAP or Social Services Assistance 


Number of Respondents 431 688 


LIHEAP Was Sufficient 87% 86% 


 


 


C. Problems that Would Have Been Faced in the Absence of LIHEAP 


Respondents who said that they did not face some problems with their energy bills were asked whether 


they felt they would have faced such problems if LIHEAP assistance had not been available.  Table V-9 


shows that 76 percent said they would have worried about their energy bill if LIHEAP had not been 


available, 64 percent said they would have had to keep their home at an unsafe or unhealthy temperature 


if LIHEAP assistance had not been available, and 53 percent said they would have had their electricity or 


home heating fuel discontinued if LIHEAP assistance had not been available. 
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Table V-9 


If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Problems that May Have Been Faced 
 


 
Worried About Paying 


Home Energy Bill 


Kept Home at Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Temperature 


Had Electricity or Home 


Heating Fuel Discontinued 


Number of Respondents 389 1,134 1,175 


Yes 76% 64% 53% 


No 23% 32% 41% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 4% 6% 


 


Table V-10 compares responses about problems that would have been faced in the absence of LIHEAP 


between 2003, 2008, and 2009.  The table shows that respondents were more than in 2009 than in 2003 to 


say that they would have faced these problems. 


 


Table V-10 


If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Problems that May Have Been Faced 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


 Respondents 
Percent of 


Respondents 
Respondents 


Percent of 


Respondents 
Respondents 


Percent of 


Respondents 


Worried About Paying 


Home Energy Bill 
511 66% 294 77% 389 76% 


Kept Home at Unsafe or 


Unhealthy Levels 
1,392 54% 761 63% 1,134 64% 


Had Electricity or Home 


Heating Fuel Discontinued 
1,555 48% 845 59% 1,175 53% 


Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 


D. LIHEAP Restored Heat 


Respondents were asked whether LIHEAP helped to restore heat due to shutoff or broken equipment.  


The table shows that 12 percent said that LIHEAP restored heat due to a shutoff and seven percent said 


that LIHEAP restored heat due to broken equipment. 


 


Table V-11 


LIHEAP Helped to Restore Heat Due to Shutoff or Broken Equipment 
 


 Restored Heat Due to Shutoff Restored Heat Due to Broken Equipment 


 2008 2009 2008 2009 


Yes 12% 12% 9% 7% 


No 8% 6% 5% 5% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% <1% 


Did Not Experience 


Loss of Heat/or Did 


Not Receive LIHEAP 


81% 81% 86% 87% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2008 are underlined. 
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E. Importance of LIHEAP 


Respondents were asked to report how important LIHEAP was in helping them to meet their needs.  


Table V-12A shows that 93 percent of respondents said that LIHEAP was very important, an increase 


over the previous surveys. 


 


Table V-12A 


Importance of LIHEAP 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 2009 Survey 


Number of Respondents 957 1,082 1,537 


Very Important 74% 90% 93% 


Somewhat Important 6% 8% 5% 


Of Little Importance 3% 1% 1% 


Not At All Important 1% 1% <1% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 1% 


 Note: 2009 statistically significant differences at the 95% level from 2003 and 2008 are underlined. 


 
Table V-12B shows that households with disabled members were most likely to say that LIHEAP was 


very important in helping them meet their needs. 


 


Table V-12B 


Importance of LIHEAP  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 617 650 673 135 


Very Important 91% 96% 93% 91% 


Somewhat Important 6% 3% 5% 4% 


Of Little Importance 1% <1% 1% 4% 


Not At All Important <1% <1% 0% 0% 


Don’t Know  1% 1% <1% 0% 


 


Table V-12C shows that households with income below 100 percent of the poverty level were most likely 


to say that LIHEAP was very important in helping them meet their needs. 


 


Table V-12C 


Importance of LIHEAP  


By Poverty Group 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 240 574 464 259 


Very Important 95% 95% 92% 83% 
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Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Somewhat Important 3% 4% 7% 9% 


Of Little Importance 1% 1% 1% 6% 


Not At All Important 0% <1% <1% <1% 


Don’t Know  1% 1% <1% 2% 
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VI. Regional Analysis 


This section provides a regional analysis of some of the information that was presented in this report.   


A. Demographic Characteristics 


Table VI-1 displays the percent of respondents with children and the percent in single family households.  


The table shows that households in the northeast are most likely to include children.   


Table VI-1 


Presence of Children Under 18 and Single-Parent Households 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Percent with Children 49% 43% 39% 46% 


Percent in Single-Parent Households 18% 19% 15% 16% 


 


 
Table VI-2 displays the poverty level of LIHEAP recipients by region.  The table shows that households 


in the Northeast are most likely to have income above 150 percent of the poverty level. 


Table VI-2 


Poverty Level 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


0%-50% 21% 18% 21% 23% 


51%-100% 42% 39% 51% 40% 


101%-150% 24% 34% 22% 31% 


>150% 13% 9% 6% 6% 


 


Table VI-3 shows that recipients in the West are most likely to have employment income, recipients in the 


South and West are most likely to have retirement income, recipients in the West are most likely to 


receive public assistance, and recipients in the South are most likely to receive non-cash benefits. 


Table VI-3 


Types of Income and Benefits Received  


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 
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 Northeast Midwest South West  


Wages or Self-Employment Income 32% 30% 27% 37% 


Retirement Income 33% 41% 39% 35% 


Public Assistance 40% 39% 36% 46% 


Non-Cash Benefits 61% 55% 71% 62% 


 
Table VI-4 displays the percent of respondents who were unemployed during the year.  The table shows 


that LIHEAP recipients in the West were most likely to be unemployed. 


Table VI-4 


Unemployed During the Year 


By Region 
 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Yes 33% 36% 37% 42% 


No 65% 64% 63% 57% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 0% <1% 1% 


 


B. Energy Burden and Energy Bill Payment Problems 


Table VI-5 displays mean pre and post-LIHEAP energy burden by region.  The table shows that 


recipients in the West have lower energy burdens on average than those in the other regions. 


TableVI-5 


Mean Energy Burden 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 715 255 299 264 


Pre-LIHEAP 16% 16% 16% 14% 


Post-LIHEAP 10% 12% 13% 8% 


 
Table VI-6 shows that recipients in the Northeast and in the South were most likely to report that they 


worried about paying their home energy bill during the past year. 


Table VI-6 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 
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 Northeast Midwest South West  


Almost Every Month 31% 28% 33% 31% 


Some Months  31% 25% 28% 25% 


1 or 2 Months 15% 15% 19% 17% 


Never / No 23% 32% 20% 27% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% <1% 


 


Table VI-7 shows that recipients in the South were most likely to report that they borrowed from 


a friend or relative to pay their home energy bill during the past year.  Fifty-six percent of 


LIHEAP recipients in the South reported that they did so. 


Table VI-7 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Almost Every Month 4% 3% 8% 5% 


Some Months  22% 17% 26% 21% 


1 or 2 Months 21% 16% 22% 23% 


Never / No 53% 63% 44% 51% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table VI-8 shows that LIHEAP recipients in the West and South were most likely to report that they left 


their home for part of the day because it was too hot or too cold. 


Table VI-8 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Almost Every Month 1% 1% 1% 2% 


Some Months  7% 7% 13% 13% 


1 or 2 Months 12% 9% 10% 12% 


Never / No 80% 83% 75% 73% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% <1% 
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Table VI-9 shows that the percentage of respondents who reported that they used their kitchen 


oven or stove to provide heat in the past year ranged from 30 percent in the Midwest to 37 


percent in the West. 


Table VI-9 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Almost Every Month 3% 2% 2% 4% 


Some Months  15% 13% 19% 13% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 15% 14% 20% 


Never / No 66% 70% 65% 62% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% 0% <1% 


 
Table VI-10 shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that they skipped paying or 


paid less than their entire home energy bill during the past year. 


Table VI-10 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Almost Every Month 9% 9% 13% 16% 


Some Months  24% 18% 22% 22% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 19% 15% 19% 


Never / No 50% 54% 50% 42% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 
Table VI-11 shows that respondents in the Northeast, South, and West were more likely than those in the 


Midwest to report that they received a notice or threat to disconnect their electricity or home heating fuel 


in the past year. 
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Table VI-11 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Almost Every Month 5% 5% 8% 4% 


Some Months  14% 8% 16% 13% 


1 or 2 Months 20% 18% 15% 19% 


Never / No 61% 70% 62% 63% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% <1% 


 


 


Table VI-12 displays the percent of respondents who had their electricity and gas utility service 


terminated during the past year.  The table shows that there is not much variation in service terminations 


by region. 


Table VI-12 


Utility Service Terminations 


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Electricity 10% 7% 9% 8% 


Gas  7% 8% 6% 5% 


Electricity or Gas 13% 11% 13% 11% 


 


 


 


C. Housing, Health, and Medical Problems 


Table VI-13 displays the percent who did not make their full rent or mortgage payment in the past five 


years.  The table shows that respondents in the South were most likely to report this problem, and 


respondents in the Midwest were least likely to report this problem. 







 Regional Analysis  


 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 69 
April 2010 
 


Table VI-13 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Yes 33% 25% 37% 34% 


No  66% 75% 62% 65% 


Don’t Know /Refused 1% <1% 1% 1% 


 


Table VI-14 displays the percent of respondents who reported that they went without food for at least one 


day in the past five years.  The table shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report this 


problem. 


Table VI-14 


Went Without Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Yes 29% 27% 30% 39% 


No  71% 73% 70% 60% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% <1% 


 
Table VI-15 shows that respondents in the South and in the West were most likely to report that they went 


without medical or dental care due to their energy bills in the past five years. 


Table VI-15 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years  


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Yes 37% 36% 51% 48% 


No  63% 64% 48% 52% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 
 


Table VI-16 shows that respondents in the South were most likely to report that they did not fill 


their prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed medication due to their energy 


bills in the past five years. 
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Table VI-16 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Yes 33% 27% 43% 33% 


No  66% 73% 56% 67% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 0% <1% <1% 


Table VI-17 shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that someone in the 


home became sick because the home was too cold and respondents in the Midwest were least 


likely to report this problem. 


Table VI-17 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


Yes 26% 18% 27% 35% 


No  73% 81% 73% 64% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 1% 1% 


 


 


D. LIHEAP Receipt 


Table VI-18 displays the number of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP in the 


past five years.  The table shows that respondents in the West were most likely to report that they 


received LIHEAP in only one of the past five years and respondents in the Midwest were most 


likely to report that they received LIHEAP in each of the past five years. 


Table VI-18 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP 


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 
2009 Survey 


Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 869 305 336 318 


1 27% 19% 30% 36% 


2 20% 16% 16% 18% 
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2009 Survey 


Northeast Midwest South West  


3 16% 15% 12% 16% 


4 7% 10% 7% 5% 


5 21% 35% 17% 20% 


Don’t Know / Refused 7% 5% 17% 4% 
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VII. Conclusion 


The 2009 NEADA study confirmed that LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to 


temperature extremes.  They are likely to have seniors, disabled members, or children in the home.  Over 


90 percent of LIHEAP recipients had at least one of these vulnerable household members.  The study also 


showed that these households face many challenges in addition to their energy bills, including 


unemployment, unhealthy home conditions, and medical issues. 


 


Energy Costs 


 


LIHEAP recipients reported that they faced high energy costs.  Over one third of the respondents reported 


energy costs over $2,000 in the past year and 35 percent said that their energy bills had increased over the 


previous year.  The majority of those who said that their energy bills were more difficult to pay, said that 


the increased difficulty was due to a worsened financial situation. 


 


Responses to High Energy Costs 


 


Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet, including closing off part of the 


home and leaving the home for part of the day.  Some of the actions were unsafe and could lead to injury 


or illness, such as keeping the home at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy or using the kitchen 


stove or oven to provide heat. 


 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills 


 


Despite the assistance that they received, many LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills.  


Almost half of the respondents reported that they had skipped paying or paid less than their entire home 


energy bill in the past year and more than one third said that they received a notice or threat to disconnect 


or discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel. 


 


Households went without utility service and sacrificed heating and cooling their home.  Over ten percent 


had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment.  More than one 


quarter reported that they were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel 


was shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and they could not 


afford to fix it.  Almost one fifth reported that they were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year 


because their electricity was shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it. 


 


Housing and Financial Problems 


 


Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to 


their energy bills.  Over one quarter did not make their full mortgage or rent payment.  Five percent were 


evicted from their home or apartment and four percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage. 


 


They faced other significant financial problems as well, including taking out payday loans and going into 


bankruptcy. 


 


Medical and Health Problems 


 


Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problems in the past five years, 


partly as a result of high energy costs.  Nearly one third reported that they went without food, over 40 
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percent sacrificed medical care, and one quarter had someone in the home become sick because the home 


was too cold. 


 


The Need for LIHEAP 


 


Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP.  However, they 


reported that LIHEAP was extremely important.  Many reported that they would have kept their home at 


unsafe or unhealthy temperatures and/or had their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued if it had 


not been for LIHEAP.  Ninety-eight percent said that LIHEAP was very or somewhat important in 


helping them to meet their needs. 


 


It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and other 


essential needs.  Almost ninety percent said that they have or plan to apply for LIHEAP in the next year. 
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Screener 


Hello. This is (INTERVIEWER) from TMR Research calling for (NAME) regarding the 


National Energy Assistance study.  


 


{Interviewer Note: The goal is to conduct the survey with either (NAME) or that person's 


spouse/partner. If (NAME) is not home / unavailable, politely ask, "May I speak with the spouse 


or partner of (NAME)".} 


 


You should have received a letter in the mail from the National Energy Assistance Directors‟ 


Association about this survey. I'm calling to ask you a few brief questions about your energy 


bills.  In the survey, we will also talk about (state specific LIHEAP name). By (state specific 


LIHEAP name), we mean the home energy assistance benefits that your household 


received through your Community-Based Organization. Your responses will help us better 


understand the need for (state specific LIHEAP name) energy assistance, and the problems 


caused by high energy bills. All your responses will be kept confidential and will not affect your 


energy assistance benefits. 


 


S1. {Interviewer: DO NOT READ, Whom are you speaking to?} 


01 NAME  


02 Spouse/Partner   


03 Caretaker/Guardian 


04 Other/Don't Know 


 


[ASK if S1=04] 


S2. When can I call back to speak with (NAME) or the spouse or partner of 


(NAME)?      _________ WRITE DATE AND TIME FOR CALLBACK 


 


S3. Did you receive (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) in the past 12 months? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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A. Experience with Energy Assistance 


A1. In how many of the past 5 years have you received (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP 


NAME)? 


 


01 ONCE 


02  TWICE 


03 THREE TIMES 


04 FOUR TIMES 


05  FIVE TIMES 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


A2. Have you or will you apply for (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) this winter? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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B.  Actions taken to meet energy expenses 


Energy bills can take up a large part of a family‟s budget, and households often find it necessary 


to make choices about what bills they will pay or what needs they will meet.  In this section of 


the survey, we ask some questions about actions that your household may have taken when it 


was difficult to meet all of your expenses. 


 


In the past 5 years, have you or any member of your family taken any of the following actions or 


experienced any of the following due to your energy bills: 


 


1. Housing Problems 
01 02 07 08 


B1. Didn‟t make full rent or mortgage payment? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B2. 


B3.  


Was evicted from home or apartment? 


Had a foreclosure on your mortgage?        


YES 


YES 


NO 


NO 


DON‟T KNOW 


DON‟T KNOW 


REFUSED 


REFUSED 


B4. Moved in with friends or family? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B5. Moved into a shelter or been homeless? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


      


2. Financial 


B6.     Got a payday loan to cover your expenses?  


01 


YES 


02 


NO 


07 


DON‟T KNOW 


08 


REFUSED 


     


3. Other Expenses 
01 02 07 08 


B7. Went without food for at least one day? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B8. Went without medical or dental care? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B9. Didn‟t fill a prescription or took less than the 


full dose of a prescribed medicine? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


4. Utility Service and Health 
01 02 07 08 


B10. Had someone in your household get sick 


because your home was too cold? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B11. (Ask if B10=1, YES) Did someone in the 


household need to go to the doctor or hospital 


because of this illness? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B12. Had someone in your household get sick 


because your home was too hot? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B13. (Ask if B12=1, YES) Did someone in the 


household need to go to the doctor or hospital 


because of this illness? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


5. Utility Payment 
01 02 07 08 


B14.  In the past year, have you tried to work out a 


payment arrangement with your gas or 


electric utility company? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B15.  (Ask if B14=1, YES) Were you able to work YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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out a payment arrangement? 


B16.  (Ask if B14=1, YES) Did you contact a fuel 


fund or social services agency for assistance 


at this time? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B17.  (Ask if B16=1, YES) Was the fuel fund or 


social services agency able to help you? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B18.  (Ask if B14=1, YES) Did you apply for 


assistance from (STATE SPECIFIC 


LIHEAP NAME) at this time? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B19.  (Ask if B18=1, YES) Did you receive 


assistance from (STATE SPECIFIC 


LIHEAP NAME) at this time? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B20. (Ask if B19=1, YES or B17=1, YES) Was the 


(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) or 


social services assistance sufficient to prevent 


the utility from terminating your electric or 


gas service? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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C. Energy Insecurity Scale 


In the past 12 months, did you almost every month, some months, only in 1 or 2 months, or 


never do the following because there wasn‟t enough money for your energy bill? 


(INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF ASKED, ALMOST EVERY MONTH MEANS 10 OR MORE 


MONTHS, AND SOME MONTHS MEANS 3 TO 9 MONTHS.) 
  01 02 03 04 07 08 


C1. Did you worry that you wouldn‟t be able 


to pay your home energy bill? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C2. Did you reduce your expenses for what 


you consider to be basic household 


necessities? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C3. Did you need to borrow from a friend or 


relative to pay your home energy bill? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C4. Did you skip paying your home energy 


bill or pay less than your whole home 


energy bill? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C5. Did you have a supplier of your electric 


or home heating service threaten to 


disconnect your electricity or home 


heating fuel service, or discontinue 


making fuel deliveries? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C6. Did you close off part of your home 


because you could not afford to heat or 


cool it? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C7. Did you keep your home at a 


temperature that you felt was unsafe or 


unhealthy at any time of the year? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C8. Did you leave your home for part of the 


day because it was too hot or too cold? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C9. Did you use your kitchen stove or oven 


to provide heat? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


 
  01 02 07 08 


C10a. In the past 12 months, was your electricity ever shut off 


because you were unable to pay your electric bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C10b. ASK C10b if C10a=01, YES. 


Is your electricity service shut off now? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C10c. In the past 12 months, was your natural gas ever shut off 


because you were unable to pay your gas bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C10d. ASK C10d if C10c=01, YES. 


Is your gas service shut off now? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your main source of 


heat, but could not for one or more of the following reasons? 
  01 02 07 08 


C11. Your heating system was broken and you were unable to pay 


for its repair or replacement? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C12. You ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, LPG, propane, coal, or 


wood because you were unable to pay for a delivery? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C13. The utility company discontinued your gas or electric service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


(Ask C14 if C11=1, YES, OR C12=1, YES, OR C13=1, YES) 
  01 02 07 08 


C14. Did (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) help you to 


restore use of your main source of heat? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your air conditioner, 


but could not for one or more of the following reasons? 
  01 02 07 08 


C15. Your air conditioner was broken and you were unable to pay 


for its repair or replacement? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C16. The utility company discontinued your electric service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


(ASK C17-C19 IF C12=1, YES OR C13=1, YES, OR C16=1, YES, OR C10A=1, YES, OR 


C10C=1, YES) 


Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you had to do the following because the 


utility company discontinued your gas or electric service or because you ran out of fuel and 


could not pay for a delivery? 
  01 02 07 08 


C17. Did you have to go without showers or baths because you 


didn‟t have hot water? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C18. Did you have to go without hot meals because you didn‟t 


have cooking fuel? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C19. Did you have to use candles or lanterns because you didn‟t 


have lights? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


(READ IF S3=1 AND [C1=4, NEVER OR C7=4, NEVER OR [C12=2, N0, AND C13=2, NO, 


AND C16=2, NO, AND C10A=2, NO, AND C10C=2, NO]]) ELSE SKIP TO C23 


You stated that you did not face some of these problems that we asked about in the past year.  In 


the next few questions we ask whether you think you may have had some of these problems if 


(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not been available. 
  01 02 07 08 


C20. (Ask if C1=4, NEVER) Would you have worried about paying your home 


energy bill if (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not 


been available? 


YES NO DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C21. (Ask if C7=4, NEVER) Would you have needed to keep your home at a 


temperature that you felt was unsafe or unhealthy at any time of the year if 


(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not been 


available? 


YES NO DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 
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C22. (Ask if [C12=2, N0, AND C13=2, NO, AND C16=2, NO, AND C10A=2, 


NO, AND C10C=2, NO]) Would you have had your electricity or home 


heating fuel shut off or discontinued during a time when you needed it to 


heat or cool your home if (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) 


assistance had not been available? 


YES NO DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


 


[DO NOT ASK C23 IF S3=2,7,8] 


C23. How important has (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) been in helping you to meet 


your needs? (DO NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) 


 


01 VERY IMPORTANT (HAS MADE A VERY BIG DIFFERENCE) 


02 SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT (HAS MADE A DIFFERENCE) 


03 OF LITTLE IMPORTANCE (HAS MADE A SMALL DIFFERENCE) 


04 NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT (NOT BIG ENOUGH BENEFIT TO HELP) 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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D. Change in Circumstances 


 


D1. How do your energy bills this year compare to those last year? (DO NOT READ LIST 


EXCEPT TO PROMPT) **VARY THE ORDER OF RESPONSES 


 


01 SAME 


02 LOWER 


03 HIGHER 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


(Ask D2 if D1=3 “Higher”) 


D2. Why do you think your energy bills are higher than last year? (DO NOT PROMPT.  


MARK ALL THAT APPLY.) 


 


01 PRICES WERE HIGHER 


02 WINTER WAS COLDER 


03 SUMMER WAS WARMER 


05 OTHER______________ 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


D3. How does your financial situation this year compare to last year? (DO NOT READ LIST 


EXCEPT TO PROMPT) 


(OPTIONAL INTERVIEWER NOTE: I WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK ABOUT 


HOW DIFFICULT IT IS TO PAY ALL YOUR BILLS WITH YOUR CURRENT 


INCOME, COMPARED TO HOW DIFFICULT IT WAS LAST YEAR.) **VARY THE 


ORDER OF RESPONSES 


 


01 SAME 


02 WORSE 


03 BETTER 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


D4. How difficult is it for you to pay your energy bills compared to last year? (DO NOT 


READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) **VARY THE ORDER OF RESPONSES 


 


01 SAME 


02 MORE DIFFICULT 


03 LESS DIFFICULT 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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(Ask D5 if D4=2, “More difficult”) 


D5. What do you feel is the main reason that it is more difficult to pay your energy bills this 


year? (DO NOT PROMPT.) 


 


01 INCREASED ENERGY BILL 


02 INCREASED OTHER BILLS 


03 INCREASED PROPERTY TAXES 


04 INCREASED RENT 


05 INCREASED MEDICAL EXPENSES 


06 INCREASED PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 


07 LOWER INCOME/LOST JOB/WORSE ECONOMIC SITUATION 


95 OTHER______________ 


97 DON’T KNOW 


98 REFUSED 


  


D6. Have unaffordable energy bills forced you into bankruptcy in the past 12 months? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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E.   Healthy Homes 


 


In this section of the survey, we will ask some general questions about the home and the 


household members. 


 


E1. Does anyone smoke inside the house? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E2. How often do you use your bathroom exhaust fan when you are showering or bathing? 


 


01 Never/Don‟t have one 


02 Rarely 


03 Sometimes 


04 Always 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E3. How often do you use your kitchen exhaust fan when you are cooking? 


 


01 Never/Don‟t have one 


02 Rarely 


03 Sometimes 


04 Always 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E4. Have you seen mold in your home in the past year? 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E5.  Have you seen pests (cockroaches, ants, mice, rats…) in your home in the past year? 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E6. How do you rate the health of your household members overall? 


01   VERY HEALTHY 


02 SOMEWHAT HEALTHY 


03 SOMEWHAT UNHEALTHY 
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04 VERY UNHEALTHY 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E7. Does anyone in the home have symptoms of asthma, including coughing, wheezing, 


shortness of breath, chest tightness, or phlegm production? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E8. Does anyone in the home have chronic bronchitis, emphysema, or chronic obstructive 


pulmonary disease (COPD)? 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


(Ask E9 if E7=1, YES OR E8=1, YES) 


E9. Has anyone in the home gone to the emergency room or urgent care center for asthma, 


bronchitis, emphysema, or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD) in the past year? 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E10. Does anyone in the home have high blood pressure (hypertension), heart disease, heart 


attack, or stroke? 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E11. Does anyone in the home have allergies, or always seem to have a runny nose, wheezing, 


coughing, burning eyes, or headaches? 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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F.   Demographics 


 


F1. Do you own or rent your home? 


 


01 OWN 


02 RENT 


03 OTHER______________ 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F2. Including yourself, how many people normally live in this household?  (Interviewer 


instruction: if someone asks if a child who is away at college should be included, instruct 


them that the child should only be included if he/she is listed as a dependent on the 


household‟s tax form.)  (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


  


_________ OCCUPANTS 


 


F3. How many are 60 or older? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


  


_________ OCCUPANTS OVER AGE 60 


 


F4. How many are 18 or under? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ CHILDREN 18 OR UNDER 


 


(ASK F5 IF F4 ≠ 0) 


F5. How many are 5 or under? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ CHILDREN 5 OR UNDER 


 


F6. How many are disabled? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ DISABLED OCCUPANTS 


 


 


F7. Which fuel is used most for heating your home? (DO NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO 


PROMPT) 


 


01 GAS; FROM UNDERGROUND PIPES SERVING THE NEIGHBORHOOD 


02 GAS: BOTTLED, TANK OR LPG, OR PROPANE 


03 ELECTRICITY 
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04 FUEL OIL, KEROSENE, ETC. 


05 COAL OR COKE 


06 WOOD 


07 SOLAR ENERGY 


08 OTHER FUEL 


09 NO FUEL USED 


97 DON‟T KNOW  


98 REFUSED 


 


 


[ASK IF F1 ≠ 01] 


F8. Is heat included in your rent? 


 


 01 YES 


02 NO 


03 DO NOT PAY RENT 


 07 DON‟T KNOW 


 08 REFUSED 


 


F9. What is the main way that you cool your home on the hottest days of the summer? (DO 


NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) 


 


01 CENTRAL AIR CONDITIONER 


02 WINDOW OR WALL AIR CONDITIONER 


03 EVAPORATIVE COOLING OR SWAMP COOLERS 


04 FANS 


05 NONE 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F10. In the past 12 months, what was the cost of electricity, gas, and other fuels (oil, coal, 


kerosene, wood, etc.) for your home? (give option to provide monthly cost) (DO NOT 


READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.)  


  


01 ≤$500 


02 $501 - $1,000 


03 $1,001 - $1,500 


04 $1,501 - $2,000 


05 $2001 OR MORE 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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F11. In the past 12 months, did you not pay your home energy bill or not pay your bill in full 


because of expenses for medical bills or prescription medicine? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08  REFUSED 


 


F12.    In the past 12 months, did any member of your household have any necessary medical 


equipment that uses electricity? 


 (OPTIONAL INTERVIEWER NOTE: I WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK ABOUT 


ANY NECESSARY MEDICAL EQUIPMENT THAT USES ELECTRICITY, SUCH 


AS AN OXYGEN MACHINE OR A NEBULIZER.) 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F13. In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive employment 


income from wages and salaries or self-employment income from a business or farm? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F14. In the past 12 months, was any member of your household unemployed and looking for 


work? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F15.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive retirement 


income from Social Security or pensions and other retirement funds? 


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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F16.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive benefits from 


Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), 


or general assistance or public assistance? 


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F17.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive Food Stamps or 


live in public or subsidized housing? 


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


F18. What is your household's annual income? (give option to provide monthly income) (DO 


NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.) 


 


01 $5,000 


02 $5,001 - $10,000 


03 $10,001 - $15,000 


04 $15,001 - $20,000 


05 $20,001 - $25,000 


06 $25,001 - $30,000 


07 $30,001 - $35,000 


08 $35,001 - $40,000 


09 >$40,000 


97 DON‟T KNOW 


98 REFUSED 


 


That was my last question. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. Have a pleasant 


day/evening. 








Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy


Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and  
Social Inclusion Strategy


:


In Manitoba, we believe all people deserve a 
high quality of life and the opportunity to realize 
their potential. Poverty reduction is an important 
part of our plan to build our economy and our 
communities. However, poverty reduction is more 
than just sound economic development. Taking 
action to reduce poverty is the right thing to do.


The solutions to poverty lie with all Manitobans: 
all levels of government, businesses, community 
groups, educators, and citizens, striving together 
for a strong, successful province.  is a 
strategy for the whole province – urban centres, 
rural areas, and northern Manitoba.


 builds on the past decade of poverty 
reduction initiatives in Manitoba. It brings together 
successful initiatives that help reduce poverty 
and improve social inclusion, while creating 
new initiatives to build on our past successes. 


 is the Manitoba government’s renewed 
commitment to action. 


In 2009, 9.7 per cent of Manitobans lived in  
low-income. While this is too high, it’s important 
to note that significant progress has been made 
in the past decade. In 2000, the rate was 10.8 per 
cent. This means that in 2009, there were 6,000 
fewer Manitobans living in poverty than in 2000.  


Because of systemic barriers, some Manitobans 
are more likely to live in poverty. They include 
women (10.1 per cent), single parents (24.2 per 
cent) and Aboriginal Manitobans (17.2 per cent). 
We also know that newcomers and persons with 


Introduction


disabilities (12.7 per cent) are at a higher risk of 
experiencing poverty than other Manitobans. Our 


 strategy addresses these discrepancies 
through targeted programs and initiatives.


Poverty is not just about money – it is also about 
social exclusion. Social exclusion happens when 
people are discouraged or blocked from fully 
participating in society because of barriers such as 
unemployment, poor housing, lack of accessible 
options, family breakdown, addictions, mental 
illness, outdated beliefs about their capabilities and 
discrimination. These barriers can keep people from 
accessing the benefits, resources and opportunities 
they need to participate more fully in their 
communities and reach their full potential. 


We envision a future where people are socially 
included, connected to their communities, 
participating in the economy and contributing 
to our province. 


Poverty is complex and goes beyond having 
enough money to live each day. We will work 
to create the conditions that allow people to 
participate fully in society as valued, respected 
and contributing members. 


Everyone benefits from a society that helps all 
individuals to participate, and to prosper.


Our Vision for Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion


May 2012


Available in alternate formats upon request.
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Values & Guiding 
Principles


Reducing Poverty in 
Manitoba: Progress So Far


• We recognize that poverty is complex and 
requires long-term solutions that get at root 
causes.


• We will focus on building policies and programs 
based on evidence, and invest in what works.


• We recognize certain groups of Manitobans bear 
a greater burden of poverty and social exclusion 
than others (ex: women, single parents, 
Aboriginal Manitobans, newcomers, persons 
with disabilities).


• We understand the complex relationship 
between poverty and social exclusion – poverty 
contributes to social exclusion and social 
exclusion can lead to poverty. 


• We need several approaches to address all 
angles: preventing people from falling into 
poverty; reducing the number of people living in 
poverty; and improving the lives of those living 
in poverty. 


• We recognize the importance of supporting 
Manitobans as they achieve income stability and 
move towards financial independence.


• We need to build partnerships with other 
governments, businesses, non-profit 
organizations, communities and individuals to 
achieve our goals. As part of this, we are working 
in partnership with the non-profit sector to 
reduce red tape and make it easier for agencies  
to provide valuable services to Manitobans.  
This will  give agencies the financial stability and 
flexibility to focus on providing services.


• fewer Manitobans living in poverty – a decrease of 
6,000 (from 2000 to 2009) 


• increased minimum wages to help the lowest income 
earners and their families – Manitoba’s minimum 
wage is currently at $10/hour and will increase to 
$10.25/hour on Oct. 1, 2012


• more people working – Manitoba’s provincial 
unemployment rate in 2011 was 5.4 per cent, 
compared to 7.4 per cent for all of Canada 


• an increase in funded child care spaces – 11,000 new 
spaces funded since 1999 – importance of good child 
care in helping parents get and keep jobs 


• fewer barriers to employment (ex: Rewarding Work 
Health Plan) – helps Manitobans transitioning from 
income assistance to work


• Children’s Opticare – helps with the cost of 
eyeglasses for children living in low-income families 


• strong Pay Day Loan legislation and enforcement 
– protects low-income Manitobans from unfair 
practices


• RentAid – provides more assistance for low-income 
renters


: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy
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Framework


Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy


Based on feedback from Manitobans across the province, the  framework  
is supported by four linked pillars:


: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy


PILLAR ONE:


Safe, affordable 
housing in supportive 


communities


PILLAR TWO: 


Education, jobs  
and income 


support


PILLAR THREE: 


Strong, healthy 
families


PILLAR FOUR: 


Accessible,  
co-ordinated 


services


Key actions and initiatives since 2009 include: 


• HOMEWorks! Long-term Housing Strategy


• HOMEWorks! Homeless Strategy


• The Winnipeg Regeneration Strategy 


• Neighbourhoods Alive!


• Lighthouse & SafetyAid programs


• Aging in Place / Long-Term Care Strategy


We recognize the need for adequate, affordable housing for individuals and families to move out of poverty. 
Strategic investments in housing stimulate the economy, promote community and economic development, 
enhance social well-being, and improve our infrastructure for future generations. 


Homeless Strategy
Manitoba has developed housing projects for 
homeless individuals, which are accompanied 
by outreach and support services to maintain 
a stable tenancy. Based on a HOUSING FIRST 
approach, these services connect homeless 
people to permanent housing and health and 
social supports.


PILLAR ONE: Safe, Affordable Housing in Supportive Communities







Rewarding Work in Education
This community internship program supports up to 120 people in culturally appropriate, 
community-based training to become certified education assistants (EA) or child care 
assistants (CCA).This program helps more low-income, newcomer and Aboriginal people get 
the training they need to work in important jobs in schools and child care centres. 


The 11-month EA training began in July 2011. CCA training sessions began in September 2011.
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: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy


• Rewarding Work – programs that 
support Manitobans as they move from 
income assistance to employment


• marketAbilities initiatives – supports for 
persons with disabilities to help them 
find employment


• Let’s Make a Better Deal™ – 
Manitoba’s five-year plan for stronger 
consumer protection


• Bright Futures Fund – encourages 
at-risk students to stay in school and 
pursue college and university


• Training for Tomorrow Scholarship 
Program –encourages women to enter 
math, science and technology college 
training


• ACCESS programs at universities 
and colleges – academic, personal 
and financial support to provide 
opportunities for under-represented 
Manitoba groups to access post-
secondary education


PILLAR TWO: Education, Jobs and Income Support


We recognize the need for strategic investments in our people through education, training, and employment 
programs and supports. Key actions and initiatives focus on skills, literacy, transitions from unemployment to 
work, education and training opportunities, and income supports. 


Manitoba is currently implementing several 
long-term projects in this area:


ABILITIES







The Triple P Parent Line


The Triple P (Positive Parenting Program) Parent Line offers Manitoba parents free, confidential, 
non-emergency, parenting support, based on the Triple P Positive Parenting Program.


The Parent Line is open from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Monday to Friday. Parents, guardians or 
caregivers can call this line at 204-945-4777 or toll free at 1-877-945-4777 (in Manitoba). 
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• Healthy Child Manitoba 


• Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year 
Agenda for Early Learning and Child 
Care


• Changes for Children: Strengthening 
the Commitment to Child Welfare 
Action Plan 


• Tracia’s Trust: Manitoba’s Sexual 
Exploitation Strategy


• Reclaiming Hope: Manitoba’s Youth 
Suicide Prevention Strategy


• Manitoba Women’s Health Strategy


• The Northern Healthy Foods Initiative


• Children’s disABILITY Services


• Thrive! Manitoba’s Autism Strategy


• The Age-Friendly Intergenerational 
Initiative


• ManitobaParentZone.ca


• Grants to agencies supporting low-
income families in their communities


PILLAR THREE: Strong, Healthy Families


We recognize that strong and well-functioning families are better able to raise physically and emotionally healthy 
children who are safe and secure, successful at learning, and socially engaged and responsible. 


Manitoba has a strong foundation of strategies and initiatives addressing a wide range of topics promoting the 
well-being of families and children. Examples include: 
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: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy


ServiceLink
ServiceLink is an on-line tool that helps Manitobans identify their eligibility for family services and 


housing benefits and services.  


The website can be found at: http://web6.gov.mb.ca/FSHServiceLink/en/index 


• ACCESS centres – bringing health and 
social services together under one roof


• Connecting Employment Manitoba and 
Employment and Income Assistance 
(EIA) – getting Manitobans direct access 
to the supports they need to transition 
from EIA benefits to employment and 
financial independence


• Manitoba Children and Youth 
Opportunities – a new provincial 
department dedicated to children and 
youth, with a focus on preventing crime 
by giving kids access to educational, 
recreational and mentorship 
opportunities


• MYTEAM: Manitoba Youth Transitional 
Employment Assistance Mentorship 
– helping youth transition from child 
welfare services to successful adulthood


• Consolidated Specialized Services for 
Children and Youth with Disabilities – an 
innovative, one-stop rehabilitation centre 
that offers integrated special services for 
children and youth with disabilities


PILLAR FOUR: Accessible, Co-ordinated Services


We aim to ensure that Manitoba government services are: responsive to the needs of individuals, families 
and communities; co-ordinated; and integrated across departments. This way, all Manitobans can easily 
access the information and supports they need to reach their full potential.


Key actions to date include:


• Striving for no dead-ends in education, by working 
with schools, colleges and universities so students 
get credit for the work they do, wherever they 
complete their degrees; taking action to ensure all 
high school students have education and training 
options to keep them in school until they are 18
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Key Priorities: 2012 - 2016


As we move into the next four years of the 
 strategy, the direction is clear. Manitoba’s 


goal is to make progress on our set of indicators 
in each year of this strategy. We believe the 21 
indicators together provide a more accurate picture 
of poverty in our province than any single measure 
could.


We are living in tough economic times. Making 
progress will be a challenge. Partnerships with the 
federal, municipal and First Nations governments, 
businesses and community agencies will need to 
grow. It is going to be hard work, but Manitoba is 
committed to taking action against poverty. 


To meet our goal, we have identified seven priority 
areas that the  strategy will focus on over 
the next four years. They are:


1. Building Blocks for Employment


2. Targeted Supports for Those Most in Need 


3. Food Security


4. Housing


5. Closing the Gap for Aboriginal Manitobans


6. Creating Opportunities for Youth


7. Early Childhood Development and Parenting 
Supports
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Priority 1: Building Blocks for Employment


The best route out of poverty is through a 
well-paying job. Therefore, a key priority of 
the Manitoba government is expanding job, 
education and training opportunities. Manitoba 
continues to focus on building opportunities by 
helping workers during labour market transitions, 
providing access to apprenticeship programs 
and supporting infrastructure projects with an 
emphasis on training and employment, and 
providing more opportunities for Manitobans to 
learn and train in their own communities.


Priority 2: Targeted Supports for Those 
Most in Need 


Some Manitobans are already living in low-
income. Others are at a higher risk of living 
in low-income.This may be because they face 
complex, multiple risk factors. Maybe they 
receive income assistance. Maybe they are 
struggling with addiction, physical or mental 
health issues. Maybe they face access barriers 
because they were born with a disability or 
acquired one later in life. Research shows that 
poverty impacts men and women differently, and 


these differences need to be considered when 
exploring solutions and actions. People are also 
at greater risk of living in low-income when they 
experience times of change or transition. These 
“trigger points” include major life changes like 
having children, getting separated or divorced, 
becoming an adult, transitioning from child 
welfare services, losing a job or becoming ill. 
Seniors may also experience low-incomes and 
limited opportunities for social inclusion. Our 
strategy includes targeted programs and services 
to help those most at risk.


Priority 3: Food Security


Food security exists when all people at all times, 
have physical and economic access to sufficient, 
safe, and nutritious food to meet their dietary 
needs and food preferences for an active and 
healthy life (Food and Agriculture Organization, 
1996).


Food security is important to all Manitobans. 
But not all citizens have the same access to 
affordable, healthy food in this province. Along 
with access to food, all Manitobans require 
access to safe, clean water.
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Priority 4: Housing


Shelter is a basic human need and housing 
provides a stable base to help individuals, 
communities and the economy thrive. 
Families and individuals who have good 
quality, stable, affordable, accessible housing 
have an improved quality of life. Housing is 
at the centre of well-being. It is a key part of 
helping individuals, families and communities 
realize their full potential.


Priority 5: Closing the Gap for Aboriginal 
Manitobans


Many Aboriginal Manitobans face unique 
challenges that require targeted supports 
and services. Manitoba is committed to 
addressing the gaps in well-being between 
Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal Manitobans. 


Priority 6: Creating Opportunities for 
Youth


An important part of poverty reduction and 
social inclusion is allowing and supporting 
youth to become socially connected, engaged 
and supported by their community. 


Young people need access to recreation, arts 
and education. They need a safe place to live. 
They need jobs. They need love and support. 
They need a sense of community. We want 
our youth to be well-educated to secure a 
strong future. We will focus on innovative 
ways to help our youth overcome barriers 
and challenges so they can reach their full 
potential.


Priority 7: Early Childhood Development and 
Parenting Supports


Manitoba’s children deserve the best possible 
start in life. Recent research supports the fact 
that healthy, early childhood development is a key 
factor in determining success later in life. Quality 
child care is an excellent opportunity to provide 
early childhood education and ensure all children 
have the same chance for healthy development. 


Strong communities and involved parents 
contribute to learning and help students to 
succeed academically and socially. When links 
among school, families and the local community 
are strong, children do better. Families create 
the base for children to become self-sufficient 
and responsible adults, which supports social 
inclusion. As part of the strategy, Manitoba 
will continue to strengthen its accessible, 
early-learning, child care, and early childhood 
development programming, and provide 
innovative programs and supports for parents.


: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy
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Objectives: Indicators:


PILLAR ONE: 
Safe, Affordable  
Housing in 
Supportive 
Communities


• To ensure that Manitobans have 
access to safe, adequate and 
affordable housing.


• To ensure that people living in 
Manitoba communities and 
neighbourhoods are well supported, 
leading to greater  
social inclusion.


1. Total units of social and affordable 
housing supported by Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Corporation 
(MHRC). 


2. New households served through 
MHRC programs and services.


3. Households in Core Housing Need.


4. Sense of community belonging. 


PILLAR TWO: 
Education, Jobs  
and Income 
Support


• To ensure that more Manitobans 
participate in high school, post-
secondary and adult education,  
and are prepared to participate in 
the labour market.


• To ensure that Manitobans have 
financial security through work,  
and access to income supports  
as needed.


• To ensure that the number of 
Manitobans living in low-income  
is reduced.


5. Graduation rates. 


6. Participation in adult learning 
programs.


7. Employment rates.


8. Average weekly earnings.


9. Minimum wage rates. 


10. Low-income rates. 


11. Income inequality. 


12. Post-secondary education 
participation.


PILLAR THREE: 
Strong, Healthy 
Families


• To ensure that Manitoba children 
and families are emotionally and 
physically healthy, safe and secure, 
socially engaged and responsible, 
and have access to supports that 
allow them to reach their full 
potential.


13. Early Development Instrument 
scores.


14. Availability of child care. 


15. Children in care.


16. Teen birth rates.


17. Potential Years of Life Lost (PYLL)  
by income quintile. 


18. Prevalence of chronic disease by 
income quintile.


PILLAR FOUR: 
Accessible,  
Co-ordinated 
Services


• To ensure that Manitoba 
government services are  
accessible, co-ordinated and 
integrated across departments.


• To ensure that Manitobans have 
access to information and supports 
that are responsive to their needs.


19. Average monthly number of people 
receiving co-ordinated home care 
services.


20. Continuity of physician care.


21. Number of people using Access 
Centres.


 Pillars: Building Blocks to Success







Conclusion 
Issues contributing to poverty are 
complicated. They require creative ideas to 
improve programs and services that enable 
Manitobans – those currently living in low-
income and those at risk of falling into 
poverty – to live independently and with 
dignity. 


Each fiscal year, Manitoba will release 
a budget statement. It will outline our 
annual plan to achieve our goal to make 
progress on all our indicators. We will also 
release an annual report discussing the 
progress we have made towards reaching 
that goal.


We recognize the important work already 
being done to support people living in low-
income. Community agencies and individual 
Manitobans work hard to support their 
friends, neighbours and fellow citizens. They 
are integral to the work of reducing poverty 
and increasing social inclusion. 


It is going to be hard work, but we are 
committed to taking action against 
poverty and improving social inclusion for 
Manitobans. We invite all Manitobans to 
join us in this work.
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national council of welfare reportS
no. 1


S I N G L E  P E R S O N  C O N S I D E R E D  E M P L O Y A B L E
this is one of four bulletins providing welfare income information on four household types. there is also a 
methodology bulletin you may wish to consult for further explanation.


W I D E  V A R I A t I O N  A C R O S S  t h E  C O u N t R Y


Basic Social 
Assistance����


Othe����r P/t*  
Be����ne����fits GSt Cre����dit Othe����r P/t* 


tax Cre����dits
total 


Income����


newfoundland and labrador (nl) $7,947 $1,200 $261 $40 $9,448


prince edward island (pe) $6,432 $240 $6,672


nova Scotia (nS) $6,060 $240 $6,300


new Brunswick (nB) $3,447 $240 $3,687


Quebec (Qc) $6,904 $240 $7,143


ontario (on) $6,732 $240 $380 $7,352


manitoba (mB) $6,186 $240 $6,426


Saskatchewan (SK) $7,768 $245 $107 $8,120


alberta (aB) $5,186 $240 $5,426


British columbia (Bc) $7,320 $35 $240 $175 $7,770


Yukon (Yt) $13,460 $155 $327 $13,942


northwest territories (nt) $16,942 $359 $17,301


nunavut (nu) $40,716 $311 $41,049


*provincial/territorial


W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  S t I L L  D R A M A t I C A L L Y  L O W


W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s  c o m p a r i s o n  i n  $


 We����lfare���� 
Income���� At LICO MBM* Ave����rage���� At 


Income����*
We����lfare���� 
Income���� At LICO MBM* Ave����rage���� At 


Income����*


NL $9,448 $15,538 $14,778 $23,946 ON $7,352 $18,373 $16,238 $33,360


PE $6,672 $15,344 $15,762 $23,536 MB $6,426 $18,373 $13,935 $29,165


NS $6,300 $15,538 $15,306 $25,481 SK $8,120 $15,538 $14,179 $28,858


 NB $3,687 $15,538 $13,846 $25,583 AB $5,426 $18,373 $15,974 $40,012


QC $7,143 $18,373 $13,557 $27,323 BC $7,770 $18,373 $16,259 $30,802


* estimated
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W e l f a r e  i n c o m e s  c o m p a r e d  t o  a f t e r - t a x  L I C O ,  M B M  a n d  a f t e r - t a x 
a v e r a g e  i n c o m e  ( 2 0 0 8 )


●● the lowest welfare income was in new Brunswick at 24% of the at lico, 27% of the mBm, and only  
14% of at average income.


●● in newfoundland and labrador it reached 61% of the at lico, 64% of the mBm and 39% of at 
average income.


L I Q u I D  A S S E t  R u L E S  N O t  h E L P I N G


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  a t  a p p l i c a t i o n


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  o n c e  o n  w e l f a r e


●● none of the asset exemption levels is generous, but some are non-existent. Having low or no 
exemptions for some applicants means that they have to spend their last dollar before they  
can qualify for assistance.
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E X t E N t  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  D E C L I N E  I N  R E C E N t  Y E A R S


2008 
Amount Pe����ak Ye����ar Pe����ak 


Amount*
$ Change���� from 
Pe����ak to 2008


Low  
Ye����ar


Low 
Amount*


$ Change���� from 
Low Amount  


to 2008


NL $9,448 2007 $9,563 -$115 1989 $5,789 $3,659


PE $6,672 1992 $10,984 -$4,312 2005 $6,624 $47


NS $6,300 1989 $9,074 -$2,774 2000 $5,473 $827


NB $3,687 1991 $4,524 -$837 2006 $3,648 $39


QC $7,143 1993 $8,419 -$1,276 2008 $7,143 $0


ON $7,352 1992 $11,400 -$4,048 2008 $7,352 $0


MB $6,426 1992 $9,639 -$3,214 2007 $5,961 $465


SK $8,120 2007 $9,315 -$1,195 2004 $6,811 $1,309


AB $5,426 1986 $10,542 -$5,116 2007 $5,175 $251


BC $7,770 1994 $9,069 -$1,300 2006 $6,757 $1,013


Yt $13,942 2001 $14,398 -$456 1986 $8,947 $4,995


Nt $17,301 2008 $17,301 $0 1998 $9,646 $7,655


Nu $41,049 2008 $41,049 $0 2007 $39,500 $1,549


*peak amounts and low amounts are in 2008 constant dollars.


●● 2008 was the peak year in 2 cases and a low year in 2 others. 


●● the vast majority of welfare incomes peaked many years ago. 


●● the amount of the decrease in total welfare incomes is severe in some cases. 
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P e r c e n t a g e  c h a n g e  f r o m  p e a k  t o  2 0 0 8  a m o u n t  b y  p r o v i n c e  a n d  t e r r i t o r y


P e r c e n t a g e  C h a n g e  f r o m  L o w  A m o u n t  t o  2 0 0 8  a m o u n t  b y  p r o v i n c e  
a n d  t e r r i t o r y


●● for ontario and Quebec, the 2008 amount was the lowest one since we have calculated 
comparable data. for the northwest territories, Yukon and newfoundland and labrador, the 2008 
amount represented more than a 50% increase compared to the lowest year. 
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B R I D G I N G  F R O M  W E L F A R E  t O  P A I D  E M P L O Y M E N t


earnings exemptions—that portion of earned 
income not clawed back by welfare—as well  
as the federal working income tax Benefit (witB) 
and provincial or territorial work-related benefits or 
supplements, not only allow recipients to increase 
their overall income, but are intended to encourage 
work experience and the transition to the labour 
market. But you don’t necessarily keep the worth 
of your earnings. it all depends on the welfare rules 
and rates where you live.
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T h e  t o t a l  i n c o m e  f r o m  w e l f a r e  a n d  e a r n i n g s  a l s o  v a r i e s


T o  h e l p  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  c h a r t s ,  m e e t  ‘ D a v e ’
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Dave is a single person living on welfare in 
winnipeg and considered employable by 
his provincial welfare ministry. in 2008 he 
received an estimated $535 each month 
($515 welfare and $20 GSt credit). if Dave 
worked while on welfare and earned $600 
monthly, how much was that extra income 
worth? first, his provincial welfare would be 
clawed back by $280. then, Dave would 
gain an estimated $38 from the federal 
witB and $50 as a provincial work benefit. 
in the end, his $600 was worth $408. this 
does not include work-related expenses  
like clothing or transport. if Dave lived in 
any other province, he would keep less 
than $408. with $600 earnings, Dave  
would get the highest total income in 
newfoundland and labrador ($932) or 
manitoba ($924); he would get far less in 
British columbia ($648) or new Brunswick 
($630), as the second chart shows.
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AARP is a nonprofit, nonpartisan membership organization that helps people 50+ have 
independence, choice and control in ways that are beneficial and affordable to them and 
society as a whole. AARP neither endorses candidates for public office nor makes 
political contributions. We produce AARP The Magazine, published bimonthly; AARP 
Bulletin, our monthly newspaper; AARP Segunda Juventud, our bimonthly magazine in 
Spanish and English; NRTA Live & Learn, our quarterly newsletter for 50+ educators; 
and our website, www.aarp.org. AARP Foundation is our affiliated charity that provides 
security, protection, and empowerment to older persons in need with support from 
thousands of volunteers, donors, and sponsors. We have staffed offices in all 50 states, 
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 


AARP collected the data for this project through a telephone survey administered by 
International Communications Research (ICR). This report was written by Gerard 
Rainville, Senior Research Advisor, AARP Strategic Issues Research. For additional 
information contact Gerard Rainville at GRainville@aarp.org. 







AARP recently commissioned a nationwide survey to determine how people 45 years or 
older cope with rising home energy prices and related economic issues. The survey 
asked respondents about their level of concern over increases in home energy costs. It 
also examined the hardships rising costs have caused and the actions respondents 
have taken to cope with these hardships. 


The survey finds that a majority of adults agree that the government should help to pay 
some of the home cooling and heating costs for people who cannot afford these costs. It 
also notes relative hardships for those who state their home energy costs have 
increased relative to those whose home energy costs have not. On almost all indicators, 
more respondents earning up to $50,000 annually report having hardships than do 
those earning over $50,000 annually. This brief summary report highlights some of the 
survey findings. 


Survey findings include: 


•	 About two-thirds of those over 45 that reported an increase in their home 
energy costs have a gas utility bill; more than a quarter of those that 
reported increased costs have some form of heating oil or delivered fuel 
(see table 1). 


•	 More than seventy percent of those 45 and older agree that the government 
should help to pay some of the home cooling and heating costs for people 
who cannot afford these costs . This includes 74% of those reporting higher 
fuel costs and 81% of those earning no more than $50,000. (see table 2). 


•	 About three-quarters of respondents expect increases in home energy 
costs in the next year. Among these, 7 in 10 are at least “a little worried” about 
this expected increase. (see table 2).  


•	 Those reporting increases in home energy costs were more likely to take 
proactive measures to decrease costs. For example, 50% of those reporting 
increased home energy costs tried to heat or cool only certain parts of their 
house or apartment to save money compared to 35% of those who did not report 
an increase in home energy costs. (see table 3). 


•	 57% report that home energy costs have led them to plan on spending less 
during the holiday season. This includes 67% of those earning up to $50,000 
and 44% earning more than $50,000. (see table 3). 


•	 More of those earning up to $50,000 and those reporting increases in home 
energy costs report hardships and consequences related to the recent 
economic downturn than those earning over $50,000 or not reporting 
increased home energy costs. This includes 69% of those earning up to 
$50,000 reporting that the economy makes it harder to pay for essentials (food, 
gas, medicine) compared to 35% of those earning more. On the same measure, 
56% of those reporting increased home energy costs reported this hardship 
compared to 46% among those not reporting increases in such costs. (see table 
4). 







Survey methodology 


The study was conducted for AARP via telephone by ICR, an independent research 
company. Interviews were conducted from August 1 – August 10, 2008 among a 
nationally representative sample of 1255 respondents 45 years of age or older who 
handle the energy bills or know how much they are for their home.  The margin of error 
for total respondents is +/-2.77% at the 95% confidence level.   
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AARP Survey on Home Energy Costs
Detailed Data Tables 


Table 1: Sources of home heating/cooling 


Age Groups Income Change in prices Total 


45-
49 


50-
64 65+ Up to 


$50,000K 50,000K+ 


Reported 
no 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Reported 
an 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Pay an 
electric bill 


94 97 97 95 99 92 99 97 


Pay a gas 
utility 


68 57 66 58 66 54 64 62 


Pay a 
heating oil or 
other 
delivered fuel 
company 


27 22 23 23 23 13 27 23 
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Table 2: Attitudes and concerns about home heating/cooling costs 



Age Groups Income Change in prices Total 


45-
49 


50-
64 65+ 


Up to 
$50,000 


K 
50,000K+ 


Reported 
no 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Reported 
an 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Agree that the 
government 
should help to 
pay some of 
the home 
energy costs 
for people who 
cannot afford 
these costs 


74 71 71 81 58 65 74 71 


Agree that 
elected officials 
are doing 
enough to help 
people affected 
by soaring 
home energy 
costs. 


12 18 17 17 18 25 14 17 


Report 
increase in 
home cooling 
and heating 
costs over the 
past year. 


69 77 79 74 75 -- -- 74 


Expect their 
home energy 
costs will 
increase in the 
next year. 


74 81 77 82 76 64 84 79 


Percent 
reporting being 
at least a little 
worried about 
increased costs 
among those 
who expect 
rising home 
energy costs in 
the new year 


72 74 61 74 64 59 72 70 
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Table 3: Actions to cope with, and consequences of, home energy costs 



Age Groups Income Change in prices Total 


45-
49 


50-
64 


65 
+ 


Up to 
$50,000K 


50,000K 
+ 


Reported 
no 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Reported 
an 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Tried to heat or 
cool only 
certain parts of 
your house or 
apartment to 
save money. 


47 50 39 46 46 35 50 46 


Tried to set or 
adjust the 
thermostat to 
save money. 


83 85 74 81 83 76 83 81 


Tried to use 
less energy by 
adding 
insulation, 
using low-
energy bulbs, 
sealing air 
leaks, etc. 


80 74 66 70 78 66 75 73 


Home energy 
costs increased 
credit card debt 


16 13 10 16 9 8 14 12 


Home energy 
costs reduced 
holiday 
spending plan 


59 58 53 67 44 48 60 57 


Home energy 
costs caused 
disconnection 
of at least one 
utility 


12 7 2 8 5 3 7 6 


Home energy 
costs lead to 
putting off 
paying utility bill 


19 15 6 18 8 4 16 13 


Home energy 
costs lead to 
home energy-
efficiency 
projects 


73 65 54 59 72 59 65 63 
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Table 4: Actions to cope with, and consequences of, economic downturn 



Age Groups Income Change in prices Total 


45-
49 


50-
64 


65 
+ 


Up to 
$50,000K 


50,000K 
+ 


Reported 
no 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Reported 
an 


increase 
in home 
energy 
costs 


Economy 
makes it harder 
to pay for 
essentials 
(food, gas, 
medicine) 


53 56 51 69 35 46 56 54 


Economy 
makes paying 
for utilities 
harder 


44 46 37 53 31 24 49 42 


Economy leads 
to borrowing to 
pay for living 
expenses 


18 16 6 21 5 13 13 13 


Economy leads 
to seeking 
assistance from 
friends, family, 
charities or 
churches 


18 11 8 17 6 8 12 11 


Economy 
makes it harder 
to pay 
mortgage or 
rent 


36 29 17 35 17 22 28 27 


Economy lead 
to postponing 
paying some 
bills 


34 26 11 29 15 12 26 22 


Economy lead 
to prematurely 
withdrawing 
401K, IRA, 
other 
investments 


17 20 16 24 13 18 19 18 
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Table 5: Selected Regional Findings
 


Region 
Southeast Southwest West Midwest Northeast 


Agree that 
elected officials 
are doing enough 
to help people 
affected by 
soaring home 
energy costs. 


13 16 24 17 13 


Report increase 
in home cooling 
and heating costs 
over the past 
year. 


71 72 72 75 83 


Expect their 
home heating and 
cooling costs will 
increase in the 
next year. 


80 71 77 80 86 


Percent reporting 
being at least a 
little worried 
about increased 
costs among 
those who expect 
rising home 
energy costs in 
the new year 


67 66 69 70 77 


Tried to heat or 
cool only certain 
parts of your 
house or 
apartment to save 
money. 


35 41 47 50 60 


Home energy 
costs increased 
credit card debt 


13 9 13 9 19 


Home energy 
costs reduces 
holiday spending 
plan 


64 49 52 56 63 


Home energy 
costs lead to 
home energy-
efficiency projects 


60 59 59 66 70 
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AARP Survey on Home Energy Costs 


EI-1 Do you handle the energy bills or know how much they are for your home or apartment.?  


Yes, handle them or know how 
much they are 


No, do not handle 
them 


Don’t 
know Refused 


8/10/08 100 -- -- --


EI-2 Do you agree or disagree that the government should help to pay some of the home cooling and 
heating costs for people who cannot afford these costs? 


AGREE DISAGREE Don’t 
know RefusedNET Strongly Somewhat NET Somewhat Strongly 


8/10/08 71 43 28 25 11 14 3 * 


EI-3 Do you feel your elected officials are doing enough to help people affected by soaring energy 
costs? 


Yes No Don’t know Refused 
8/10/08 17 74 9 * 


EI-4 Does your household receive a bill from any of the following companies? How about the 
(INSERT)? 


Yes No Don’t know Refused 
a. Electric company 97 3 -- --
b. Gas utility company 62 38 * --
c. Heating oil or other delivered fuel company 23 77 * --
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EI-5 Over the past year, would you say your home cooling and heating costs…? 


Went 
down 


Stayed 
the same 


WENT UP Don’t 
know RefusedNET Some A lot 


8/10/08 7 17 74 36 38 1 * 


EI-6 In the next year, do you think your home and heating costs will…? 


Go down Stay the same Go up Don’t know Refused 
8/10/08 6 11 79 4 * 


(Asked of total 45+ who handle energy bills/know how much they are for home/apartment who  
think their home and heating costs will go up in the next year; n = 987) 
EI-6a How concerned are you about your home cooling and/or heating costs going up?  Would you 


say …? 


I don’t 
think about 


it at all 


I think about it, 
but I don’t 


worry 


WORRY 
Don’t 
know RefusedNET A little 


To a moderate 
degree A lot 


8/10/08 6 25 70 21 26 23 -- * 


EI-6/6a. Combo Table 


8/13/07 
Think home and heating costs will go up in the next year 79 


Don’t think about it at all 5 
Think about it but don’t worry 19 


 Worry about it 55 
A little 16 
To a moderate degree 21 
A lot 18 


Think home and heating costs will go down in the next year 6 
Think home and heating costs will stay the same in the next year 11 
Don’t know 4 
Refused * 


EI-7 Have you taken any of the following actions to pay for your home heating and cooling bills?  
Have you (INSERT)? 


Yes No 
Don’t 
know Refused 


a. Tried to heat or cool only certain parts of your house or apartment 46 54 * * 
b. Tried to set or adjust the thermostat to save money 81 19 * --
c. Tried to use less energy by adding insulation, using low-energy  


bulbs, sealing air leaks, and so on 
73 27 * --


-9-








EI-8 How have RISING HOME ENERGY COSTS affected you or your family?  (INSERT)? 


Yes No 
Don’t 
know Refused 


a. Has it increased your credit card debt 12 87 1 * 
b. Do you plan to spend less during the holiday season 57 40 3 * 
c. Do you plan to spend less during the back-to-school season, if  


applicable 
29 67 3 2 


d. Has it caused a disconnection of at least one utility service 6 94 * --
e. Have you put off paying a utility bill 13 87 * * 
f. Have you made changes to your home to make it energy-efficient 63 36 1 * 


EI-9 How have recent changes in THE ECONOMY affected you or your family? Have you 
(INSERT)? 


Yes No 
Not 


applicable 
Don’t 
know Refused 


a. Found it more difficult to pay for essential items such as food,  
gas and medicine 


54 46 * * * 


b. Found it more difficult to pay for utilities such as heating,  
cooling, or phone service 


42 56 * 1 * 


c. Had to borrow money to pay everyday living expenses 13 86 * -- * 
d. Had to seek assistance from family, friends, charities, or  


churches 
11 88 * -- * 


e. Found it more difficult to pay your mortgage or rent 27 63 10 * * 
f. Postponed paying some bills 22 77 * * * 
g. Prematurely withdrew funds from your 401K, IRA or other  
 investments 


18 73 8 * * 


AM-1 Are you or your spouse or partner currently a member of AARP (IF NECESSARY: formerly 
known as the American Association of Retired Persons)? 


Yes No Don’t know Refused 
8/10/08 43 57 * --


-10-
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Campaign 2000 (National) 
 


This House “seek(s) to achieve the goal of eliminating poverty among Canadian 
children by the year 2000.”              House of Commons, unanimous all-party resolution, 


November 24, 1989. 
 
Campaign 2000 is a cross-Canada public education movement to build Canadian awareness and 
support for the 1989 all-party House of Commons resolution to end child poverty in Canada by 
the year 2000. Campaign 2000 began in 1991 out of concern about the lack of government 
progress in addressing child poverty. Campaign 2000 is non-partisan in urging all Canadian 
elected officials to keep their promise to Canada's children.  


 
 
 
 
 
 
                            END CHILD AND FAMILY POVERTY IN CANADA   
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1. Introduction 
 


The Campaign 2000 Child and Family Report Cards have tracked poverty in Canada for almost two 
decades.  Campaign 2000 is a national coalition formed in 1989 after the all-party resolution in 
the Parliament of Canada was passed to end child poverty by the year 2000.  While there has 
been some progress in reducing poverty levels in different provinces, there has not been an 
overall reduction in poverty across Canada (see the National Campaign 2000 Child and Family 
Report Card 2013).  
 
There have been many policy changes at the Federal level to reduce Employment Insurance 
eligibility, decrease support for licensed child care, cut taxes, and reduce debt.  Overall, these 
efforts have not helped people struggling to make it out of poverty.  While there is no national 
poverty reduction strategy, most of the provinces have adopted strategic variations.  
Consequently, the Child and Family Report Cards were repetitive accounts on the state of social 
and economic conditions in Canada and Manitoba, and each year the number of children living in 
poverty did not change much.   
 
This year, the Report Card for Manitoba will focus attention on how First Nations, Metis and Inuit 
children are faring.  A large portion of the Aboriginal population continues to live in poverty and 
face huge barriers to a standard of living that other Canadians take for granted. Many Aboriginal 
People face social and economic factors that make it difficult to access services and the supports 
they need. 
 
The history of colonization, residential schools, and government apprehension of children has left 
Aboriginal people in 2013 coping with intergenerational trauma, family separation, and loss of 
cultural identity. These continuing pressures make progress in reducing poverty extremely 
challenging.   
 
In this edition of the Report Card, we also wanted to focus on what can be done about poverty, 
not just describe the persistence and characteristics of poverty. Therefore, most of this report 
looks at various ways government resources can help Aboriginal families who are living in 
poverty, and will examine the proposals for reducing poverty in the Provincial Government’s All 
Aboard, Poverty Reduction Strategy.  
 
In March of 2013, the Manitoba government released for discussion, its Proposed ALL Aboard 
Action Plans 2014-16 to address poverty. There are seven areas of action in the strategy, and 
three of those areas have been reviewed for this Report Card.  Since then, in October 2013, two 
areas dealing with food security and supports for those most in need, were released as full Action 
Plans.  Also in October, organizations working with Aboriginal children and families came 
together to review the Strategy, discuss what is needed to reduce poverty, and make 
recommendations for implementing ALL Aboard.  With this report we want to improve the 
community understanding of ALL Aboard and subsequently we hope to strengthen the ALL 
Aboard Action Plan and its implementation. 
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This Report Card is also different from previous efforts in that it is intended to be a living and 
working reference for further discussion, analysis, and planning.  In the next year we will be 
holding more discussions on the ALL Aboard Strategy, in collaboration with partners, to improve 
community understanding and engagement. 
 


 
1.1. Summary of key recommendations 


Here are the highlights of the recommendations in this report. There are some general 
suggestions that relate to the All Aboard Strategy, and more specific recommendations that 
relate to the three action areas in the Strategy. We recommend that the government; 


 


 Practically engage community groups. The ALL Aboard Strategy would be significantly 
improved by better communication, sharing and cooperation among government, 
community partners and agencies. Currently the Strategy only minimally links to 
community resources.  


 Set targets and timelines. If poverty reduction indicators are tied to targets and timelines, 
the proposed actions could be more effective. Applying targets to the Strategy also helps 
evaluate outcomes and then lead to more effective investment in programs. 


 Address both the rate of poverty and the depth of poverty so all Manitobans living in 
poverty have some benefit from the Action Plan.  This can be done through 
improvements to EIA incomes and programs like Rent Aid that Manitobans with the 
lowest incomes rely on.   
 


A. Early child development and parenting supports 


 Allow families on EIA collecting the Child Tax Credit to also qualify for Rent Aid and 
ensure the incomes of families who rely on EIA are closer to the poverty measure. 


 Expand the Family First Program or Strengthening Families Program to all of the 64 First 
Nations Communities to meet the demand from new parents. 


 Reduce red tape and barriers to establishing child care centres in schools, ensure child 
care centres in schools are not lost due to policy changes (I.e. the class size initiative and 
all-day kindergarten), and create a coordinated hub model for governing child care 
centres. 
 


B. Creating opportunities for youth 


 Engage youth serving organizations in the development and implementations of all 
components of poverty reduction initiatives.   


 Use the Children and Youth Opportunities department to coordinate education, health 
and families services programming for children and youth. 


 Connect work transition supports for youth more effectively to their training and 
education. 
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 Establish 24 hour safe places for youth in main urban centres and best access rural 
centres. 


 Expand Jordan's Principle to other areas besides health like CFS, education, and housing. 


 
C. Closing the gap for Aboriginal Manitobans 


 Set goals to reduce the number of Aboriginal Children in care of CFS, and require child 
welfare agencies to shift emphasis to prevention and family support models that 
integrate Aboriginal traditions and approaches. 


 Coordinate work with the Urban Aboriginal Youth Strategy to increase employment 
opportunities for Aboriginal youth. 


 Increase funding to organizations and programs that utilize Aboriginal culture and 
teachings as part of their support to children and families. 


 
 


1.2.   Background on ALL Aboard 


In May 2009, Manitoba launched ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion 
Strategy.  While the strategy gave some substance to what the government thought was necessary to 
reduce poverty, it was seen as mainly a policy framework for action without implementation clout 
and substantive plans for action.  The strategy identified education and employment as important 
parts of how poverty will be reduced, but it lacked further vision of what a government could do to 
prevent poverty as well as how to help people cope with poverty. 
 
In June 2011, the Manitoba legislature passed important legislation giving some authority to the 
government’s poverty reduction strategy.  The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act will create the means 
to define, monitor, and enforce what the government does to deal with poverty and social exclusion.  
This act was embedded in Bill 51, The Budget Implementation and Tax Statutes Amendment Act, 
2011.  
 
The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act establishes in law a framework the government must follow to 
reduce poverty.  In particular, it creates a monitoring committee of government ministers and 
community members to review and advise on the strategy. Three community representatives were 
appointed to the committee. While this is an important administrative mechanism for government, it 
does not have the power to actually define programs or to hold government accountable if it does 
not implement programs. Also, there is still a need for external monitoring of government progress, 
which could be more comprehensive and engaged. 
 
The Act requires government to take poverty reduction into account when preparing annual budgets, 
to prepare a yearly statement, and to develop indicators to measure progress of the strategy. These 
are also important to strengthening what government does to reduce poverty.  According to the Act, 
for each fiscal year the government must:  


 



http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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(a) take the poverty reduction and social inclusion strategy into account when preparing the 
budget for that fiscal year;  
 


(b) prepare a statement that  summarizes the strategy and sets out the budget measures 
designed to implement the strategy, and  sets out the poverty reduction and social 
inclusion indicators prescribed by regulation that will be used to measure the progress 
of the strategy; and  


 
(c) table the statement (referred to above) in the Legislative Assembly at the time of tabling 


the budget for that fiscal year.  
 


While the government has positioned the Departments of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs, and Housing and Community Development, as the leads in implementing the ALL 
Aboard strategy, it does acknowledge all of government will be involved in a serious approach 
to reducing poverty in the province. 


 
 
 


2. Profile of poverty 2013  
 


While Canada has no official poverty line or poverty measure, Campaign 2000 and the Social Planning 
Council of Winnipeg have chosen to use Statistics Canada’s Low Income Measure-After Tax.  According 
to this measure, children who live in households with incomes of less than 50% of the median income 
for a particular household size are poor.  Income after taxes is used because this represents the 
disposable income of the household. 


We use this measure because it is most strongly related to the health, social and developmental effects 
of poverty.  It takes into account all aspects of poverty, and not just material deprivation.  This measure 
includes the inability to participate in society, exposure to harsh and stressful environments, 
psychological comparisons with the affluent, as well as discrimination and stigmatization.  It is also the 
measure used for international comparisons. 


Alarmingly, in 2011 just over one in four children (25.1%) in Manitoba were poor (21,600 children). This 
is well above the rate for all of Canada (18.7%).  The Manitoba child poverty rate was 23.8% in 1989.  
The 2011 rate represents a decline in equity for Manitoba’s children, as the poverty rate in Manitoba is 
5.5% worse that it was in 1989.  In 2008 the child poverty rate in Manitoba was 21.8%.  Since 2009 when 
the Government of Manitoba introduced the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction Strategy, rather than going 
down, child poverty in Manitoba has gone up by 3.3%. 
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In 2009, the 
LIM-AT 
household of 
four was 
$37,562 
 
Source: 
Statistics 
Canada (2011). 
Income in 
Canada, 
CANSIM 202-
0802. 
 


 


Because of Statistics Canada sample size issues, the poverty rate can only be calculated for seven 
provinces.  Of these, Manitoba has the highest child poverty rate.  The average low income gap ratio is 
the percentage of the Low Income Measure that households would require to reach the poverty line.  In 
2011 it was 24.4% for households with children. This is a measure is of the depth of poverty.  This means 
that in 2011 the average family of four with children would require $9,682.41 more each year to just 
reach the poverty line.  


 
 
Source: 
Statistics 
Canada (2011). 
Income in 
Canada, 
CANSIM 202-
0802.   
 
Data not 
available for 
Territories. 
Aboriginal 
Reserves are 
not represented 
in the data.  
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3. Profile of Aboriginal children and families 
 


When we look at statistical indicators of how Manitobans are doing economically and socially, we 
see that on almost every indicator, Aboriginal citizens fare far worse than the rest of society. For 
example, in 2011, 31.2% of the Aboriginal people in Manitoba lived below the Low Income Cut-
Off (after tax) compared to 14.3% of the non-Aboriginal population. 
 
In Manitoba, 16.7% of the population is Aboriginal, which includes 227,405 kids under the age of 
15, according to the 2011 National Household Survey.  This is a 22.9% growth in the Aboriginal 
population between 2006 and 2011.   The Aboriginal population is expected to continue to be the 
fastest growing population in Manitoba and will make up an estimated 20% of the population of 
Manitoba by 2030. By then, 35% of the Aboriginal population will live in the metropolitan areas, 
compared with nearly three-quarters of the non-Aboriginal population.   About 34% of the 
Aboriginal people of Manitoba were living in metropolitan areas in 2006.  This trend is also likely 
to continue with more Aboriginal people moving into urban centres, many of whom do so for 
economic and educational opportunities that are not available on reserves or smaller 
communities. 
 
There is profound racism and classism pervading the perceptions of the general public regarding 
the poverty rates in the Aboriginal community.  There are widespread misconceptions 
contributing to the cycle of poverty that worsen its impact.  Among these are the damaging 
myths of deserving and undeserving people who are poor, and victim blaming such as accusing 
individuals of laziness, of incompetence, of abusing the system and of entitlement.  These 
stereotypes deepen the isolation and sense of shame brought on by poverty itself. In fact, the 
effect of marginalized poverty is accompanied by a high level of stigma whereby those living in 
poverty are viewed as maladapted (Paugam 2000).   


 


Considering this and the racism still prevalent in our society, it is little wonder that such 
oppressive conditions currently exist. Furthermore, this attitude is intergenerational as our 
children often adopt mainstream views of others from about eight years of age (Chafel 1996).  


Chafel, J.A. (1996). Children’s Views of Social Inequality: A Review of Research and Implications for Teaching. The Educational Forum, 61, 46-57. 


Paugam, S. (2000). Les formes contemporaines de la pauvreté et de l’exclusion en Europe. Études rurales, 159-160, 73-95.   


Note : There is a  summary of some statistical indicators further in this report pages 10 and 11.  
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4. Interpreting the statistics 


Finding appropriate statistical information for this report card has been a challenge, and 


interpreting the statistics is neither simple nor straight forward.  We have therefore tried to 


provide as much background data as possible, but we are cautious about how the statistics can 


be used or interpreted. 


 


 There is limited Statistics Canada data that includes, or specifically focuses on the 
experiences of Aboriginal people. For example, the Survey of Labour and Income 
Dynamics (SLID), used to show changes in poverty rates over time, is not available by 
Aboriginal status. 
 


 The lack of the long-form census has created limitations for comparisons of the data that 
is available. Statistics Canada advises against analyzing trends over time using the 
National Household Survey as compared to the previous long-form census. 
 


 Some data from the 2011 Census at the neighbourhood level is also not available yet, so 
we used the 2006 Census where appropriate;  
 


 Additionally, there is the ongoing challenge of getting data on poverty using different 
measurement tools. We would prefer to use the Low Income Measure – before tax (LIM-
BT), but often data is only available using the Low Income Cut Off (LICO) or the Market 
Basket Measure (MBM). 


 
 


5. Recommendations 
 


Since the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was announced in 2009, 
and the enabling legislation passed in 2011, the provincial government has claimed to be 
reducing poverty. However, it is difficult to find priorities, a clear statement of what the strategy 
is, and where the improvement in people’s lives can be found.  More or less, the government has 
cobbled together a framework of random programs, promises and projections under the guise of 
a strategy. 


There has been some important effort to coordinate programs across government departments, 
but the government has not yet delivered on important commitments like meaningful 
consultation on the action plans, evaluation tools, targets and timelines.  Most important, in our 
opinion, is that the government approach to poverty reduction and social inclusion remains 
exclusively government oriented and therefore programmatically fragmented and practically 
weak.  There appears to be little practical collaboration with local business and community 
agencies to mount a major campaign to reduce poverty.  
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The following recommendations were generated by community partners in Manitoba who work 
with children and families, including Aboriginal kids and families.  The recommendations are 
framed as actions that should be added to the ALL Aboard Action Plans in these three areas. 


5.1. Early childhood development and parenting supports 


General comments on the ALL Aboard Action Plan 


When considering actions the government could take to lift children out of poverty, we need to 
be able to identify those most affected by poverty.  These families need very basic necessities 
first! Maslow’s ‘Hierarchy of Needs’ tells us that safe affordable housing and food security are 
fundamental to early childhood development.  The government action plan for children needs to 
include reference to how the basic needs of these families will be addressed.  There must be an 
increase in the supply of social housing, and ways to promote affordable rental housing.  
Similarly, legislating fair food prices in the north would ensure nutritious food is accessible to 
families there. 


A more coordinated ALL Aboard strategy would also address the gaps between services.  These 
varied groups work within a prevention continuum of care and support across Manitoba.  A 
similar level of support, care, development, and investment should be expected in any region, but 
various departments and groups do not communicate. They do not share information.  This 
allows for duplication of services and wastes valuable funding.  This is true for departments 
within the government, but also with nonprofit and service agencies. 


The Manitoba Child Care Association has called on the government to build an integrated public system 
of early learning and child care drawing on the international best practices. They also are recommending 
the setting up of a Commission on Integrated Early Learning and Child Care for Manitoba with the 
mandate and resources to develop a multi-year plan for child care. This plan should be based on: 
 


• a systematic and integrated approach to early learning and child care policy 
• a strong and equal partnership with the education system 
• a universal approach to access, with particular attention to children with special needs 
• substantial public investment in services and infrastructure 
• a participatory community based approach to quality improvement and assurance 
• appropriate training and working conditions for staff 
• systematic attention to data collection and monitoring; and 
• a stable framework and long-term agenda for research and evaluation. 


Recommendations for specific programs in the ALL Aboard Action Plan 


Triple P Parenting. This program was very poorly rolled out and assumed all parents were on an 
equal playing field.  It assumed all families have a safe place to live, food security, access to 
support, and this is simply not true! Triple P Parenting is insensitive to traditional Aboriginal 
parenting methods and is an example of the government saying this is the way to parent and 
your culture is irrelevant, whether you are Aboriginal or an immigrant. 
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Investment in new child cares spaces. Of course, we need more investment in child care with 
almost 9,700 kids on the waiting lists for child care.  However, the government’s own initiatives 
are at odds with fulfilling the action items to expand child care.  Many schools are incorporating 
daycares, but the government is expanding to full day kindergarten and reducing the student 
teacher ratio in K-3 classes to a maximum of 20 students.   As a result, family resource rooms are 
threatened and there is pressure to give up child care space.  This takes away from the space for 
daycares.  


There are many barriers to creating new child care spaces in schools.  There must be action to 
reduce the red tape involved in turning empty class rooms into child care spaces.  It is almost 
easier to build new than to utilize existing facilities.  Also, in rural areas, it’s not just finding space 
for child care, it’s also getting transportation to the space. 


Wages for early child educators and child care subsidies. There must be training and living wages 
to allow children in our communities to be cared for as individuals in our communities.  Along 
with increased wages for daycare workers, there must also be the money for subsidies for 
daycare. Full subsidy is $2 per day.  To some this is nothing, but to many this is a huge amount, 
especially when you put it together with transportation costs.  It becomes cost prohibitive to 
work and cheaper to stay home.  The fee for subsidized care has been a long-standing issue that 
needs to be eliminated.   


Childcare.  Improvements must focus on practical needs for supporting child care professionals in 
the province and recognize their contribution to reducing poverty.  A more rapid increase in the 
number of child care spaces and a more consistent and sustained approach to programming are 
also essential. 


Community schools and meal programs.  Half of the hungry in Manitoba are children, and 
education systems are limited. In what they can and should do.  Meal programs at school seem 
like a natural solution, but we must question if children should be eating at school programs or if 
they should be eating at home.  Families sharing meals and having food security is essential to 
healthy development in communities.  In the long run, programs that ensure children are well fed 
at home have other benefits besides nutrition. 


The Families First Program.  This was identified as a very important and respected program, but 
it does not apply to families living on-reserve.  Strengthening Families is a federal program similar 
to Families First but is only available to 14 of 63 First Nation communities in Manitoba.  Funding is 
the issue for the other 49 reserves not having access to this service.  This is a Federal funding 
shortfall, but communities that do not have access to healthy supports impact the rest of 
Manitoba and end up using Manitoba-funded services in the long term.  The province should 
close this service gap (in cooperation with other levels of government) to ensure all Aboriginal 
families have access to preschool support. 
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Providing integrated supports.  Lord Selkirk Park Housing Development is a great program 
benefitting about 40 children.  It should be expanded to all Manitoba Housing family 
developments, then into other areas to have child care with other supports. 


The Families First Program.  This program was identified as having a positive effect against 
poverty.  Education and support have a huge impact on early child development.  The approach 
must be building on the strength of families and helping them to build positive relationships in 
light of a troubled past.  This allows for children to grow up emotionally healthy. Plus it is the first 
step to building healthy families and keeping families together, as opposed to involving CFS and 
separating family members.  The goal must be to reverse the trends of poverty contributing and 
even causing family breakdown.   


5.2. Creating Opportunities for Youth 


General comments on the ALL Aboard Action Plan 


The All Aboard Action Plan lacks the input of community organizations with experience working 
with youth, and this has to be corrected for the best outcomes.  For example, there are many 
community groups with years of experience in career development and after-school programs.  
However, these groups were not part of the development of the action plan in these areas.  
Rather, the government visited other jurisdictions to create the after-school programs. Each area 
of the action plan should have existing community networks advising and engaged in the action 
plan.  The Youth Agencies Alliance has 19 organizations in Winnipeg that are a natural fit.  
Instead, the government tried to create a new network of after-school programs. 


The government keeps creating very small programs that make it look like they are dealing with 
an issue, but the scope of the program is so small it does not make an impact to the scope of the 
challenge.  For example the Work2IT Program in the Pas.  There are serious questions about how 
all these small youth initiatives are being implemented.   These new smaller programs ignore past 
learning and community experience.  Rather than just relying on government staff to develop 
these strategies without real community input or little on-the-ground experience, we need 
collaboration. 


The action plan needs to facilitate better coordination and integration of services.  This would 
create a coherent strategy.   More targeted or focused investments in the delivery of services and 
better coordination of funding for programs is necessary to improve the plan. 
 
It is unclear what youth and outcomes the ALL Aboard Action Plan is targeting.  Many youth are 
dealing with a history of trauma, so there is a need for trauma-informed approaches, and a 
statement of the impact of trauma.  Action plans must consider trauma and use approaches that 
work (for example, using the Circle of Courage to guide youth programming).  There must also be 
the space for kids to make mistakes and not have dire consequences, such as apprehension by 
CFS, loss of EIA, or getting expelled from school.  Aboriginal kids and families are dealing with a 
history of trauma through colonization, residential schools, and CFS.  Many others also deal with 
abuse or FASD, etc.  Newcomers have left refugee camps and fled war zones.  There must be a 



http://www.spcw.mb.ca/





 Campaign 2000 Manitoba 


 Child and Family Report Card 2013  
 Aboriginal Children and Families 
 


 
300-207 Donald St, Winnipeg MB   www.spcw.mb.ca  204 943-2561 


13 
 
 


C
h


il
d


 a
n


d
 F


a
m


il
y


 P
o


v
e


rt
y


 R
E


P
O


R
T


 C
A


R
D


 2
0


1
3


 


C
h


il
d


 a
n


d
 F


am
il


y
 R


ep
o


rt
 C


ar
d


 


 


2013 


focus on making it easier to help kids and youth to give something back using a restorative justice 
approach. 
 
Recommendations for specific programs in ALL Aboard 


Work2IT. This youth program was unrecognized by Winnipeg youth agency staff, who question 
the scope and how well is it promoted?  It is recommended youth be engaged since they know 
what they are interested in and have better ideas for program names.  Work2IT is not a name 
kids would choose and it is questionable if Aboriginal kids would be drawn to a program with this 
name.   


Youth Opportunities Department.  This is a new department but it contains nothing new.  Its 
programs are not coordinated, and it has no new money.  The department should be better 
coordinating things like an inventory of mentoring programs and other programs with a focus on 
guiding the expansion and scaling up of these programs so they help more kids across the 
province. 


The Action Plan should coordinate job skills programs targeting low income youth in a 
coordinated implementation strategy. There is a need to focus on life skills, like maintaining a 
home, cooking and nutrition, and other areas like gardening.  What often results in job loss is not 
a problem with work skills, but rather it is a problem with life skills and life balance.  


One inner city employment program helps 15 kids per year in with job placement.  This four- 
month program costs $75,000 per year for one staff person who is paid $18 per hour.  This also 
pays for year round jobs support and resume development, job coaching and training, etc., and a 
youth crew program which provides odd jobs in the community for youth for over 120 kids signed 
up. With youth unemployment stubbornly high, we need a collaborative strategy that will work in 
a variety of communities. The money investment just isn’t there now.   


After School Leaders Program.  Not all approaches work for all kids.  For some kids, after-school 
programs work in a school setting, while for others a community setting is required.  To reach 
some kids, extending school hours would work.  This is based on an Australian approach, that put 
fun activities earlier in the day and the academic work later in the afternoon.  There are other 
kids who are not connected to and don’t trust schools.  We need other facilities where we can 
educate and reach kids such as off campus programs.  A new Provincial fund for off campus 
programs is needed. 


One of the challenges of programming for low income kids is to link parents and support for 
parents, especially for parents of older kids.  Parents and their role are often replaced by after-
school programs, meal programs, and tutoring/mentoring programs.  This is tough due to poverty 
and parents who work odd hours.  Many kids most in need of support don’t have parents to 
advocate for them, and many systems require an adult with a strong connection to the child to 
walk with them through various programs. 
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Recreation and sports funds.  These grants do not support transportation, staff, or food.  The 
barriers for youth participation are very different than how these grant programs are structured 
and what they provide.  Also, groups have to put a lot of time into applying for these funds.  One 
group recently applied for $10,000 with a major proposal for a youth program and they received 
only $500.  In community centres, not all neighbourhoods have volunteers to run these 
programs, there is a need for paid staff within the community.   


Reliable funding is stable, predictable, and allows for long term staff retention, so staff can then 
develop the long term relationships with kids.  Studies show that for afterschool programs to 
have the protective and preventative benefits that blunt the impacts of poverty, it is these 
relationships that are essential.  These relationships with kids are not possible when programs 
come and go, staff come and go, and programs are offered sporadically.  The Boys and Girls Club 
has a good success with employing their former kids as Youth Rec Workers. 


After the School Bell Rings Program.  This program uses an RFP or business model for granting 
funds. It pays per youth who attend the program.  This approach makes it difficult to sustain 
funding and does not work for drop-in programs.  Maximizing the use of community facilities has 
to be a priority.  Many schools and community centres, are under-used.  We have to make 
schools and other safe places the 7/11’s of a community and keep the facilities open later.  In one 
example at Hugh John Macdonald School there has been a focus on engaged with the community 
that is having a profound effect on the stability of youth. 


Light House. This program funds $12,000 per year, but this is only a quarter of the cost for the 
youth program offered in a neighbourhood.  The $12,000 only funds two nights per week.  A 
program running only two nights per week would not prevent crime in the way the Light House 
program aims to prevent crime.  Also, funding programs need to take a community development 
approach.  For example, after- school leaders need to come from the neighbourhood, so local 
kids get jobs, income, and experience.  These programs provide service and training.  Rossbrook 
House has a successful program that uses Light House money to support the partial costs of 
programs.  


Expand Jordan's Principle.   Jordan’s Principle is an important guide for other areas of social 
support besides its applications in health.  The bickering between federal and provincial 
governments over jurisdiction and who is responsible for on-reserve residents is hampering 
stable program implementation and having long term negative effects on individuals, families, 
and Aboriginal communities.  There should be new agreements between all levels of government 
to avoid miring support programs in jurisdictional disputes over funding and responsibility. 
 
Connect work transition more effectively to training   The ALL Aboard Action Plan is not 
connected to the Labour Market Training Strategy to ensure 75,000 skilled employees by the year 
2015 and the employment of people with disabilities must have more focus as part of the 75,000 
worker goal.  The government can work with community and private sector partners to ensure 
Federal funds are retained.   
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Some First Nations people feel they have to leave the reserve for opportunities and training, as 
there is little opportunity on-reserve.  However, many are reluctant to leave family and 
community.  This forces Aboriginal people to make an often impossible decision other 
Manitobans do not have to make.  It sets them up for failure by being away from family as a teen 
or young adult.  Plus, the brightest are often taken away from their communities, and many do 
not return.   For youth leaving their reserves, integrating culture into their education and life 
must be funded.  There are community groups that can do this, but they require recognition and 
support.   Aboriginal professionals would also benefit from these programs.  The Urban Eagle 
Transition Centre is providing settlement and support services for Aboriginal people coming to 
Winnipeg, this is an essential service that requires expanded support. 
 
The most comprehensive approaches to reducing poverty address low wages.  Better protection 
against exploitation of part time workers, benefits for part time work, part time worker tax 
credits, and affirmative action programs targeting low skilled occupations where single parent 
women and Aboriginal people work, are all necessary. 
 
Currently the ALL Aboard Action Plan strategy (to transition people from EIA to employment) is 
starting with single parents.  While a number of these parents are likely Aboriginal, there must be 
other strategies for Aboriginal people on EIA to get the support necessary to move from EIA to 
work. 


Reform Child and Family Services.  Studies show that children who receive CFS care are more 
likely to have long term challenges, are more likely to not graduate from school, and are more 
likely to be unemployed, poor and even homeless as adults.  The poverty action plans must 
better reflect this reality with more attention to youth involved with CFS.  The current Phoenix 
Sinclair inquiry report, which will have recommendations to improve CFS, should be incorporated 
into the ALL Aboard Action Plan.   


The basic approach of CFS must change to one of prevention and family support.  Youth should 
not have to be “in the care” of CFS to receive services.  Parents should not have to sign their kids 
over to CFS to receive support.  There must be a plan to make the child welfare system more 
transparent and accessible so parents have the chance to respond in socially-engaged and 
responsible ways if encountering the child welfare system.   


As part of moving CFS to a more prevention-oriented service, there is a need for clear, 
understandable and widely distributed info about the child welfare process, law and structure for 
families involved with CFS.  Families and children (especially youth in care) need to know how 
child protection issues and the CFS system impact their choices and responsibilities in clear, 
specific ways or they are only further marginalized and intergenerational trauma is intensified.  
 
CFS must see other community supports as partners in working with families.  Families and youth 
should be encouraged to bring in their own community supports during child protection 
work.  This is an area with high conflict due to the polarizing nature of the child welfare system, 
we need to develop capacity in the community for effective community response during the child 
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protection process. CFS agencies and staff need to welcome this community support for families.  
Work has begun on a Signs of Safety for families engaged with CFS, as some CFS authorities are 
already initiating this approach.  


New affordable housing options. Many kids in care would do well in family groupings with 
(including workers and a number of youth) rather than isolated in their own apartments at a 
young age.  New models for housing Aboriginal youth coming to urban centres for education and 
training must have built-in supports.  Youth need a housing-first approach.  Many of the 
strategies for Aboriginal youth would do well to incorporate a Circle of Courage approach. 


There are a lot of programs and activities the government has included in ALL Aboard that deal 
with various areas, but there are no clear actions in their plans that will increase the incomes for 
those families who are the poorest, on EIA, or working part time on low income.  The government 
was recognized in 1999 when they made a commitment to end the claw back of the Child Tax 
Credit for families on EIA, however the benefits of this change have long been eroded.  Moreover, 
this change prevents these families from qualifying for other support like Rent Aid.  Rent Aid 
should be available to all families living in poverty. 


The youth action plan must include more safe places that are open all hours.  This includes drop-
ins and safe houses with food and other supports.  These services must be offered outside of any 
CFS mandate. 


 5.3. Closing the gap for Aboriginal Manitobans 
 
General Comments on the ALL Aboard Action Plan 
 
The Action Plan has a mix of supports, which is positive and indicates government trying to be 
comprehensive, but the mix does not focus on at-risk families, hunger, and bad housing. There 
must be specific strategies for Aboriginal housing, and meeting other basic needs.  What is also 
missing from the government’s Action Plan is any “voice of the people most affected.”  By voice 
we mean the Action Plan does not acknowledge the individual and family benefits or change that 
will lead to people exiting poverty.   Serious attention is needed to provide family supports—
parenting skills, economic stability for a whole family, and healthy housing. 
  
While ALL Aboard is full of good intentions and is in other policies of government, yet there were 
often not enough resources or support to implement these.  This puts new stresses on front line 
workers and organizations.  Some of the programs in the plan are precarious because of short 
term government funding, especially for community based programs where renewal often seems 
like a threat.  
 
 The ALL Aboard action plan does not give enough emphasis to the role of culture and tradition in 
improving First Nations’ economic status. A relationship to culture determines how people fit into 
mainstream society. “You have to know who you are before you can assimilate in a way that is 
good for you and mainstream society,” one Aboriginal Elder said in a community meeting.   The 
ALL Aboard Plan would do well to develop programs that build understanding and collaboration 
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between Aboriginal people and immigrants/refugees in Manitoba. At the community level, 
animosities can develop between the two groups around issues regarding who has more needs 
and who deserves more support.   
 
Recommendations for specific programs in ALL Aboard 
   
Indicators for Aboriginal Action Plan.  There is a need for indicators of success for initiatives 
aimed at moving Aboriginal people out of poverty.  There are currently no indicators for 
Aboriginal areas of the Action Plan.   
 
Large Development Investments.  The action plan includes the East Side Road, an $86.5 million 
investment.  If this is in part a poverty reduction measure, then evaluation must be included to 
track the cost of living, food, etc., and the improvements in services that come from the 
development.  Similarly, the large investments in the University College of the North, MB Hydro, 
Capital Project Tendering, and training and opportunities for Aboriginal persons must 
demonstrate improved outcomes for First Nations in the north. 
 
People need supports to overcome the multitude of barriers they face in accessing educational 
opportunities – and these are embedded in families and communities.  Education is a central 
need and plays a central role in helping people get out of poverty. All levels of education are 
needed to fit into the Manitoba economy, which would lead to independent incomes and a 
reduction of poverty.  The ALL Aboard Action Plan needs to reflect this. 
 
There is a reference in ALL Aboard to Adult Learning Centres that provide opportunities to get a 
high school diploma, however, of the over 9000 people registered for adult learning programs in 
2012, only 14% got their diploma that year.  Plus, 40% (or 3600) of those registered are Aboriginal 
people with only 530 graduates.  This suggests there is room for improvements and Adult 
Learning Centres are not working for the vast majority of Aboriginal people.  There must be a 
strategy to improve adult learning programs by integrating support and traditional approaches, 
and track retention rates since many people take more than one year to graduate.  Adult 
Learning Centres that are the most successful are often small programs that are culturally 
relevant and close to home and child care.  For example, the Turtle Island ALC Kaakiyow has a 
stronger retention rate due to a trimester system, an emphasis on strong relationships between 
instructors and students, no homework, and incorporation of traditional Aboriginal approaches.  


The Aboriginal Academic Achievement (AAA) Grants.  These grants for schools, to support 
Aboriginal student achievement, are not always being used as was intended.   To make use of 
educational opportunities, a person needs a number of supports that come from family and 
community. People need such things as housing, income, moral support, life skills training, a 
sense of identity and pride, backup security and other situational help to take advantage of 
training and educational opportunities. Some of these supports were already embedded in First 
Nations culture and communities where people still help each other and know who they are and 
what they want out of their lives.  Schools have a role to help connect every kid to something 
positive, and to help them to set goals. 
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Post-Secondary Student Supports.  Federal government funding support for students from 
Aboriginal communities must be increases to meet the education requirements and treaty 
obligations.  Currently 40,000 Aboriginal students in Canada qualify for PSE funding but do not 
receive it and do not get an education.  The number in Manitoba is not known but all Aboriginal 
students who can succeed in PSE should have the support to graduate with a university degree. 
 
Northern Prosperity Initiative.  This is a long overdue plan to engage northern Aboriginal People 
in plans to develop northern communities.  A local economic development approach that 
connects local needs to job creation is essential as a poverty reduction strategy for Aboriginal 
communities.  For example, focused training and employment in housing construction and 
retrofitting, ensuring safe water and sewage development and maintenance, and food 
security.  Some communities pool funds for social assistance into new programs that create 
employment and economic development.  The Government of Manitoba can help lead this with 
federal government assistance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


6. Conclusion and Follow up Action 
 
A Poverty Reduction Strategy and Action Plans would be successful if it narrows the gap between 
“where people are in their lives and where they want to be” (quote by a participant in one of the 
consultation sessions).  In other words, ALL Aboard must be oriented to individuals and families 
and what they require to escape impoverished conditions.   


From our point of view, ALL Aboard is a collection of government initiatives that were mainly in 
place prior to the passing the legislation for the Strategy.  It is not an integrated plan developed 
to reduce poverty for targeted indicators and populations.   Many of these initiatives are 
important for helping people cope with poverty conditions, but alone they are not ambitious 
enough to reduce poverty.  There are many Aboriginal programs and organizations in the 
community for example, that are proving successful and these should be better resourced and 
replicated, but these are not enough to seriously address deeply rooted poverty.   


A dynamic poverty reduction strategy is more than a package of programs or a list of activities. A 
strategy should focus attention on central formative action, reform existing programs like 
Employment and Income Assistance and Child and Family Services, motivate people to innovate 
and do more, as well at strategy should maximize the use of limited finances and attract broad 
support and resources. 


A coordinated and defined strategy that taps into community resources and is sustainable, would 
make a difference in the lives of thousands of people. The Action Plan would benefit from 
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improved engagement with the various coalitions in Manitoba, such as parent child coalitions, for 
example.  There is a huge need to bring these groups together to share information and 
resources and then collaborate. The government can do more to facilitate communication, 
sharing and cooperation among agencies.   


The government cannot create all the jobs required nor build all the affordable housing needed 
as part of a serious effort to help people living in poverty. A partnership of government, 
developers, employers, public institutions (like hospitals or universities) and community 
organizations can do more to support public programs than policy changes alone. 


At a broader level, there is a need for communication and meaningful public consultation, as 
reducing poverty will need community support. The community and our economy will benefit 
from a reduction in poverty, and we can share some of the load of change. 


Over the next six months, a series of meetings and discussions will take place to examine other 
Action Plans within the Strategy, and to make recommendations similar to those in this report. It 
will then be up to the government to listen to these recommendations and act upon them, or to 
continue on its path of controlled isolation. 


 


 


 


 


Special Note: Organizations that have been involved in the development of this report include 
the following. Their extensive knowledge, experience and commitment to helping children and 
their families is the foundation for the perspectives in this report. However, the articulation of 
these recommendations and their presentation are the sole responsibility of the Social Planning 
Council. 



http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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Aboriginal Circle of Educators    


Manitoba Keewatinowi Okimakanak 


Manitoba Child Care Coalition 


Winnipeg Harvest             


Family Dynamics 


Spence Neighbourhood Association 


Manitoba Child Care Association 


North Point Douglas Women’s Centre 


Nine Circles Community Health Centre 


Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre 


Centre for Aboriginal Human Resource 


Development   


West Central Women’s Resource Centre  


     


Neegenan Centre Aboriginal Centre 


Manitoba Interfaith Immigration Council -Welcome 


Place 


Families and Communities Together (FACT) 


YMCA/YWCA 


Rossbrook House 


Manitoba Federation of Labour  


Strengthening Families (AMC) 


Communities 4 Families 


Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs       


Manitoba School Boards Association 


North End Community Renewal Corporation 


UM Faculty of Social Work
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 125,914 129,044 132,133 137,716 117,951 103,069 97,981 154,334 154,525 xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 100,118 99,747 99,747 99,747 99,747 99,747 99,747 132,781 132,781 132,781 132,781 132,781
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 183,022 66,094 67,089 68,108 69,026 69,537 70,203 98,073 98,599 88,681 112,233 118,937
PECO‐Electric Electric 261,787 229,591 202,766 246,308 242,190 266,558 267,833 287,448 286,479 364,116 354,536 370,400
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 118,024 118,352 118,380 118,242 118,279 118,249 153,444 153,977 159,460 162,717 168,092
Penn Power Electric 27,964 28,119 28,282 28,378 28,499 28,557 28,538 35,354 35,459 34,459 36,918 37,776
PPL Electric 200,250 200,500 200,500 200,250 200,250 200,250 200,250 288,973 214,760 214,760 304,000 322,500
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 161,716 169,049 171,987
Columbia Natural Gas 72,584 68,806 72,584 70,038 59,704 70,038 70,038 89,682 89,445 94,619 95,303 95,543
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 60,000 57,697 68,188 77,519 77,519 64,177 64,177 92,888 92,888 85,820 85,820 85,820
Equitable Natural Gas 47,918 xxx 48,276 47,815 47,816 48,043 49,007 60,689 60,811 60,613 60,801 60,573
NFG Natural Gas 41,338 23,038 42,797 42,597 42,328 42,379 42,306 58,537 58,772 58,773 58,882 58,908
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 77,586 34,252 34,307 43,466 42,739 82,940 84,072 50,802 51,207 69,343 68,385 70,433
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 25,338 25,286 29,531 29,682 29,689 xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 156,723 156,723 152,540 152,540 153,239 202,655 156,711 163,836 156,747 186,780
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 20,000 xxx 39,930 39,930 39,930 39,930 39,930 68,043 68,043 68,043 68,043 68,043
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 30,303 30,586 38,791 38,791 38,791 38,791 38,791


Factor 1A. Number of Estimated LI Customers
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 21.20% 21.60% 22.00% 22.80% 19.40% 16.90% 16.00% 25.10% 25.10% xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 19.00% 19.00% 19.00% 19.00% 19.00% 19.00% 19.00% 25.30% 25.30% 25.3% 25.3% 25.2%
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 19.30% 14.60% 14.60% 14.60% 14.50% 14.50% 14.50% 20.20% 20.30% 18.2% 23.0% 24.4%
PECO‐Electric Electric 19.10% 16.40% 14.70% 17.80% 17.40% 19.10% 19.10% 20.50% 20.40% 25.8% 25.0% 26.1%
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 23.50% 23.50% 23.40% 23.40% 23.40% 23.40% 30.40% 30.50% 31.5% 32.2% 33.3%
Penn Power Electric 20.60% 20.60% 20.60% 20.50% 20.50% 20.50% 20.40% 25.30% 25.30% 24.6% 26.2% 26.8%
PPL Electric 17.60% 17.50% 17.30% 17.00% 16.90% 16.70% 16.60% 23.90% 17.70% 17.7% 25.0% 26.5%
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 26.3% 27.4% 27.8%
Columbia Natural Gas 20.80% 19.50% 20.30% 19.40% 16.40% 19.00% 18.90% 24.20% 24.00% 25.3% 24.9% 24.9%
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 18.60% 17.90% 21.10% 23.90% 23.90% 19.70% 19.60% 28.40% 28.40% 26.0% 26.0% 26.0%
Equitable Natural Gas 20.00% xxx 20.10% 20.60% 20.60% 20.20% 20.50% 25.30% 25.60% 25.2% 25.2% 25.2%
NFG Natural Gas 21.20% 11.80% 21.90% 22.00% 21.90% 21.40% 21.40% 29.60% 29.70% 29.6% 29.6% 29.6%
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 18.80% 8.20% 8.10% 10.20% 9.90% 19.10% 19.20% 11.40% 11.50% 15.4% 15.0% 15.4%
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 18.30% 18.10% 21.10% 21.20% 21.10% xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 32.90% 32.90% 31.90% 31.70% 31.80% 42.10% 32.70% 34.2% 32.7% 39.8%
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 7.80% xxx 14.80% 14.40% 14.00% 13.60% 13.40% 22.50% 22.20% 21.9% 21.5% 21.0%
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 21.20% 21.30% 26.80% 26.80% 26.7% 26.4% 26.0%


Factor 1B. Percent Estimated LI Customers of Total Customers
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 15,142 28,718 30,180 45,288 44,080 37,097 38,825 41,175 43,862 xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 22,440 29,401 32,458 35,371 39,027 41,937 45,331 50,309 53,245 56,193 57,037 58,171
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 60,858 25,543 31,231 35,048 32,090 36,428 40,894 48,006 52,496 56,731 59,588 61,672
PECO‐Electric Electric 188,852 203,800 177,467 205,614 210,663 118,451 124,145 151,664 169,714 179,775 167,966 163,238
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 41,181 49,908 53,809 50,178 55,270 60,091 66,771 70,648 73,860 76,238 78,117
Penn Power Electric 7,207 10,811 14,665 15,705 13,259 14,169 15,157 16,858 17,594 18,073 18,380 18,518
PPL Electric 123,839 125,640 115,412 116,770 118,023 118,023 170,098 135,945 143,841 153,487 159,151 166,536
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 45,462 44,552 45,004
Columbia Natural Gas 69,855 68,806 70,038 60,377 59,703 60,847 62,707 69,927 66,307 67,688 67,391 67,711
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 54,703 57,697 59,768 68,261 68,261 56,541 58,346 60,900 62,845 62,887 62,664 59,217
Equitable Natural Gas xxx xxx 32,360 33,763 38,241 42,907 49,007 55,514 44,263 43,271 43,297 43,201
NFG Natural Gas 22,612 23,038 24,491 25,190 27,794 28,224 27,901 33,619 33,529 31,586 30,193 29,680
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 30,980 34,252 31,322 38,163 38,636 20,294 20,761 34,258 38,774 33,254 29,755 32,170
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 12,041 25,286 25,148 24,728 24,208 xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 153,707 155,308 139,303 146,836 153,239 158,108 156,711 156,998 151,789 157,320
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 9,968 xxx 20,541 22,053 26,378 26,096 31,156 35,839 34,933 39,092 39,447 39,571
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 25,222 25,077 25,721 22,954 25,649 25,806 25,967


Factor 2A. Number of Confirmed LI Customers
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 2.5% 4.80% 5.00% 7.50% 7.30% 6.10% 6.30% 6.70% 7.10% xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 4.3% 5.60% 6.20% 6.70% 7.40% 8.00% 8.60% 9.60% 10.20% 10.7% 10.9% 11.0%
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 6.4% 5.70% 6.80% 7.50% 6.80% 7.60% 8.50% 9.90% 10.80% 11.7% 12.2% 12.6%
PECO‐Electric Electric 13.8% 14.60% 12.80% 14.80% 15.10% 8.50% 8.80% 10.80% 12.10% 12.7% 11.8% 11.5%
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 8.20% 9.90% 10.60% 9.90% 10.90% 11.90% 13.20% 14.00% 14.6% 15.1% 15.5%
Penn Power Electric 5.3% 7.90% 10.70% 11.30% 9.50% 10.20% 10.80% 12.10% 12.60% 12.9% 13.1% 13.1%
PPL Electric 10.9% 10.90% 9.90% 9.90% 9.90% 9.90% 14.10% 11.20% 11.90% 12.6% 13.1% 13.7%
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 7.4% 7.2% 7.3%
Columbia Natural Gas 20.0% 19.50% 19.60% 16.80% 16.40% 16.50% 17.00% 18.90% 17.80% 18.1% 17.6% 17.6%
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 17.0% 17.90% 18.50% 21.10% 21.00% 17.30% 17.90% 18.60% 19.20% 19.1% 19.0% 17.9%
Equitable Natural Gas xxx xxx 13.50% 14.50% 16.50% 18.00% 20.50% 23.10% 18.60% 18.0% 17.9% 17.9%
NFG Natural Gas 11.6% 11.80% 12.60% 13.00% 14.40% 14.30% 14.10% 17.00% 16.90% 15.9% 15.2% 14.9%
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 7.5% 8.20% 7.40% 8.90% 8.90% 4.70% 4.70% 7.70% 8.70% 7.4% 6.5% 7.0%
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 8.7% 18.10% 18.00% 17.60% 17.20% xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 32.20% 32.60% 29.10% 30.50% 31.80% 32.90% 32.70% 32.8% 31.6% 33.5%
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 3.9% xxx 7.60% 8.00% 9.30% 8.90% 10.40% 11.80% 11.40% 12.6% 12.4% 12.2%
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 17.70% 17.40% 17.80% 15.90% 17.6% 17.5% 17.4%


Factor 2B. Percent Confirmed LI Customers of Total Customers


Page 5
#2B‐‐% Conf LI of Total Cust


Penn universal service reports.xlsx
5/2/2015







Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 12.0% 22.3% 22.8% 32.9% 37.4% 36.0% 39.6% 26.7% 28.4% xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 22.4% 29.5% 32.5% 35.5% 39.1% 42.0% 45.4% 37.9% 40.1% 42.3% 43.0% 43.8%
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 33.3% 38.6% 46.6% 51.5% 46.5% 52.4% 58.3% 48.9% 53.2% 64.0% 53.1% 51.9%
PECO‐Electric Electric 72.1% 88.8% 87.5% 83.5% 87.0% 44.4% 46.4% 52.8% 59.2% 49.4% 47.4% 44.1%
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 34.9% 42.2% 45.5% 42.4% 46.7% 50.8% 43.5% 45.9% 46.3% 46.9% 46.5%
Penn Power Electric 25.8% 38.4% 51.9% 55.3% 46.5% 49.6% 53.1% 47.7% 49.6% 52.4% 49.8% 49.0%
PPL Electric 61.8% 62.7% 57.6% 58.3% 58.9% 58.9% 84.9% 47.0% 67.0% 71.5% 52.4% 51.6%
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 28.1% 26.4% 26.2%
Columbia Natural Gas 96.2% 100.0% 96.5% 86.2% 100.0% 86.9% 89.5% 78.0% 74.1% 71.5% 70.7% 70.9%
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 91.2% 100.0% 87.7% 88.1% 88.1% 88.1% 90.9% 65.6% 67.7% 73.3% 73.0% 69.0%
Equitable Natural Gas xxx xxx 67.0% 70.6% 80.0% 89.3% 100.0% 91.5% 72.8% 71.4% 71.2% 71.3%
NFG Natural Gas 54.7% 100.0% 57.2% 59.1% 65.7% 66.6% 66.0% 57.4% 57.0% 53.7% 51.3% 50.4%
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 39.9% 100.0% 91.3% 87.8% 90.4% 24.5% 24.7% 67.4% 75.7% 48.0% 43.5% 45.7%
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 47.5% 100.0% 85.2% 83.3% 81.5% xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 98.1% 99.1% 91.3% 96.3% 100.0% 78.0% 100.0% 95.8% 96.8% 84.2%
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 49.8% xxx 51.4% 55.2% 66.1% 65.4% 78.0% 52.7% 51.3% 57.5% 58.0% 58.2%
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 83.2% 82.0% 66.3% 59.2% 66.1% 66.5% 66.9%


Factor 3. Percent Confirmed LI Customers of Estimated LI
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 15,142 19,922 20,741 20,686 20,945 20,427 19,858 20,094 21,291 xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 15,075 16,809 18,490 23,093 25,522 27,566 30,799 33,145 35,981 37,893 36,156 35,568
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 13,338 6,179 6,288 8,145 9,915 12,123 17,915 23,980 26,023 29,496 28,773 17,517
PECO‐Electric Electric 86,535 99,187 98,387 116,829 129,643 120,633 126,186 130,619 141,247 138,421 136,529 139,677
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 10,364 11,689 13,069 14,940 18,191 27,509 34,147 35,554 39,161 36,848 24,244
Penn Power Electric 3,991 3,921 3,198 3,393 4,005 4,877 7,131 9,387 9,991 10,104 9,246 5,590
PPL Electric 10,919 12,420 15,801 14,033 20,721 21,820 23,305 29,313 32,446 34,308 31,657 37,204
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 21,617 21,120 20,607
Columbia Natural Gas 11,922 17,736 19,259 21,864 24,106 23,604 24,675 25201 22,606 22,314 20,026 20,103
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 6,864 9,092 9,011 10,199 10,986 12,524 14,425 16203 16,575 17,240 15,612 19,887
Equitable Natural Gas 8,364 9,362 11,496 12,975 14,055 16,492 20,733 18,999 17,596 15,101 11,534 11,263
NFG Natural Gas 6,033 7,560 8,345 10,054 11,272 10,821 12,312 13,061 12,511 11,815 10,627 9,833
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 12,624 14,585 15,757 31,928 37,887 20,583 20,667 22,195 25,750 23,943 23,284 24,301
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 1,002 1,403 2,212 2,853 2,885 xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 60,621 67,120 76,045 76,235 78,490 81,905 82,544 80,298 75,224 68,458
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 982 4,053 4,008 4,558 7,597 7,532 8,292 8,527 7,281 6,741 5,041 4,491
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx 3,304 3,051 4,878 5,158 4,534 3,703 3,588


Factor 18. CAP Participants
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 100% 72% 69% 46% 48% 55% 51% 49% 49% xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 67% 57% 57% 65% 65% 66% 68% 66% 68% 67% 63% 61%
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 22% 24% 20% 23% 31% 33% 44% 50% 50% 52% 48% 28%
PECO‐Electric Electric 46% 49% 55% 57% 62% 102% 100% 86% 83% 77% 81% 86%
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 25% 23% 24% 30% 33% 46% 51% 50% 53% 48% 31%
Penn Power Electric 55% 36% 22% 22% 30% 34% 47% 56% 57% 56% 50% 30%
PPL Electric 9% 10% 14% 12% 18% 18% 14% 22% 23% 22% 20% 22%
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 48% 47% 46%
Columbia Natural Gas 16% 26% 27% 36% 40% 39% 39% 36% 34% 33% 30% 30%
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 13% 16% 15% 15% 16% 22% 25% 26% 26% 27% 25% 34%
Equitable Natural Gas xxx xxx 36% 38% 37% 38% 42% 34% 40% 35% 27% 26%
NFG Natural Gas 27% 33% 34% 40% 41% 38% 44% 39% 37% 37% 35% 33%
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 41% 43% 50% 84% 98% 101% 100% 65% 66% 72% 78% 76%
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 10% 6% 9% 12% 12% xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 39% 43% 55% 52% 51% 52% 53% 51% 50% 44%
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 16% xxx 20% 21% 29% 29% 27% 24% 21% 17% 13% 11%
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 13% 12% 19% 22% 18% 14% 14%


Factor 19A. CAP Participation Rate as Pct of Confirmed LI
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 12% 15% 16% 15% 18% 20% 20% 13% 14% xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 15% 17% 19% 23% 26% 28% 31% 25% 27% 29% 27% 27%
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 7% 9% 9% 12% 14% 17% 26% 24% 26% 33% 26% 15%
PECO‐Electric Electric 33% 43% 49% 47% 54% 45% 47% 45% 49% 38% 39% 38%
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 9% 10% 11% 13% 15% 23% 22% 23% 25% 23% 14%
Penn Power Electric 14% 14% 11% 12% 14% 17% 25% 27% 28% 29% 25% 15%
PPL Electric 5% 6% 8% 7% 10% 11% 12% 10% 15% 16% 10% 12%
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 13% 12% 12%
Columbia Natural Gas 16% 26% 27% 31% 40% 34% 35% 28% 25% 24% 21% 21%
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 11% 16% 13% 13% 14% 20% 22% 17% 18% 20% 18% 23%
Equitable Natural Gas 17% xxx 24% 27% 29% 34% 42% 31% 29% 25% 19% 19%
NFG Natural Gas 15% 33% 19% 24% 27% 26% 29% 22% 21% 20% 18% 17%
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 16% 43% 46% 73% 89% 25% 25% 44% 50% 35% 34% 35%
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 4% 6% 7% 10% 10% xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 39% 43% 50% 50% 51% 40% 53% 49% 48% 37%
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 5% xxx 10% 11% 19% 19% 21% 13% 11% 10% 7% 7%
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xx xxx 11% 10% 13% 13% 12% 10% 9%


Factor 19B. CAP Participation Rate as Pct of Confirmed LI


Page 31
#19B‐‐CAP parts as % of Est LI


Penn universal service reports.xlsx
5/2/2015







Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 6,726 6,191 6,687 6,203 8,090 7,493 9,101 13,569 38,974 xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 4,907 4,741 5,086 5,034 5,503 6,009 7,135 8,603 24,633 20,360 17,732 14,391
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 7,247 2,467 2,895 3,468 4,463 4,276 4,738 9,591 7,171 8,797 7,047 7,511
PECO‐Electric Electric 19,545 21,264 26,113 22,970 27,858 27,244 26,955 40,830 34,758 84,206 63,170 37,091
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 5,806 6,186 6,404 7,048 7,050 7,459 12,296 8,730 8,997 8,487 9,378
Penn Power Electric 1,445 1,650 2,178 2,178 2,265 2,315 2,527 4,576 2,574 2,514 1,993 2,228
PPL Electric 11,299 12,301 13,896 15,807 18,233 17,052 19,511 33,220 28,265 50,076 25,416 25,479
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 31,155 11,810 11,657
Columbia Natural Gas 13,435 17,626 18,880 19,397 22,918 20,897 22,552 35,744 23,761 26,489 21,987 23,286
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 17,227 18,483 19,982 18,410 21,754 21,211 18,855 29,020 68,284 51,385 30,236 21,424
Equitable Natural Gas 13,744 12,861 15,478 15,869 19,298 17,421 17,008 26,622 17,683 17,560 14,899 14,477
NFG Natural Gas 14,910 15,810 17,525 17,883 22,440 19,828 21,141 30,973 21,690 22,069 19,819 20,177
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 2,921 3,177 3,395 4,053 4,162 5,580 5,521 8,363 6,691 16,039 10,283 5,542
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 9,733 10,135 11,108 11,662 13,592 xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 66,273 63,366 65,157 62,366 57,168 80,085 76,091 77,511 64,153 65,690
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 8,954 9,039 10,381 11,198 14,090 13,065 12,071 12,071 54,191 37,988 28,395 15,851
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 13,208 15,840 19,722 48,139 32,565 22,781 13,692
Total (electric and gas_ 132,093 141,551 226,063 223,902 256,871 245,015 247,582 365,285 461,635 487,711 348,208 287,874


Factor 29. Number of Customers who Received LIHEAP Cash (not Crisis) Grants
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 44% 22% 22% 14% 18% 20% 23% 33% 89% xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 22% 16% 16% 14% 14% 14% 16% 17% 46% 36% 31% 25%
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 12% 10% 9% 10% 14% 12% 12% 20% 14% 16% 12% 12%
PECO‐Electric Electric 10% 10% 15% 11% 13% 23% 22% 27% 20% 47% 38% 23%
Penelec (2003+) Electric xxx 14% 12% 12% 14% 13% 12% 18% 12% 12% 11% 12%
Penn Power Electric 20% 15% 15% 14% 17% 16% 17% 27% 15% 14% 11% 12%
PPL Electric 9% 10% 12% 14% 15% 14% 11% 24% 20% 33% 16% 15%
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 69% xxx xxx
Columbia Natural Gas 19% 26% 27% 32% 38% 34% 36% 51% 36% 39% 33% 34%
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 31% 32% 33% 27% 32% 38% 32% 48% 109% 82% 48% 36%
Equitable Natural Gas xxx xxx 48% 47% 50% 41% 35% 48% 40% 41% 34% 34%
NFG Natural Gas 66% 69% 72% 71% 81% 70% 76% 92% 65% 70% 66% 68%
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 9% 9% 11% 11% 11% 27% 27% 24% 17% 48% 35% 17%
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 81% 40% 44% 47% 56% xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 43% 41% 47% 42% 37% 51% 49% 49% 42% 42%
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 90% xxx 51% 51% 53% 50% 39% 34% 155% 97% 72% 40%
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 52% 63% 77% 210% 127% 88% 53%


Factor 30. Percent LIHEAP Recipients of Confirmed Low‐Income
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Pennsylvania Universal Service Metrics
Electric and Natural Gas Customer Assistance Programs (CAPs)
Pennsylvania Bureau of Consumer Services: Report on Universal Service Programs (annual)


Company Fuel 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Allegheny Electric 1,477 1,474 1,362 1,189 1,624 1,864 1,639 1,522 993 xxx xxx xxx
Duquesne Electric 2,646 2,379 2,433 2,072 1,515 1,408 1,036 2,083 2,565 1,792 1,353 2,779
GPU (Met Ed 2003) Electric 1,708 808 837 833 778 655 625 589 1,031 532 434 727
PECO‐Electric Electric 3,094 2,068 3,218 2,294 2,030 1,872 1,150 1,908 1,366 1,092 858 734
Penelec (2003+) Electric 655 757 925 812 1,241 761 543 640 829 393 250 436
Penn Power Electric 2,515 715 607 1,033 436 775 320 280 408 255 171 183
PPL Electric xxx 2,833 2,488 3,124 3,816 3,643 3,868 4,633 4,180 3,949 3,600 3,259
West Penn Power (2011+) Electric xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 1,122 502 505
Columbia Natural Gas 2,289 2,187 2,063 1,598 1,959 1,685 1,552 3,093 2,781 2,979 2,884 3,205
Dominion (Peoples 2009+) Natural Gas 2,071 1,568 1,513 1,629 1,556 914 1,099 1,679 1,701 1,102 1,674 1,493
Equitable Natural Gas 1,312 1,242 1,005 935 2,980 1,960 1,290 988 1,067 991 883 1,028
NFG Natural Gas 295 380 341 294 364 314 531 268 289 234 362 389
PECO‐Gas Natural Gas 463 311 420 405 417 417 239 391 255 208 140 111
PG Energy (through 2006) Natural Gas 549 664 332 415 618 xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx
PGW (2004+) Natural Gas xxx xxx 1,623 944 1,283 2,255 3,679 2,085 2,257 2,263 1,676 1,184
UGI‐Gas Natural Gas 493 444 478 413 462 479 507 657 913 795 833 656
UGI‐‐Penn Natural (2007+) Natural Gas xxx xxx xxx xxx xxx 475 357 360 675 678 1,052 978


Factor 35: Total Number of Recipients of Hardship Grants


Page 47
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AARP’s Mississippi State Office, in response to its commitment to ensure that consumers, especially 
those with low incomes, have access to electricity that is reasonably priced and highly reliable, 
commissioned this survey to explore the views and experiences of Mississippi residents 18+ about 
their electricity services. 
 
These results are based on a telephone survey, fielded October 31st through November 10th, 2008, of 
800 randomly selected Mississippi residents 18+ in the service territories of Entergy Mississippi or 
Mississippi Power.  The survey has a sampling error of ±3.5 percent.  A weighted, annotated survey 
of responses is found on page 6. 
 
SURVEY-IN-BRIEF 
 


 While two in five residents in Mississippi 18+ say they are satisfied with their 
electricity service, two in three think they pay too much for it. 


 
 44 percent say they are extremely or very satisfied with their electricity service.  


38 percent are somewhat satisfied, and 17 percent are not very or not at all 
satisfied. 


 66 percent say they pay too much for their electricity; 32 percent say they pay 
about the right amount. 


 
 Over eight in ten residents in Mississippi 18+ say they would support the 


establishment of a public utilities consumer advocate to support and protect 
residential customers.  In addition, Mississippi residents overwhelmingly support 
a wide variety of other laws or requirements. 


 
 91 percent support a requirement that electric companies prove they get the 


best deal possible when they make purchases of fuel or other products from an 
affiliated company. 


 87 percent support a requirement that electric companies purchase fuel at the 
lowest possible cost. 


 87 percent support a requirement that electric companies pay back interest they 
earn when they over-charge customers. 


 86 percent support a requirement that electric companies share their future 
plans for providing electricity. 


 84 percent support a requirement that the stockholders of electric companies 
pay legal expenses incurred when requesting a rate increase. 


 84 percent support returning to the old law whereby customers did not pay for 
power plants until they were completed and providing service. 


 80 percent support a requirement that the stockholders of electric companies 
pay lobbying expenses. 


 
 Most residents in Mississippi 18+ would support a weatherization program as 


well as an energy assistance program for its low-income residents. 
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While four in ten residents in Mississippi 18+ are extremely or very satisfied 
with their electricity service, two in three believe they pay too much for it. 


Satisfaction with Electricity Service 
(n=800) 


Thoughts About the Amount Paid for Electricity 
(n=800) 


Not sure, 
1%


Not very, 
6%


Not at all, 
10%


Extremely, 
13%


Very,
 31%


Somewhat 
38%


 


Not sure, 
1%


Too little, 
1%


About 
right,
 32%


Too much, 
66%


Nine in ten residents in Mississippi 18+ think it is extremely or very 
important that electric companies purchase fuel at the lowest possible cost, 
and nearly nine in ten would support a requirement for them to do so. 
 
Importance of Electric Company Purchasing 


Fuel at the Lowest Possible Cost 
(n=800) 
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Support and Opposition for a Requirement that 
Electric Companies Purchase Fuel at Lowest 


Possible Cost 
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Nearly eight in ten residents in Mississippi 18+ think it is extremely or very 
important that there is greater oversight on electric companies when they 
make purchases of electricity, fuel, or other products from an affiliated 
company.  Nine in ten would support a requirement that electric companies 
must prove they got the best deal possible. 
 


Importance of Greater Oversight on Electric 
Companies When They Purchase Fuel 


(n=800) 
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Support and Opposition for a Requirement that 
Electric Companies Must Prove They Purchased 


Fuel at Lowest Possible Cost 
(n=800) 


91%
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Support and Opposition to a Requirement that 
Electric Companies Pay Interest When 


Consumers Are Over-Charged 
(n=800) 


Nearly nine in ten support a 
requirement that electric companies 
pay interest on over-charges. 
 


Eighty-seven percent of Mississippi 
residents 18+ say they support a 
requirement that electric companies 
pay consumers back any interest they 
earn when they over-estimate how much  
the fuel they need to produce electricity 
will cost. 
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Over eight in ten residents in Mississippi say they support the establishment 
of a public utilities consumer advocate to represent and protect residential 
customers. 
 
Mississippi is one of ten states that currently does not have a public utilities advocate office.  
Mississippi residents overwhelmingly would support such an office. 
 


Support*   Oppose*  
Strongly support 71%  Somewhat oppose 5% 
Somewhat support 15%  Strongly oppose 5% 


*n=800 
 
At least eight in ten residents in Mississippi 18+ would support (strongly or 
somewhat) many new requirements on electric companies, namely … 
 


 A requirement that future plans for providing electricity through the use of coal,   
natural gas, nuclear, wind, and solar power are shared. 


 Returning to the old law whereby customers did not pay for power plants until they 
were completed and providing service. 


 A requirement that stockholders of electric companies pay legal expenses incurred 
when appearing before the Public Service Commission to request a rate increase      
for electricity. 


 A requirement that stockholders of electric companies pay for expenses incurred   
when trying to influence state officials and legislators. 


 
Support and Opposition for More Requirements on Electric Companies 


(n=800) 
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84%
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10%
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*Less than 4% 
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Three in four residents in Mississippi 18+ say they support (strongly or 
somewhat) a weatherization program; and of these supporters, eight in ten 
would still support such a program, even if they had to pay an additional $1 
each month. 
 
Such a weatherization program would use a small portion of all electric bill payments to help 
low-income residents of Mississippi use less energy.   
 
 


 


Nearly three in four residents in Mississippi 18+ say they also support 
(strongly or somewhat) an energy assistance program; and of these 
supporters, over eight in ten would still support such a program, even if they 
had to pay an additional $1 each month. 
 
Such an energy assistance program would use a small portion of all electric bill payments to 
help make electricity more affordable to low-income residents in Mississippi. 
 
 


Support for Weatherization 
Program, Even If Had to Pay $1 


(n=609) 
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Support and Opposition for a 
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(n=800) 
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WEIGHTED ANNOTATED QUESTIONNAIRE 


 
2008 AARP Mississippi Electricity Survey 


n=800; Sampling Error = ±3.5% 
All percentages have been rounded to the nearest whole number. 


 
Hello, this is _________ calling from Wilkerson & Associates, a national opinion research firm.  We are 
not telemarketers and are not trying to sell you anything.  We are interested in your opinions on utility 
services in your community.  Your opinions are important, and we would greatly appreciate your 
participation.  Your responses will be kept entirely confidential.   


 
SCREENING QUESTIONS 


 
S-1 Can I speak to the person in your household who is a Mississippi resident 18 years or older and 


who had the most recent birthday? 
 
 01 – MALE 18 OR OLDER (CONTINUE WITH SURVEY) 
 02 – FEMALE 18 OR OLDER (CONTINUE WITH SURVEY) 
 05 – BUSINESS/GOVERNMENT PHONE  
 06 – RESPONDENT NOT AVAILABLE BEFORE … 


07 – LANGUAGE BARRIER/SICK 
08 – DESIGNATED RESPONDENT NOT HOME 
09 – REFUSED 
10 – NO ONE 18+ LIVING IN HOUSEHOLD 


 
S-2 IF NEW PERSON ON LINE.  Hello, my name is (first and last name) calling from Wilkerson & 


Associates, an opinion research company.  We are interested in your opinions on utility services in 
your community.  Your opinions are important, and we would greatly appreciate your participation.  
Your responses will be kept entirely confidential.   


 
(CONFIRM:)  Are you currently 18 years of age or older and a Mississippi resident? 


 
1. Yes [CONTINUE] 
2. No [Repeat S-1] 
3. Don’t know/Refused [Thank and terminate] 


 
S-3 Are you involved in the selection of utility services such as gas, electric, telephone or cable 


television for your household?? 
 


1. Yes [CONTINUE] 
2. No [ASK TO SPEAK WITH DECISION MAKER] 
3. Don’t know/Refused [ASK TO SPEAK WITH DECISION MAKER] 


 
S-4 Does your household pay an electricity bill? 
 


1. Yes [CONTINUE] 
2. No [TERMINATE] 
3. Don’t know/Refused [Thank and terminate] 
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S-5 Do you receive your electricity bill from (READ CHOICES 01-03)….. 
 


70% Entergy Mississippi [CONTINUE] 
30% Mississippi Power [CONTINUE] 


0% Or some other electric utility [TERMINATE] 
0% Don’t know/Refused [Thank and terminate] 


 
MAIN QUESTIONS 


 
M-1 How satisfied are you with your electricity service?  Are you …?  [READ ANSWERS 05-01] 
 


13% Extremely satisfied 
31% Very satisfied 
38% Somewhat satisfied 


6% Not very satisfied 
10% Not at all satisfied 


1% Not sure  [DO NOT READ] 
<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
M-2 Thinking about the amount you pay for electricity, is this amount too little, about right, or too 


much? 
 


1% Too little 
32% About right 
66% Too much 


1% Not sure [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused [DO NOT READ] 


 
Your electric company is regulated by the Public Service Commission, which sets the rates that are 
charged to you. 
 
M-3 Your monthly electricity bill is based on how much electricity you use for things like heating and 


cooling and hot water.  One of the charges on your bill is a fuel charge covering the cost of the 
fuel used to generate your electricity.  By fuel, we mean coal, natural gas, or nuclear power. 


 
How important is it that your electric company purchases fuel at the lowest possible cost?  Is it 
…?  [READ OPTIONS 05-01] 
 


63% Extremely important 
27% Very important 


6% Somewhat important 
1% Not very important 
2% Not at all important 
2% Not sure  [DO NOT READ] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 
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M-4 Do you support or oppose a requirement that your electric company purchases fuel at the lowest 


possible cost?  Is that strongly or somewhat? 
 


74% Strongly support 
14% Somewhat support 


2% Neither support or oppose 
7% Somewhat oppose 
3% Strongly oppose 
1% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused  [DO NOT READ 


 
M-5 Sometimes, your electric company purchases electricity, fuel, or other products directly from a 


company it is affiliated with.  [INTERVIEWER PROMPT:  by affiliated company, we mean a 
company that is owned by their electric company or is in partnership with their electric company.]  
When doing so, your electric company may or may not be paying the lowest possible cost for fuel 
or other products. 


 
  How important is it that there is greater oversight on your electric company when they make 


purchases of electricity, fuel, or other products from an affiliated company?  Is it … [READ 
OPTIONS]? 


 
47% Extremely important 
31% Very important 
15% Somewhat important 


3% Not very important 
1% Not at all important 
3% Not sure  [DO NOT READ] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 
 
M-6 Do you support or oppose a requirement that your electric company must prove they got the best 


deal possible when they make purchases from an affiliated company?  Is that strongly or 
somewhat? 


 
75% Strongly support 
16% Somewhat support 


1% Neither support or oppose 
4% Somewhat oppose 
3% Strongly oppose 
1% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused  [DO NOT READ 
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M-7 Your electric company estimates how much the fuel it needs to produce your electricity will cost.  


Since this cost is only an estimate, you could end up paying more or you could end up paying 
less than you should.  If you do not pay enough, you are charged what you should have paid plus 
interest.  If you pay more than you should, you are given a refund, generally in the form of a 
reduction on your next bill.  Your electric company is not required to pay you any interest it may 
earn when you pay too much. 


 
 Do you support or oppose a requirement that your electric company pays you back any interest it 


earns when they over-estimate how much your electricity costs and you pay too much?  Is that 
strongly or somewhat? 


 
79% Strongly support 


8% Somewhat support 
2% Neither support or oppose 
5% Somewhat oppose 
5% Strongly oppose 
1% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused  [DO NOT READ 


 
M-8 A consumer advocate represents and protects the interests of residential utility customers, like 


yourself, to the Public Service Commission.  Mississippi is one of ten states that does not have a 
public utilities consumer advocate.  Do you support or oppose a law to establish a consumer 
advocate office to represent and protect residential customers?  Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
71% Strongly support 
15% Somewhat support 


2% Neither support or oppose 
5% Somewhat oppose 
5% Strongly oppose 
2% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused  [DO NOT READ 


 
M-9 The Mississippi Public Service Commission currently does not require your electric company to 


share its future plans for providing electricity to its customers through the use of coal, natural gas, 
nuclear, wind, and solar power.  Do you support or oppose a requirement that your electric 
company should share such a plan?  Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
70% Strongly support 
16% Somewhat support 


3% Neither support or oppose 
5% Somewhat oppose 
5% Strongly oppose 
1% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ 
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Your electric company is owned by stockholders and sells stock on the stock market.  It is the only 
provider of electricity in your area. 
 
M-10 Your electric company has lobbyists who try to influence state officials and legislators.  Lobbyists 


can give gifts such as meals, entertainment, and transportation to state officials.  Most states 
require that monies for these gifts come from stockholders rather than utility customers.  Do you 
support or oppose a requirement that your electric company’s stockholders, not its customers, 
pay these lobbying expenses?  Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
67% Strongly support 
14% Somewhat support 


2% Neither support or oppose 
5% Somewhat oppose 


10% Strongly oppose 
3% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ 
 
M-11 Your electric company incurs legal expenses when it appears before the Public Service 


Commission to request a rate increase for electricity.  Do you support or oppose a requirement 
that your electric company’s stockholders, not its customers, pay for legal expenses related to 
requesting a rate increase?  Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
70% Strongly support 
14% Somewhat support 


2% Neither support or oppose 
5%  Somewhat oppose 
7% Strongly oppose 
2% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused  [DO NOT READ 


 
M-12 Before the Mississippi legislature changed the law in 2008, the stockholders of your electric 


company contributed funds and assumed the risk for building new power plants.  Once the power 
plant was in service, customers were charged reasonable costs for the plant.  A new law, passed 
in 2008, allows electric companies to charge customers upfront for all planning, pre-construction, 
and construction costs of new power plants.  Do you support or oppose returning to the old law 
whereby customers did not pay for power plants until they were completed and providing service?  
Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
73% Strongly support 
11% Somewhat support 


3% Neither support or oppose 
5% Somewhat oppose 
6% Strongly oppose 
2% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ 
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M-13 Would you support or oppose a weatherization program that would use a small portion of all 


electric bill payments to help low-income residents of Mississippi to use less energy?  
[INTERVIEWER PROMPT:  If needed, weatherization or weatherproofing is the practice of 
protecting a home’s interior from heat, cold, rain, and wind to reduce energy consumption and 
optimize energy efficiency.]  Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
53% Strongly support [GO TO M-14] 
23% Somewhat support [GO TO M-14] 


2% Neither support or oppose [SKIP TO M-15] 
7% Somewhat oppose [SKIP TO M-15] 


13% Strongly oppose [SKIP TO M-15] 
2% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] [SKIP TO M-15] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ] [SKIP TO M-15] 
 
  
M-14 Would you still support a weatherization program, even if it meant you would have to pay an 


additional $1 each month on your electric bill? [DO NOT READ ANSWERS]  (n=609) 
 


82% Yes  
14% No  


4% Not sure [DO NOT READ] 
0% Refused [DO NOT READ] 


 
M-15 Do you support or oppose an energy assistance program that would use a small portion of all 


electric bill payments to help make electricity more affordable to low-income residents in 
Mississippi?  Is that strongly or somewhat? 


 
47% Strongly support [GO TO M-16] 
27% Somewhat support [GO TO M-16] 


2% Neither support or oppose [SKIP TO D-1] 
7% Somewhat oppose [SKIP TO D-1] 


16% Strongly oppose [SKIP TO D-1] 
1% Not sure  [DO NOT READ] [SKIP TO D-1] 


<.5% Refused  [DO NOT READ] [SKIP TO D-1] 
 
M-16 Would you still support an energy assistance program, even if it meant you would have to pay an 


additional $1 each month on your electric bill? [DO NOT READ ANSWERS]  (n=588) 
 


85% Yes  
13% No  


2% Not sure [DO NOT READ] 
<.2% Refused [DO NOT READ] 
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Our final set of questions is for classification purposes only and will be kept entirely confidential. 
 
D-1 What is your age as of your last birthday? 
 


6% 18 to 24 
24% 25 to 34 
16% 35 to 44 
19% 45 to 54 
13% 55 to 64 
17% 65 + 


0% Don’t know [CONTINUE] 
4% Refused [CONTINUE] 


 
D-2 Gender  [RECORD] 
 


47% Male 
53% Female 


 
D-3  What is your 5-digit ZIP Code? 
 


1. Record ZIP Code 
2. Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
3. Refused  [DO NOT READ 


 
D-4 Which of the following best describes your current employment status?  [READ OPTIONS] 
 


8% Self-employed full-time 
3% Self-employed part-time 


40% Employed full-time 
10% Employed part-time 
20% Retired and not working at all 


5% Unemployed and looking for work 
11% Or are you not in the labor force for other reasons 


<.5% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
2% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
D-5 What is the highest level of education that you completed?  [READ OPTIONS, IF NECESSARY] 
 


11% 0-12th grade (no diploma) 
27% High school graduate (or equivalent) 
13% Post-high school education (no degree) 
15% 2-year college degree 
21% 4-year college degree 


2% Post-graduate study (no degree) 
10% Graduate or professional degree(s) 


0% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
2% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 
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D-6 What is your current marital status?  [READ OPTIONS, IF NECESSARY] 
 


56% Married 
3% Not married, living with your partner or significant other 
1% Separated 
9% Divorced 
8% Widowed 


20% Currently single and never married 
0% Not sure  [DO NOT READ] 
2% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
D-7 Are you of Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino origin or descent? 
 


3% Yes 
94% No 


<.5% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
3% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
D-8  What is your race?  [READ OPTIONS IF NECESSARY] 
 


58% White or Caucasian 
36% Black or African American 


1% American Indian or Alaska Native 
2% Other  


<.5% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
3% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
D-9 Thinking about your state elections for Mississippi Governor and Legislators in the last ten years, 


how often would you say you vote? 
 


66% Always 
14% Most of the time 


4% About half of the time 
4% Seldom 
9% Never 


<.5% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
3% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
D-10 Do you consider yourself to be a Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, or something else? 
 


33% Democrat 
33% Republican 
17% Independent 
11% Something else 


2% Don’t know [DO NOT READ] 
4% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 
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D-11 In general, how often do you go online to access the Internet or World Wide Web or to send and 


receive email?  Would you say  …?  [READ ANSWERS, if necessary] 
 


35% Several times a day 
14% About once a day 


8% Three to five days a week 
6% One or two days a week 
4% Once a week 
3% Once every few weeks 
4% Once a month or less 


24% Or do you never go online to use the Internet or World Wide Web? 
<.5% Not sure  [DO NOT READ] 


3% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 
 
D-12 Are you or your spouse or partner a member of A-A-R-P, formerly known as the American 


Association of Retired Persons? 
 


24% Yes 
73% No 


<.5% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
3% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
D-13 We realize that income is a private matter and so rather than ask you anything specific about your 


income, I’d like to ask you to please stop me when I get to the category that includes your 
household’s income before taxes in 2007? 


 
9% Less than $10,000 


11% $10,000 to less than $20,000 
13% $20,000 to less than $30,000 
14% $30,000 to less than $40,000 
11% $40,000 to less than $50,000 


8% $50,000 to less than $60,000 
5% $60,000 to less than $70,000 


20% $70,000 or more 
2% Don’t know  [DO NOT READ] 
8% Refused  [DO NOT READ] 


 
Closing 
Thank you very much for your time.  Those are all the questions I have.  In case my supervisor calls to 
verify my work, my name is _________.   
May I have you first name for our records?   ________________ 
Did I reach you at (VERIFY PHONE NUMBER)? 
Thank you! 
 
POLITE EXIT:  Thank you for your time.  Goodbye. 
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THE CoLLaBoRaTiVE PRoCESS


The Living Wage project has been sponsored and facilitated by the Canadian Centre 


for Policy alternatives, an independent, non-partisan research institute concerned 


with issues of social and economic justice, and First Call: BC Child and youth advocacy 


Coalition, a cross-sectoral, non-partisan coalition made up of over 80 provincial and 


regional organizations that advocates for the well-being of children and youth. The 


collaboration process brought together diverse organizations and individuals from 


Metro Vancouver and greater Victoria. These include organizations that work with 


families with low incomes, and individuals with academic and social policy exper-


tise. The meetings and discussions included, among others, representatives from 


the united Way of the Lower Mainland, the Community Social Planning Council of 


greater Victoria, and the Hospital Employees’ union (HEu), as well as academics from 


the university of British Columbia (uBC) and independent social policy experts.


The Vancouver/Victoria living wage working group included:


Jenny Cleathero, Researcher, united Way of the Lower Mainland


Marcy Cohen, Research and Policy Director, HEu


Michael goldberg, Research Consultant


iglika ivanova, Public interest Researcher, CCPa


Seth Klein, BC Director, CCPa


Paul Kershaw, Human Early Learning Partnership, uBC


Steve Kerstetter, Research Consultant


adrienne Montani, Provincial Coordinator, First Call


Tim Richards, Senior instructor, Faculty of Law, university of Victoria


andy Wachtel, Researcher, united Way of the Lower Mainland


Jennifer Whiteside, Research analyst, HEu


Jane Worton, Community Social Planning Council of greater Victoria


Dan Zuberi, assistant Professor, Department of Sociology, uBC


The process entailed four stages. The first involved articulating the foundational 


principles that would guide the calculation of the living wage. These would affect, 


for example, the level of family expenses and hours worked by each parent. The 


next stage involved calculating the amount of the living wage. This entailed estimat-


ing family expenses and factoring in tax deductions from employment income and 


income from government transfers. The third stage involved focus groups with both 


low-income parents and employers concerning the assumptions and the budget 


expenditures incorporated into the living wage calculation, for example with respect 


to the amounts of family expense items and the hours of paid work per week of the 


parents. The fourth stage involved revising the calculation based on the focus group 


feedback, and revisiting the assumptions and changing factors affecting both employ-


ment income and family expenses. The result is a living wage grounded in the realities 


and needs of people in paid employment on low income, developed with the further 


knowledge and expertise of social policy analysts and employers.
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uk, and www.fairpaynetwork.org.
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What does it say 


about our economy 


when families are 


doing all the right 


things — working hard 


and working long 


hours — yet have to 


choose between paying 


the rent and putting 


food on the table?


S u M M a R y


Working for a Living Wage
Making Paid Work Meet Basic Family Needs in Vancouver and Victoria


FaMiLiES WHo WoRK FoR LoW WagES face impossible choices — buy food or 


heat the house, feed the children or pay the rent. The result can be spiraling 


debt, constant anxiety and long-term health problems. In many cases it means 


that the adults in the family are working long hours, often at two or three jobs, 


just to pay for basic necessities. They have little time to spend with their family, 


much less to help their children with school work or participate in community 


activities.


The frustration of working harder only to fall further behind is one many 


Canadians can relate to. Recent CCPA research shows that most families are 


taking home a smaller share of the economic pie despite working longer hours, 


getting more education and contributing to a growing economy.


In BC, the contradiction between a strong economy and growing insecurity 


is especially stark. We are one of only two Canadian provinces where median 


earnings for individuals fell between 2000 and 2005. We also have the highest 


child poverty rate in Canada, and are the only province where child poverty 


rates were actually higher in 2006 than in 1997.


The story of child poverty is very much a story of low wages. More than half 


of BC’s poor children live in families where at least one person has a full-time 


job.
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The living wage is one of the most powerful tools available to address this 


troubling state of poverty amid plenty in BC. It allows us to get serious about 


reducing child poverty, and ensures that families who are working hard get 


what they deserve — a fair shake, and a life that’s about more than a constant 


struggle to get by.


The living wage is a call to private and public sector employers to pay wages to 


both direct and contract employees sufficient to provide the basics to families 


with children.


A living wage is not the same as the minimum wage, which is the legal min-


imum employers must pay. The living wage sets a higher test — it reflects what 


earners in a family need to bring home, based on the actual costs of living in a 


specific community.


WHaT’S iN a LiViNg WagE?


The living wage is calculated as the hourly rate at which a household can meet 


its basic needs, once government transfers have been added to the family’s 


income (such as the Universal Child Care Benefit) and deductions have been 


subtracted (such as income taxes and Employment Insurance premiums).


The full details of the calculation are spelled out in this report, beginning on 


page 23. The living wage is based on:


A family of two parents with two children aged four and seven. (In •	


BC, 85 per cent of families are headed by couples, and 62 per cent 


have two or more children.)


Both parents working full-time, at 35 hours per week. (Full-time •	


employment for both parents is the norm for families with chil-


dren in BC.)


Estimated family expenses in 10 categories (more on this below).•	


The cost of government deductions (provincial and federal taxes, •	


Employment Insurance premiums and Canada Pension Plan 


contributions).


The value of government transfers like the Canada Child Tax •	


Benefit (more on this below).


Employers providing minimal paid vacation and sick time.•	


The living wage gets families out of severe financial stress by lifting them out 


of poverty and providing a basic level of economic security. But it is also a con-


servative, bare bones budget without the extras many of us take for granted.


a LiViNg WagE iS:


Based on the principle 


that full-time work 


should provide families 


with a basic level of 


economic security, not 


keep them in poverty.


The amount needed 


for a family of four with 


two parents working 


full-time to pay for 


necessities, support the 


healthy development 


of their children, 


escape financial stress 


and participate in 


their communities.


For Metro Vancouver,  


it is $16.74 per hour,  


and for Victoria  


(BC’s Capital Region),  


$16.39 per hour.
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A Bare Bones Budget


at $16.74 per hour for Metro Vancouver — or $30,467 annually for each 
parent working full-time — here’s what a family could afford:


FooD: $652/month (based on estimates by the Dietitians of Canada for a 
nutritious diet)


CLoTHiNg aND FooTWEaR: $191/month


SHELTER: $1,259/month (includes conservative rent estimate for a three-
bedroom apartment or townhouse, utilities, telephone and insurance on 
home contents)


TRaNSPoRTaTioN: $523/month (includes two-zone bus pass and the cost of 
owning and operating a used car)


CHiLD CaRE: $982/month (for a four year old in full-time care, a seven year 
old in after-school care, and six weeks of summer care)


MEDiCaL SERViCES PLaN (MSP) PREMiuMS: $108/month


NoN-MSP HEaLTH CaRE: $133/month (for Pacific Blue Cross insurance; does 
not include expenses only partially covered by the insurance plan)


PaRENTS’ EDuCaTioN: $83/month (allows for two college courses per year)


CoNTiNgENCy FuND: $195/month (provides some cushion for unexpected 
events like the serious illness of a family member, transition time between 
jobs, etc.)


oTHER: $570/month (covers personal care, furniture, household supplies, 
school supplies, some reading materials, minimal recreation and 
entertainment)


The living wage for BC’s Capital Region is $16.39 per hour, due to minor 


variations in the expenses based on actual costs of living in the Capital Region.


This living wage calculation does not cover:


Credit card, loan, or other debt/interest payments;•	


Savings for retirement;•	


owning a home;•	


Savings for children’s future education;•	


anything beyond minimal recreation, entertainment, or holiday costs;•	


Costs of caring for a disabled, seriously ill, or elderly family member; •	


or


Much of a cushion for emergencies or tough times.•	


The story of child 


poverty is very much 


a story of low wages. 


More than half of 


BC’s poor children 


live in families where 


at least one person 


has a full-time job.







WoRKiNg FoR a LiViNg WagE 9


The living wage calculation is based on the needs of two-parent families with 


young children, but would also support a family throughout the life cycle so 


that young adults are not discouraged from having children and older workers 


have some extra income as they age. The living wage is also enough for a single 


parent with one child to get by. A single parent with two children would have 


a much tougher time. (See page 25 for more on single parents.)


WHy a LiViNg WagE?


Living wages benefit families, communities and employers, now and into the 


future.


A growing body of evidence tells us that growing up in an engaged, supportive 


environment is a powerful lifelong determinant of a person’s health and gen-


eral competence. Children from low-income families are less likely to do well 


at school, have lower literacy levels and are more likely as adults to suffer from 


job insecurity, under-employment, and poor health.


According to the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth, parents 


in households with low incomes are more than twice as likely as parents in 


either middle- or high-income families to be chronically stressed. Not having 


enough money to buy household essentials and feeling that unrealistic expecta-


tions were being placed on their time are two of the primary sources of stress 


identified in this research. These parents are more likely to suffer from poor 


health and to be higher users of health care services. Adolescents living with 


chronically stressed parents were more likely than other youth to have a tough 


time socially and in school.


A series of recent national studies about work-life conflict document the very 


high costs of role overload (having too much to do in a given amount of time) 


in personal and financial terms. Researchers Linda Duxbury and Chris Higgins 


estimate the direct and indirect costs to employers in absenteeism at $6 billion 


a year. They estimate a further $6 billion cost to the health care system.


Other research has shown that paying living wages has concrete benefits for 


employers, including reduced absenteeism; increased skill, morale and produc-


tivity levels; ability to attract and keep employees in a tight labour market; and 


improved customer satisfaction. It is also good for a company’s reputation. For 


example, KPMG in London found that turnover rates were cut in half after it 


implemented a living wage policy for all direct and contract staff in 2006. (See 


Fears Concerning the Living Wage Affecting Business Profitability Overstated on page 


41 for a discussion of employer concerns about paying a living wage.)


The living wage is 


based on the principle 


that work should 


ensure individuals and 


families can live with 


dignity and therefore 


can fully participate 


in family, community 


and work life.
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gETTiNg THERE


The living wage is first and foremost a call to private and public sector employ-


ers to sustain families. This can be achieved through wages or a combination of 


wages and benefits (such as health benefits, coverage of MSP premiums, transit 


passes, etc.).


But the living wage is not just about employers — the labour market alone can-


not solve all problems of poverty and social exclusion. Government policies 


and programs also have a direct impact on our standard of living, and as a 


result, on the living wage calculation.


First, direct government transfers can put money into the pockets of low-income 


families. The more generous these transfers are, the less a family requires in 


wages to achieve a decent standard of living. However, most government trans-


fers and subsidies are reduced or eliminated once a family reaches an income 


level well below the living wage. For our living wage family, these include:


Canada Child Tax Benefit (reduced after the family’s net income is •	


greater than $38,370);


GST Rebate (not available to families with a net income above •	


$46,616);


The living wage is first 


and foremost a call 


to private and public 


sector employers to 


sustain families — to 


pay wages to both 


direct and contract 


employees sufficient to 


provide the basics. But 


government policies 


and programs also have 


a direct impact on our 


standard of living, and 


as a result, on the living 


wage calculation.


UK Employers Get Behind the Living Wage


Living wage movements have been gaining steam in the uK, across the uS 


and in a number of Canadian cities.


in the uK, a growing number of leading corporate, public and non-profit 


employers see the benefits of paying living wages, including: HSBC Bank, 


Morgan Stanley, Lehman Brothers, City group, Deutsche Bank, Royal Bank 


of Scotland, KPMg, Price Waterhouse Coopers, Lovells, Credit Swisse and 


Macquerie, greater London authority, London’s underground subway sys-


tem, four East London Health Trusts, Queen Mary university, London School 


of Economics, the School of oriental and african Studies, and Westway 


Development Trust.


While the exact terms differ from employer to employer, all have signed a 


basic “Charter for Socially Responsible Contracting,” stipulating all direct 


and contract staff are: paid no less than a living wage as set annually by 


the greater London authority; eligible for 20 days paid holiday plus statu-


tory holidays; eligible for 10 days full sick pay per year; allowed free and 


unfettered access to a trade union.
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Provincial Child Care Subsidy (starts to decline at a monthly net •	


income threshold of $1,933 and ceases entirely at the income level 


of our living wage family);


BC Rental Assistance Program (not available to families with gross •	


income over $35,000); and


Others including the Working Income Tax Benefit, and BC Tax •	


Reduction.


The living wage is also affected by indirect government transfers, in the form 


of public services and infrastructure that shift certain costs off the shoulders of 


individual families. For example, if we had a universal public child care system 


for children under six years old, the living wage calculation would no longer 


have to include over $600 per month in child care costs. Increasing the stock 


of affordable housing, or making public transit more affordable, would likewise 


decrease the amount employers need to pay in order to provide a living wage.


A key way employers can reduce the payroll costs of the living wage is to advo-


cate for policy changes to increase government benefits to low-income earners 


and enhance public services that improve our quality of life.


LiViNg WagE 
CaLCuLaTioNS FoR 
oTHER CoMMuNiTiES


an accompanying guide 


and spreadsheet is 


available for those seeking 


to calculate the living 


wage in other BC and 


Canadian communities. 


This technical guide 


can be downloaded at: 


www.policyalternatives.


ca/Reports/2008/09/


bclivingwage/.


if you do use this guide to 


calculate the living wage 


for your community, 


please let us know, and 


tell us what the value of 


the living wage is where 


you live. Just contact 


the CCPa’s BC office.
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iN ouR oWN WoRDS


This report is illustrated 


with placards made by 


workers in low-wage 


jobs about what a living 


wage means to them.
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S E C T i o N  1


introduction


FaMiLiES WHo WoRK FoR LoW WagES face impossible choices — buy food or 


heat the house, feed the children or pay the rent. The result can be spiraling 


debt, constant anxiety and long-term health problems. In many cases it means 


that the adults in the family are working long hours, often at two or three 


jobs, just to pay for basic necessities. They have little time to spend with their 


family, much less to help their children with their school work or participate in 


community activities.1


In Britain, the United States and now in Canada there is increasing support for 


a “living wage” as a way to ensure that families are not faced with these impos-


sible choices. In Britain, for example, many leading companies and public sector 


employers have signed living wage agreements that cover both their direct and 


contract employees. In the United States over 125 municipalities have passed 


living wage ordinances.


The living wage initiative as defined in this report differs in a number of ways 


from calls to increase the statutory minimum wage. The minimum wage is 


based on individual earnings and is the legislated limit below which the hourly 


wages of an individual cannot fall. The living wage focuses on family earnings 


and sets a higher test. It begins by asking the question: In a given community, 


what wage level is sufficient for working families to pay for basic necessities, 


support the healthy development of their children, and participate in their 


communities, without experiencing undue financial stress?


The minimum wage is the statutory legal minimum in any given jurisdiction, 


and traditionally, minimum wage campaigns have tended to call for a minimum 


wage that would be high enough such that a single individual working full-


time, full-year would have an income at the poverty line (in most of Canada, 


this would currently be about $10.40). In contrast, the living wage is about what 


a family with children would need to earn in order to have an after-tax income 


Families who work 


for low wages 


face impossible 


choices — buy food or 


heat the house, feed 


the children or pay the 


rent. The result can be 


spiraling debt, constant 


anxiety and long-term 


health problems.







14 WoRKiNg FoR a LiViNg WagE


that allows it to meet basic needs and to participate in the civic/social life of 


their community. But it is also a conservative/reasonable measure. Importantly, 


living wage campaigns do not seek to make the living wage the legal minimum, 


but rather, seek to convince employers (municipalities, public sector, for-profit, 


and not-for-profit) to adopt the living wage for their own staff and to apply the 


same standard to their main contractors.


The living wage calculation invites employers to consider the issue of compen-


sation, not through the traditional lens of what is the norm in a given labour 


market (or the least one can pay while still attracting and retaining employees), 


but rather, through the lens of what it actually costs to live and raise children 


here in southwestern British Columbia.


The principles underlying the living wage build on the fundamental principle 


of decency at work outlined by Harry Arthurs in his recent review of Canadian 


federal labour standards; that is, that no matter how limited the bargaining 


power of a worker, they should not be expected to work “under conditions that 


Canadians would not regard as ‘decent.’”2 This includes, but is not limited to, 


the fact “that no worker and by implication their family should receive a wage 


that is insufficient to live on … or be required to work so many hours that 


he or she is effectively denied a personal or civil life.”3 In other words, living 


wages are part of creating a society in which people can deal with each other as 


equals because living wages provide the financial means for everyone — adults, 


youth and children — to live with dignity and to participate fully in their 


communities.


These values are very consistent with the values of a cross-section of the Canadian 


public. In 2002, after day-long dialogue sessions organized by the Canadian 


Policy Research Network around the discussion theme “The Kind of Canada We 


Want,” the researchers reported that participants put a high value on mutual 


responsibility of citizens to one another, including “the right of every child, 


youth, and adult to receive support to become a fully contributing citizen.”4 


They also noted that this represented a strengthening and broadening of the 


sense of mutual responsibility since 1995 to include all members of society, 


whereas previously only investment in children was identified as a core value.


In the sections of the report to follow we develop a living wage for Metro 


Vancouver and Victoria (BC’s Capital Region) based on these key principles and 


values and using the actual costs of basic necessities in these communities. The 


report also identifies the barriers to achieving a living wage built into the way 


governments have structured benefit provisions, particularly for families with 


children (i.e. the income level at which the Canada Child Tax Benefit starts 


to be reduced), and as a result opens up a dialogue about the appropriate role 


for employers, government and citizens in supporting living wage policies. In 


other words, in addition to identifying the responsibility of employers to pay 


a living wage, the report opens up the possibility that employers and other 


citizens’ groups could also become advocates for more appropriate government 


Living wage campaigns 


do not seek to make 


the living wage the 


legal minimum, 


but rather, seek to 


convince employers 


(municipalities, public 


sector, for-profit, and 


not-for-profit) to adopt 


the living wage for their 


own staff and to apply 


the same standard to 


their main contractors.
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policies in support of living wages. For example, a higher Child Tax Benefit, 


lower transit fees, universal child care, and more affordable housing would all 


have the effect of lowering the effective living wage rate. Thus, the structure of 


the living wage calculation invites us to think about the respective roles of the 


government and the labour market — who should do what heavy lifting when 


it comes to the task of eliminating poverty in Canada?


The living wage has the potential to improve the fortunes of low income 


individuals and families with children. But the benefits of a living wage are 


much broader still. As the report shows, whether you focus on broad issues 


like social cohesion or more narrowly on the productivity concerns of employ-


ers, developing a living wage to support families with children is a timely and 


important new policy initiative. And for those who long to seek an end to 


child poverty, this is truly where “the rubber hits the road.” Most poor children 


have parents in the paid labour force. If parents do not receive a wage that, in 


combination with state benefits, allows them to escape poverty and financial 


stress, even when working full time, then child poverty will not be eliminated. 


It is the firm view of this project that with living wage policies we can indeed 


build labour market and public policies that will make child poverty history.


Whether you focus 


on broad issues like 


social cohesion or 


more narrowly on the 


productivity concerns of 


employers, developing 


a living wage to 


support families with 


children is a timely and 


important new policy 


initiative. For those 


who long to seek an 


end to child poverty, 


this is truly where “the 


rubber hits the road.”
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S E C T i o N  2


What is the Living Wage?


FouNDaTioNaL PRiNCiPLES


The living wage is founded on values of fairness central to the well-being of 


individuals, families, communities, and the economy. And while the actual 


living wage calculation is focused on couple families with young children, the 


intent is to ensure that the wage is adequate for single parents, and also that it 


provides an adequate income throughout the life cycle so that young adults will 


not be discouraged from having children and older workers will have the means 


to support aging parents.


The collaborative process outlined at the beginning of this report, involving 


social policy experts, academics, and organizations representing low-wage fam-


ilies, articulated the following as the foundational or underlying principles of 


the living wage, and thus the benefits that it would bring to our society.


The living wage:


Enables families who are working to escape from poverty;•	


Promotes social inclusion;•	


Supports healthy child development principles;•	


Promotes gender equality;•	


Ensures that families are not under severe financial stress;•	


Is a conservative, reasonable estimate;•	


Engenders significant and wide-ranging community support; and•	


Is a vehicle for promoting the benefits of social programs•	 5 and does 


not presume that labour market wages alone can solve all problems 


of poverty and social exclusion.


While the actual living 


wage calculation is 


focused on couple 


families with young 


children, the intent is 


to ensure that the wage 


is adequate for single 


parents, and also that 


it provides an adequate 


income throughout 


the life cycle so that 


young adults will not 


be discouraged from 


having children and 


older workers will 


have the means to 


support aging parents.
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The living wage is clearly not the only measure needed to achieve these object-


ives, but it would be a significant step towards their achievement in our society. 


The principles of the living wage are presented in greater detail in the appendix.


THE LiViNg WagE iS NoT THE MiNiMuM WagE


The living wage differs from the minimum wage in a number of respects. In 


the last few years in Canada there has been a concerted effort to increase the 


statutory minimum wage to $10 (in 2005 dollars) based on the principle that 


no individual Canadian should work full-time, full-year and still live in poverty. 


However, the minimum wage does not adequately address the income security 


needs of families with children.


The minimum wage sets a statutory minimum below which the wages of an 


individual cannot fall, whereas the living wage focuses on families and is based 


on the actual cost of living in a given community.


Table 1: Comparison of the Minimum and Living Wage


The Minimum Wage The Living Wage


is the wage for an individual (not 
responsive to family circumstances)


is calculated based on the expenses of a 
family of four with two young children 
and is responsive to family circumstances


is not necessarily responsive to actual 
costs of living in a given community 


Reflects actual costs of living 
in a given community 


is a provincial/federal statutory minimum
is determined through community 
consultation, negotiations, contracting 
conditions, municipal policy/bylaws, etc. 


is not affected by employer-
provided benefits or government 
tax or transfer programs


is affected by benefits provided by 
employers and government taxation 
policies and programs that support 
low-income individuals and families


DEFiNiNg THE LiViNg WagE


The living wage is the hourly rate of pay that enables the wage earners living 


in a household to:


Feed, clothe and provide shelter for their family;•	


Promote healthy child development;•	


Participate in activities that are an ordinary element of life in a •	


community; and


Avoid the chronic stress of living in poverty.•	


The proposed statutory 


minimum wage of 


$10/hour is based on 


the principle that no 


individual Canadian 


should work full-time, 


full-year and still live 


in poverty. However, 


the minimum wage 


does not adequately 


address the income 


security needs of 


families with children.
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The living wage is high enough that families can weather a temporary crisis 


without falling into poverty, but very modest in comparison to community 


standards. The living wage, as outlined in this report, assumes an employee 


benefit of two weeks of paid sick time (plus the statutory requirements for paid 


vacation and statutory holidays under employment standards), but does not in-


clude saving for retirement, debt servicing (e.g. interest on loans or credit cards), 


a disability plan or home ownership. And there is only very limited provision 


for family members to participate in further education, take vacations, and pay 


for entertainment or recreational activities. It is, effectively, a bare bones budget. 


As readers move through the details of our calculation below, they will be hard 


pressed to point to an expenditure that seems “too generous” or unreasonable.


The report presents the specific assumptions underlying the living wage, de-


scribes the method by which it was calculated, and then explains the different 


means by which the living wage can be achieved. But before we turn to the 


actual living wage calculation we will first provide the social and economic 


context that explains why the idea of a living wage is gaining momentum at 


this time in BC and across Canada.


The living wage is 


high enough that 


families can weather 


a temporary crisis 


without falling into 


poverty, but very 


modest in comparison 


to community 


standards. The living 


wage, as outlined 


in this report, is, 


effectively, a bare 


bones budget.
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S E C T i o N  3


Why a Living Wage 
and Why Now?


iMPLEMENTaTioN oF a LiViNg WagE is both timely and urgent. It is urgent 


due to the great financial hardships faced by families, hardships that have not 


significantly lessened despite the current economic boom. It is timely because, 


as outlined later in this report, the experience from the UK and elsewhere indi-


cates the success of the living wage in combating issues of poverty and social 


exclusion.


Many families with children report that they are working longer hours but hav-


ing a harder and harder time making ends meet. Their experiences are borne 


out in a recent research report from the national CCPA Growing Gap project, 


The Rich and the Rest of Us, showing that “the majority of Canadian families are 


falling behind compared to a generation ago.”6 As the report notes, the bottom 


half of Canadian families with children under 18 are working more and yet 


have experienced a 24 per cent drop in their share of total earnings compared to 


the late 1970s.7 All despite the fact that the economy is performing better than 


it has in decades and unemployment is at a 30 year low.


There are, in addition, ongoing disparities in earnings between men and women, 


immigrants and non-immigrants, and couple and single parent families. On 


average, women in Canada working full-time, full-year earn 70.5 per cent of 


what men earn. Recent immigrants are now at greater risk of working in low-


wage jobs than other Canadians, with visible minority immigrants having the 


most serious exposure to low income regardless of how long they have lived 


in Canada.8 In Vancouver, 80 per cent of single parent families are headed by 


women, with almost half living below the poverty line. The incidence of pov-


erty among single-parent families in Vancouver rises to 60 per cent in families 


Despite the fact that 


BC has one of the most 


buoyant economies in 


the country, it was one 


of only two provinces in 


Canada where median 


earnings for individuals 


actually fell between 


2000 and 2005. BC 


also recorded the 


highest child poverty 


rate in the country for 


the fifth year in row.
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headed by a visible minority parent or an Aboriginal parent and 70 per cent in 


families headed by a recent immigrant.9


The contradiction between a booming economy and low-wage work is particu-


larly acute in British Columbia. Despite the fact that BC has one of the most 


buoyant economies in the country, has had years of steady growth and record 


low unemployment, BC was one of only two provinces in Canada where median 


earnings for individuals actually fell between 2000 and 2005.10 BC had by far 


the steepest decline, with median earnings for individuals falling by 3.4 per cent 


compared to 0.3 per cent in Quebec (the only other province to experience a 


decline in median earnings).


In addition, in 2006 (the latest year for which we have data), BC recorded the 


highest child poverty rate in the country for the fifth year in row.11 We are the 


only province where child poverty rates are actually higher in 2006 than 1997, 


even with increases in child benefits. Nor are these high levels of child poverty 


merely a consequence of cuts in the welfare system. More than half of BC’s 


poor children live in families where at least one person had a full-time, full-year 


job.12 In fact, Metro Vancouver has the highest percentage of working poor in 


the country at 14.5 per cent — 40 per cent more than the national average.13 


Many of these workers are new immigrants and although they have relatively 


higher levels of education compared to past generations of immigrants, they 


have fewer opportunities to move out of low-wage work.14


Researchers have offered a number of explanations for why so many families are 


falling behind in comparison to a generation ago and why in particular BC has 


fared so poorly in comparison to other provinces. Some point to the increase in 


the contingent workforce as many employers stratify their workforce, providing 


core workers with reasonable wages and benefits and reducing wages for a second 


tier of workers, hired on as temporary or casual employees or contracted out to 


a private company. Others point to the shift to the service economy, the impact 


of specific government policies (i.e. changes in labour legislation), the reduced 


importance of internal job ladders and/or the increase in global competition. 


Various studies produced by the CCPA/SFU Economic Security Project offer 


explanations for this economic paradox, drawing connections between public 


policy choices (such as welfare cuts and rollbacks to employment standards) and 


the inability of low-wage workers to secure improvements. Notwithstanding 


the considerable controversy on the reasons why these changes have occurred, 


the negative consequences for families and hidden costs for the economy are 


increasingly apparent.


Parents are working more and more hours just to get by, to the point where to-


day it is the norm for both parents in couple families with children to work full 


time and for women with children under three to be in the paid workforce.15 


The result has been a dramatic increase in work-life conflict. The negative im-


pact this conflict has on both family dynamics and on productivity (i.e. due 


to direct and indirect costs of increased absenteeism), is now well documented 
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(for further discussion see Living Wages Benefit Both Families and Employers on 


page 38).16


Current government policies exacerbate rather than mitigate the hardships 


faced by low-income families. By international standards there has been little 


public investment in early learning and child care in Canada. As Paul Kershaw 


notes in an article for the Institute for Research on Public Policy:


Among 14 nations for which there is comparable expenditure data, 
the OECD reports that Canada ranks last (by a wide margin) in 
terms of child care spending, allocating just one-quarter of a per 
cent of GDP to this policy domain, compared to Denmark, the 
international forerunner, which allocates 2 per cent.17


With insufficient public investment in child development, the capacity to 


manage the negative impact of work-life conflict depends in large measure on 


household income.


The financial hardship faced by low-income families has numerous negative 


consequences for family members. In the National Longitudinal Survey of 


Children and Youth (NLSCY), parents in households with low incomes are 


more than twice as likely as parents in either moderate- or high-income families 


to be chronically stressed.18 Not having enough money to buy household es-


sentials and feeling that unrealistic expectations were being placed on their 


time are two of the primary stressors identified in this research. Not only are 


these parents more likely to suffer from poor health and to be higher users of 


health services, they are less able to provide a positive nurturing environment 


for their children. The NLSCY found that the adolescents living with chronic-


ally stressed parents were more likely than other youth to have emotional and 


behavioural problems and as a consequence to have difficulties both academic-


ally and socially.19


This research study is reflective of a growing body of evidence showing that 


access to optimal environments (i.e. engaged, supportive emotional environ-


ments) for young children are powerful determinants of life-long health, general 


competence, and social-emotional adjustment.20 This literature establishes a 


clear link with family earnings, showing that children from low-income families 


are less likely to do well at school, have lower literacy levels, and are more likely 


as adults to suffer from job insecurity, under-employment, and poor health.21 


A very large research study — in 470 neighbourhoods across BC — found, for 


example, that 43 per cent of the overall vulnerability of kindergarten children 


could be explained by the social economic status of the parents.22


The long-term personal and societal implications of not providing adequate 


support for families with children is clearly articulated by Esping Andersen, an 


internationally recognized political economist:
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If childhood poverty translates into less education, inferior cognitive 
skills, more criminality and inferior lives, the secondary effect is a 
mass of low-productivity workers, highly vulnerable to unemploy-
ment and low pay in the ‘new economy.’ They will yield less revenue 
to tax authorities and probably require more public aid during their 
active years.23


The living wage provides a foundation and a framework for ensuring that indi-


viduals and families with children can live with dignity and therefore have the 


means to fully contribute to society now and into the future. The last section 


of this report looks in more detail at the benefits of a living wage for employers 


and for the economy more generally.


iN ouR oWN WoRDS


“i can live in tranquility 


knowing i can pay 


my expenses and not 


want for anything. 


Decent pay for decent 


life in tranquility.”
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S E C T i o N  4


Calculating  
the Living Wage


THE FoREgoiNg iNFoRMaTioN articulates the principles underlying the living 


wage and the social and economic context in which it is calculated. The next 


section of the report provides the methodology that substantiates the amount 


of the living wage. The result is that the living wage for Metro Vancouver is 


$16.74 per hour and for BC’s Capital Region is $16.39 per hour. Based on 35 


hours of work per week and 52 weeks of employment each year, this translates 


into an annual income of $30,466.80 in Vancouver and $29,829.80 in Victoria. 


(This wage presumes that employees are entitled to two weeks of paid sick time, 


plus the statutory requirements for paid vacation and statutory holidays under 


employment standards.)


The purpose of this section of the report is to explain how the living wage has 


been calculated. The amount is influenced by a wide range of variables, the most 


important of which are the characteristics of the family, including whether it is 


a single or two parent family, the number and age of the children, the hours per 


week of paid work for each parent and the family’s level of material well-being. 


The assumptions with respect to each of these variables are presented below. 


In some cases commentary and comparisons with alternatives are presented in 


text boxes.


LiViNg WagE 
CaLCuLaTioNS FoR 
oTHER CoMMuNiTiES


an accompanying guide 


and spreadsheet is 


available for those seeking 


to calculate the living 


wage in other BC and 


Canadian communities. 


This technical guide 


can be downloaded at: 


www.policyalternatives.


ca/Reports/2008/09/


bclivingwage/.


if you do use this guide to 


calculate the living wage 


for your community, 


please let us know, and 


tell us what the value of 


the living wage is where 


you live. Just contact 


the CCPa’s BC office.
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THE FoRMuLa


The primary determinates of the living wage are income from employment 


and family expenses. However, the calculation also factors in the income the 


family receives from government transfers and deductions from income for 


statutory contributions (EI and CPP) and income taxes. Thus, the living wage 


is the hourly rate of pay at which a household can meet its expenses once 


government transfers have been added and government deductions have been 


subtracted.


The living wage is calculated using the following formula:


FaMiLy CHaRaCTERiSTiCS


Families are very diverse with respect to the number, age and gender of both the 


parents and the children. Within and between cultures the expectations con-


cerning the size and composition of families vary and there is no typical family. 


We chose a family composed of two parents and two children, a boy aged seven 


and a girl aged four. The rationale for this is that the wages people receive from 


work should be sufficient to ensure that people are able to choose to have two 


children without an undue risk of falling into poverty. In BC in 2006, 85 per 


cent of families were couple families and of those 62 per cent had two or more 


children.24 The size and composition of the family, therefore, ensures that the 


expenses are comparable for many families (see also Single Parent Families and 


the Living Wage on page 25).


The living wage is the 


hourly rate of pay at 


which a household can 


meet its expenses once 


government transfers 


have been added and 


government deductions 


have been subtracted.


Changes in Family Expenses Over Time


Due to the age of the children, child care is a significant expense for the 


family. as the children become older, this expense will decrease. However, 


the family will also face increased costs in regard to food, clothing, recrea-


tion, and post-secondary education. Many of the low-income parents in 


the focus groups, asked to comment on the living wage, said they felt that 


saving to support post-secondary education for their children was essential if 


the next generation was to avoid falling into poverty. While the living wage 


calculation we use does not include saving for child post-secondary studies 


(such as an RESP), we assume that, as the children age and child care costs 


decline, some money will become available for this purpose.


annual family 
expenses


income from 
employment 
(living wage)


income from 
government 


transfers


Ei and CPP 
premiums, 
federal and 


provincial taxes 


= + –
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Single Parent Families and the Living Wage


While single parent families are fewer in number than couple families, 


they face a far higher rate of poverty. in 2006 in BC, single parent families 


comprised 15 per cent of all families, with couple families making up the 


remaining 85 per cent. However, single parent families were more than four 


times more likely to live in poverty. in BC in 2006, single parent mother 


families faced a poverty rate of 42.8 per cent, in comparison to a poverty 


rate of 10.8 per cent for two parent families.25 The proportions of children in 


poverty in each family type illustrate this reality. Nationally, in 2004, 44 per 


cent of poor children were in single parent families, and 54 per cent were in 


two parent families.26


Thus, two factors support the importance of the living wage in meeting the 


needs of single parent families. The first is that single parent families are 


far more likely to be living in poverty than couple families. Second, single 


parent families are predominantly led by mothers, contributing to poverty 


being experienced disproportionately by women. Nationally, in 2003, the 


poverty rate of women-led single parent families was 48.9 per cent. This was 


two and a half times greater than the poverty rate of male-led single parent 


families, which was 20.0 per cent.


as with the living wage for two parent families, the living wage for single 


parent families is responsive to a range of factors, including family size, 


estimated family expenses, hours of work per week, and government taxes 


and transfers. We recalculated the living wage for a single parent family with 


one child in which the parent is a woman working 35 hours per week and 


the child is four years of age. This family composition was chosen because 


the majority of single parent families have one child. in BC in 2006, 62 per 


cent of single parent families had one child. 


as indicated in Table 2, the living wage for the two-parent, two-child family 


($16.74) is sufficient to meet the needs of a single-parent family with one 


child. This is in part because the single-parent family qualifies for the full 


child care subsidy. a single-parent, two-child family, however, would require 


a higher living wage.


Table 2: Living Wages for Single Parents with One Child


Vancouver Victoria


Two-parent, two-child living wage $16.74 $16.39


Single-parent, one-child living wage $16.73 $15.11


We recalculated the 


living wage for a single 


parent family with 


one child in which the 


parent is a woman 


working 35 hours per 


week and the child 


is four years of age.
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HouRS oF PaiD EMPLoyMENT


The living wage is based upon both parents working in paid employment for 


35 hours per week. Thus, each parent is in full-time employment, which is now 


the norm for families with children in BC. At 70 hours per week, this family is 


at the fortieth percentile for couple families in BC in regard to the number of 


hours worked per week.27 We had at one point considered 60 hours of work to 


make it possible for the family to manage without a car and reduce their carbon 


footprint, but determined that, if the couple must work 70 hours combined, 


they would be unable to juggle work and family responsibilities without one car 


(see Thinking Living Wage: Thinking Climate Change below).


Thinking Living Wage: Thinking Climate Change


When the collaborative group began working on the living wage we decided 


to base it on a 60-hour week divided between two parents (i.e. one working 


40 hours and the second working 20 hours, or both working 30 hours a 


week). We did this, in large measure, to ensure that the family could rely 


on public transportation and still manage child care arrangements for two 


children and the extra time required for shopping and food preparation, 


given their very limited budget.


Based on feedback from the focus groups and the evidence that in the 


majority of two-parent families with children both parents work full time, 


we decided to shift to a 70 hour week, with both parents working 35 hours 


a week. However, as noted above, it is not realistic to expect a family with 


both parents working full time to manage child care arrangements for two 


children and shop with a very limited food, clothing and household expense 


budget on public transportation. For this reason the living wage includes the 


expense of owning and operating a used car.


it is interesting to note that the living wage is significantly higher for a family 


in which the parents work a combined total of 60 hours per week, even 


when this eliminates the need for a car. Specifically, the wage rises to $17.80 


per hour for Vancouver and $16.91 per hour for Victoria (for a family in 


which one parent works 40 hours and the other works 20 hours). The hourly 


wage is significantly higher primarily due to the reduction in hours of paid 


work per week from 70 to 60 hours. in other words, the lower costs of public 


transportation and after school care do not compensate for the higher in-


come earned from 10 additional hours of work. Thus, if from a public policy 


perspective we wish to prioritize climate change goals, and want to ensure 


that families can function without relying on a car, then either the living 


wage must rise or we must have more accessible public transportation.


We had at one point 


considered 60 hours 


of work to make it 


possible for the family 


to manage without a 


car and reduce their 


carbon footprint, but 


determined that, if 


the couple must work 
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CaLCuLaTioN oF FaMiLy ExPENSES


Family expenses were calculated by defining 10 categories of expenses and es-


timating amounts for each. The method is therefore a direct measure approach 


of costing specific expenses. The calculation builds upon the Market Basket 


Measure (MBM), developed by Human Resources and Social Development 


Canada (HRSDC).28 The MBM was developed to provide a perspective on low 


income in Canada and defines five categories of expenses. The MBM calculations 


are based on the actual costs of goods and services in a given community (and 


are thus much finer than measures such as Statistics Canada’s low-income cut-


off). The MBM expenses for food, clothing and footwear, and shelter are based 


on median expenditures, and transportation and other expenses are based on 


less than median expenditures. Median family expenditures are almost invari-


ably less than average family expenditures.29


The living wage calculation adds five further categories of expenses for child 


care, provincial Medical Services Plan premiums, non-MSP health expenses, an 


amount for education expenses for the parents, and a contingency amount.30


Table 3 summarizes the family expenses for each category for Vancouver and 


Victoria.


Table 3: Family Expenses — Two Adults and Two Children (4 and 7 Years Old)


Expense Item
Vancouver Victoria


Monthly Annually Monthly Annually


Food $652.16 $7,825.94 $618.74 $7,424.88


Clothing and footwear 191.64 2,299.70 191.64 2,299.70


Shelter 1,258.69 15,104.28 1,299.39 15,592.68


Transportation 522.69 6,272.27 496.94 5,963.27


other31 569.57 6,834.80 547.01 6,564.09


Child care 982.00 11,784.00 946.83 11,362.00


Non-MSP health expenses 133.00 1,596.00 133.00 1,596.00


MSP 108.00 1,296.00 108.00 1,296.00


Parent education 83.33 1,000.00 83.33 1,000.00


Contingency 195.30 2,343.60 191.22 2,294.60


Total $4,696.38 $56,356.59 $4,616.10 $55,393.22


Many families with 


children report that 


they are working longer 


hours but having a 


harder and harder time 


making ends meet.
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The following sections provide a short explanation concerning the source, 


amount, and calculation of each expense. The amounts are current to December 


2007.


Food


The food amount is based upon the Dietitians of Canada, BC Region, report 


The Cost of Eating in BC 2007.32 The report calculates the cost of food in each 


provincial health region based on a stratified random sample of grocery stores 


and based on the federal government’s standardized food costing tool, the 


National Nutritious Food Basket 1998 which is based on the Canada Food Guide. 


The report provides monthly food costs for both adults and children by gender 


and age categories.


aMouNT PER MoNTH: Vancouver: $652.16; Victoria: $618.74


Clothing and Footwear


The clothing and footwear amount is based on the MBM. The 2002 MBM 


amount was updated by the Consumer Price Index to 2007. It is equivalent to 


approximately $50 per month, per family member.


aMouNT PER yEaR: Vancouver: $2,299.70; Victoria: $2,299.70


Shelter


The shelter amount is composed of rent, utilities, telephone, and content 


insurance for possessions. The rent amount is based on median rents for 


three-bedroom apartments and three-bedroom row houses. The data is from 


the CMHC survey on rental housing for October 2007 and excludes secondary 


suites and buildings with less than three rental units.33 The monthly rental 


expense for Vancouver is $1,089.80 and for Victoria is $1,137.50. The utilities 


amount is taken from the Dietitians of Canada report referred to above. It is 


based on Statistics Canada data for the utility expense for a couple family with 


two children in a three-bedroom apartment, at the twenty-fifth percentile (as 


opposed to the fiftieth or median percentile) for utility expenses. The expense 


for a telephone is based on a land line phone from Telus and the expense for 


content insurance is an estimate based on $30,000 worth of possessions.


While the rent amount for secondary suites may be less than apartments, they 


usually have a much greater expense for utilities. It is also important to note 


that if a family is trying to rent an apartment today, the cost will likely be higher 


than the rent in this calculation. This is because the CHMC reflects current rent 


The family expenses do 


not include many that 


are considered normal, 


such as savings for 


retirement or owning 


a home. There is only 


limited provision 


for post-secondary 


education for either 


parents or children.
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amounts for all units. However, when a family newly rents an apartment, the 


landlord is entitled to set whatever rent amount they wish, and this can be con-


siderably above current rents, which are subject to limits on annual increases, 


particularly given today’s very low vacancy rates.


Rental amounts for condominium apartments are considerably greater than 


the rent amount used in the living wage calculation. For example, in October 


of 2007, the average rent for a two-bedroom condominium apartment in 


Vancouver was $1,435, approximately $345 per month more than the rent in 


the living wage calculation.34 And rents for condos have been increasing at 


a brisk pace (for example, the rent for a standard condo on the west side of 


Vancouver was $2,200 per month at the end of 2007, up 50 per cent from 2004, 


and more than double the rates of 2000 ($1,000 per month).)35


aMouNT PER MoNTH: Vancouver: $1,258.69; Victoria: $1,299.39


Transportation


The transportation amount includes the expense for both a used vehicle and 


a two-zone bus pass. While public transportation can be a viable option for 


many families, a family with both parents working full time with one child in 


full-time day care and the other child in elementary school cannot realistically 


be managed based only on public transportation (see Thinking Living Wage: 


Thinking Climate Change on page 22). Further, because both parents are working 


full time, the parent not using the vehicle requires public transportation for 


work purposes. We use the MBM expense for owning and operating a used 


vehicle, updated by the Consumer Price Index to 2007.36 The public transit 


amount is for one two-zone monthly bus pass.


aMouNT PER yEaR: Vancouver: $6,272.27; Victoria: $5,963.27


other


The “other” expense is a general MBM category that encompasses a variety 


of expenses including personal care, household supplies and furniture, school 


supplies and modest levels of reading materials, recreation and entertainment. 


Following the MBM approach, it is calculated at 67.5 per cent of the total ex-


penses for food and for clothing and footwear.


aMouNT PER yEaR: Vancouver: $6,834.80; Victoria: $6,564.09
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Child Care


The four year old child is in full-time licenced group daycare. The seven year old 


is in before and after school care and six weeks of summer care. The expenses for 


Vancouver are based on data from the Westcoast Child Care Resource Centre,37 


and the data for Victoria are based on data from the Victoria Child Care Resources 


and Referral Centre.38 Child care is a significant expense (the second highest in 


our calculation after rent), at 20 per cent of total expenditures for the family.


aMouNT PER MoNTH: Vancouver: $982.00; Victoria: $946.83


Medical Services Plan Premiums


This is the mandatory premium under the provincial program. The family pays 


the maximum amount under this program.


aMouNT PER MoNTH: Vancouver: $108.00; Victoria: $108.00


Non-MSP Health Care Expenses


This is an estimate for all health-related expenses except those covered by MSP 


and medicines and pharmaceutical products. It includes dental care, optical 


expenses, and chiropractic or physiotherapy not covered by MSP. The expense 


is the amount for the family to purchase Pacific Blue Cross Insurance. The as-


sumption is that the family spends the equivalent of this on these health care 


expenses. If the family purchased this insurance, they would face the additional 


expense of health costs not covered or only partially covered by the insurance 


plan. Based on Statistics Canada data in the 2005 Survey of Household Spending 


for BC, the amount used in this analysis is $115 per year (approximately $10 per 


month) less than the average amount spent by households in BC on non-MSP 


health care expenses.


aMouNT PER MoNTH: Vancouver: $133.00; Victoria: $133.00


Parents’ Education


This expense is for the parents to pursue part-time/continuing education at 


the college level. The importance of having access to post-secondary education 


opportunities was raised in the focus groups with low-income families who saw 


education as the pathway out of poverty. The amount is the approximate cost of 


two courses of three credits each. It includes the cost of enrolling in the courses, 


student fees, and textbooks. The source of this information is the websites of 


publicly-funded community colleges.


aMouNT PER yEaR: Vancouver: $1,000.00; Victoria: $1,000.00


The importance of 


having access to post-


secondary education 


opportunities was 


raised in the focus 


groups with low-


income families who 


saw education as the 


pathway out of poverty.
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Contingency amount


This expense is an estimate of the cost of unexpected occurrences. It is calculated 


as the amount of income for each parent for two weeks. It would provide for a 


parent being unable to work due to serious illness of a family member, any out 


of town travel such as travel to the funeral of a family member, unpaid time due 


to transition between jobs, or a cushion to cover the two-week waiting period 


for Employment Insurance in the event that a parent is laid off from their job.


aMouNT PER yEaR: Vancouver: $ 2,343.60; Victoria: $2,294.60


goVERNMENT TRaNSFERS


The calculation of the living wage factors in the income the family receives 


from government transfers. The family receives a partial transfer from the 


Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB) and receives the Universal Child Care Benefit 


(UCCB). The family does not receive the GST rebate or the provincial Child 


Care Subsidy because of its level of income (see Shortfalls in Government Transfers 


on page 32).


The amount of these transfers is for the July 2007 to June 2008 period, and this 


is based on the family income earned in 2006.


goVERNMENT DEDuCTioNS aND TaxES


Payroll deductions and government taxes reduce the employment income 


available for family expenses. The living wage calculation factors in payroll 


deductions for Employment Insurance and Canada Pension Plan premiums. In 


addition, it deducts provincial and federal income taxes from income from paid 


work. The calculation assumes that the family claims all available expenses and 


tax credits. Further, the tax credits are allocated between parents to maximize 


the benefits to the family.


The tax rules and formulas are for the 2007 tax year. At the federal level, the 


tax credits claimed are for EI and CPP premiums, the Canada Employment 


Amount, the Child Tax Credit, the Public Transit Amount, Medical Expenses, 


and the Tuition, Education and Textbook amount. At the provincial level, the 


tax credits are for EI and CPP premiums, Medical Expenses, and the Tuition, 


Education and Textbook amount. In addition, one parent claims the allowable 


child care expense and receives the BC tax reduction.







32 WoRKiNg FoR a LiViNg WagE


Shortfalls of Government Transfers


The calculations in this report highlight the inadequacies of government 


transfers for modest-income families. The following information explains 


how government policies and programs limit the benefits to our model liv-


ing wage family.


CaNaDa CHiLD Tax BENEFiT (CCTB): The family does not receive the National 


Child Benefit Supplement, an element of CCTB, because this benefit ceases 


at a family net income of $38,369.61. Because the amount of the CCTB is 


reduced once the family’s net income is greater than $38,378, the basic 


CCTB amount of $213.82 per month has fallen to $171.30 (Vancouver) or 


$175.55 (Victoria) due to the income level of the family.


gST REBaTE: The family does not receive the federal gST rebate, because this 


benefit ceases at a family net income of $46,616.00.


uNiVERSaL CHiLD CaRE BENEFiT (uCCB): This is a taxable benefit, and thus the 


family’s net benefit is less than the $100 per month paid by the program.


PRoViNCiaL CHiLD CaRE SuBSiDy: Provincial Child Care Subsidy starts to 


decline at a monthly net income threshold of $1,933 and ceases entirely at 


the income level of our living wage family.


BC RENTaL aSSiSTaNCE PRogRaM: The family is not eligible for a subsidy from 


the provincial Rental assistance Program because this subsidy is not available 


for families whose annual gross household income is greater than $35,000. 


This indicates that the government programs intended to benefit low- and 


modest-income families have clawback thresholds that are much too low, 


and thus are reduced or disappear entirely for families whose income levels 


are well below those needed to meet necessary expenses. in addition, the 


following provincial and federal government tax programs designed to assist 


low-income families cease to provide their benefits at an income less than 


that of the living wage family.


WoRKiNg iNCoME Tax BENEFiT (WiTB): This benefit is not available if the 


family’s adjusted family net income is greater than $25,206.


BC Tax REDuCTioN: This tax reduction is part of the formula for the amount 


of an individual’s provincial income tax. it reduces the amount of tax an 


individual must pay if their net income is less than $27,675.41. This tax 


reduction is not available once an individual’s net income is greater than 


$27,675.41. For the family earning the living wage, this reduction is avail-


able only for the spouse who claims the child care expenses.


The family is not 


eligible for a subsidy 


from the provincial 


Rental assistance 


Program because 


this subsidy is not 


available for families 


whose annual gross 


household income is 


greater than $35,000. 


This indicates that the 


government programs 
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clawback thresholds 


that are much too low.
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SuMMaRy oF iNCoME, ExPENSES aND TaxES 
FoR VaNCouVER aND ViCToRia


Table 4 summarizes the family’s income and expenses at the living wage, fac-


toring in payroll deductions and government taxes, and the amount of govern-


ment transfers to the family.


The annual income provided by the living wage is lower than the income cur-


rently earned by the majority of couple families in BC with two children. In 


Vancouver, 41 per cent of such families receive less than the living wage annual 


income, while 38 per cent of families in BC receive less than Vancouver living 


wage annual income. In Victoria, 27 per cent of such families receive less than 


the living wage annual income, while 37 per cent of families in BC receive less 


than the Victoria living wage annual income.39


Table 4: The Living Wage Family, Vancouver and Victoria —  
Summary of Income, Expenses, Deductions and Taxes


Vancouver Victoria


Total gross annual family income  $60,933.60  $59,659.60


Minus deductions from income  
(Ei, CPP, provincial and federal taxes) – 7,819.37 – 7,550.43


Family take home pay = $53,114.23 = $52,109.17


Plus government transfers  
(CCTB, uCCB and gST rebate) + 3,255.62 + 3,306.58


Total disposable income = $56,369.85 = $55,415.75


annual family expenses  
(as shown in Table 3) – 56,356.59 – 55,393.22


annual income less expenses = $13.26 = $22.53


Living wage = $16.74/hour = $16.39/hour


The annual income 


provided by the living 


wage is lower than 


the income currently 


earned by the majority 


of couple families in 


BC with two children. 


in Vancouver, 41 per 


cent of such families 


receive less than the 


living wage annual 


income, and in 


Victoria, 27 per cent.
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THE LiViNg WagE iS a CoNSERVaTiVE ESTiMaTE


In summary, the living wage is a conservative estimate for the following reasons.


FaMiLy ExPENSES


The living wage is based on the MBM, which was developed as a perspec-•	


tive on low income. The MBM is based on median or lower than median 


estimates for expenses. It provides very little for holidays, entertainment 


and recreation.


The expenses do not include many that families experience, such as debt •	


servicing. This is a notable omission, as typically, families do not face 


many expenses evenly, while their income is the same each week. When 


large expenses must be paid, the family’s cash flow can easily go into 


deficit, or be carried on credit cards, requiring interest payments that our 


calculation does not include.


The family expenses do not include many that are considered normal, •	


such as savings for retirement or owning a home. There is only limited 


provision for post-secondary education for either parents or children.


The family expenses do not include financial challenges related to family •	


members who have disabilities or a serious illness, or who are elderly.


The living wage calculation does not allow for remittances to family •	


members abroad (something many low-wage immigrant workers do for 


relatives in their country of origin, and view as a high priority).


The shelter amount is likely well below what a low-income family would •	


need if they are required to seek new accommodation in today’s low-


vacancy rental market.


The family expenses assume there will be an even flow of income •	


throughout the year with the provision of only a two-week cushion for 


each parent to cover sick time for themselves or their children and/or 


the two-week waiting period for EI.


Notably, most of the expenses included in our calculation are based on •	


2007 data (not 2008).


TaxES


The living wage assumes that the family is able to claim all its non-MSP •	


health care expenses as a tax credit.


The living wage assumes that the family claims all available credits even •	


though not all people claim all available tax credits.


When large expenses 


must be paid, the 


family’s cash flow can 


easily go into deficit, 


or be carried on 


credit cards, requiring 


interest payments 


that our calculation 


does not include.
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S E C T i o N  5


Different Ways  
of achieving the 
Living Wage


a LiViNg WagE iS NECESSaRy to ensure families are able to meet their needs, 


participate in the life of their communities, and cope with a temporary crisis 


without falling into poverty. There are three ways for employers to achieve 


this goal, and in some cases employers may want to consider a combination of 


approaches to achieve the living wage.


The first, and most obvious, would be for employers to increase the wages of 


their employees to the living wage. This would be an hourly wage of $16.74 in 


Vancouver and $16.39 in Victoria.


The second would be for employers to provide employment/workplace benefits 


to workers. The living wage can be achieved with a combination of cash and 


benefits. The living wage presented in this report assumes that the only benefit 


provided by the employer is two weeks of paid sick time for their employees 


(plus the statutory requirements for paid vacation and statutory holidays under 


employment standards). The effect of the employer-provided benefits on the 


living wage is illustrated by considering the increase in the living wage if the 


employer does not provide sick time benefits. If the employer does not provide 


this benefit, and each parent has one week per year away due to illness, then 


the living wage must increase by 35 cents per hour, in Vancouver from $16.74 


to $17.09 and in Victoria from $16.39 to $16.73.


There are three options 


employers can combine 


to achieve this goal: 


increase wages, provide 


benefits, and advocate 


for a redesign of 


government transfers 


and other programs 


targeted at families 


with children.







36 WoRKiNg FoR a LiViNg WagE


The converse is also true. The living wage decreases when employers provide 


other benefits. For example, in Table 5, the living wage is recalculated based 


first on the assumption that the employer pays 50 per cent of the family’s MSP 


premiums, and then again on the assumption that the employer pays 100 per 


cent of the family’s MSP premiums. In this scenario, the living wage decreases 


by 20 cents per hour if employers pay 50 per cent of the MSP premiums and by 


40 cents per hour if the employer pays 100 per cent of the premiums.


Similarly, if an employer pays some or all of the premiums for a workplace 


health plan (covering dental and vision care, etc.), making redundant the need 


for the family to purchase private health insurance on their own, the effective 


living wage would be modestly reduced for that employer.


The third way an employer can help attain the living wage is by advocating for 


a redesign of government transfers and other programs targeted at families with 


children. By joining the call for more progressive public policies, employers can 


help their workers meet more of their basic needs through the collective/public 


provision of goods and services. As indicated above, most government transfers 


and subsidies are reduced or eliminated at income levels well below the living 


wage. If these programs were redesigned to ensure that more of the costs of 


raising the next generation is shared and financed through the tax system, the 


family would require a lower living wage (see Employers: Does the Living Wage 


Seem Financially Unattainable on page 37).


Table 5: Living Wage When Employers Pay for Employee’s MSP Premiums


No employer-
paid MSP 
premiums


Employer pays 50%  
of MSP premiums


Employer pays 100%  
of MSP premiums


Hourly rate Difference Hourly rate Difference


Vancouver $16.74 $16.54 – $0.20 $16.34 – $0.40


Victoria $16.39 $16.19 – $0.20 $15.99 – $0.40


Note: The figures assume that both parents are paid the lower (-$0.20 or -$0.40) living wage.


The living wage 


decreases by 20 cents 


per hour if employers 


pay 50 per cent of 


the MSP premiums 


and by 40 cents per 


hour if the employer 


pays 100 per cent 


of the premiums.







WoRKiNg FoR a LiViNg WagE 37


Employers: Does the Living Wage  
Seem Financially Unattainable?


Many of you may be supportive of the living wage, but are concerned that if 


you pay the living wage you will not be able to compete with other employ-


ers. in this case, it is in your interest to advocate for programs that would 


ensure that as a society we collectively address the needs of families with 


children. This could include advocacy for:


More affordable housing;•	


a child tax benefit of $5,100 per year, per child, as is •	


recommended by many child advocacy organizations,  


and a higher CCTB income threshold;


a universal, publicly-funded child care program;•	


Lower tuition fees for post-secondary education;•	


improved public transportation, reduced transit fees,  •	


or free transit; and


Shifting the burden of taxation and compulsory deductions  •	


from lower-income families to higher-income families.


all of these measures would decrease the income families require from 


employment, and therefore reduce the living wage. There are, however, 


additional efficiency and productivity benefits of paying the living wage that 


you may not have considered. These benefits are outlined in the next section 


and begin with the experience in the uK, where a number of leading public 


and private sector employers have adopted living wage policies.


as employers, it is 


in your interest to 


advocate for programs 
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S E C T i o N  6


Living Wages Benefit 
Both Families 
and Employers


MaNy EMPLoyERS NEED To BE CoNViNCED that the living wage has “something 


in it for them.” In the UK there are a growing number of leading companies 


that see the benefits of paying living wages and that have incorporated the liv-


ing wage into their procurement policies.40 They include HSBC Bank, Morgan 


Stanley, Lehman Brothers, City Group, Deutsche Bank, Royal Bank of Scotland, 


KPMG, Price Waterhouse Coopers, Lovells, Credit Swisse, and Macquerie. Public 


sector organizations involved include the Greater London Authority, four East 


London health trusts, Queen Mary University, the London School of Economics, 


and the School of Oriental and African Studies. Cleaners working for London’s 


Underground subway system also just won a living wage agreement, after 


having to take strike action. A growing group of non-profit organizations have 


also adopted living wage policies, including Big Issue, Child Poverty Action 


Group, ACEVO, Institute for Public Policy Research, and Westway Development 


Trust. Multinational property developer Westfield has pledged that the White 


City Shopping Centre in West London will become the first living wage retail 


development.41 London Citizens (the citizens’ group that has led the campaign 


for a living wage in London) has also secured a commitment by the Olympic 


Delivery Authority to implement fair employment practices, including the 


London living wage, for the 2012 Olympics.42


While the exact terms differ from employer to employer, all have signed a basic 


“Charter for Socially Responsible Contracting,” which stipulates that all staff, 


including contract staff are: paid no less than a living wage as set annually by 


in the uK there are a 


growing number of 


leading companies 


that see the benefits 


of paying living 


wages and that have 


incorporated the 


living wage into their 


procurement policies.
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the Greater London Authority (£7.45 or approximately $14.14 in July 2008); 


eligible for 20 days’ paid holiday, plus statutory holidays; eligible for 10 days 


full sick pay per year; and allowed free and unfettered access to a trade union.43 


A study has calculated that as of December 2007 the Living Wage Campaign had 


won pay raises for an estimated 5,800 workers, amounting to an estimated total 


gain of £19,438,500 (approximately $40 million Canadian).44 In some cases, 


like Queen Mary University, the employer has agreed not only to introduce liv-


ing wage policies for the contract cleaning staff, but also to bring the cleaning 


service in-house with the same terms and conditions as regular employees.


The benefits derived from paying a living wage are significant and measurable. 


A 2005 study of low-paid contract cleaners at the Royal London Hospital found 


that earning a living wage made a dramatic difference to the ability of workers to 


support their families.45 The researchers asked workers what difference the new 


pay rate made to their ability to pay for food, clothing, housing, child-related 


expenses, and holidays. Less than half of the workers surveyed said they had 


been able to afford adequate food on their previous salary. Once they received a 


living wage, 85 per cent were able to pay for the food their family needed. The 


living wage had a similar impact on workers’ ability to pay for other necessities 


for themselves, and most importantly, for their children.


Other research has shown that paying living wages has tangible benefits for 


employers as well. It can help to lower costs related to employee turnover and 


absenteeism, increase the skill level, morale and productivity of employees, 


improve customer retention and satisfaction, and contribute to corporate social 


responsibility. Some of these tangible benefits are discussed below.


EFFiCiENCy aND PRoDuCTiViTy


In Canada, work-life researchers Linda Duxbury and Chris Higgins, in a series of 


national studies, document the very high costs of role overload (i.e. having too 


much to do in a given amount of time) in both personal and financial terms. 


They estimate the direct and indirect costs to employers in absenteeism at $6 


billion a year, and to the health care system, as a result of higher use of health 


services, at another $6 billion.46 Their findings are unequivocal: employees with 


high levels of role overload are less able to resolve family conflicts, are in poorer 


physical and mental health, and make greater use of the health care system.


Other research shows that paying low wages results in higher turnover rates. 


For example, a survey of health support workers in 12 community hospitals in 


the US found turnover rates of 100 per cent because of a combination of low 


wages and a tight labour market.47 Similar concerns about high turnover rates 


and recruitment problems have arisen for support staff (i.e. housekeepers and 


food service workers) working for private contractors in the Vancouver, Fraser, 


and Vancouver Island Health Authorities. In fact, because of the difficulty in 
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recruiting housekeepers to work in Victoria’s hospitals, the contractor has applied 


and was granted the right to bring in temporary workers from the Philippines. 


Clearly, all workers, whether they are Canadian citizens or migrants workers, 


should be paid the living wage.


Bringing in temporary workers is a stop-gap measure. In the UK, as noted above, 


many leading employers are finding that paying a living wage is a far more 


effective way to combat the recruitment and retention problems traditionally 


associated with low-wage work. For example, KPMG in London found that 


turnover rates were cut in half after it implemented a living wage policy for all 


its direct and contract staff in 2006. “No one abused the new sick pay scheme,” 


said Head of Corporate Services Guy Stallard, “and absenteeism is very low. We 


get the benefit of reduced training costs and increased staff continuity. It is a 


much more motivated workforce.”48


Similarly, Barclays Bank, under pressure from The East London Communities 


Organisation (TELCO), set a requirement that its cleaning contractor provide 


cleaners moving to Barclays’ new headquarters at Canary Wharf with an hourly 


rate of £6.00, 28 days’ holiday, pension contributions, sick pay, bonuses, and 


training to an industry recognized standard. As John Cotton, Barclays’ Canary 


Wharf program director, explained at the time:


When we set up the deal we wanted to ensure that we could recruit 
and retain quality people, in the same way that we try to do with 
directly employed staff…49


Clearly, there are some cost consequences of what we’ve done, but 
they for us are completely commercially viable because they provide 
us with a quality of employee and a commitment of employee which 
we believe will actually give us a better cleaned building.50


The new policy resulted in a dramatic drop in absenteeism. Turnover fell from 


30 per cent to 4 per cent while performance and customer satisfaction levels 


improved.51 In 2006 Barclays announced it would roll out this package across its 


2000-strong UK branch network, and the company recently agreed to pay all of 


its 1,000 cleaning, catering, and post room staff across London £7.50 an hour. 


Facilities management director Jon Couret said: “Although these employees are 


not directly employed by Barclays, we have a responsibility to ensure they re-


ceive a fair, well-rounded remuneration package, and this deal delivers that.”52


With a significant and growing labour shortage in the Canadian economy, living 


wage policies have particularly important productivity implications. According 


to the Canadian HR Reporter, labour shortages represent by far the greatest 


challenge to productivity at 38 per cent, far ahead of the tax and regulatory 


burden at 14 per cent and rising costs at 13 per cent.53 And as a result, employ-


ers who agree to pay a living wage have many advantages over their competitors 


in a tight labour market.


Many leading employers 


are finding that paying 


a living wage is a far 


more effective way to 


combat the recruitment 


and retention problems 


traditionally associated 


with low-wage work. 


For example, KPMg 


in London found that 


turnover rates were 


cut in half after it 


implemented a living 


wage policy for all its 


direct and contract 


staff in 2006. 
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Fears Concerning the Living Wage Affecting Business Profitability Overstated


There are some, particularly from the business community, who may fear that widespread adoption of the living 


wage would undermine local competitiveness, result in job loss, and could potentially have an inflationary effect 


(similar arguments to those traditionally made against raising the minimum wage).


There may be an element of truth to these arguments, but if these impacts do indeed result, the effect is likely to 


be minimal. overall, these arguments do not represent reasonable grounds for rejecting calls for a living wage. 


Let us briefly address each in turn.


CoMPETiTiVENESS: Here, the fear is that, if widely adopted, the living wage would raise costs and undermine 


the ability of local firms to compete with other jurisdictions. However, low wages are currently concentrated in 


service-sector industries. in these industries (with some exceptions), buyers can only buy locally. Thus, arguably, 


the only real competitive challenge would come from those local firms that refuse to pay the living wage. 


However, as noted above, paying a living wage can have many advantages: lower recruitment, retention and 


training costs (due to reduced staff turn-over); higher staff morale, productivity and loyalty; and the ability 


to market one’s firm to the public and clients as committed to paying a family living wage. and, if a growing 


number of civic governments and public institutions adopt the living wage, those contractors who similarly make 


this commitment will have an upper hand in winning service and supply contracts.


JoB LoSS: There is a large literature on the alleged disemployment effects of minimum wage increases. a 2007 


CCPa study reviewed and weighed the evidence, and found that the minimum wage is, if anything, a bit player 


in determining employment levels.54 The weight of the evidence suggests little or no impact on employment 


levels from minimum wage increases. Recessions, an increase in women’s labour force participation, economic 


growth — these things have a far greater impact on employment rates than the minimum wage. There simply 


isn’t evidence that raising the minimum wage, especially in these economic times, would cause significant job 


losses.


That said, the living wage is different, and the size of the wage increases that could potentially result from a 


successful living wage campaign may be greater than what has previously been studied in the minimum wage 


literature. Firms adopting the living wage could end up employing fewer workers (particularly if productivity 


improves). However, there would still likely be an overall net benefit to low-wage workers. Moreover, it is equally 


possible that productivity improvements and increased demand for living wages from public contractors and 


consumers may lead to living wage employers hiring more workers.


iNFLaTioN: There is little to suggest that widespread adoption of the living wage would be unduly inflationary, 


but the exact impact is unknown. if many employers adopted the living wage, there could be a slight pass-


through effect on prices, but this would likely be minimal. Wages constitute only one component of prices, and 


local low-wage workers in turn constitute only a small share of the total wage bill. Thus, even if low-wage workers 


saw a sizeable increase in their wages, the impact on overall costs and prices would be minor. That said, if work-


ers who provide local services (such as child care providers or public transit workers) were to see their wages go 


up significantly due to a successful living wage campaign, this could have an inflationary pass-though effect on 


fees, and would then lead to the need to further increase the living wage calculation (given the important role 


of child care and transit expenses in our calculation), unless these cost increases were covered by government, 


thereby making fee increases unnecessary.
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PRoTECTiNg aND ENHaNCiNg REPuTaTioN oF  
THE iNSTiTuTioN iN THE WiDER CoMMuNiTy


Private companies and public institutions are conscious of their image, but 


high-minded mission statements mean little if the public becomes aware that 


they hide the exploitation of low-paid staff.55 As multinational clothing firms 


like Gap and Nike discovered to their cost, it doesn’t help sales to be associated 


with sweatshop labour.


Private firms are becoming increasingly aware that commitment to corporate 


responsibility is essential to their “brand.” As a US business ethics journal points 


out: “Good corporate governance can be as effective a marketing tool as a good 


quarter.”56 It went on to note that:


Traditionally, firms have been judged on how well they serve 
stockholders. But in the 21st century — a new era of ecological 
limits, corporate ethics crises, and rising societal expectations — this 
traditional focus offers too narrow a definition of success. Firms rely 
upon healthy relations with many stock-holders. That means not 
only creating healthy returns for shareholders but emphasizing good 
jobs for employees, a clean environment, responsible relations with 
the community, and reliable products for consumers.57


For publicly-funded institutions with responsibility for the health and well-


being of their communities, the importance of a living wage policy goes be-


yond good publicity — it goes directly to their stated commitment to tackle the  


socio-economic determinants of health. In its submission to the provincial 


Conversation on Health, the Health Officers Council of BC called for strategies to 


reduce child poverty in BC based on the recognition that child poverty impacts 


life chances and health outcomes throughout the life course.58 A March 2005 


report from the BC Ministry of Health Services, A Framework for Core Functions 


in Public Health, talks about reducing inequalities in health and “advocating for 


healthier public policies and changes in social, economic, cultural and environ-


mental conditions that will reduce inequalities in health.”59


It seems contradictory for BC’s Ministry of Health and Health Authorities to 


sanction contracting-out policies for support staff (security, housekeeping, food 


services, and laundry), which condemn the contract staff employees to exactly 


the conditions they claim to want to eradicate.


When more people are paid a living wage there is the potential to improve the 


quality of life and reduce health expenditures for the entire community. Closing 


the income gap reduces the number of adults and children who are suffering 


hardships such as poor health, low quality of housing, and lack of nutritious 


food. As the Health Officers Council of BC and many others have noted, reduced 


school dropout rates, higher levels of literacy, greater community and volunteer 


participation rates, and lower health care costs are all potential benefits of im-


proved income security provided through reducing income inequalities.


For publicly-funded 


institutions with 


responsibility for the 


health and well-being 


of their communities, 


the importance of a 


living wage policy 


goes beyond good 


publicity — it goes 


directly to their stated 


commitment to tackle 


the socio-economic 


determinants of health.
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S E C T i o N  7


Conclusion


THERE iS a PaRaDox when, despite a buoyant economy and record low un-


employment rates, we have the highest level of child poverty in the country, 


among the highest percentage of working poor, and the steepest decline in 


median real wages. The living wage provides a way to address this paradox. It 


provides a means for ensuring that individuals and families with children can 


live with dignity and therefore fully participate in their communities and at 


work. It also increases the likelihood that children in these families will have 


access to the supports they need to succeed at school and to later contribute 


socially and economically to our society. The goal of the living wage, then, is 


to ensure the well-being of families, communities, and our wider society now 


and into the future.


The living wage is, in effect, a call to both public and private sector employers 


to pay wages to both their direct and indirect (i.e. contract) employees sufficient 


to provide for the basics for families with children. And while the report clearly 


focuses on the role of employers in taking their fair share of responsibility for 


the well-being of their workforce, it also presents alternative ways for both 


employers and citizens’ groups to support living wages.


The report highlights that individual and family well-being is affected by the 


cumulative effects of wage rates, government transfer programs, child care 


policies, and the medical and other benefits workers receive through their 


employment. It encourages employers and citizens’ groups to advocate with 


government to improve transfer and tax programs, thereby significantly re-


ducing pressure to implement the living wage.


In BC and Canada, living wage initiatives are relatively recent. In 2006, the 


Community Social Planning Council of Greater Victoria, working through the 


Quality of Life CHALLENGE (a coalition of business and community groups), 


was the first community in Canada to research and set a living wage rate. When 


The living wage is, in 


effect, a call to both 


public and private 


sector employers to 


pay wages to both their 


direct and indirect  


employees sufficient 


to provide for the 


basics for families 


with children.
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the living wage rate of $14.88 was announced and featured as a front page story 


in the Victoria Times Colonist, a number of businesses not involved in the 


project raised their wages based on the newspaper story and research report.60


One of the region’s biggest private employers, the West Corporation, 
sent a copy of the article to its American head office and successfully 
won a $2 an hour increase in wages for its call centre workers…. 
Something tangible and documented seemed an important catalyst 
for companies that wanted to be good employers.61


And just recently, in Calgary, the municipal finance committee approved 


hourly living wage policies of $12 with benefits and $13.25 without benefits 


for all municipal employees, whether they work directly for the city or a private 


contractor.62 This living wage rate is based on the living costs for an individual 


worker. It does not take into account the needs of workers with family respon-


sibilities. All the same, if these policies pass the municipal council, they will 


improve the wages for about 680 employees working directly for the city and 


cost $245,000.


It is the sincere hope of the authors that the publication of this report will 


spur public and private sector employers in Metro Vancouver and BC’s Capital 


Region to become advocates for living wage policies in their own organizations 


and in the broader economy.


it is the sincere hope 
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a P P E N D i x


Principles for Calculating a Living 
Wage for Vancouver and Victoria


a living wage enables families who are working to escape from poverty.


A living wage is an hourly rate of pay that enables families to cover •	


the basic costs of daily living including housing, food, clothing, and 


transportation costs.


It allows families to maintain a decent, healthy standard of living and •	


live with dignity.


It is above a survival wage level, but far below an affluent wage.•	


a living wage promotes social inclusion.


A living wage enables families to obtain the basic goods and services •	


that the majority of families enjoy. For example, in London’s living 


wage calculation, an item (e.g. a computer or a TV) was included in the 


calculation if 80 per cent of people in the city owned one.


A living wage also allows families to participate in activities that are •	


ordinary elements of community life, including sports, recreation, and 


school field trips.


a living wage supports healthy child development principles.


Research shows that attention to early childhood development is one •	


of the best ways to ensure life-long health and well-being.


By promoting economic security and including the costs of quality •	


child care and support for school age children’s participation in school/


community activities, a living wage encourages the optimal healthy 


growth and development of young children and youth.


a living wage promotes gender equality


Women comprise a disproportionate share of the low-wage workforce, •	


are more likely to be poor than men, and continue to have the primary 


responsibility for child care and household responsibilities.
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The living wage provides enough support so that families have the •	


freedom to choose to have children and not be dissuaded by poverty 


wages.


a living wage ensures that families are not under severe financial stress.


Families who earn a living wage would have financial stress that is •	


moderate, not extreme.


Low-wage earners and their families are frequently living paycheque to •	


paycheque with no savings to deal with things like an illness, a broken 


appliance, or emergencies.


A living wage would include a financial cushion to ensure that families •	


experiencing unexpected financial costs do not suffer undue hardship.


a living wage is a conservative, reasonable estimate.


Families earning a living wage rent their home, use public •	


transportation, and do not earn enough to save for retirement or their 


children’s education.


a living wage engenders significant and wide ranging community support.


Community organizations, employers and the public should be able to •	


identify with the living wage calculation and see the value to the entire 


community of having its residents earn a living wage.


Campaigns in other jurisdictions have been most successful when •	


a broad-based coalition of community groups and employers work 


together to promote a living wage.


a living wage is a vehicle for promoting the benefits of social programs.  
it does not presume that labour market wages alone can solve all 
problems of poverty and social exclusion.


While decent wages are a necessary component of combating poverty •	


and social exclusion in Canada, they are not sufficient.


Government-provided benefits including child care, child tax benefits, •	


and health care play a critical role for families in the labour market; if 


these benefits are available, they could reduce the level of the living 


wage.


A strong social safety net will continue to be necessary for those •	


who are out of the labour market due to temporary unemployment, 


personal challenges, or disability.
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Introduction


The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) Statute requires that grantees
“provide, in a timely manner, that the highest level of assistance will be furnished to those
households which have the lowest incomes and the highest energy costs or needs in relation to
income, taking into account family size” (LIHEAP Statute, Section 2605(b)(5)).  The LIHEAP
statute identifies “vulnerable households” (i.e., households with at least one member that is a
young child, an individual with disabilities, or a frail older individual) as one of two groups of
households having the highest home energy needs.  To address that mandate, the
Administration for Children and Families (ACF), which administers the LIHEAP program, has
focused its performance goals and measurement on targeting income eligible vulnerable
households --particularly households with at least one member 60 years or older and
households having at least one member 5 years or younger. 
However, despite outreach and targeting efforts undertaken by ACF, the measured program
targeting rates for vulnerable households have declined over the last three years.  The purpose
of this two-phase study is to develop information that can help State LIHEAP programs more
effectively target eligible vulnerable households. The first phase reviewed the experience of
other Federal social welfare programs in targeting vulnerable households to assess whether
they have identified strategies that are effective in reaching elderly households and/or young
child households.  The second phase examined the design of the LIHEAP programs in 17
States to assess whether certain program design features were associated with higher targeting
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rates for vulnerable households.1


Needs of Vulnerable Households
1.  Elderly Households
A report by the Federal Interagency Forum on Aging Statistics illustrates the challenges faced
by people age 65 and over (Federal Interagency Forum on Aging Statistics, 2006) regarding:


Poverty:  About 9.8 percent of all people age 65 and over lived in poverty during 2004. 
Poverty rates were 12.6 percent for seniors age 85 and older.
Housing Costs: For elderly households in the lowest income quintile,(i.e., households in
the bottom 20 percent of the income distribution), the percent of income allocated to
housing costs increased from an average of 33 percent of income in 1987 to over 40
percent of income in 2002.
Chronic Health Conditions:  In 2004, 50 percent of individuals over age 65 reported
having arthritis; 52 percent reported having hypertension; 32 percent reported having
heart disease; 21 percent reported having cancer; and 17 percent reported having
diabetes.
Health Care Expenditures:  For elderly households (age 65 and older) with income at or
below 125 percent of poverty, the percent of income spent on out-of-pocket medical
expenses increased from 16 percent in 1987 to 28 percent in 2003.


These statistics demonstrate two important challenges facing elderly households. The share of
income that elderly households spend on housing costs and out-of-pocket health care
expenditures has increased substantially in the last two decades.


Many research studies have found that the elderly are most at risk for adverse health impacts
due to cold temperatures (Kalkstein et al. 1989).  Older individuals have the greatest risk for
hypothermia because they have a lower metabolic rate that may prevent them from maintaining
normal body temperatures. Certain medications make individuals more susceptible to the cold,
and the elderly are more likely to take many medications.  Additionally, individuals with medical
conditions, including congestive heart failure, diabetes, or gait disturbance, have an increased
risk for hypothermia.  Individuals with these conditions are less able to generate heat (CDC,
Morbidity and Mortality Weekly, 2005). 


The elderly also are more susceptible to heat stroke (CDC, MMWR, 1996).   The elderly are at
greater risk because they have a reduced ability to control their body temperature.  The poor
and the socially isolated are also at increased risk for heat-related fatality (McGeehin et al.
2000). Individuals with diseases including ischemic heart disease, stroke, or respiratory illness
are at the greatest risk for heat-related death.  This is because during periods of intense heat,
the stress on the cardiovascular and respiratory systems increases (Basu et al. 2002).


2.  Young Child Households
Statistics from the National Center for Children in Poverty document the economic status of
children under age 6 (Douglas-Hall and Chau, 2007):


Incidence of Poverty:  There are about 24.4 million children under age 6 in the United
States.  About 5.0 million (20%) live in families that have income at or below poverty. 
About 10.4 million (43%) live in families that have income at or below 200% of poverty.
Poverty Trends:  Between 2000 and 2006, the number of children under age 6 who live in
families that have income at or below poverty increased by 18 percent.
Family Structure:  Half of the 10.4 million low income children live in a family with a single
parent.
Residential Instability:  About 22 percent of children under age 6 who live in low income
families moved in the last year, compared to only 12 percent of children under age 6 in
non-low income families.


Similar to the findings for elderly households, studies find that children under one year old are
at risk for serious consequences from prolonged exposure to home temperatures that are
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either too cold in the winter or too hot in the summer.  In addition, the Children’s Sentinel
Nutrition Assessment Project (C-SNAP) study (Frank, 2006) established an association
between energy costs and nutrition for young children. The study concluded that “after
adjustment for differences in background risk, living in a household receiving the Low Income
Home Energy Assistance Program is associated with less anthropometric evidence of
undernutrition, no evidence of increased overweight, and lower odds of acute hospitalization
from an emergency department visit among young children in low-income renter households
compared with children in comparable households not receiving the Low Income Home Energy
Assistance Program.” (Frank, 2006)


Need for the Study
The LIHEAP Home Energy Notebook for FY 2006 reports that 34.4 million households were
income eligible for the LIHEAP program in Fiscal Year (FY) 2006, i.e., had income at or below
the Federal LIHEAP maximum income standard.  In that same year, the LIHEAP program
furnished winter heating and crisis benefits to about 5.7 million households, about 17 percent of
the income eligible households.  Federal funding of LIHEAP is primarily the limiting factor in
LIHEAP program participation; in FY 2006, funding for LIHEAP totaled $3.1 billion, and of that
amount, States furnished about $2.1 billion in heating and winter crisis benefits with an average
benefit of about $368 for the heating and crisis assistance recipients


Given the limitation on Federal LIHEAP funding, the LIHEAP Statute requires LIHEAP grantees
to “provide, in a timely manner, that the highest level of assistance will be furnished to those
households which have the lowest incomes and the highest energy costs or needs in relation to
income, taking into account family size.” (LIHEAP Statute, Section 2605(b)(5)).  The LIHEAP
Statute identifies two groups of low income households as having the highest home energy
needs:


Vulnerable Households: Vulnerable households are those with at least one member that is
a young child, an individual with disabilities, or a frail older individual.
High Energy Burden Households: High energy burden households are those households
with the lowest incomes and the highest home energy costs.


Based on national LIHEAP program goals, ACF has focused its performance goals and
measurement on targeting income eligible vulnerable households and income-eligible high
burden households.  However, performance measurement statistics have shown that the
LIHEAP program has failed to meet performance targets during the period from FY 2003
through FY 2006.  In fact, the targeting performance measures for both elderly households and
young child households declined during that time period.2


ACF needs to develop strategies that can increase the level of LIHEAP participation by
vulnerable population groups.  This study researched other Federal social welfare programs
that have targeted vulnerable population groups and assessed whether the programs
developed outreach and/or targeting strategies that increased program participation for
vulnerable households.  It also examined the design of LIHEAP outreach, intake, and benefit
determination for the LIHEAP programs in 18 States to assess what design characteristics, if
any, are associated with higher targeting of vulnerable households.


Other Federal Social Welfare Programs
This study of other Federal social welfare programs develops information from two sources:  a
literature review and interviews with program manager contacts:


Literature Review
The primary analytic procedure employed in this study involved a literature review of outreach
and targeting in a sample of means-tested Federal social welfare programs with recipiency
groups similar to that of LIHEAP.  A variety of sources were consulted including: websites of
the major Federal means-tested programs; websites of national organizations that study the
needs of elderly households, young child households, and low income households; and
academic journals.



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/liheap/publications/targeting_report.html#2
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This study included literature on the following two types of means-tested programs.


General Population Programs – Some programs, like LIHEAP, are available to all income-
eligible households.  For these programs, the literature review looked at whether the
program targeted vulnerable households and whether any national or State-level initiatives
have been effective at increasing targeting of households with elderly members or young
children.  It also considered whether any general outreach initiatives have increased the
participation rate of households with elderly members or young children, even if the rate
did not increase as much as for other types of households.
Targeted Programs – Other programs are only available to households with elderly
members or children, including some that are only available to households with young
children.  For those programs, the literature review determined whether the program has
attempted to increase program participation rates and whether any specific strategy has
been effective at increasing participation among households with elderly members or
young children.


Program Contacts
Not all social welfare program statistics and initiatives are documented in the literature.  Once
the literature review was complete, this study involved contacting the program managers of key
Federal social welfare programs, including:  Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income
(SSI), Medicaid, Medicare Savings Program, State Children's Health Insurance Program
(SCHIP), Women, Infant, and Children Nutrition Program (WIC), Nutrition Programs for the
Elderly, Maternal and Child Health Programs, Head Start Program, and Special Education
Programs to identify additional statistics and/or outreach initiatives that are not yet documented.


State LIHEAP Programs
LIHEAP statistics demonstrate that individual State LIHEAP programs vary substantially in
targeting rates.3  The elderly targeting rates using State LIHEAP maximum income standards
varied from a low of 31 to a high of 221 in FY 2006. (For FY 2006, the national recipiency
targeting index for elderly households was 74.) The young child targeting rates for FY 2006
varied from a low of 33 to a high of 234.  (For FY 2006, the national recipiency targeting index
for young child households was 115.) Since States have considerable flexibility in the design of
their LIHEAP programs as LIHEAP is a block grant program, it is reasonable to consider that
the higher targeting rates in some States may be associated with certain unique program
design characteristics.


This study reviewed the FY 2006 targeting statistics to identify nine States that were high,
moderate, and low on their elderly targeting rates and nine States with that were high,
moderate, and low on their young child targeting rates.  For each group of States, researchers
contacted the State LIHEAP Directors and asked questions about the design of outreach,
intake, and benefit determination procedures.  The study then included analysis to assess what
program designs appeared to be associated with high targeting outcomes for elderly
households and what program designs appeared to be associated with high targeting outcomes
for young child households.


LIHEAP Targeting Performance


This section of the report describes the LIHEAP targeting goals and the performance of the
program with respect to those goals.  LIHEAP uses recipiency targeting indexes to measure the
extent to which elderly households and young child households receive program benefits.  The
performance goals for LIHEAP are to increase the national targeting index for elderly
households and to maintain the national targeting index for young child households.  Between
FY 2004-2006, targeting indexes have fallen for both groups.  In addition to the targeting
initiatives undertaken by the Federal LIHEAP office, additional efforts need to be undertaken by
LIHEAP grantees to improve targeting performance under the LIHEAP block grant.


LIHEAP Targeting Goals



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/liheap/publications/targeting_report.html#3
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Section 2605(b)(5) of the LIHEAP Statute requires States to provide that, “the highest level of
assistance will be furnished to those households which have the lowest incomes and the
highest energy costs or needs in relation to income… .”  “Highest home energy needs” refers to
both high energy burden and the presence of members of vulnerable populations in the
household, including young children, individuals with disabilities and frail elderly individuals
(LIHEAP Statute, Section 2603(4)).


In response to the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and the Office of
Management and Budget’s (OMB) Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART), the LIHEAP
program tracks the targeting indexes for households with vulnerable members in accordance
with the statutory language and performance goal of providing services to these households at
a greater rate than what they represent in the low income household population.


The annual recipiency targeting indexes measure this rate of service by dividing the percent of
LIHEAP recipient households that are members of a target group by the percent of all LIHEAP
income eligible households that are members of the target group and then multiplying by 100. 
For example, if 25 percent of LIHEAP recipient households are elderly and 20 percent of
LIHEAP income eligible households are elderly, the recipiency targeting index for elderly
households is 125 (100 * (25 / 20)).  


An index above 100 means the LIHEAP program is effectively reaching the target group at a
rate higher than its representation in the low income household population.  The long-term goal
of the LIHEAP program set for FY 2010 is to increase the annual national recipiency targeting
index to 96 for households with an elderly individual and to 122 for households with a young
child.  For the purpose of this study, high, moderate, and low recipiency targeting thresholds
were established.4  A State has a high elderly recipiency targeting index if the index is greater
than or equal to 100, a moderate index if it is greater than or equal 80 but less than 100, and a
low index if it is less than 80.  A State is considered to have a high young child recipiency
targeting index if the index is greater than or equal to 120, a moderate index if it is greater than
or equal 100 but less than 120, and a low index if it is less than 100. 


LIHEAP Targeting Rates and Trends
In FY 2006, the elderly recipiency targeting index at the national level was 74. This means the
LIHEAP program underserves these households by providing services at a rate substantially
lower than their representation in the low income household population.  This number is also a
statistically significant decrease from the previous three years, during which the targeting rate
for these households maintained some stability at around 79.  The goal of increasing the
targeting index for households with at least one member age 60 or older to 96 by FY 2010 will
require substantial and widespread initiatives designed to better inform and enroll these
households.


Also in FY 2006, the young child recipiency targeting index at the national level was 115.  This
means that the LIHEAP program targets these households by providing services at a rate
substantially higher than their representation in the low income household population.  This FY
2006 number is lower than the benchmark young child recipiency targeting index of 122
established in 2003.  As it is unknown why this rate has declined from a high of 122 in FY
2003, there is incentive to investigate potential barriers to enrollment for these households as
well as strategies to help reach the goal of 122 by FY 2010.


LIHEAP Targeting Initiatives
Section 2605 (b)(3) of the LIHEAP Statute mandates States, “conduct outreach activities
designed to assure that eligible households, especially households with elderly individuals or
disabled individuals, or both … are made aware of the assistance available under this title.. .”
 According to the 2001 LIHEAP Clearinghouse document, Outreach and Enrollment Strategies
for LIHEAP, outreach is defined as, “the various activities LIHEAP providers engage in to
promote and increase program awareness with an attendant goal of increased program
enrollment. Outreach may also include outreach activities designed to reach and enroll certain
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populations.” (NCAT, LIHEAP Clearinghouse, 2001).


The LIHEAP Model Plan asks States to report on their outreach activities by declaring whether
or not they engage in the following:  providing intake through home visits; placing posters in
local social service offices and articles in local newspapers; sending mass mailings to past
LIHEAP recipients; and working with other low income programs to encourage referrals and
generate access to target groups.  This is a somewhat varied assortment of activities, ranging
beyond traditional information distribution.  This indicates that the efforts of the LIHEAP
program to increase enrollment of the two target populations can, and should, go beyond the
limited mandate of just increasing awareness of those groups.


In 2004, ACF initiated a nationwide LIHEAP outreach campaign focused on the distribution of
OCS’ LIHEAP brochure.  ACF furnished brochures to the Administration on Aging so that they
could distribute them to their network of service provider. Since this initial campaign, there have
been ongoing exploratory efforts in the form of teleconferences with other agencies to learn
how to effectively reach vulnerable populations.  In 2007, ACF began an ongoing collaboration
with the Head Start Bureau to conduct outreach to Head Start staff at the Federal, State, and
Local levels.  There is considerable room for expanding these efforts to understand how
complementary programs increase enrollment and how these lessons can be applied to the
LIHEAP program. 


LIHEAP Targeting Issues
Sometimes the goal of targeting vulnerable populations can be difficult when a program is
faced with multiple competing constraints.  LIHEAP directors may sometimes feel these
constraints make outreach a double-edged sword.  If a program engages in too much outreach,
it may lead to long lines, people being turned away, smaller benefits or overworked staff.  If a
program engages in too little outreach to targeted populations, it risks failing to meet the needs
of the most vulnerable households.


Add to this the fact that in 2002, over 70 percent of all income eligible households contained at
least one vulnerable member (APPRISE, 2004).  In a situation in which the sizeable majority of
people in the general low income population are members of a targeted group, it can be difficult
to understand why special efforts are needed to reach such a group —especially if that means
potentially excluding nonvulnerable groups from the program.  Upon closer examination,
however, certain vulnerable groups, such as elderly households, are in fact being significantly
underserved; while other vulnerable groups, such as those with young children, are decreasing
in relative participation.  Though the overall percentage of vulnerable households in the income
eligible population is high, these groups are not enrolling in the program at levels that meet the
LIHEAP performance goals.  As LIHEAP updates its performance goals, it might consider
whether it is becoming more difficult to reach these targeting goals because of exogenous
changes that are making it more difficult to reach the targeted populations.


LIHEAP program managers from eight States with high, moderate, and low elderly household
recipiency targeting indexes were interviewed. LIHEAP program managers from nine States
with high, moderate, and low young child household recipiency targeting indexes were
interviewed. The interviewed program managers were from Arizona, Delaware, District of
Columbia, Georgia, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, New Mexico, New York, Ohio,
Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, and Vermont.  The researchers and ACF
appreciate the responses and insights furnished by the program managers. The statements,
findings, conclusions, and recommendations are solely those of analysts from APPRISE and do
not necessarily reflect the views of ACF or of the responding State LIHEAP program managers.


The decline in both the elderly recipiency targeting index and the young child recipiency
targeting index was statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.


See Section II.A for a definition of a recipiency targeting rate and for information on how high,
moderate, and low targeting rates were assigned.


For both groups, States with targeting indexes at or above 100 are considered to be targeting
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the population group.  For elderly households, the States with indexes below 100 are further
divided into those with indexes above the national average recipiency targeting index and
those below the national average.  For young child households, the States with indexes above
100 are further divided into those with indexes above the national average recipiency targeting
index and those with indexes below the national average.


Targeting Overview


This section of the report discusses targeting by other Federal social welfare programs.  It
identifies how these programs define targeting and why it is important to such social welfare
programs.  It examines targeting trends over the last decade.  A 2005 study by the U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAO) is particularly valuable in identifying which Federal
means-tested programs consider targeting to be an important policy goal (GAO, 2005).


Targeting Background
Definition and Basic Procedures
For purpose of this study, targeting is defined as the process by which programs, according to
their specified goals, attempt to provide access to services for particular population groups. 
Examples of the most common target populations include households with children, elderly
members, or members with disabilities.  Some programs will also target other groups such as
immigrants and “able-bodied adults without dependents.”


The process of targeting involves three basic steps:


Step One:  The first step is to define a targeted group according to the needs of program and
estimate that group’s participation patterns.  The participation rate is defined as the number of
program enrollees belonging to the targeted group over the number of eligible people belonging
to that group.5  Is that group’s participation high or low?  Has it been increasing, decreasing, or
remaining stable over the years?  How does this compare with program goals?


ACF uses a LIHEAP targeting index to assess the targeting level for each household group. 
The targeting index is the ratio of the percentage of LIHEAP recipients who are members of a
target group over the percentage of all income eligible households that are members of the
target group. The advantage of using the targeting index is that it tracks both changes in the
participation rate of each household group and the share of the eligible population that group
represents.  For example, LIHEAP recipient data might show an increase in the percentage of
recipients who are households with elderly members, but the percent of eligible households that
are elderly also might be increasing.  The targeting index accounts for both factors.


Step Two:  Once the program has an estimate of targeted group participation patterns, the
second step is to explore the reasons behind these patterns.  Many programs conduct focus
groups with participants and nonparticipants from the targeted population.  These focus groups
elicit in-depth information on the barriers households face in obtaining access to the program. 
Focus groups also provide the program with strategy suggestions for removing these barriers. 
To test the significance of these barriers and strategies, programs will either conduct their own
surveys or use readily available national data to develop statistical models. 


Step Three:  The final step is to report the findings of these tests and adjust program
procedures as necessary and feasible.


Purpose
There are two main reasons behind tracking program targeting rates.  The first is to improve
program access and the second is to improve program integrity.


Program Access
Program access means households are aware of the program, can get information on it and
are able, if they wish, to enroll without too much difficulty (Bartlett et al., 2004).  There is an



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/liheap/publications/targeting_report.html#5
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important distinction between this definition of access and the activities currently required by
the LIHEAP Statute.  Section 2605(b)(3) of the LIHEAP Statute requires programs to make
sure that, “eligible households, especially households with elderly individuals or disabled
individuals, or both, and households with high home energy burdens, are made aware of the
assistance available under this title.”    Program access moves beyond general awareness such
as this, in order to take into account the ease of obtaining accurate information and of applying
to the program.


Program Integrity
Improving program integrity is a very different, and sometimes contradictory, reason for
tracking participation rates.  Program integrity is generally understood as the proportion of
enrolled individuals who are actually eligible for the program.  This has received relatively more
attention from Federal agencies in recent years as a result of several widespread monitoring
efforts.  The Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 spurred many agencies to allocate
resources toward identifying the extent of non-eligible participation.  This Act, in conjunction
with OMB guidance, requires agencies to review programs and identify those with significant
potential for incorrect payments in order to report those estimated payments to Congress.


These two goals may at times be in conflict.  Efforts to increase program access by casting a
wider net may inadvertently decrease program integrity by encouraging the participation of
those who are ineligible.  Likewise, efforts to increase program integrity by ratcheting up
requirements may in fact shut out those who are actually eligible for participation.  However,
there are some strategies proven to address both goals at once.  Streamlining applications, for
example, can increase program access by making the application process less daunting and
increase program integrity by reducing errors resulting from complex forms.  In any strategy
designed to target populations, both access and integrity need sufficient consideration.


Current Targeting Trends and Issues
Trends
There is no consistent type or level of targeting across Federal means-tested programs.  Each
program offers different services to low income populations; sometimes they are focused on
delivering services to particular segments of the population and sometimes not.  If programs do
track the participation of certain groups, they also vary on the extent of analysis and reporting. 
Therefore, there is a wide span of program procedures regarding targeting ranging from some
that measure, analyze and report on participation rates in detail to those that do not track
participation at all.


The following table summarizes the GAO findings (GAO, 2005, p 45).


Table 3-1 - Federal Means-Tested Programs’ Targeting Procedures


AGENCY
PROGRAM


ESTIMATE


PARTICIPATION/


COVERAGE


RATE?


USE AS


PERFORMANCE


MEASURE?


INCLUDE IN


PERFORMANCE


REPORT?


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF


AGRICULTURE (USDA)


Food Stamps Yes Yes Yes


WIC Yes No No


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH


AND HUMAN SERVICES/


ADMINISTRATION FOR


CHILDREN AND FAMILIES (ACF)


TANF Yes No No


CCDF Yes No No


Head Start Yes No No
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INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE


(IRS)


EITC Yes No No


HHS CENTERS FOR MEDICARE


AND MEDICAID SERVICES


(CMS)


Medicaid No No No


SCHIP No No No


SOCIAL SECURITY


ADMINISTRATION (SSA)


SSI No No No


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF


EDUCATION (ED)


Pell Grant No No No


U.S. DEPARTMENT  HOUSING


AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT


(HUD)


Public


Housing


No No No


Housing


Voucher


No No No


According to the GAO Report (GAO, 2005), USDA included program participating rates for the
Food Stamps Program in its program performance report.  In addition, USDA planned to report
WIC program participation rates in its upcoming program reports and HHS/ACF reported
childcare coverage rates for its CCDF Biennial Report to Congress.  No other programs were
found to report on program participation rates or coverage rates.
On the other end of the spectrum, the HHS Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services
(CMS), which administers the Medicaid and State Child Health Insurance Program (SCHIP), did
not regularly track participation/coverage rates.  Since the GAO report, however, there have
been many efforts to track SCHIP’s performance in light of congressional efforts to limit or
eliminate SCHIP funding.  The Social Security Administration (SSA) did not regularly track
participation rates for Social Security Insurance (SSI), nor did the Department of Education
(ED) for the Pell Grant or Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) for the Public
Housing or Housing Choice Voucher programs. 
ED and HUD did track alternative performance rates, namely “take-up”--which measures the
number of those eligible applicants who received a grant--and “utilization”--which measures the
number of recipients who are able to redeem their vouchers. The measure of “take-up” is
appropriate for programs where all funding is not expended.  In such programs, policy analysis
would look at who is eligible for the program and try to identify barriers to applying for program
benefits when there are funds available.  The measure of “utilization” also is somewhat different
from targeting.  In the Housing Voucher Program, some households apply for and receive
vouchers, but are unable to redeem those vouchers.  For that program, the policy analysis
needs to consider barriers to using the vouchers for housing that the household has selected.


Issues
The first issue to address when comparing targeting performance across programs is the
difference between entitlement and non-entitlement programs.6  Faced with limited funding,
non-entitlement programs necessarily have a lower coverage rate than entitlement programs. 
According to the GAO, entitlement programs’ participation rates range from 50 to 70 percent,
while non-entitlement programs’ coverage rates range from 10 to 50 percent of the eligible
population.  Any performance goals need to consider this disparity.
The second issue affecting the analysis of targeting rates is the fact that for most programs it is
quite difficult to accurately measure the eligible population.  This difficulty stems from two
problems in the analysis process.  The first problem is the confusion of eligible individuals when
they self-report participation in various programs.  SSA argues many survey respondents
confuse SSI with Social Security, leading to significant overestimates of program participation. 
The second problem is complex program eligibility requirements that prevent analysts from
accurately estimating the numbers of program-eligible households.  For example, CMS notes
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that eligibility rules for Medicaid and SCHIP vary across States by several criteria, including
age, income, assets, and geographic area.  It is therefore difficult and expensive to conduct
separate calculations for each State program.  Estimating the population eligible for the Earned
Income Tax Credit (EITC) in order to create participation rates is also difficult due to the level of
detail needed in the data to estimate the number of qualifying household members.
This relates to another set of problems arising from the limitations of national survey data.  The
Current Population Survey Annual Statistical and Economic Supplement (CPS-ASEC) includes
some demographic and program participation information, but not necessarily all that is needed
to accurately estimate the eligible population.  For instance, the CPS-ASEC does not include
some important assets data and leaves out individuals who are institutionalized.  The Census
Bureau’s Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) has more detailed information,
but is designed as a panel study and is therefore more useful as an indicator of movement
through a program rather than of annual participation.7  Some program estimates, such as
those for the Pell Grant, must rely on limited data only available outside the confines of these
two national surveys.  Research methodology can adjust for these missing data, but
methodology differs among evaluating organizations leading to different estimates of program
participation.


 


Analysis of Social Programs – Findings and Recommendations


This section of the report presents information on the findings and recommendations from the
research on targeting in other Federal social welfare programs.  It describes the procedures
used for identifying literature on targeting of elderly households and young children
households, and summarizes the literature for those social programs that have addressed the
issues of targeting.  It looks separately at general population programs, programs that
specifically serve the elderly, and programs that specifically serve young children.  It finds that
only a few programs have focused significant research efforts on program targeting.  However,
the information available from those programs that have studied targeting furnishes valuable
insights for the LIHEAP program.


Overview of Method
The literature review included a variety of sources, including relevant reports available online
from Federal and State program websites, evaluator websites, and other complementary
sources.  This search yielded a great deal of information on program targeting activities, as well
as bibliographic references for other research.  The search also included accessible databases
for academic peer-reviewed literature.  The academic articles were less helpful due to their
focus on finding general associations between demographics and participation rates rather than
exploring details of targeting strategy success and failure.
This search looked both for subject coverage across sources and lines of study within groups
of sources.  For example, a wide variety of sources and programs touched upon stigma as a
barrier to enrollment, but a narrower set of literature discussed the relatively new Medicare
Savings Programs in order to study their immediate effects or SCHIP in order to address the
possibility of continued funding.  Complying with standard procedure for a literature review, the
search continued until a particular inquiry was exhausted or repeated themes in the information
gathered were found.
Research focused on the major programs serving elderly households and households with
young children.  The general population programs included: Food Stamps (FSP), Medicaid,
Housing Vouchers, and the Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP). The programs
specifically serving elderly households included: the Medicare Savings Programs, SSI, and the
Nutrition Programs for the Elderly (NPE).  The programs specifically serving households with
children included:  EITC, WIC, Head Start, and SCHIP.  There was a wide range in the levels of
information available on these different programs.  There is very little written about some
programs’ targeting activities, but a great deal on others.  This initial finding is in concert with
the findings of GAO Report discussed in Section III.  The literature review found:
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General Population Programs
FSP estimates a participation rate, uses it as a performance measure, includes it in its
performance reports, and has a substantial body of literature exploring all the different
facets of program participation and targeting;
Medicaid and SCHIP taken together as jointly administered programs by CMS have
recently been the subject of a series of evaluations and reports.
The Housing Choice Voucher Program does not estimate a participation rate, but does
monitor the “utilization rate,” or the rate at which voucher recipients are able to redeem
benefits.  It therefore does not have an accompanying literature on participation barriers
and strategies. 
Searches for information on WAP did not yield very much information.


Programs Serving Elderly Households
The Medicare Savings Programs, namely the Qualified Medicare Beneficiary (QMB) and
Specified Low income Medicare Beneficiary (SLMB) programs, have a somewhat
moderate set of studies exploring the response of the elderly population to these relatively
new programs. 
SSI has a much smaller set of literature, likely owing to the fact that the SSA does not
regularly estimate participation rates. 
The Elderly Nutrition Program, like the Weatherization Assistance Program, was not
included in the GAO analysis and generates few studies, likely resulting from a small
budget.
Information on the EITC participation rate was available, but there was no literature that
examined the reasons for differences in participation by demographic groups.
WIC has limited targeting literature, likely owing to the fact that participation rates are not
used as a performance measure.
For Head Start, very little has been written on participation rates.
Programs Serving Households with Children


Given these assets and limitations, the comparative analysis is focused on two programs for
the general population:  Food Stamps, with analysis for both populations, and Medicaid, with
analysis for children only.  The analysis also focuses on three programs targeted to households
with elderly members or children, i.e., the Medicare Savings Programs, SCHIP, and WIC.


General Population Programs
Food Stamp Program
The FSP is a Federally-funded entitlement program providing low income households the
means to buy food at retail stores through the use of electronic benefit cards.  The USDA
administers the program and is responsible for program design, including levels of availability,
eligibility and benefits.  As a means-tested program, FSP requires participants to meet certain
income and resource thresholds.  Participants must also be U.S. citizens or eligible noncitizens,
and all “able-bodied adults without dependents” must be employed or take part in an
employment and training program.  In the late 1990s, the number of households participating in
the FSP and the percent of eligible households participating declined significantly (Bartlett,
2004).8  As a result, there has been considerable research on FSP participation in the last
decade.
a. FSP Participation
In 2001, the Urban Institute estimated the overall FSP participation rate to be between 46 and
48 percent.  They estimated the participation for households with elderly members to be
between 27 and 28 percent and for households with children to be between 55 and 57 percent
(GAO, 2005).  A recent study by Mathematica Policy Research (Wolkwitz, 2007) gives a similar
overall estimate of the participation rate at about 48 percent in 2001.  The Wolkwitz paper also
produced participation rates for FY 2005, estimating overall participation rates at 59 percent for
households and 65 percent for individuals.
Studies agree that FSP participation rates vary by group.  Rates are highest for households on
public assistance (i.e., TANF and SSI) and for households with incomes below poverty.  Rates
are lowest for elderly households, eligible noncitizens, and households with earnings.
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(Wolkwitz, 2007)  Households applying to the program are also more likely than non-applicants
to be younger, single-parent families in worse financial condition (Bartlett et al, 2004).  Wolkwitz
(2007) finds that the program  reaches the neediest eligible individuals because 65 percent of
all eligible individuals are being served with 80 percent of the potential benefits distributed.
That means that the households who are eligible for the smallest benefits (i.e., those with the
least need) are the least likely to participate.
Most households participate in the FSP as a result of either a change in income, such as a
change in employment status, or a change in family composition, such as the death of a
spouse.  Households will first rely on their personal networks and then use more informal social
programs, such as food pantries, before turning to the FSP.  Family and friends can be
instrumental in either encouraging or discouraging individuals’ or households’ participation in
the program (McConnell and Ponza, 1999).
Overall, elderly households see many benefits to the program, particularly as a critical form of
food and economic assistance.  By providing funds for food, the program frees up other money
to pay for medical, utility, and housing expenses.  The program also allows elderly households
to buy healthy food such as fruits and vegetables or ethnic items unavailable from food
pantries.  Elderly individuals also appreciate the added independence that comes from being
able to shop and cook for themselves rather than relying on their families (Gabor et al., 2002).
b. Barriers to Enrollment
Researchers describe five sets of barriers that eligible populations face when trying to enroll in
the FSP.  Most of the findings in the literature point to barriers faced by all groups, but some
specifically point to barriers faced by households with elderly members or children.9  The five
main categories are:  1) eligibility rules and confusion about those rules; 2) application
procedures; 3) office procedures;  4) personal feelings about the program;  and 5) lack of
awareness.
i. Eligibility Rules
Many potential applicants are confused about eligibility rules (Dion and Pavetti, 2000; Gabor et
al., 2002; Bartlett et al., 2004).  Eligible individuals might believe they are ineligible if they have
certain assets like a bank account or car, are employed, have been denied in the past, or are
not U.S. citizens.  Elderly households in particular sometimes believe that in order to receive
Food stamps an applicant needs to have a child or be on TANF.  They also might believe that
they have to sell their house or car or not live with their children in order to become eligible for
the program.  Some of this confusion is likely due to the association of FSP with other
programs through coordinated outreach efforts.  One model estimated that coordinating
outreach efforts with Medicaid/SCHIP reduced the likelihood that an apparently eligible
household believed it was eligible by 16 percentage points (Bartlett et al., 2004).10
Elderly households who are immigrants face an additional set of worries surrounding their own
or their families’ immigration status.  Some think there is a three to five year waiting period to
obtain benefits.  They might also think participation in the program will affect their eligibility or
their children’s eligibility to become naturalized.  Perhaps most frightening is the prospect that if
they join the program, their sponsor will have to pay all the money back or “will be damaged or
hurt” For all elderly households, most information about the program circulates through family
and friends, so without active intervention, there is ample opportunity for misinformation (Gabor
et al., 2002). 
     
ii.   Application Procedures
The second set of barriers relates to application procedures.  Several studies show the use of
identifying technology, such as fingerprinting, significantly decreases the likelihood that
applicants will complete the process (Bartlett et al., 2004; Ratcliffe et al., 2007).  In fact, Bartlett
(2004) estimate that fingerprinting applicants causes a 23 percentage point decrease in the
number of applicants that complete the process, while Ratcliffe et al. (2007) estimate that the
use of fingerprint imaging reduces food stamp receipt by 15 percent for households below 175
percent of the poverty threshold.  Studies suggest elderly individuals tend to deeply distrust this
process due to a perceived loss of privacy and dignity (Gabor et al., 2002; Zedlewski et al.,
2005). Even without this technology, elderly individuals feel very uncomfortable giving out their
personal information such as their Social Security number, and are particularly frustrated if this
information can be obtained by office staff through other means, such as, through their
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participation in other programs (Gabor et al., 2002).
Others point to the difficulty of obtaining multiple verification documents and the generally
overwhelming amount of paperwork (Dion and Pavetti, 2000).  Elderly participants have a
particularly difficult time getting documents from third parties, such as landlords or bank
officials.  The complexity of the FSP medical deduction, often relevant to elderly applicants,
means case workers are reluctant to process that portion of the application, leading to lower
benefits.  Those elderly households with limited English proficiency face the additional barrier of
poorly-done or overly-difficult translations (Dion and Pavetti, 2000; Gabor et al., 2002).
Many applicants are also dissuaded by overly personal questions on the application form and a
perception that the benefit will not compensate for these difficulties.  Some elderly households
argue the questions on the application for the FSP are irrelevant and designed to make the
applicant feel ashamed for applying.  Interaction with office staff might add to this loss of
dignity, particularly if staff are rude or acting “like it’s coming out of their own pocket” (Gabor et
al., 2002, p 47). Studies argue this kind of behavior on the part of office staff can make
applicants feel like they are being judged as undeserving or even criminal for receiving benefits
(Gabor et al., 2002).  One study estimated that an additional positive response by a supervisor
on a three response index designed to measure the positivity of food stamp office staff is
associated with a 10 percentage point increase in the likelihood of application completion
(Bartlett et al., 2004).  This theme carries over into the section below on stigma.
For elderly households, the primary concern is the low expected benefit coming from the
program.  Many elderly nonparticipants assume they will only receive $10 a month if they
already receive Social Security.  Though the actual benefit is greater than this for the average
elderly applicant, this perception is a significant barrier when combined with other obstacles to
enrollment.  To these households, the benefit just does not seem worth the hassle (Gabor et
al., 2002; Zedlewski et al., 2005).  This barrier is reflected in the very low participation rate for
individuals receiving the minimum benefit (about 15 percent), as shown in Table 2 below.


Table 4-1 - Participation Rates for Individuals by Household Benefit as a Percentage of
Maximum Benefit, FY 2005


PERCENT OF MAXIMUM BENEFIT FY 2005 PARTICIPATION RATE


MINIMUM BENEFIT (≤ $10) 14.8


1 – 25% 27.6


26 – 50% 51.5


51 – 75% 74.5


76 – 99% 121.2*


100% 75.7


SOURCE: Table 4 (Wolkwitz, 2007)
* Participation rates over 100 percent are due to reporting errors in the CPS.


The participation in non-entitlement programs is sometimes called a “coverage rate” (GAO,
2005) in order to acknowledge that the goal of these programs is not to reach all eligible
households, but only those who can be served within given funding limits.


In an entitlement program, every household that meets the program eligibility requirements
must be served by the program, no matter what the total cost.  SSI is an example of an
entitlement program.  In a non-entitlement program, there is a limit to program funding.  So,
households that meet the eligibility requirements can receive benefits only as long as funding is
available.
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A respondent to the CPS-ASEC survey is interviewed in February, March, or April and
furnishes information on annual income for the prior calendar year.  A respondent to the SIPP
survey is interviewed three times a year and furnishes information on monthly income for each
of the previous four months.  Since participation in many social welfare programs is based on
retrospective income for the last month or three months, or on prospective income for the next
month or three months, the SIPP does a better job of estimating program eligibility.


The decline in both the number of participants and the participation rate was of concern to
program managers.  If the number of participants had declined because fewer households were
eligible for the program, program managers might have considered that a positive outcome. 
However, with participation rates falling, program managers were concerned that the program
was not reaching households that needed assistance.


The studies found do not distinguish in their discussion of barriers between households with
older children and those with younger children.


The model parameters represent the change in the number of percentage points.  For example,
in this case the change in the percentage of households that believed they were eligible for the
program might have dropped from 66 percent to 50 percent, a change of 16 percentage points. 


 iii. Office Procedures
Elderly individuals face many of the same barriers in office procedures as other applicants, but
often to a greater extent.  While most applicants have difficulty finding blocks of time to go
through the extensive process, elderly participants must cope with the physical difficulty of
waiting in sometimes excessively long lines.  Again, those elderly households with limited
English proficiency face an additional barrier of being unable to find someone who speaks their
primary language (Gabor et al., 2002; Zedlewski et al., 2005).
Many households experience difficulties getting themselves to the food stamp office,
particularly during restricted weekday-only hours when many are at work (McConnell and
Ponza, 1999; Bartlett et al., 2004).  Families with children face an additional barrier when
requested to not bring children into the office, an office practice reduces the number of
applicants who finish the application process by an estimated 21 percentage points (Bartlett et
al., 2004).  This adds the additional expense and hassle of finding child care while attempting to
access basic services.  The attitudes and behaviors of office staff also come into play in
encouraging or discouraging enrollment.  Some studies discuss the importance of a
household’s prior negative experiences with the program staff as dissuading it from returning to
the office (Dion and Pavetti, 2000; Bartlett et al., 2004).
     
iv. Personal Perceptions
Households also carry with them strong feelings about what it means to themselves and to
others to use the FSP.  Some feel that using the program means they relinquish their personal
independence, a feeling only strengthened by the overly intrusive application procedures
discussed above (Bartlett et al., 2004).  Others feel that using a program as charity reflects
poorly upon them; they do not want to look as if they need help.  They may feel embarrassed
to be seen shopping with the benefits card or want to hide their participation from friends and
family (Dion and Pavetti, 2000; Zedlewski et al., 2005). 
For many seniors, the perceived loss of independence they feel that comes with enrolling in the
program is again not worth the small benefit they think they would receive.  Seniors also do not
want to look as if they need help after having worked and paid taxes their whole lives.  In some
situations, stigma was a family concern.  If an elderly person was seen asking for assistance,
the family might look bad for not being able to keep their need hidden to avoid subjecting their
families to embarrassment (Gabor et al., 2002; Zedlewski et al., 2005).  However, though many
studies agree stigma exists, some downplay its importance in dissuading households from
actually participating in the program (McConnell and Ponza, 1999).
 v.   Awareness
A final set of barriers involves a lack of awareness (McConnell and Ponza, 1999; Zedlewski et
al., 2005).  Some households do not know how to apply for benefits, while some have never
heard of the program.  This was only mentioned by a few studies as an important factor in
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participation; however, many programs spent a good amount of time on outreach.  It is unclear
whether the small effect of awareness on determining participation was a result of these
outreach efforts or whether the two are unrelated, though it has been shown that employing a
larger number of outreach methods increases the likelihood that a household thinks it might be
eligible (Bartlett et al., 2004). 
c.   Strategies for Enrollment
This study identified four other key studies that seem to give the LIHEAP program useful
information on how to increase the participation of elderly and young child households in
LIHEAP.


Food Stamp Program Access Study (Bartlett, 2004) – This study worked directly with 109
local FSP offices to collect information on office practices, collect information on applicant
and recipients households, and conduct surveys with eligible nonparticipants.
Food Stamp Outreach Grant Study (Zedlewski, 2005) – This study examined the
experiences of 19 FSP offices that received grants to conduct outreach to low income
households. The project durations varied by site from 10 months to 24 months.
 Elderly Nutrition Demonstrations Study (Cody and Ohls, 2005) – This study evaluated six
elderly nutrition demonstrations that employed three different demonstration models:
simplified eligibility, application assistance, and commodity alternative benefit.11
Senior Views of the Food Stamp Program (Gator, 2002) – This study conducted focus
groups with eligible and recipient seniors.


The Bartlett study found that program awareness, program understanding, program stigma,
and program application barriers reduce FSP participation. The first three issues can be
addressed by program outreach, while the last is affected by policies implemented by the State
and local FSP offices. 


With respect to outreach, the Bartlett study found:
 


The more FSP outreach and the more different modes of FSP specific outreach
conducted by an office, the higher the level of program awareness and correct
understanding of the Food Stamp Program. There was no specific method or specific
organization that proved most effective.  Rather, getting the program message out through
many different sources appeared to be the most effective.
In contrast, coordinated outreach with Medicaid appeared to reduce awareness of the FSP
and understanding of the FSP requirements.  The author hypothesizes that the
coordinated outreach “dilutes” the FSP message.


There are some challenges for the LIHEAP program in making use of these findings because
the LIHEAP program is trying to increase participation of specific groups, rather than the overall
program participation.  However, it is useful to know that this study found that outreach to
specific groups or through specific organizations was not the determinant in overall program
awareness and understanding by those groups.
With respect to local office practices, the Bartlett study found:


Elderly households are concerned about the accessibility of the FSP office, particularly the
location of the office and the distance traveled.   However, once they have begun the
application process, elderly households have the highest probability of completing the
application.
Households with children are discouraged from applying for the program if the local office
is not “child friendly.”  Moreover, households with children are the least likely to complete
an FSP application once it has started the process.


The Zedlewski study found that FSP outreach grant recipients made use of funding for both
general outreach procedures and special outreach experiments. With respect to general
outreach, the study found:



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/liheap/publications/targeting_report.html#11
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Mass Marketing - These techniques were not effective in increasing the number of FSP
applications.
Technology – The Internet appeared to be a useful tool for furnishing information to clients
potentially interested in the program. These tools were particularly valuable for rural
clients that live a long distance from intake agencies.
Community Groups – Partnering with community groups, including both furnishing access
to clients and assisting with implementing outreach initiatives, yielded the highest level of
referrals.


The elderly and the working poor were the hardest groups to reach.  If one wants to target
those types of households, it is important to reach out to the community organizations that
serve those households.


Elderly – For this group, it is important to work directly with senior service providers, i.e.,
the Office on Aging.  Community-based organizations that serve the general low income
population are not as effective at serving seniors as those organizations that are more
focused on the needs of seniors.  Conducting outreach at churches and other
organizations that seniors frequent is sometimes not effective because the seniors would
not want to express a need for services in front of their community members.
Children – For working poor households with young children, community health centers
appeared to be good partners for outreach.  Schools did not perform very well because
low income households with children are less likely than other parents to attend school-
based meetings or to make use of materials sent home from the schools.


These grant recipients also found that prescreening applications for eligibility (i.e., estimating
the benefit during the initial intake visit) was effective, as was including information about the
benefit level in outreach materials.
The Cody and Ohls study found that the most effective elderly nutrition demonstrations were
those that could either lower the costs of applying or increase the benefits of participating.  The
simplified eligibility and application assistance demonstration models worked primarily through
reducing the application burden.  Seniors who were interviewed and participated in focus
groups as part of the evaluation furnished substantial evidence that, without the
demonstrations, their costs of applying outweighed the program benefits.


The demonstrations attracted disproportionate shares of seniors at the older end of the age
distribution.  Older seniors are more likely to have cognitive or physical limitations that increase
the burden of applying for benefits.  In the application assistance demonstration sites,
demonstration households were much more likely to have a household member over age 70
than nondemonstration households.  A similar pattern was observed in the commodity sites for
the households containing an elderly member over 70.  There also was some evidence in the
simplified eligibility demonstrations that those households attracted by the demonstrations were
more likely to contain individuals over age 70.


Seniors interviewed or participating in focus groups as part of the evaluation had extremely
positive assessments of the demonstrations.  In simplified eligibility and application assistance
demonstrations, seniors appreciated having minimal interaction with local FSP offices.  Seniors
in the application assistance demonstrations also reacted positively to the personal assistance
and to the “respect” that they received from the application assistants.


The Gator study focus group findings support many of the lessons learned from the prior
studies.  Seniors perceive that program benefits are too low, that they are not eligible, that the
applications are too complicated, and that the office is uncomfortable.  By giving seniors
information about the benefit level, prescreening them for eligibility, offering application
assistance, and offering program enrollment through other avenues, FSP offices could
substantially increase the participating of elderly households in the Food Stamp Program.


Medicaid
Medicaid is a Federally and State funded entitlement program providing health insurance
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coverage for low income households. The United States Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) administers the program and, along with State providers, is responsible for
program design.  States have wide leverage in establishing eligibility rules, services provided
and administration procedures.  Policies within each State vary greatly and can prove to be
quite complex.
a. Participation Rates
The GAO report puts the overall participation rate for Medicaid in 2000 at between 66 and 70
percent.  Children participate at a higher rate of 74 to 79 percent; whereas, adults and the
elderly participate at 56 to 64 percent and 40 to 43 percent respectively.  This estimate does
not include those individuals who are living in institutionalized housing.  Unfortunately, rates of
program participation over time were not available due to inconsistent methodology from one
year to the next.
b. Barriers to Enrollment
There are three main sets of barriers eligible populations face when trying to enroll in
Medicaid.  As in the research on the FSP, most of the findings in the literature point to barriers
faced by all groups, but some point to barriers faced specifically by households with children. 
The three main categories are:  1) confusion about eligibility; 2) application procedures; and 3)
personal feelings about the program.
i. Eligibility Rules
As mentioned above, the rules concerning eligibility are quite complex.  This translates to
confusion among both potential beneficiaries and case workers about whether individuals are
eligible for the program.  In part this is because eligibility guidelines for Medicaid are different
from those for TANF and FSP benefits.  Households that are not eligible for TANF and FSP
may be eligible for Medicaid  benefits, but are likely to perceive that they would not be eligible
(GAO, 2005).


ii. Application Procedures
Once eligibility is established, application procedures often stand in the way of successful
enrollment.  According to a recent study by the Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the
Uninsured, over 70 percent of those who were unable to complete their Medicaid applications
said this was primarily due the excessive difficulty of obtaining required documentation (Bartlett
et al., 2004).
iii. Personal Perceptions
Recent study on barriers to participation in Medicaid has also focused on personal feelings
about the program.  Stuber et al. (2000) discuss three primary kinds of stigma in relation to the
program.  “Welfare stigma” is the kind that makes beneficiaries feel badly about themselves if
they participate or worry that others (friends or family) will look down on them for participating. 
“Treatment stigma” occurs when potential enrollees feel they will be treated poorly by office
staff, including feeling probed or humiliated by the process of applying for the program.  The
third type, “provider stigma”, is a fear that doctors will not accept program participants or will
not treat them as well as they treat those who are not participating in Medicaid.
With specific reference to children, “welfare stigma” can affect parents’ decision to enroll in
Medicaid, particularly if they have to visit a welfare office to do so.  Stuber et al. (2000) found
42 percent of parents of Medicaid-eligible uninsured children would be more likely to enroll if
they did not have to visit a welfare office.  “Treatment stigma” also matters in reference to the
site of application.   Survey respondents who visited a welfare office in order to apply for
Medicaid were twice as likely to report poor treatment and feelings of discomfort as those who
went to another location to apply for the program (Stuber et al., 2000; Bartlett et al., 2004).
A survey of participants and nonparticipants (Stuber et al., 2000, p 11) found these barriers had
varying effects on enrollment.  Five specific variables were significant in predicting whether a
survey respondent was eligible but not enrolled in Medicaid.
Table 4-2 - Barriers to Medicaid Enrollment


BARRIER


PARAMETER


ESTIMATE


STANDARD


ERROR


P-


VALUE


ODDS


RATIO


CONFUSED ABOUT WHO CAN


APPLY


.57 .30 .050 1.8
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BELIEF THAT ONE MUST BE ON


WELFARE TO GET MEDICAID


.56 .26 .030 1.7


APPLICATION IS LONG AND


COMPLICATED


.61 .23 .010 1.8


MUST ANSWER UNFAIR


PERSONAL QUESTIONS


.77 .26 .003 2.2


DOCTORS DO NOT TREAT


PEOPLE WITH MEDICAID


EQUALLY


.51 .26 .050 1.7


The first two variables above show survey respondents who were confused about eligibility
rules were about 1.8 times more likely to be eligible but not enrolled than those who did not
express this problem.  Those claiming the application was long and complicated were also
more likely to not be enrolled.  Respondents expressing a fear of treatment stigma, that they
would have to answer unfair personal questions, were 2.2 times more likely to not be enrolled.
Those expressing a fear of provider stigma, that doctors would not treat them as well because
they were Medicaid beneficiaries, were 1.7 times more likely to be eligible but not enrolled in
the program.
c. Strategies for Enrollment
Many agencies have tried specific strategies in response to these barriers.  Some develop
programs to educate both potential beneficiaries and office staff about eligibility requirements. 
This is occurring through both outreach campaigns focused on reducing confusion and staff
training to help intake workers understand the complexities in determining eligibility.  Outreach
at schools, clinics and special events is specifically designed to reduce confusion among
parents with uninsured children.  To close the loop on some who may have been wrongly
excluded, one location offered $20 gift certificates to families who reapplied after losing benefits
(Bartlett et al., 2004).
To reduce application barriers, some programs accept mail-in applications and have simplified
their forms.  As mentioned above, welfare stigma is somewhat eased by moving the site of
application to a nontraditional location, such as a health center, community clinic, hospital,
school or child-care center.  To ease fears of treatment stigma, these programs also eliminated
all unnecessary and potentially humiliating questions, such as those asking about how
applicants handle their money, about their drug or alcohol use, and details about their sex lives
(Stuber et al., 2000).  Though the studies arguing for these changes have not yet subject them
to intensive evaluation, their direct response to proven barriers suggests they might be effective
solutions.
While all of these approaches are likely to increase participation, there was not specific
discussion in the literature of how to increase participation for elderly households or those with
young children. 


Programs Targeting the Elderly
Medicare Savings Programs
The Medicare Savings Programs (MSP) are a set of programs providing low income aged and
disabled populations relief from expenses and services left uncovered by Medicare.  These
expenses and services include premiums, deductibles, coinsurance, outpatient prescription
drugs and nursing home care.  There are five ways that beneficiaries can qualify for these
programs, though the literature primarily focuses on two primary categories: Qualified Medicare
Beneficiary (QMB) and Specified Low income Medicare Beneficiary (SLMB).  Individuals
qualifying as QMB must have incomes below 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level and
resources not in excess of twice the SSI limit.  For these individuals, State programs pay
Medicare Part B premiums as well as deductibles and coinsurance.  State programs also pay
the Medicare Part B premiums for individuals qualifying as SLMB, or those with incomes up to
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120 percent FPL and resources that do not exceed two times the SSI limit (Perry et al., 2002;
Haber et al., 2003).
a. Participation Rates
According to recent studies, one-half to two-thirds of all eligible Medicare beneficiaries are
covered by these programs.  This number is increasing over time, with varying enrollment
among the specific qualifying categories and among States.  Higher coverage rates for the
QMB program support the argument that the most vulnerable groups are being targeted. 
Research has found enrollees have higher rates of service than eligible non-enrollees, though it
is not clear whether those enrolled are sicker or whether enrollment increases service use
(Haber et al., 2003).
b. Barriers to Enrollment
Overall, studies report that participants in the MSP are highly appreciative of the programs and
have some opposition to large-scale change.  However there are clear avenues for improving
access for low income seniors.  Potential enrollees in the MSP face some of the same barriers
to enrollment that they face in the FSP.  Individuals are often not aware of the program,
confused about eligibility and program rules, are dissuaded by difficult application and office
procedures, and hold strong feelings about what it means to participate in the programs.
i. Awareness
Despite efforts at outreach, most non-enrollees State that no one has ever discussed the
programs with them, much less talked to them about whether they might qualify.  This is
particularly a problem for those seniors living on their own and not in communal housing.  Not
only does this bring them into less contact with designated officials, it can mean less contact
with other seniors who are participating in the programs.  If seniors do know about the
program, they often lack the knowledge of where to go to enroll.   Some assume they need to
go to the social services office, while others think it is AARP or local religious institutions.  
Friends and family who remain the most trusted source of information are underutilized in these
efforts (Perry et al., 2002).
ii. Eligibility Confusion
Without needed education, many eligible individuals make decision on the basis of information
available.  Many Medicare beneficiaries do not enroll in the programs because they assume
they will not qualify for them, believing their incomes are too high for the threshold.  Others
believe they would have to diminish their assets in order to qualify, including selling their
homes or reducing their savings.  For others, eligibility is more a matter of perception.  Their
understanding of the program is to provide assistance to those they see in common images of
“poor people”, primarily mothers with young children.  They do not see themselves in that
category and therefore do not even consider whether they might in fact be eligible.  An
additional barrier is the fear of needing to pay back assistance received.  In a recent study,
close to 20 percent of eligible non-enrollees were concerned with State recovery (Perry et al.,
2002; Haber et al., 2003).  Once program rules are explained, interest in the program rises
substantially.
iii. Application Procedures
A third set of barriers includes difficult application and office procedures.  Focus group
respondents report feeling like the application is invasive and that their personal lives are being
“violated” in order to enroll in the program.  Similar to findings for the FSP, seniors perceive
questions as being designed to catch them in an act of dishonesty, as if they were trying to get
away with something.  More practical concerns include irrelevant questions, such as those
about pregnancy, or an overall form that is too long, repetitive, and in print too small to read. 
Respondents also report difficulty getting to the office to enroll (Perry et al., 2002).
iv. Personal Perceptions
Seniors also carry with them strong feelings about what it means to participate in the MSP. 
Many express worries that being on the program connotes a loss of independence.  Others
comment that taking care of themselves is a point of pride, particularly after having worked all
their lives.  They believe it reflects poorly upon people to accept what they consider a
“handout”.  They also worry about being treated poorly by office staff, who can sometimes
present themselves as rude, cold, and suspicious.  All of these factors combine to making
some seniors reluctant to ask for help (Perry et al., 2002).  However, Haber et al. (2003)
argues seniors actually want the assistance and enroll because they feel they deserve it. 
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These two findings suggest avenues for re-imaging the program in order to make it appealing
to seniors.
c. Strategies for Enrollment
Studies have explored how best to conduct an effective outreach campaign to encourage
senior enrollment.  Survey respondents clearly report that the most effective method of
distributing information to seniors is through one-on-one communication.  Advertising through
the media or printed materials are less effective in encouraging seniors to enroll.  The following
table from Haber et al. (2003) summarizes the significant findings from a 2002 analysis of
enrollees and non-enrollees.


  Table 4-3 - How Respondents Learned about the Medicare Savings Programs


OF THOSE WHO HEARD ABOUT THE PROGRAM, WHAT
PERCENT LEARNED FROM EACH OF THE FOLLOWING


SOURCES?


ENROLLEES
NON-


ENROLLEES


SOCIAL WORKER/HEALTH CARE PROFESSIONAL 50.0% 10.2%


VISIT TO COMMUNITY AGENCY 39.5% 16.5%


PRINTED MATERIALS 30.5% 52.5%


RADIO/TV 18.9% 43.8%


Of those seniors who were eligible, those who enrolled were much more likely than those who
did not enroll to have heard about the program through a social worker, health care
professional, or visit to a community agency.  Those who did not enroll were significantly more
likely to have heard about the program through printed materials and radio or television
advertising.  These findings are further supported by the fact that many respondents reported
enrolling in the programs after they moved into subsidized housing where they are in frequent
one-on-one contact with health care professionals.  These findings also point to the potential
for encouraging doctors and nurses to be involved in outreach by talking to their patients about
the programs when they come in for appointments (Perry et al., 2002; Haber et al., 2003).
The most important finding regarding application procedures is that two-thirds of enrollees
received assistance in completing their application, either from friends and family, social
workers, or offices where they received the application.  Other practical suggestions from
survey respondents include using bigger print and shortening the application, creating a
separate form for seniors that eliminates irrelevant questions, and making sure verification
requirements are clearly explained.  Respondents also suggest cutting down on the number of
required in-person visits to ease transportation hassles.  Program rules could also be modified
to ease assets tests for eligibility, encouraging seniors to apply who might have thought their
assets put them beyond threshold.  Marketing could also help to clarify that the program allows
participants to keeps assets and some income, thereby encouraging those to apply who might
not think they are eligible  (Perry et al., 2002).
To counter negative feelings about the program, one concrete suggestion is to move the
application site to some place other than the welfare office in order to diminish the stigma of
program assistance as a “handout”.  Survey respondents also suggest revamping the image of
the program by developing a new advertising campaign.  Messages for this campaign could
emphasize that it is for seniors who have worked hard all their lives and now deserve some
extra help.  The campaign could also emphasize that the program covers needed services,
such as medication and glasses, that the application process is convenient, and that help is
available to complete it (Perry et al., 2002). 


USDA funded these demonstration projects with six States that participated for a two-year
period.
Programs Targeting Children
SCHIP







LIHEAP Research Experiences of Selected Federal Social Welfare Programs and State LIHEAP Programs in Targeting Vulnerable Elderly and Young Child Households | Office of Communit...


http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/experiences-of-selected-federal-social-welfare-programs-and-state-liheap?page=all[5/2/2015 7:33:07 PM]


SCHIP is a Federally and State funded non-entitlement program that is similar to Medicaid but
expands health insurance coverage to children whose families have income above the limits
set for Medicaid. The U.S. DHHS administers SCHIP and, along with State providers, is
responsible for program design.  States have the authority to determine how they might best
use SCHIP funds.  They may expand Medicaid eligibility, create an entirely separate program,
or do some combination of those two options.
a. Participation Rate
GAO puts the overall coverage rate for SCHIP in 2000 at between 44 and 51 percent.  The
GAO report argues that there have been significant increases in enrollment since 2000, but
because information on the eligible population is not readily available it is unclear what
influence this increase has had on the coverage rate.  Kenney and Cook (2007) estimated the
coverage rate to be about 29 percent, or 3.9 million children in 2005.
b. Barriers to Enrollment
Many of the same barriers faced by general population programs are also faced by SCHIP. 
These include difficult application procedures, confusion about eligibility, office procedures, and
treatment stigma.  Welfare stigma is less of an issue for those agencies that create SCHIP
programs that are separate from Medicaid.  Some of the difficulty with application arises from
the fact that SCHIP is not an entitlement program and therefore must negotiate limited funding
over the fiscal year.  Non-entitlement programs that cope with this issue by creating limited or
episodic enrollment periods may run into situations where families who are entitled to benefits
may very well not be able to receive them if the program is not in season or has run out of
funds.  This may create frustration and confusion among low income households in the service
area (Perry and Paradise, 2007).
i. Application Procedures
Application procedures that require extensive documentation are also very difficult for those
households that may be unwilling to hand over important items such as original birth certificates
without a guarantee that they will be returned.  Obtaining other documents can also be
extremely taxing in certain situations.  Some focus group participants said that States require
single mothers to ask for child support from their child’s father before they can enroll, which is
difficult to do for those who may not know who the father is or be able to contact him (Perry
and Paradise, 2007).  Other programs require proof of income, which is difficult to obtain for
cash workers who do not get check stubs or who are hesitant to ask employers to fill out the
verification of income form (National Health Policy Forum, 1999; Perry and Paradise, 2007).
ii. Eligibility Confusion
Many parents are confused about whether or not they are eligible for the program (Woolridge
et al., 2005).  Those who apply and are rejected believe they can never apply again, even if
their income changes.  Immigrant households with children face an additional set of worries
surrounding their or their families’ immigration status.   Studies show Latino families fear
enrollment in SCHIP might put their family members who are in the country illegally in jeopardy
of being deported.  One family in particular was told by a lawyer that participation would “go
against them”.  Other immigrant households fear their own immigration status will be
threatened or they will have to pay back all of the benefits received (National Health Policy
Forum, 1999; Perry and Paradise, 2007).
iii. Office Procedures and Perceptions
Office procedures and treatment stigma are also issues for those who are considering enrolling
their children in SCHIP.  Office hours limited to traditional working hours make it very difficult
for working parents to make in-person interviews.  Latino survey respondents also cite the
need for access to culturally-competent caseworkers who can educate and assist them.  These
needs overlap with concerns over treatment stigma.  For some applicants, culturally insensitive
questions combine with the perception that case workers are rude or dismissive.  The fear of
being “debased” during the application interview keeps parents away from the SCHIP
enrollment office (Perry and Paradise, 2007).
c. Strategies for Enrollment
SCHIP programs have been very creative in attempting to reach out to eligible families.  They
tackle not only those barriers discussed above, but also issues of program coordination and
outreach to new households.  To address the issue of limited and episodic enrollment, studies
suggest creating continuous enrollment schedules.  They also suggest simplifying the







LIHEAP Research Experiences of Selected Federal Social Welfare Programs and State LIHEAP Programs in Targeting Vulnerable Elderly and Young Child Households | Office of Communit...


http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/experiences-of-selected-federal-social-welfare-programs-and-state-liheap?page=all[5/2/2015 7:33:07 PM]


enrollment process by requiring less documentation or allowing online or mail-in applications. 
To help with eligibility confusion, California uses a central facility to process applications for
Medicaid and SCHIP so families do not have to figure out which one they fit in.  Ideally, States
could simplify income eligibility to a consistent percentage, but this runs into the issue of
different States counting different types of assets in their income calculations (National Health
Policy Forum, 1999; Perry and Paradise, 2007).
Changing office procedures can also help relieve barriers parents face when enrolling their
children in SCHIP.  Some agencies provide hotlines in several languages that give application
assistance and information about eligibility without requiring a trip to the office.  Other offices
have extended hours on weekdays or are open on weekends to accommodate working
parents’ time constraints.  Some States place “outstation workers” at a variety of locations,
including hospitals, schools, housing authorities, fast food restaurants, shopping malls, day
care centers, community clinics, and mobile health vans.  These outstation workers are an
important connection to many vulnerable children, including those who are Native American or
immigrants, those who are experiencing homelessness, or those who are living in rural areas
(National Health Policy Forum, 1999; Wegener, 1999).
In order to increase enrollment, SCHIP programs also engage in a variety of creative
coordination and outreach efforts.  These programs work with schools, community-based, and
faith-based organizations.  Community Action Agencies connect SCHIP programs to
organizations that are particularly important in rural communities, such as Future Farmers of
America, 4-H clubs, home extension clubs, and farming or ranching associations.  Working with
small business associations is a way to reach working parents who are self-employed or
employed in small businesses that do not offer private health insurance coverage.  Many
SCHIP programs have found success coordinating with other public assistance programs to
reach eligible children, such as WIC, the Child Support Enforcement program, the school lunch
program, subsidized childcare, and Head Start.  It is important to keep in mind that some public
assistance programs such as Medicaid do carry a fair amount of stigma, so partnering with
these programs, while improving access, might in fact decrease the appeal of the SCHIP
program (National Health Policy Forum, 1999; Wegener, 1999).


Other SCHIP outreach solutions to increase enrollment include: traditional pamphlets and
posters, television and radio advertising, toll-free numbers, and websites.  Additionally, some
programs encourage private organizations to join in the outreach campaigns.  These programs
appeal to companies to contribute to advertising costs and to disseminate information on
company materials such as grocery bags, diaper boxes, toothbrushes, and pharmaceutical
products.  These outreach campaigns are taking place in both English and Spanish, sometimes
accompanied by promotional materials.  Though school-based mass mailings or inserts in
registration packets have regularly shown high success rates, one Missouri program combining
SCHIP and Medicaid outreach saw a 70 percent increase in enrollment after a multifaceted
campaign targeting malls, Wal-Marts, hospitals, and clinics.  One of the more interesting
attempts to reach fathers of uninsured children in Massachusetts involved a community-based
organization raffling off a chainsaw at the local dump every Saturday (National Health Policy
Forum, 1999; Wegener, 1999). 
Studies show that families do learn about the SCHIP program through these many outlets, but
the key factor in making the decision to enroll children is one-on-one contact with trusted
people.  The 2005 congressionally-mandated evaluation of the SCHIP program found that
when participants were asked which source was most important in their making the decision to
enroll, health care providers were most important (22 percent) followed by public agencies (20
percent) friends and relatives (18 percent) and school contacts (17 percent) (Woolridge et al.,
2005).  This distinction between awareness and decision to enroll is an important one to make
when looking to increase participation rates of targeted groups.  Aside from this evaluation,
most of the efforts discussed above have been subject to little pretesting or follow-up research. 
However, similar to strategies to increase Medicaid enrollment, they are a direct response to
barriers proven to be significant and therefore deserve careful consideration.
As the SCHIP program has matured and the fiscal environment has tightened, States have
learned what efforts are successful and have tailored their approaches accordingly. Early
campaigns were aimed at creating broad awareness of SCHIP.  Over time, States became
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engaged in a learning-by-doing approach to refine their outreach initiatives and have adapted
their outreach campaigns to close the gaps in enrolling hard-to-reach populations by modifying
their target populations, messages, methods, organizational strategies, and emphasis.  As a
result, they shifted from broad efforts intended to establish name recognition to more targeted
approaches directed at families who were eligible but not enrolled (Williams and Rosenbach,
2007).
Irvin et al. (2006) tests an approach to detecting links between SCHIP enrollment and outreach.
The method is designed to detect and explain any notable gains or “outbreaks” of enrollment at
both the State and Local levels. The State-level analysis assesses quarter-by-quarter changes
in the number of new SCHIP enrollees.  The local-level analyses identify outbreaks that may
occur at particular times and in particular locations within a State, controlling for economic and
sociodemographic factors.  Once the outbreaks have been identified, the design then uses
qualitative information from stakeholder interviews and various sensitivity analyses to determine
whether the outbreaks can be linked credibly to specific outreach activities or changes in
enrollment policies. The Statewide outreach campaigns associated with enrollment increases
were Statewide “Back-to-School” campaigns and spillover effects to the traditional Medicaid
program in Kentucky, media exposure and improved access to program information and
applications in Georgia, and expanded eligibility criteria and simplified application requirements
in Ohio. Local-level analyses suggested that successful strategies were comprehensive,
multifaceted, and well focused. These strategies were implemented by a variety of
organizations including providers, county social service offices, community-based service
organizations, and faith-based groups.


Women, Infants, and Children Nutrition Program
WIC is a Federally funded non-entitlement program providing supplemental foods, nutrition
education, health screening and service referrals to low income and nutritionally at risk
households.  WIC participants must be pregnant, breastfeeding, or non-breastfeeding
postpartum women; infants up to age one; or children up to age five.
a. Participation Rates
The National Research Council estimates WIC’s coverage rate in 1998 as 51 percent.  The
Urban Institute estimates a rate of between 51 and 55 percent for all eligible infants and
children overall.  The coverage rate is higher for infants, at 79 to 93 percent, presumably
because they receive larger and more comprehensive benefits.  Children aged 1 to 4 are
covered at a rate of 41 to 45 percent.  The coverage rate for pregnant women has ranged from
64 percent in 2001 to 77.6 percent in 1998; and 69 percent of those eligible participated in
2003.  A smaller proportion of eligible breastfeeding women participate in WIC compared to
postpartum women who do not breastfeed; however, the proportion of eligible breastfeeding
women who participate has increased over time, reaching a high of 67.4 percent in 2003. The
coverage rate for postpartum women has ranged from a low of 56.7 percent in 1994 to a high
of 81.9 percent in 1998; nearly 78 percent in 2003. (FNS, 2006)
b. Barriers to Enrollment
Less work has been done to study enrollment barriers and strategies for the WIC program than
for the preceding programs.  Many of the barriers that are discussed in reference to the WIC
program have been discussed earlier in this report.  Participants have a difficult time getting to
the WIC clinic, and once there, they are waiting too long to be helped (Cole et al., 2001).  As
far as application procedures are concerned, States that require proof of income and have
generally stricter program rules have lower participation rates (Bitler et al., 2002).
c. Strategies for Enrollment
The main finding shown to increase participation in the WIC program is one-on-one contacts
with trusted information sources, similar to findings from the SCHIP program.  Cole et al. (2001)
argue that friends, family members, and health care professionals are the largest source of
referrals to the program, with program advertisement having only a marginal effect.  However,
within the advertisement category, print ads were more effective than electronic ads.


Special Education Programs
The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) ensures services to children with
disabilities throughout the nation.  IDEA governs how States and public agencies provide early
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intervention, special education, and related services to more than 6.5 million eligible infants,
toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities.
Infants and toddlers with disabilities (age birth to 2 years old) and their families receive early
intervention services under IDEA Part C.  Children and youth (ages 3-21 years old) receive
special education and related services under IDEA Part B.
a. Participation Rates
The cornerstone of IDEA is the provision that all disabled children are assured the "right to a
free appropriate public education” which is comprised of “specially designed instruction at no
cost to parents or guardians”.  The IDEA mandates a "zero reject" principle, which means that
all eligible disabled children need to be identified and enrolled in the program. 


b. Strategies for Enrollment
According to IDEA, States must develop and implement a comprehensive child find system that
includes both State efforts to identify and locate eligible children and procedures that parents
and professionals can use to refer children to early intervention or special education.
The Tracking, Referral and Assessment Center for Excellence (TRACE) aims to identify and
promote the use of evidence-based practices and models for improving child find, referral, and
the early identification of infants, toddlers, and preschool children with disabilities or delays as
eligible for participation in IDEA Part C early intervention programs or Part B preschool special
education programs.  A study at TRACE examined 38 studies that investigated factors that
make outreach to physicians and other primary referral sources likely to be most successful. 
Findings showed that four sets of factors proved most important for successful outreach:


Building rapport and establishing credibility with physicians and other primary referral
sources;
Highlighting and repeating a focused message about the benefits of making a referral to
the physician and his/her patients;
Using concise, graphic written materials that describe the services the physicians and
children will receive; and
Making repeated follow-up visits to reinforce referrals, answer questions, and provide
additional information.


Repeated follow-up visits were so important that, if not done, the other factors didn’t matter
(Clow et al., 2005).
Other studies at TRACE found that providing regular feedback to primary referral sources is
more likely to result in sustained referrals (Dunst et al., 2006).  Tailoring printed materials
targeted to a specific audience that includes a message that is especially relevant to that
audience can help improve child find and increase referrals from primary referral sources
(Dunst and Hamby, 2006).
Although these strategies are successful in identifying and enrolling a rare population of
children in the special education programs, they are mostly not applicable to the LIHEAP
program.


 


Lessons from Review of Other Federal Social Programs


The experience of other Federal social programs in targeting households with elderly members
and/or young children furnishes extensive information on the barriers to program enrollment
and the strategies that most effectively address those barriers..  Barriers include lack of
awareness of programs, lack of understanding of programs because of complex eligibility rules
and confusion about those rules, and procedural barriers associated with application
procedures and office procedures. 


One set of proposed strategies involves improved outreach activities that make target
populations aware of the program, give them a good understanding of program benefits and
application procedures, and reducing the stigma associated with applying for benefits.  The
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second set of proposed strategies involves changes that make it easier for programs to enroll
targeted households and for targeted households to complete applications and obtain benefits. 
While some of the strategies may involve additional administrative expenses, many involve
changes that are expected to be cost neutral or might even reduce program administrative
costs.


Summary of Findings on Barriers
All households face the same set of barriers to participation in public assistance programs.  To
participate in a program, a household must be aware that the program is available, must
understand the program well enough to perceive that they might be eligible, must decide that
the program benefits are greater than the personal and social cost of applying, and they must
successful complete the application process.  However, the research from other social welfare
programs illustrates that those barriers manifest themselves in different ways for elderly
households and young child households.
For elderly households, the research appears to show that the program participation barriers
are most significant for households that have not previously made use of public assistance
programs.  For such households, a number of factors contribute to a lack of awareness and/or
understanding of program benefits.


Programs Targeting Households with Children – Since many programs explicitly target
households with children (e.g., TANF, WIC, SCHIP), some elderly households perceive
that a household without children is not eligible for the benefits provided by programs.
Changes in Income Status – Some elderly households did not qualify for program benefits
when they were working.  If retirement or the loss of a spouse reduces household income
enough that the household is now be eligible for benefits, it may take a significant amount
of outreach to make the household aware that they are now eligible for benefits.
Assets – Many low-income households have assets (e.g., a house or a car) that they
perceive would make them ineligible for program benefits.


All of these factors can reduce the likelihood that an elderly household would perceive that it is
eligible for benefits and/or make them feel that other households need the benefits more than
they do.  They also increase the stigma that elderly households must overcome to participate in
social welfare programs.


The application barriers for an elderly household relate to the general challenges faced by
elderly households.  An elderly household may have difficulty getting to a program intake site,
may have difficulty with crowded waiting rooms, and may be confused about where to get the
necessary information or how to complete forms. 


For young child households, the barriers may be somewhat different.  Increasingly, low-income
young child households are employed.  Of the 6.4 million young child households that were
income eligible for LIHEAP, over 90 percent report that they had wage income of some type.12
Specific information barriers for young child households include:


Income – Many households believe that having wage income makes them ineligible for
public assistance benefits.
Assets – Like elderly households, many low income working households have assets
such a home or a car that they may perceive make them ineligible for public assistance
benefits.
Immigration Status – If a working young child household is a legal immigrant, the
household might perceive that participation in a public assistance program might affect its
immigration status.


For a young child household that is working, it may be difficult for them to get time off from
work to apply for benefits.  If the young child household is not working, it may be difficult to
bring the child to the program intake site or to get childcare.


These barriers are particularly relevant to the LIHEAP program.  For most State LIHEAP
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programs, there is limited funding and the program tends to only be available for part of the
year.  If program awareness and application barriers are higher for elderly households and/or
young child households than for other types of households, it will be difficult for LIHEAP to
target benefits to vulnerable households, since it cannot restrict benefits to nonvulnerable
households. 


Findings on General Outreach and Intake Strategies
Make eligibility and other program rules clear and consistent
Many studies argue non-enrollees in social programs are unclear about whether or not they
qualify for assistance.  One of the main reasons for this confusion is that a household may be
eligible for one public assistance program, but not for another.  Even more importantly, a
household who has previously been denied program benefits may be made eligible by changes
in income status or changes in program eligibility criteria.  For that reason, it is very important
for each public assistance program to make it clear who is eligible for the program.
There are a number of reasons why these concerns are particularly relevant to LIHEAP
programs. Households who live in subsidized housing sometimes have their utilities paid by
other program funds.  Some States have different application procedures and benefits for
households with heat included in rent.  So, it is important for a LIHEAP program to do whatever
possible to clarify and simplify program eligibility requirements.


Reduce stigma and increase awareness through new messages and targeted
outreach
Research shows elderly households are uncomfortable with several aspects of receiving
assistance.  They worry about losing a sense of independence and feel it reflects poorly on
them to be receiving what they consider a “handout.”  New messages about assistance can
change these perceptions by focusing on the ways in which program participation can enable
seniors to free up funds for healthy living or how program funds are deserved after a lifetime of
working hard to make a living.  There will be a greater likelihood of success if these messages
about LIHEAP are delivered in a context separate from other assistance programs carrying a
greater level of stigma, for example at senior social clubs rather than TANF offices.
Additionally, coordinating outreach activities with specialized groups helps to reach new
households.  For households with young children, this includes schools and day care centers,
as well as immigrant organizations, faith-based institutions, and small business associations. 
This helps to not only gives access to targeted populations, but also to reduce any welfare
stigma associated with an assistance program.
Above all, seniors respond best to one-on-one contact with personal contacts and care
professionals.  Rather than focusing on widespread mass mailings or media advertising
campaigns, LIHEAP should encourage the already existing network of care professionals, peer
leaders, friends, family, and community organizations to help make the people they serve
aware of the LIHEAP program.  This effort can include incentives to individuals to refer friends
to the program.  Any method of encouraging word-of-mouth about LIHEAP will find the most
success among elderly households.


Simplify application procedures and furnish application assistance
This is a consistent finding across all programs: simplifying the application process increases
eligible participation.  This includes shortening the form, making questions less intrusive,
requiring less document verification, and allowing categorical eligibility.  While program
managers will find that certain requirements are important to maintain program integrity, most
social welfare programs have found that they can make changes that reduce client burden
without compromising program integrity.
Application assistance is also helpful for all families, but particularly those with limited English
proficiency.  Some studies argue increased technology can help with this process, such as
allowing online applications; while others argue face-to-face time is still key for successful
enrollment.  If programs allow mail-in, telephone, or online applications, hotlines greatly help
with providing needed information or assistance.
Elderly households would especially appreciate large print or perhaps a separate form with only
questions relevant to them.  Application assistance has also proven to be especially effective in
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encouraging elderly households to complete the enrollment process.  While increased
technology may help enroll some populations, it can be especially difficult for elderly
households who should be allowed to submit all materials in the more trusted paper form. 
State LIHEAP programs are free to create their own application procedures, so there is plenty
of room for creative strategizing as some State models demonstrate. 
Since LIHEAP is not an entitlement program, it must contend with limited funding. However,
episodic or seasonal application procedures can be very frustrating for elderly households and
low income families who do not make the deadline.  The current system of one-time payments
(with perhaps one or two additional payments for crisis and cooling assistance) could perhaps
be modified for elderly and young child households.


Make the program more accessible through greater office flexibility and
resources
Working families need flexible office hours.  They also need to be able to bring their children
into the office.  A “family friendly” LIHEAP office would allow parents to schedule appointments
in the evenings and on weekends, and make parents feel comfortable in bringing their children
to these appointments to avoid the additional expense of day care. 
The research also shows that program intake staff can have a big impact on how clients
perceive the program.  “Pro-participation” attitudes can help parents feel like they are welcome
in the office, and can more help make the enrollment process more smooth and efficient.  The
LIHEAP program could also benefit from informing  caseworkers at community organizations,
including clinics, schools, malls, day care centers, and social clubs about the programs so that
they can furnish reliable information and possibly application assistance to households.
It is often quite difficult for elderly households relying on public transportation to visit program
offices.  Once there, they may confront long lines while waiting for service. Increasing the
number of office staff would enable intake to occur at “outstations” across rural counties or in
various urban neighborhoods.  
Staff training on elderly sensitivity and the hiring of older case workers can also help seniors
feel more comfortable applying for LIHEAP assistance.  It is important to keep face-to-face
contact for these meetings, as elderly individuals can be intimidated by automated phone
systems and online procedures.


Specific Enrollment Strategies
Increasing the Targeting Index for Elderly Households
OCS has set a performance target of increasing the LIHEAP Recipiency Targeting Index for
low income elderly households.  This can only be accomplished if individual LIHEAP grantees
adopt strategies for increasing the enrollment of low income elderly households.  Based on the
information summarized above, this study identified a specific set of program outreach and
enrollment characteristics that can be expected to better achieve that end:


Outreach – Grantees need to conduct LIHEAP program outreach to ensure that more
eligible elderly households are aware of the program, understand that they are eligible for
the program, and understand that the benefits, including reducing health and safety risks,
are significant.  The literature review shows that this can best be accomplished by
conducting outreach through organizations that are trusted by elderly households and
using materials that are specific to the circumstances of elderly households.  Examples of
possible senior service organizations are Area Offices on Aging and the AARP.  Materials
designed for elderly households might specifically refer to income requirements for one
and two person households.  They might explicitly give examples of the kinds of assets
that are allowable under the program.  They also might furnish a number of
assurances/clarifications regarding there being no need to pay back benefits or that
receipt of LIHEAP does not affect their status for other assistance programs;
Application Period – Since elderly households consistently pay their energy bills13, they
are less likely to apply for benefits at the start of the heating season to get service
restored or to be threatened with service termination for nonpayment of high winter bills.
As a result, those elderly households that need assistance (i.e., have high energy burden
but not high arrearages) may find that benefits are no longer available when they become
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aware of the program and decide to apply.  It may be appropriate to establish a special
benefit period (preenrollment period) for elderly households.  Alternatively, grantees could
allow service organizations that serve elderly households to accept LIHEAP applications
throughout the year and thereby build up the applicant pool for elderly households;
Application Procedures – Grantees might make it easier for elderly households to apply
for LIHEAP by developing special application forms for households that contain only
elderly individuals or elderly couples.  By doing so, they could eliminate many questions
that are not relevant to such households and thereby make the whole process less
intrusive and time consuming for elderly households.  Grantees also might partner with
senior service organizations to either assist elderly households in completing forms or to
certify elderly households for eligibility.  Recent FSP literature suggests that simplifying
applications and furnishing application assistance is particularly important for households
with individuals that are age 70 or older;
Recertification Procedures – Many elderly households are on fixed incomes and therefore
remain eligible for LIHEAP benefits from year to year.  For such households, it may be
appropriate to have special intake procedures that ask the household to update
information furnished in the previous year, rather than require the household to complete a
new intake form.  By retaining those elderly households that have enrolled in LIHEAP
previously, it may be easier for grantees to increase the total number of elderly
households receiving LIHEAP; and
Benefits – In general, elderly households are smaller than nonelderly households.  If a
State uses a benefit matrix that includes household size, it is possible that elderly
households get lower benefits than nonelderly households.14  A LIHEAP grantee may be
able to encourage more elderly households to participate in the program by increasing
benefits for elderly households taking into account needs that are especially significant to
elderly households, such as medications and other medical expenses.


Such practices are likely to increase the total number of elderly households successfully
applying for LIHEAP and increase the total population of elderly household recipients over the
long run.


Increasing the Targeting Index for Young Child Households
OCS has set a performance target of maintaining the level of the LIHEAP Recipiency
Targeting Index for young child households.  However, over the last several years, the share of
young child households participating in the program has declined.  This study hypothesizes that
this decline has occurred because more young child households are leaving public assistance
and becoming working low income households, and that some income eligible young child
households are legal immigrants who worry that applying for public assistance can affect their
immigration status.  To reverse this decline, grantees will need to reach out to working low
income households that have children:


Outreach – Grantees need to conduct LIHEAP program outreach to make low income
young child households aware of the program, understand that they are eligible for the
program, and understand that the benefits are significant.  From the literature review, it
appears that this can best be accomplished by conducting outreach through organizations
that are used by such households, including Head Start programs and community health
centers.  Materials designed for working young child households might specifically refer to
any work-related expenses that are deducted from gross income prior to eligibility
determination.  Such informational materials might give explicit examples of the kinds of
assets that are allowable under the program, including cars and homes.  Recent SCHIP
analysis suggests that, when there is broad awareness of the program, targeted outreach
campaigns can be very effective in reaching population groups that are participating at
lower rates.  To the extent that the recent declines in targeting indexes among young child
households relate to changes in the demographics of those households (i.e., more working
families and/or more recent immigrants), targeted outreach to those groups might help to
reverse the decline in the targeting index;
Application Period – In recognition of the special needs of these households, grantees
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might offer a special pre-enrollment period, particularly so that households with young
children can avoid the long lines that might accompany the start of the LIHEAP enrollment
period; and
Application Procedures – Grantees might make it easier for young child households to
apply for LIHEAP by identifying special times of the day or special days of the week when
child care is available, to make the process easier for both the applicant and the intake
worker.  Alternatively, grantees might send the intake worker on location to a day care
center or community health center.


Such initiatives might reverse the decline in the rate at which young child households apply for
LIHEAP and receive benefits.


Research on State LIHEAP Targeting Procedures


This phase of the analysis included telephone interviews with 17 LIHEAP Directors
representing States with high, moderate, and low elderly targeting indexes, and States with
high, moderate, and low young child targeting indexes.  The objective in surveying these States
was to learn more about their program targeting designs.  The interview specifically covered
outreach initiatives, intake procedures, and benefit determination formulas, particularly those
methods that proved successful in other social welfare programs. (See Appendix A for a copy
of the interview topic guide.)  The analysis also assessed whether there appeared to be any
relationship between targeting performance and program design.


Information Objectives
The purpose of contacting State LIHEAP Directors was to get information on how they target
their LIHEAP programs using outreach initiatives, intake procedures, and/or benefit
determination procedures. For targeting elderly households, the literature from other social
welfare programs suggests that the following procedures could be effective.


Outreach
Programs can conduct outreach through agencies that serve elderly households,
including Offices on Aging and the AARP; 
Programs can develop outreach materials that explicitly inform elderly households that
they are eligible for the program and assets such as homes and cars do not negatively
impact one’s eligibility for the program;
Programs can give elderly households enough information on program benefits that the
household will perceive it is worthwhile to complete the application; and
Programs can send program information to elderly households that participate in other
means-tested programs.


Intake
Programs can screen elderly households that participate in other programs for eligibility for
LIHEAP (e.g., SSI);15
Programs can establish special application periods for elderly households;
Programs can reduce the application requirements for elderly households that have
participated in LIHEAP in prior years;
Programs can develop alternative intake procedures or sites for elderly individuals; and 16
Programs can furnish assistance to elderly individuals in completing the LIHEAP
application.
Programs can offer higher benefits to elderly households.  As research findings indicate
that elderly households are more at risk from extreme temperatures, it may be appropriate
to increase benefits for elderly households to ensure that they are able to maintain
adequate indoor temperatures.  At the same time, higher benefits would encourage more
elderly households to apply for benefits.
Benefits


For targeting young child households, the literature from other social welfare programs
suggests that the following procedures could be effective.
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Outreach
Programs can conduct outreach through agencies that serve young children, including
the Head Start Program and Community Health Centers; 
Programs can develop outreach materials that explicitly inform working households with
young children that they are eligible for the program and that assets such as homes
and cars do not preclude eligibility for the program;
Programs can develop outreach materials that explicitly inform immigrant households
with young children that they are eligible for the program and that applying or
participating does not affect one’s immigration status; and
Programs can send program information to young child households that participate in
other means-tested programs, particularly those that furnish benefits to working
households (e.g., SCHIP).


Intake
Programs can screen young child households that participate in other programs for
eligibility for LIHEAP (e.g., Food Stamps, TANF, SCHIP);
Programs can establish special application periods for young child households; and
Programs can have intake at agencies that serve young children.17
Programs can offer higher benefits to young child households.  As research findings
indicate that young child households achieve significant benefits from participation in
LIHEAP, it may be appropriate to increase benefits for young child households to ensure
that they are able to maintain adequate indoor temperatures.  At the same time, higher
benefits would encourage more young child households to apply for benefits.
Benefits


In the interviews with LIHEAP Directors, these program design features were explicitly
discussed.


Findings for Targeting Elderly Households
Among the States interviewed, seven had a high elderly targeting index (100 or more), five had
a moderate elderly targeting index (80 to 99), and five had a low elderly targeting index (less
than 80).  The following tables present information on the share of States that used each of the
identified procedures that would help to target elderly households and examine whether those
States with higher indexes are more likely to use the procedures.


Outreach
Program outreach has three goals:


Awareness – Outreach should increase the awareness of the LIHEAP program;
Understanding – Outreach should help a client develop a better understanding of whether
his or her household is eligible for LIHEAP benefits; what the requirements do and do not
include; what the effect of applying and/or participating in the program will be; and how to
apply for benefits; and
Motivation – Outreach should help motivate a client to apply for LIHEAP benefits.


Based on the research on other Federal social programs, it was hypothesized that a State
LIHEAP program could increase the effectiveness of outreach to elderly households in several
ways:


Agencies Serving Elderly – By conducting outreach through agencies that serve elderly
households (e.g., Office on Aging, AARP), a State LIHEAP program may be able to reach
more elderly households and get more attention since individuals trust those agencies;
Materials – By tailoring outreach materials to explicitly focus on elderly households, elderly
clients may be more likely to pay attention to the information furnished by the materials;
Benefit Amount – By including the benefit amount in the outreach materials, clients may
be more motivated to apply for benefits; and
Elderly Program Participants – Sending outreach materials to elderly households that
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participate in other programs may better focus outreach efforts on households that are
likely to participate in assistance programs.


Tables 6-1 through 6-4 furnish information on the findings from interviews with 17 LIHEAP
programs.  It does not appear that any of the identified outreach strategies were predictors of
high elderly targeting rates.
Table 6-1 shows that most States conduct outreach through agencies serving the elderly (11 of
17 respondents).  However, some States that do not use this strategy have high elderly
targeting rates as well.  Moreover, most States with low elderly targeting rates do use this
strategy.  Based on these interviews, there is no evidence that this strategy can increase the
elderly targeting rate independent of other strategies.
Table 6-1 – Outreach Through Agencies Serving Elderly


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 4 3


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 3 2


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 4 1


Tables 6-2, 6-3, and 6-4 show that few States have adopted the other outreach strategies
recommended in the research.  Table 6-2 shows that only five States indicated they had some
mention of elderly households or of issues relevant to elderly households in their outreach
materials.  Table 6-3 shows that only two States reported they mention the benefit level in their
outreach materials.  Table 6-4 shows that only two States reported they send outreach
materials to elderly recipients of other Federal social welfare programs (SSI).  As so few States
have adopted those strategies, it is difficult to assess whether they would be effective in
increasing elderly targeting of LIHEAP benefits.
Table 6-2 – Outreach Materials Targeting Elderly


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 2 5


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 0 5


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 3 2


Table 6-3 – Outreach Materials with Benefit Amount


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 1 6


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 0 5


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 1 4


Table 6-4 – Outreach to Elderly Program Participants


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 1 6
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MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 1 4


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 0 5


Intake and Benefits
Program intake and benefit determination procedures can have a significant impact on the
participation of elderly households in the LIHEAP program.  The LIHEAP program can use a
number of different procedures to reduce program participation barriers, reduce program
participation costs, or increase program participation benefits, including:


Screening – Some programs screen the recipients of other programs to assess eligibility
for LIHEAP and automatically enroll clients in the program;
Priority – Some programs give priority to the elderly by establishing a special application
period;
Reducing Barriers/Costs – Some programs establish special application procedures for
the elderly, while others conduct outreach at special sites, or offer special assistance to
elderly households; and
Increasing Benefits – Some programs offer additional benefits to elderly households in
recognition of their special needs.  This has the added benefit of increasing the motivation
of elderly households to participate.


Tables 6-5 through 6-10 furnish information on the findings from interviews with 17 LIHEAP
programs.  It does not appear that any of the identified intake or benefit determination
strategies are predictors of high elderly targeting rates.


Table 6-5 shows that a few States screen recipients of other programs that serve the elderly. 
However, States with low targeting rates are just as likely as States with high rates to use this
practice.  Similarly, Table 6-6 shows that some States have a special application period for
elderly households.  However, again, there is no apparent relationship between the program
feature and targeting.


Source: Special tabulation of the 2008 CPS ASEC by APPRISE.
Special tabulations prepared by APPRISE from the 2005 RECS show that 93 percent of elderly
households report that they never skip paying their energy bill while only 64 percent of
nonelderly households make that statement.


Special tabulations prepared by APPRISE from the 2005 RECS show that elderly households
with incomes below poverty have equivalent energy bills but higher energy burdens than
nonelderly households.


There is an important difference between outreach to participants of other programs and
screening participants of other programs.  Outreach to program participants might increase
administrative costs, since it would involve mailing applications to households that might not be
interested in the program or eligible for the program.  Screening of program participants might
actually reduce administrative costs, since it would involve qualifying households for benefits
without additional intake office costs.


As discussed in Section IV of the report, community or social groups can be effective for
outreach (i.e., furnishing information about the program).  However, service agencies such as
AOA offices are more appropriate for intake since elderly households would be hesitant to
apply for benefits at their senior center.


As discussed in Section IV of the report, schools or community groups can be effective for
outreach (i.e., furnishing information about the program).  However, service agencies such as
Head Start Centers are more appropriate for intake since young child households would not to
apply for benefits at their child’s public school.


Table 6-5 – Screen Programs Serving Elderly
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TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 1 6


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 2 3


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 1 4


Table 6-6 – Special Application Period for Elderly


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 2 5


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 1 4


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 3 2


Tables 6-7, 6-8 and 6-9 furnish statistics on the use of intake procedures that attempt to
reduce barriers for elderly households.  Some States (6 of 17) have special application
requirements for elderly households (e.g., abbreviated application forms).  However, Table 6-7
demonstrates that the availability of such procedures is not associated with a higher elderly
targeting index.  Most States (14 of 17) offer alternative intake sites or procedures (e.g., mail
application) for elderly households.  Table 6-8 shows that there is no difference between the
high and low targeting States in the availability of these procedures.  Some States (6 of 17)
offer special assistance for elderly households.  However, as seen in Table 6-9, the low
targeting States are the most likely to offer this assistance.  It seems unlikely that offering
assistance would reduce elderly targeting.  Rather, it is likely that other factors for the States
that offer application assistance are responsible for reducing targeting of elderly households.


Table 6-7 – Special Application Requirements for Elderly


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 2 5


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 1 4


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 3 2


Table 6-8 – Alternative Intake Sites or Procedures for Elderly


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 6 1


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 3 2


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 5 0


Table 6-9 – Application Assistance for Elderly Households


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO
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HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 2 4


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 0 5


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 4 1


Table 6-10 furnishes statistics on the availability of higher benefits for elderly households. 
About half of the States (8 of 17) have higher benefits.  However, there appears to be no
relationship to the elderly targeting index.


Table 6-10 – Higher Benefit for Elderly Households


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH ELDERLY TARGETING 2 5


MODERATE ELDERLY TARGETING 4 1


LOW ELDERLY TARGETING 2 3


Findings for Targeting Young Child Households
Among the States interviewed, eight had a high young child targeting index (120 or more), four
had a moderate targeting index (100 to 119), and five had a low targeting index (less than
100).  The following tables present information on the share of States that used each of the
procedures identified from the literature review that would help to target young child households
and examine whether those States with higher indexes are more likely to use the procedures.
Outreach
Based on the research on other Federal social programs, it was hypothesized that a State
LIHEAP program could increase the effectiveness of outreach to young child households in
several ways:


Agencies Serving Young Children – By conducting outreach through agencies that serve
young child households (e.g., Head Start, Community Health Centers, etc.), a State
LIHEAP program may be able to reach more young child households;
Materials – By tailoring outreach materials to explicitly focus on issues for young child
households (e.g., indicating that working households can receive benefits and that legal
immigrants can receive benefits), those households may be more likely to pay attention to
the information furnished by the materials;
Benefit Amount – By including the benefit amount in the outreach materials, clients that
have to take time off from work to apply for the program may be more motivated to apply
for benefits; and
Young Child Program Participants – Sending outreach materials to young child
households that participate in other programs (e.g., WIC) may better focus outreach efforts
on households that are likely to participate in assistance programs.


Tables 6-11 through 6-14 furnish information on the findings from interviews with 17 LIHEAP
programs.  It does not appear that any of the identified outreach strategies were predictors of
high young child targeting rates.
Table 6-11 shows that some States conduct outreach through agencies serving the young
children (6 of 17 respondents).  However, some States that do not use this strategy still have
high young child targeting rates.  Moreover, most States with low young child targeting rates do
use this strategy.  Based on these interviews, there is no evidence that this strategy can
increase the young child targeting rate independent of other strategies.
Table 6-11 – Outreach Through Agencies Serving Young Children


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO
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HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 7


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 2 2


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 3 2


Tables 6-12, 6-13, and 6-14 show that few States have adopted the other outreach strategies
that recommended in the research.  Table 6-12 shows that only four States indicated that they
had some mention of young child households or of issues relevant to young child households in
their outreach materials.  Table 6-13 shows that only one State reported that they mention the
benefit level in their outreach materials.  Table 6-14 shows that only five States reported that
they send outreach materials to young child recipients of other social welfare programs.  As so
few States have adopted those strategies, it is difficult to assess whether they would be
effective in increasing young child targeting of LIHEAP benefits.
Table 6-12 – Outreach Materials Targeting Working Families


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 2 6


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 3


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 4


Table 6-13 – Outreach Materials Targeting Immigrant Families


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


High Young Child Targeting 0 8


Moderate Young Child Targeting 1 3


Low Young Child Targeting 0 5


Table 6-14 – Outreach to Young Child Participants of Other Programs


TARGETING GROUP
Yes No


HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 2 6


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 3 1


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 0 5


Intake and Benefits
Program intake and benefit determination procedures can have a significant impact on the
participation of young child households in the LIHEAP program.  The LIHEAP program can use
a number of different procedures to reduce program participation barriers, reduce program
participation costs, or increase program participation benefits, including:


Screening – Some programs screen the recipients of other programs to assess eligibility
for LIHEAP and automatically enroll clients in the program;
Priority – Some programs give priority to young child households by establishing a special
application period;
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Reducing Barriers/Costs – Some programs establish special application procedures for
young child households, while others conduct outreach at special sites or offer special
assistance to young child households; and
Increasing Benefits – Some programs offer additional benefits to young child households
in recognition of their special needs.  This has the added benefit of increase the motivation
for working households to participate.


Table 6-15 shows that no States reported that they screen recipients of other programs that
serve young child households and Table 6-16 shows that only two States report special
application periods for young child households. 


Table 6-15 – Screen Programs Serving Young Child Households


TARGETING GROUP
Yes No


HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 0 8


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 0 4


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 0 5


Table 6-16 – Special Application Period for Young Child Households


TARGETING GROUP
Yes No


HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 7


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 3


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 0 5


Table 6-17 furnishes statistics on the use of intake procedures that attempt to reduce barriers
for young child households.  Some States (7 of 17) offer alternative intake sites or procedures
(e.g., mail application) for young child households.  However, there is no difference between
the high and low targeting States in the availability of these procedures.


Table 6-17 – Special Application Locations for Young Child Households


TARGETING GROUP
YES NO


HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 3 5


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 3


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 3 2


Table 6-18 furnishes statistics on the availability of higher benefits to young child households. 
A few States (4 of 17) offer higher benefits to young child households.  In this case, the higher
targeting States are more likely to offer these higher benefits.  However, given the large
number of States that have a high young child targeting index but do not offer higher benefits
for young children, it is not appropriate to infer that there is a causative relationship
demonstrated by this table.


Table 6-18 – Higher Benefit for Young Child Households


YES NO
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TARGETING GROUP


HIGH YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 3 5


MODERATE YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 1 3


LOW YOUNG CHILD TARGETING 0 5


Summary of Findings on State LIHEAP Outreach and Intake Practices
In the targeting literature from other Federal social programs, one finding was clear and
consistent.  The starting point for targeting any program is to create a broad-based awareness
of the program through general population outreach.  Once that basic awareness has been
established, the program can then apply specialized outreach that enhances the awareness
and understanding of targeted groups, as well as the intake and benefit determination
procedures that lower the barriers to participation experienced by targeted groups. 
The interviews with State LIHEAP programs asked whether the State had an explicit outreach
plan and an explicit outreach budget.  All respondents reported having a basic outreach plan as
outlined in the State Plan submitted to ACS.  In all cases, respondents reported that their
outreach plan was modeled on what was required by the Federal Statute.  Some respondents
reported that they had delegated responsibility for outreach to the local agencies because they
find it more appropriate to have the agency tailor the outreach to the population they serve.  No
respondent reported having an explicit outreach budget that was reviewed annually to assess
its effectiveness in reaching vulnerable households or other outreach targets.  The research
finds that States could do more to increase overall program awareness and could implement
more direct outreach to targeted groups.
However, many respondents noted that their LIHEAP program is already oversubscribed.  They
recognize the need for improving outreach, but were hesitant to aggressively reach out to the
low income population for fear that their program would run out of funds early in the heating
season.  Without a higher level of program awareness, it is difficult for LIHEAP programs to
increase the level of applications by targeted groups (i.e., elderly households and young child
households), even if more directed outreach to targeted groups is conducted. 
The research finds that some States have implemented procedures that are designed to
reduce program application barriers for elderly and young child households.  However, in the
research, there was no consistent relationship between States that implemented procedures
and States with high recipiency targeting indexes.  This does not necessarily mean that the
recommended barrier reduction measures (e.g., conducting outreach at agencies that serve
elderly households or young child households) are not effective.  Rather, it is possible that such
measures have an incremental impact on targeting, and that other factors are responsible for
the dominant targeting outcome.


Linkages between Program Design and Targeting Outcomes
As part of the interviews, State LIHEAP program managers described LIHEAP program design
elements in their State that have an impact on program targeting.  Some of these program
design elements appear to have a significant impact on program targeting results.  Examples
include:


Elderly Household Application Period with Outreach – A number of States have a special
application period for elderly households.  However, in one State, extensive outreach is
conducted during this early application period.  During a recent program year, about 55
percent of LIHEAP benefits were distributed before the program was opened to other
types of households.  That State has a high elderly targeting index and a low young child
targeting index.
Focus on Other Programs’ Eligibility – During the LIHEAP season, one State program
manager reports that the State has a policy of reviewing all applications for other
programs to determine whether the household is also eligible for LIHEAP.  That State has
a high young child targeting index and a low elderly targeting index.
State Office Application Processing – One State program manager reports that all LIHEAP
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applications are completed at the local level, but processed by the State LIHEAP office. 
Many different types of agencies, including local community-based organizations, Head
Start programs, and AOA offices are given the opportunity to submit applications for their
clients.  That State has a high elderly targeting index and a high young child targeting
index.
Intensive Outreach – One State not interviewed for this research had a significant increase
in its elderly targeting index in the last three years.  That State recently implemented a
ratepayer funded low income energy assistance program that was directly linked to the
LIHEAP program.  When it was determined that participation of elderly households in the
program was low, there were intensive outreach efforts to low income elderly households. 
That outreach appears to be associated with the increase in the targeting of elderly
household by the State LIHEAP program.
State Income Tax System – One State reported that their LIHEAP benefits are distributed
through the State personal income tax system.  That State has a moderate elderly
targeting index and a high young child targeting index.  Significant outreach for the Earned
Income Tax Credit has raised participation of working households with children to very
high rates across the country.  Such households also would benefit by receiving LIHEAP
by completing their tax returns.  Low income elderly households, on the other hand, might
not even need to file taxes.  So, they would not be as likely to receive LIHEAP benefits.


These examples make it clear that changing LIHEAP program recipiency targeting rates will
require not only general improvement in the outreach and intake procedures, but also specific
changes in the way that certain programs are designed if the program design is working
contrary to targeting objectives established by the State.  Examples include:


During LIHEAP season, one State reviews all program applications to assess whether the
household is eligible for LIHEAP.  Since relatively few elderly households have active
program applications, the State has a low elderly targeting index.  To increase the elderly
targeting index, the State might need to implement a countervailing design feature that
identifies elderly households who are in need of energy assistance.  
One State distributes 55 percent of its LIHEAP funds during the special elderly household
enrollment period.  In order to increase its young child targeting rate, the State might need
to include young child households in that special enrollment period.


By applying effective outreach strategies, working to lower program intake barriers, and being
alert to program design elements that target one type of household, States can improve their
elderly and young child recipiency targeting indexes.


Recommendations


In FY 2006, the national targeting indexes for households with elderly members and
households with young children were lower than they were when the baseline was established
in 2003.  ACF is interested in making information available to State LIHEAP program
administrators on how they can increase their targeting rates for these households.  Based on
findings from this research, this study recommends that State LIHEAP Directors who wish to
increase targeting to either or both of these groups adopt the following strategy.


First, they need to measure their current rate of targeting and examine in what ways their
existing program design, outreach, and intake strategies are linked to the targeting
outcomes. 
Second, they need to increase the general awareness of their programs through a general
outreach campaign. 
Third, they need to adopt specific outreach and intake strategies that transform the
general awareness of LIHEAP into actions by targeted households that result in receipt of
program benefits.
Finally, they need to measure the outcomes of their actions in terms of program targeting
for vulnerable households.
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Only systematic efforts on the parts of State LIHEAP program managers are likely to have a
significant impact on vulnerable household targeting levels for the LIHEAP program.


Baseline Assessment
The starting point for any grantee that is interested in increasing targeting households with
elderly members and/or households with young children is to assess how current practices
relate to current outcomes.


Targeting Index – ACF can furnish grantees with information on the elderly targeting index
and the young child targeting index for the most recent year for which States have
submitted a Household Report.  Alternatively, ACF can furnish grantees with information
on the number of income eligible households by vulnerable group and State can compute
targeting indexes for heating assistance using information from their LIHEAP program
management databases.
Outreach Practices – Grantees need to take stock of their existing outreach procedures. 
Specific questions include:


General Awareness – What types of general awareness outreach is being conducted
by the grantee?  Is there any information on who that outreach is targeting?
Specific Awareness – What types of targeted outreach are being conducted by the
grantee?  Is there any information on the effectiveness of that outreach?
Content – Is there anything in the outreach plan the explicitly addresses issues that
may be relevant to elderly households or young child households?


Intake Practices – Grantees need to examine their existing intake procedures.  Specific
design issues include:
Application Periods – Are there special application periods for vulnerable households?
Application Options – Are different methods of completing the application available?
Application Support – Is application assistance, including on a one-on-one basis, available
to targeted households?
Benefits – Are special benefit levels set for targeted households?


For each grantee, the combined set of outreach and intake procedures is likely to be
responsible for the current targeting outcomes. However, the program director also must be
alert to special factors that are unique to the grantee’s program that have an influence.


General Outreach
The literature from both FSP and SCHIP indicates it is important to establish a basic level of
awareness of the program to serve as a foundation for the more targeted outreach activities. 
All of the interviewed State program mangers indicated that they had an outreach plan and that
outreach was conducted at the start of each program year.  However, while many respondents
to the survey indicated that they thought additional outreach was needed to increase
awareness, they were hesitant to fund more outreach when their programs only have funding to
serve 10 percent to 50 percent of income eligible households.


At a minimum, it would be appropriate for those State LIHEAP program managers that delegate
outreach responsibilities to local intake agencies to conduct a more intensive review of the
individual methods and materials used by those agencies.  By establishing a consistent
message across agencies they would have more ability to ensure that the general outreach
materials do not deter elderly or young child households from participating.  Further, by making
sure that intake agencies are partnering with other appropriate community-based agencies on
outreach, they can make sure that their program message is reaching targeted households.


Specific Outreach and Intake Strategies
Once grantees are confident that a basic level of awareness has been established, grantees
can work to establish additional specific outreach strategies that would increase awareness,
understanding, and action among targeted groups.
Specific outreach strategies include:
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Agencies Serving Targeted Households – By conducting outreach through agencies that
serve targeted households, a State LIHEAP program may be able to reach more of the
targeted households and receive more attention because individuals trust those agencies;
Materials – By tailoring outreach materials to explicitly focus on the targeted households,
targeted clients may be more likely to pay attention to the information furnished by the
materials;
Benefit Amount – By including the benefit amount in the outreach materials, clients may
be more motivated to apply for benefits; and
Targeted Program Participants – Sending outreach materials to targeted households that
participate in other programs may better focus outreach efforts on households that are
likely to participate in assistance programs.


Specific intake strategies include:


Screening – Some programs screen the recipients of other programs to assess eligibility
for LIHEAP and automatically enroll clients in the program;
Priority – Some programs give priority to the targeted households by establishing a special
application period;
Reducing Barriers/Costs – Some programs establish special application procedures for
the targeted, while others conduct intake at special sites or offer special assistance to
targeted households; and
Increasing Benefits – Some programs offer additional benefits to targeted households in
recognition of their special needs.  This has the added advantage of increasing the
motivation of targeted households to participate.


Based on the individual experiences of the interviewed State LIHEAP programs, some more
specific actions that might be effective include:


Centralized Application Systems – While local intake agencies do an important job of
working with individual clients on applications, it also may be appropriate to establish a
centralized State-level system to process certain kinds of applications. Two of the
interviewed States had success with processing applications at the State LIHEAP office to
enable certain groups to better access to program enrollment.
Special Application Periods – While some States have special application periods for
elderly households, few have such periods for young child households.  Special
application periods help to target specific groups, but also can reduce office waiting times
for elderly and young child households, both of which have difficulty with crowded offices.
Year Round Application Periods – In general, special application periods are one or two
months prior to the opening of the general LIHEAP program.  However, if a State had a
centralized processing option, it could take LIHEAP applications throughout the year for
elderly and young child households.  In particular, as most elderly households consistently
pay their energy bills, a year-round application period with a once a year payment might
give elderly households the benefit they need while also ensuring that they are able to
apply for benefits whenever a caseworker identifies the need for the program.


Each grantee is likely to find that some of the identified strategies are already in place.  What is
most important is to assess what is and is not being done to target vulnerable households, and
then implement procedures that address the missing targeting elements.


Bibliography


APPRISE, 2004, “LIHEAP Targeting Performance Measurement Statistics: GPRA Validation of
Estimation Procedures”, submitted by APPRISE to the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services, September.
Administration on Aging, 1995, “National Evaluation of the Elderly Nutrition Program - 1993 –
1995”, Evaluation Report, accessed on October 18, 2007 at
http://www.aoa.gov/prof/aoaprog/nutrition/program_eval/eval_report.asp
Bartlett, Susan et al., 2004, “Food Stamp Program Access Study: Final Report”, Economic



http://www.aoa.gov/prof/aoaprog/nutrition/program_eval/eval_report.asp

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers





LIHEAP Research Experiences of Selected Federal Social Welfare Programs and State LIHEAP Programs in Targeting Vulnerable Elderly and Young Child Households | Office of Communit...


http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/experiences-of-selected-federal-social-welfare-programs-and-state-liheap?page=all[5/2/2015 7:33:07 PM]


Research Service, E-FAN-03-013-3, November.
Bartlett, Susan, 2004, “WIC Participant and Program Characteristics”, submitted by Abt
Associates to the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Basu R and Samet JM, “Relation Between Elevated Ambient Temperature and Mortality: A
Review of the Epidemiologic Evidence”, Epidemiologic Reviews, 24:190-202, 2002.
Berry, Linda et al., 1997, “Progress Report of the National Weatherization Assistance
Program”, submitted by the Oak Ridge National Laboratory to the U.S. Department of Energy,
September.


Bitler et al., Marianne et al. 2002, “WIC Eligibility and Participation”, unpublished paper,
accessed October 18, 2007 at
http://www.econ.ucla.edu/people/papers/currie/more/WIC_jhr.pdf
CDC. “Heat-Wave-Related Mortality – Milwaukee, Wisconsin, July 1995”, Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report, 45(24):505-507, 1996.


CDC. “Hypothermia-Related Deaths – United States, 2003”, Morbidity and Mortality Weekly
Report, 54(07):173-75, 2005.


Clow, Patricia et al., 2005, “Educational Outreach (Academic Detailing) and Physician
Prescribing Practices ”, Cornerstones, TRACE, Vol 1.


Cody, Scott and James Ohls, 2005, “Reaching Out:  Nutrition Assistance for the Elderly: 
Evaluation of the USDA Elderly Nutrition Demonstrations”, submitted by Mathematica Policy
Research to the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Cody, Scott et al., 2005, “Dynamics of Food
Stamp Program Participation, 2001 – 2003”, submitted by Mathematica Policy Research to the
U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Cole, Nancy et al., 2001, “National Survey of WIC Participants”, submitted by Abt Associates to
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Cunningham, Karen et al., 2007, “Reaching Those in Need:  State Food Stamp Participation
Rates in 2005”, submitted by Mathematica Policy Research to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture.
Desmond, Katherine et al., 2007, “The Burden of Out-of-Pocket Health Spending Among Older
Versus Younger Adults: Analysis from the Consumer Expenditure Survey 1998-2003”, Kaiser
Family Foundation Medicare Issue Brief, September.


Dion, M. Robin and LaDonna Pavetti, 2000, “Access to and Participation in the Medicaid and
the Food Stamp Program: A Review of the Recent Literature”, submitted by Mathematica Policy
Research to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, March 7.
Douglas-Hall, Ayana and Michelle Chau, “Basic Facts about Low Income Children: Birth to Age
3, National Center for Children in Poverty”, September


 


Downer, Rosemarie, 2006, “Assessment of the Sustainability of Food Stamp Outreach
Projects,” U.S. Department of Agriculture.
Downer, Rosemarie, 2008, “Evaluation of the 2004/2005 Food Stamp Outreach Projects”, U.S.
Department of Agriculture.
Dunst, Carl et al., 2006, “Educational Outreach (Academic Detailing) and Physician
Prescribing Practices ”, Cornerstones, TRACE, Vol 2.
Dunst, Carl and Deborah Hamby 2006, “Practices for Increasing Referrals from Primary
Care Physicians ”, Cornerstones, TRACE, Vol 2.
Dunst, Carl and Patricia Clow 2007, “Public Awareness and Child Find Activities in Part C
Early Intervention Programs ” Cornerstones, TRACE, Vol 3.
Farrell, Mary et al., 2003, “The Relationship of Earnings and Income to Food Stamp
Participation: A Longitudinal Analysis”,Prepared by the Lewin Group for U.S. Department of
Agriculture.


Federal Interagency Forum on Aging Related Statistics, 2006, “Older Americans: Key Indicators
of Well-Being”, Federal Interagency Forum on Aging Related Statistics, May.



http://www.econ.ucla.edu/people/papers/currie/more/WIC_jhr.pdf

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol1_no1.pdf

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol1_no1.pdf

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol1_no1.pdf

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol1_no1.pdf

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol2_no5.pdf

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol2_no5.pdf

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol3_no1.pdf

http://www.tracecenter.info/cornerstones/cornerstones_vol3_no1.pdf

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers





LIHEAP Research Experiences of Selected Federal Social Welfare Programs and State LIHEAP Programs in Targeting Vulnerable Elderly and Young Child Households | Office of Communit...


http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/experiences-of-selected-federal-social-welfare-programs-and-state-liheap?page=all[5/2/2015 7:33:07 PM]


Finkel, Meryl et al., 2003, “Costs and Utilization in the Housing Choice Voucher Program”,
submitted by Abt Associates to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, July.
Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), 2006, “WIC Program Coverage: How Many Eligible
Individuals Participated in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC): 1994 to 2003?”


Frank, Deborah A. et al., “Heat or Eat: The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program and
Nutritional and Health Risks Among Children Less Than 3 Years of Age, Pediatrics, 118:1293-
1302, 2006
Gabor, Vivian et al., 2002, “Seniors' Views of the Food Stamp Program and Ways to Improve
Participation: Focus Group Findings in Washington State”, Economic Research Service, E-FAN-
02-012, June.
GAO, 2005, “Means Tested Programs: Information on Program Access Can Be an Important
Management Tool”, Report to the Ranking Minority Member, Committee on the Budget, House
of Representatives, March, GAO-05-221.


Government Performance Results Act of 1993 (GPRA), Pub. L. 103-62, 107 Stat. 285,
available at: http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/mgmt-gpra/  (last visited  December 23,
2008).


Haber, Susan et al., 2003, “Evaluation of Qualified Medicare Beneficiary (QMB) and Specified
Low income Medicare Beneficiary (SLMB) Programs”, submitted by RTI International to the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, October 1.


Holt, Steve, 2006, “The EITC at 30: What We Know”, Brookings Institution Research Brief,
February.


IRS, 2003, “EITC Program Effectiveness and Program Management FY 2002 and FY 2003”,
report to the House Appropriations Committee.


IRS, 2005, “Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) Initiative, Final Report to Congress.”


Irvin, Carol et al., 2006, “Detecting Enrollment Outbreaks in Three States: The Link Between
Program Enrollment and Outreach”, submitted by Mathematica Policy Research to the Centers
for Medicare & Medicaid Services.


Jones, Amy et al., 2002, “Tools and Strategies for Improving Community Relations in the
Housing Choice Voucher Program”, submitted by Abt Associates and Amy Jones and
Associates to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.


Kalkstein L and Davis R. “Weather and Human Mortality: An Evaluation of Demographic and
Interregional Responses in the United States,” Annals of the Association of American
Geographers, 79(1):44-64, 1989.


Kenney, Genevieve and Allison Cook, 2007, “Coverage Patterns among SCHIP-Eligible
Children and Their Parents”, The Urban Institute Health Policy Online, No. 15, February.


Kenney, Genevieve et al., 1999, “Most Uninsured Children Are in Families Served by
Government Programs”, The Urban Institute New Federalism, Series B, No. B-4, December.


Kenney, Genevieve, 2007, “Medicaid and SCHIP Participation Rates: Implications for New
CMS Directive”, The Urban Institute Health Policy Online, No. 16, September.


Ludwig, Jens and Deborah Phillips, 2007, “The Benefits and Costs of Head Start”, National
Poverty Center Working Paper Series, No. 07-09, February.


McConnell, Sheena and Michael Ponza, 1999, “The Reaching the Working Poor and Poor
Elderly Study: What We Learned and Recommendations for Future Research”, submitted by
Mathematica Policy Research to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, December
McCoy, Marion et al., 2007, “Evaluation of Homeless Outreach Projects and Evaluation
(HOPE)”, Prepared by WESTAT for Social Security Administration. Moon, Marilyn et al., 2002,



http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/mgmt-gpra/

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers





LIHEAP Research Experiences of Selected Federal Social Welfare Programs and State LIHEAP Programs in Targeting Vulnerable Elderly and Young Child Households | Office of Communit...


http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/experiences-of-selected-federal-social-welfare-programs-and-state-liheap?page=all[5/2/2015 7:33:07 PM]


“Medicare Beneficiaries and Their Assets: Implications for Low-Income Programs”, submitted by
The Urban Institute to the Kaiser Family Foundation, June.


McGeehin MA and Mirabelli M. “The Potential Impacts of Climate Variability and Change on
Temperature-Related Morbidity and Mortality in the United States”, Environmental Health
Perspectives, 108(4):367-76, 2000.


National Center for Appropriate Technology, 2001, “Outreach and Enrollment Strategies for
LIHEAP”, available at: http://liheap.ncat.org/Directors/outreach/outreachover.htm , (last
visited on December 23, 2008).


National Health Policy Forum, 1999, “CHIP and Medicaid Outreach and Enrollment: A Hands-
On Look at Marketing and Applications”, Issue Brief, No. 748, October 19, Washington, DC.


Nemore, Patricia et al., 2006, “Toward Making Medicare Work for Low-Income Beneficiaries: A
Baseline Comparison of the Part D Low-Income Subsidy and Medicare Savings Programs
Eligibility and Enrollment Rules”, submitted by the Center for Medicare Advocacy to the Kaiser
Family Foundation, May.


Nothaft, Amanda, 2004, “WIC Program Coverage: How Many Eligible Individuals Participated in
the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC): 1994 –
2003?”, Food and Nutrition Service, Office of Analysis, Nutrition, and Evaluation, U.S.
Department of Agriculture.


Olsen, Edgar et al., 2005, “Explaining Attrition in the Housing Voucher Program”, Cityscape: A
Journal of Policy Development and Research, Vol. 8, No. 2.


Olsen, Edgar, 2007, “Promoting Homeownership among Low-Income Households”, The Urban
Institute Opportunity and Ownership Project, Report No. 2.


Performance Assessment Rating Tool (PART), OMB Circular No. A-11, Secs. 221.2, 220.3(c)
(2002), available at:  http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a11/2002/part6.pdf  (last
visited 12/23/2008).


Perry, Michael and Julia Paradise, 2007, “Enrolling Children in Medicaid and SCHIP: Insights
from Focus Groups with Parents”, May.


Perry, Michael et al., 2002, “Barriers to Medicaid Enrollment for Low-Income Seniors: Focus
Group Findings”, Kaiser Commission on Medicaid and the Uninsured, January.


Ratcliffe, Caroline, Signe-Mary McKernan and Kenneth Finegold, 2007, “The Effect of State
Food Stamp and TANF Policies on Food Stamp Program Participation”, The Urban Institute,
March.


Remler, Dahlia and Sherry Glied, 2003, “What Other Programs Can Teach Us: Increasing
Participation in Health Insurance Programs”, American Journal of Public Health, Vol. 93, No. 1,
January.


Ross Phillips, Katherine, 2001, “Who Knows about the Earned Income Tax Credit?” The Urban
Institute New Federalism, Series B, No. B-27, January.


Schafft, Gretchen and William Millsap, 1996, ”Nonparticipation and Problems of Access in the
Food Stamp Program:  A Review of the Literature”, USDA Food and Consumer Service.


Smeeding, Timothy, Katherine Ross Phillips and Michael O’Connor, 2000, “The EITC:
Expectation, Knowledge, Use, and Economic and Social Mobility”, Center for Policy Research,
Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs, Working Paper No. 13.


Solomon, Rod, 2005, “Public Housing Reform and Voucher Success: Progress and
Challenges”, Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy Program, January.



http://liheap.ncat.org/Directors/outreach/outreachover.htm%20on%20December%2023

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers

http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a11/2002/part6.pdf

http://www.acf.hhs.gov/disclaimers





LIHEAP Research Experiences of Selected Federal Social Welfare Programs and State LIHEAP Programs in Targeting Vulnerable Elderly and Young Child Households | Office of Communit...


http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/resource/experiences-of-selected-federal-social-welfare-programs-and-state-liheap?page=all[5/2/2015 7:33:07 PM]


Stuber, Jennifer et al., 2000, “Beyond Stigma: What Barriers Actually Affect the Decisions of
Low-Income Families to Enroll in Medicaid?” Center for Health Services Research and Policy,
The George Washington University, Issue Brief, July.


Swartz, Janet et al., 2000, “Evaluation of the Head Start Family Service Center Demonstration
Projects”, submitted by Abt Associates to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services,
March.


Tonn, Bruce et al., 2002, “Weatherizing the Homes of Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Clients: A Programmatic Assessment”, submitted by the Oak Ridge National Laboratory to the
U.S. Department of Energy, June.


Turner, Margery and Lynette Rawlings, 2005, “Overcoming Concentrated Poverty and Isolation:
Ten Lessons for Policy and Practice”, The Urban Institute, July. Wegener, Victoria, 1999,
“Children’s Health Insurance Program: Outreach and Enrollment”, Welfare Information Network
Issue Notes, Vol. 3, No. 4.


U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families,
Office of Community Services, Division of Energy Assistance. “LIHEAP Home Energy Notebook
For Fiscal Year 2006”, August 2008.


Williams, Susan and Margo Rosenbach, 2007, “The Evolution of State Outreach Efforts Under
SCHIP”, Health Care Financing Review, Vol. 28, No. 4.


Wolkwitz, Kari, 2007, “Trends in Food Stamp Participation Rates”, submitted by Mathematica
Policy Research to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, June.


Woolridge, Judith et al., 2005, “Congressionally Mandated Evaluation of the State Children’s
Health Insurance Program, Final Report to Congress”, submitted by Mathematica Policy
Research to the U. S. Department of Health and Human Services, October 6.


Zedlewski, Sheila et al., 2005, “Evaluation of Food Stamp Research Grants to Improve Access
through New Technology and Partnerships”, submitted by The Urban Institute to the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, September.


Zedlewski, Sheila and Kelly Rader, 2005, “Feeding America's Low-Income Children, The Urban
Institute New Federalism”, Series B, No. B-65, March.
back to top


Footnotes
1. LIHEAP program managers from eight States with high, moderate, and low elderly


household recipiency targeting indexes were interviewed. LIHEAP program managers
from nine States with high, moderate, and low young child household recipiency targeting
indexes were interviewed. The interviewed program managers were from Arizona,
Delaware, District of Columbia, Georgia, Iowa, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska,
New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Texas, Washington, and
Vermont. The researchers and ACF appreciate the responses and insights furnished by
the program managers. The statements, findings, conclusions, and recommendations are
solely those of analysts from APPRISE and do not necessarily reflect the views of ACF or
of the responding State LIHEAP program managers.


2. The decline in both the elderly recipiency targeting index and the young child recipiency
targeting index was statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.


3. See Section II.A for a definition of a recipiency targeting rate and for information on how
high, moderate, and low targeting rates were assigned


4. For both groups, States with targeting indexes at or above 100 are considered to be
targeting the population group. For elderly households, the States with indexes below 100
are further divided into those with indexes above the national average recipiency targeting
index and those below the national average. For young child households, the States with
indexes above 100 are further divided into those with indexes above the national average



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/liheap/publications/targeting_report.html#top
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recipiency targeting index and those with indexes below the national average.
5. The participation in non-entitlement programs is sometimes called a “coverage rate”


(GAO, 2005) in order to acknowledge that the goal of these programs is not to reach all
eligible households, but only those who can be served within given funding limits.


6. In an entitlement program, every household that meets the program eligibility
requirements must be served by the program, no matter what the total cost. SSI is an
example of an entitlement program. In a non-entitlement program, there is a limit to
program funding. So, households that meet the eligibility requirements can receive
benefits only as long as funding is available.


7. A respondent to the CPS-ASEC survey is interviewed in February, March, or April and
furnishes information on annual income for the prior calendar year. A respondent to the
SIPP survey is interviewed three times a year and furnishes information on monthly
income for each of the previous four months. Since participation in many social welfare
programs is based on retrospective income for the last month or three months, or on
prospective income for the next month or three months, the SIPP does a better job of
estimating program eligibility.


8. The decline in both the number of participants and the participation rate was of concern to
program managers. If the number of participants had declined because fewer households
were eligible for the program, program managers might have considered that a positive
outcome. However, with participation rates falling, program managers were concerned
that the program was not reaching households that needed assistance.


9. The studies found do not distinguish in their discussion of barriers between households
with older children and those with younger children.


10. The model parameters represent the change in the number of percentage points. For
example, in this case the change in the percentage of households that believed they were
eligible for the program might have dropped from 66 percent to 50 percent, a change of 16
percentage points.


 


1. USDA funded these demonstration projects with six States that participated for a two-year
period.


2. Source: Special tabulation of the 2008 CPS ASEC by APPRISE.
3. Special tabulations prepared by APPRISE from the 2005 RECS show that 93 percent of


elderly households report that they never skip paying their energy bill while only 64
percent of nonelderly households make that statement.


 


1. Special tabulations prepared by APPRISE from the 2005 RECS show that elderly
households with incomes below poverty have equivalent energy bills but higher energy
burdens than nonelderly households.


2. There is an important difference between outreach to participants of other programs and
screening participants of other programs. Outreach to program participants might increase
administrative costs, since it would involve mailing applications to households that might
not be interested in the program or eligible for the program. Screening of program
participants might actually reduce administrative costs, since it would involve qualifying
households for benefits without additional intake office costs


 


1. As discussed in Section IV of the report, community or social groups can be effective for
outreach (i.e., furnishing information about the program). However, service agencies such
as AOA offices are more appropriate for intake since elderly households would be hesitant
to apply for benefits at their senior center.
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2. As discussed in Section IV of the report, schools or community groups can be effective for
outreach (i.e., furnishing information about the program). However, service agencies such
as Head Start Centers are more appropriate for intake since young child households
would not to apply for benefits at their child’s public school.


back to top 
 


Appendix A
Survey Instrument


 


General Outreach Procedures


Does your program have an outreach plan?
Does your program have an outreach budget?


Program Outreach – Do any recipients of other programs receive direct mail outreach
(e.g., TANF, Food Stamps, SSI)?
Recipient Outreach – Do prior year LIHEAP recipients receive direct mail outreach?
What other outreach is conducted?


PSAs?
CAPs?
Other?


Targeted Outreach Procedures


Does your state have an explicit plan for reaching out to elderly households (60+) or
young child households (<6)?
Elderly Outreach – What type of outreach (if any) do you conduct through agencies that
specially serve the elderly?


Office on Aging?
AARP?
Other?


Elderly Materials – Do you have any outreach materials targeted to elderly households?
Young Child Outreach – What type of outreach (if any) do you conduct outreach through
agencies that serve young children?
Head Start?
Community Health Centers?
Schools?
Other?
Young Child Materials – Do you have outreach materials targeted to young child
households?
TANF?
Food Stamps?
SSI?
State Partnerships – What other state-level partnerships have been developed with other
agencies?
eligibility of elderly households?
eligibility of working households?
eligibility of young children?
eligibility of legal immigrants?
asset exclusions for cars, homes, and savings?
the benefits amounts?



http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/ocs/liheap/publications/targeting_report.html#top
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Local Partnerships – What other local partnerships have been developed with agencies?
Eligibility / Benefit Information – Do outreach materials explicitly include reference to . . .?


Intake Procedures


Automatic Screening – What programs are screened for LIHEAP eligibility (e.g., TANF,
Food Stamps, SSI)?
Special Enrollment Periods – What groups, if any, are able to apply during special
enrollment periods?
Special Applications – What groups, if any, are given a special intake form that is
designed for them?
Special Eligibility – What groups, if any, have special eligibility standards?
Previous Recipients


Do you send applications to recipients from the prior year?
Intake Procedures – What are available intake procedures?
Mail?
Internet?
In-Person?
Other?
County/Local Welfare Office?
Local Community Action Program (CAP) Office?
Agencies Serving Elderly – Office on Aging, AARP, Community Health Center?
Agencies Serving Young Children – Head Start, Community Health Center?
Other Agencies?
Utilities?
Other?
How many in-home visits were conducted by intake staff last year?
How many off-site sessions were conducted by intake staff last year?
What are the referral mechanisms that lead to home visits?
What do you do to try to reach remote areas?
Intake Sites – Which are used as intake sites?
Site Visits


Benefit Procedures


In addition to income, household size, and fuel type does your benefit determination
procedure explicitly take into account the following factors?  The household’s . . .?actual
energy bill?
actual energy burden?
status as an elderly household?
status as a young child household?
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D E P T H  O F  P O V E R T Y


D E P T H  H E L P S  U S  T O  U N D E R S T A N D 
T H E  S E V E R I T Y  O F  P O V E R T Y


Poverty rates show us how many people live in 
poverty. However, they do not tell us whether 
people are living in abject poverty or just a few 
dollars below the poverty line. Depth of poverty 
statistics provide that added insight.


Depth of poverty is measured by comparing 
the incomes of poor families with the poverty 
line. Sometimes the incomes are expressed as a 
percentage of the poverty line and sometimes 
simply as dollars below the poverty line. 


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE REPORTS


P O v E R T y  P R O F I L E  2 0 0 7


D E P T H  O F  P O V E R T Y  V A R I E S  
B Y  F A M I L Y  T Y P E


U s i n g  a  p e r c e n t a g e  
o f  t h e  p o v e r t y  l i n e ,  d e p t h 
i s  g r e a t e s t  f o r  w o r k i n g - a g e 
u n a t t a c h e d  i n d i v i d u a l s


The two family types living in the deepest poverty 
were working-age unattached men and women. 
In 2007, their incomes were on average 55% and 
58% of the poverty line, respectively.


At the other end of the scale, unattached seniors 
were the family type with incomes closest to 
the poverty line. The incomes of both men and 
women were on average 86% of the poverty line.


U s i n g  a v e r a g e  d o l l a r s  b e l o w  t h e 
p o v e r t y  l i n e ,  d e p t h  i s  g r e a t e s t 
f o r  f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n


In 2007, the greatest depth of poverty belonged 
to poor male lone-parent families. These families 
needed on average $8,600 to reach the poverty 
line. The gap for two-parent families was $7,600 
followed by female lone-parent families at $7,500.


Unattached poor seniors had the smallest depth 
of poverty. Women needed on average $2,400 to 
reach the poverty line, while men needed $2,300.


Highlights


•	Little	improvement	in	the	depth	of	


poverty over the past 30 years.


•	In	2007,	family	types	with	incomes	farthest	


below the poverty line were working-age 


unattached individuals and families  


with children.


•	Many	people	live	in	deep	poverty.


After-tax low income cut-offs are  
used to measure poverty in this bulletin, 
unless otherwise noted. For details on 
methodology and data sources, see the 
Methodology, Definitions and Information 
Sources bulletin.


No.5


The Market Basket Measure	(MBM)	
showed similar results. The only notable 
difference was the greater depth of 
poverty for unattached senior women. 
Their	incomes	were	74%	of	the	MBM,	
compared to 86% of the low income  
cut-off	(LICO)	in	2007. 
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Over the past 20 years, two-parent families 
tended to have the largest depth of poverty, 
ranging from $7,500 to $9,500. Unattached 
seniors have always had the smallest gap.


When ranking family types using depth  
in dollars, the order is slightly different than 
when using percentages. In part, this is 
because the needs of families of two or 
more persons are greater in dollar terms 
than the needs of unattached individuals.


Total poverty gap


Canada’s total poverty gap – the amount 
of money needed to bring all people living 
in poverty up to the poverty line – was  
$12.3 billion in 2007. This was the lowest  
gap since 1990.


This is a large amount of money, but  
by way of comparison, Canada’s gross 
domestic product in 2007 was $1.5 trillion, 
124 times higher. The poverty gap was also 
the equivalent of only 1.5% of the total 
market income earned by all Canadians  
in 2007.1


Average 
dollars
below the
poverty 
line, 2007


Seniors have the smallest depth of poverty


$0


-$2,000


Note: Sample size for senior couples was too small to provide a reliable estimate.


Poverty Line


-$8,000


-$6,000


-$4,000


-$10,000
Male 


lone-parent


families


Two-parent


families


with


children


Female


lone-parent


families


Working-age


unattached


men


Unattached


senior


women


Working-age


couples


without


children


Unattached


senior men


Working-age


unattached


women


1	Market	income	is	the	sum	of	employment	income,	
investment income, retirement income and other money 
income. It is the same as total income before taxes minus 
income from government sources.


M a n Y  U n a T T a c H E D  I n D I V I D U a l s  
l I V E  I n  D E E P  P O V E R T Y


Now we highlight the poorest of the poor, those 
living in deep poverty with incomes less than half 
of the poverty line.
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How much is half of the poverty line?2 In a large 
city in 2007, half of the poverty line was equal to:


Family size $


1 person $8,977


2 persons $10,926


3 persons $13,605


4 persons $16,973


Working-age unattached individuals are by far 
the most likely to live in deep poverty. In 2007, 
more than one in three living in poverty had 
incomes of less than half of the poverty line.  
This worked out to 428,000 people – three times 
the population of Prince Edward Island.


Two-parent families were the working-age family 
type least likely to live in deep poverty. In 2007, 
12% of poor two-parent families had incomes  
of less than half of the poverty line. 


The number of senior couples and unattached 
seniors living in deep poverty was too small to 
provide a reliable estimate.


Working-age families with incomes of less than 
half of the poverty line, 2007


  number % of poor 


   families


Unattached men 237,000  39%


Unattached women 191,000 36%


Couples without  
children 25,000 24%


Female lone-parent  
families 31,000 23%


Two-parent families 18,000 12%


P e o p l e  o f  a l l  a g e s  l i v e  
i n  d e e p  p o v e r t y


While you might think that unattached individuals 
living in deep poverty are young people either in 
school or starting their careers, this is not the case.


•	Just	over	half	of	unattached	individuals	living	
in deep poverty were 35 years or older. 


•	37%	were	between	45	and	64	years	old.	


Unattached individuals living in deep 
poverty span all age groups


Percentage distribution, by age group, of poor unattached working-age


individuals with incomes of less than half the poverty line, 2007


52% 
are aged


35 to 64


48% 


are less


than 35 old


25 to 
34 years,


21%


35 to 
44 years,


14%


Less than 
25 years,


27%


45 to 
54 years,


21%


55 to 
64 years,


16%


2 For more details about poverty lines, see the Methodology, Definitions and Information Sources bulletin. 
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HaVE WE MaDE PROGREss?


Looking over the past 30 years, there has 
been little sustained improvement in the 
depth of poverty.


When we break it down by family type, we 
can see that there has been some progress 
for a couple of groups.
 


The average depth of poverty for •	
unattached seniors is about half of what 
it was 30 years ago.


There has been sustained improvement •	
for female lone-parent families, although 
the average depth of poverty is still high.


B r i n g i n g  p o v e r t y  r a t e s  a n d 
d e p t h  o f  p o v e r t y  t o g e t h e r


Depth of poverty varies greatly by family 
type. When we combine depth with poverty 
rates, we have a better understanding of 
poverty in Canada. 


Most	notably,	seniors	have	lower	poverty	
rates than other age groups and very few 
live in deep poverty. 


On the other hand, working-age 
unattached individuals have the highest 
poverty rates and are the most likely to live 
in deep poverty.


www.ncwcnbes.net 
 
 
February 2010
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Executive Summary 


The National Energy Assistance Directors‟ Association (NEADA), representing the state LIHEAP 


directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department 


of Health and Human Services to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that was 


collected in the 2003 NEA Survey and the 2005 NEA Survey.  This survey documented changes in the 


affordability of energy bills, the need for LIHEAP, and the choices that low-income households make 


when faced with unaffordable energy bills.  


 


The 2008 Survey included a subsample of 12 of the 20 states that were included in the 2003 and 2005 


Surveys.  Stratified samples of fiscal year 2008 LIHEAP recipients were chosen from each of the 12 state 


LIHEAP databases. Due to budget limitations, the full set of 20 original states from the 2003 survey could 


not be included in this study.  However, a subsample of states was chosen to represent the geographic 


diversity and weather variability across the county.   


This report presents the findings from the 2008 NEA Survey and provides comparisons to the 2003 NEA 


Survey.  The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by APPRISE.   


LIHEAP Recipient Households 


 


The study confirmed that LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to temperature 


extremes. 


 


 43 percent had a senior in the household aged 60 or older. 


 50 percent had a disabled household member. 


 40 percent had a child 18 or younger. 


 93 percent had at least one vulnerable household member. 


 


The study also provided information on challenges that these households faced. 


 


 29 percent were unemployed at some point during the previous year. 


 30 percent did not have health insurance for everyone in the household. 


 70 percent had a serious medical condition. 


 24 percent used medical equipment that requires electricity. 


 31 percent characterized their health condition as fair and 16 percent characterized their health 


condition as poor. 


 14 percent reported that there was an adult in the household who required help with personal care 


needs. 


 


Energy Costs 


 


LIHEAP recipients reported that they face high and increasing energy costs. 


 


 36 percent reported that their energy bills were more than $2,000 in the past year. 
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 Pre-LIHEAP energy burden averaged 16 percent and post-LIHEAP energy burden averaged 12 


percent for these households, compared to 7 percent for all households in the U.S. and 4 percent 


for non low-income households.
1
 


 49 percent said that their energy bills were higher than they had been in the previous year and 43 


percent said that they were more difficult to pay than in the previous year. 


 75 percent of those who said that it was more difficult to pay their energy bills reported that one 


of the reasons for the increased difficulty was lower income or loss of employment. 


 


Almost all respondents said that they had taken at least one constructive action to reduce energy costs.   


 


 85 percent said that they turned down the heat when they went to bed. 


 73 percent said that they wash their clothes in cold water. 


 66 percent said that they use compact fluorescent light bulbs.
2
 


 


The percentage who reported that they had taken these actions increased significantly from the 2003 


survey. 


 


Responses to High Energy Costs 


 


Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet. 


 


 44 percent closed off part of their home. 


 28 percent kept their home at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy. 


 23 percent left their home for part of the day. 


 33 percent used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat. 


 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills 


 


Many LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills. 


 


 47 percent skipped paying or paid less than their entire home energy bill. 


 37 percent received a notice or threat to disconnect or discontinue their electricity or home 


heating fuel. 


 12 percent had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment. 


 28 percent were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel was 


shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and they could 


not afford to fix it. 


 17 percent were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year because their electricity was 


shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it. 


 


Housing and Financial Problems 


 


Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to 


their energy bills. 


                                     
1
 Source: 2006 LIHEAP Notebook. 


2
 This is significantly higher than Reid‟s 2007 national survey for all households that found 50 percent of 


households had at least one CFL in the home.  Source: Reid, Michael.  Who‟s Buying CFLs? Who‟s Not Buying 


Them? Findings from a Large-Scale, Nationwide Survey, 2008 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in 


Buildings Proceedings. 
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 28 percent did not make their full mortgage or rent payment. 


 4 percent were evicted from their home or apartment. 


 4 percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage. 


 11 percent moved in with friends or family. 


 3 percent moved into a shelter or were homeless. 


 


They faced other significant financial problems as well. 


 


 15 percent got a payday loan in the past five years. 


 3 percent were forced into bankruptcy in the past year. 


 


Medical and Health Problems 


 


Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problems in the past five years, 


partly as a result of high energy costs.  All of these problems increased significantly since the 2003 


survey. 


 


 32 percent went without food for at least one day. 


 42 percent went without medical or dental care. 


 38 percent did not fill a prescription or took less than the full dose of a prescribed medication. 


 24 percent had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold. 


 


The Need for LIHEAP 


 


Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP.  However, they 


reported that LIHEAP was extremely important. 


 


 63 percent of those who did not keep their home at unsafe or unhealthy temperatures said they 


would have done so if LIHEAP had not been available. 


 59 percent of those who did not have their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued said that 


they would have if it had not been for LIHEAP. 


 98 percent said that LIHEAP was very or somewhat important in helping them to meet their 


needs. 


 


It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and other 


essential needs.  88 percent said that they have or plan to apply for LIHEAP in the next year. 
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I. Introduction 


The National Energy Assistance Directors‟ Association (NEADA), representing the state LIHEAP 


directors, received a grant through the Administration for Children and Families (ACF), U.S. Department 


of Health and Human Services to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that was 


collected in the 2003 NEA Survey and the 2005 NEA Survey.  This survey documented changes in the 


affordability of energy bills, the need for LIHEAP, and the choices that low-income households make 


when faced with unaffordable energy bills.  


 


The 2008 NEA Survey selected a new sample of  2008 LIHEAP recipients to document changes in the 


need for LIHEAP and changes in the choices that low-income households make when faced with 


unaffordable energy bills.  This report presents the findings from the 2008 NEA Survey and provides 


comparisons to the 2003 NEA Surveys.  The survey and report were prepared for NEADA by APPRISE.   


A. Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) 


The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) is administered by the U.S. 


Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The purpose of LIHEAP is “to assist low-income 


households, particularly those with the lowest incomes, that pay a high proportion of household 


income for home energy, primarily in meeting their immediate home energy needs.” The LIHEAP 


statute defines home energy as “a source of heating or cooling in residential dwellings.”
3
   


Federal dollars for LIHEAP are allocated by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to 


the grantees (i.e., the 50 states, District of Columbia, 128 tribes and tribal organizations, and five 


insular areas) as a block grant. Program funds are distributed by a formula, which is weighted 


towards relative cold-weather conditions.  


Program funds are disbursed to LIHEAP income-eligible households under programs designed by 


the individual grantees. Section 2605(b)(2) allows LIHEAP grantees to use two income-related 


standards in determining household eligibility for LIHEAP assistance: 


 


 Categorical eligibility for households with one or more individuals receiving Temporary 


Assistance for Needy Families, Supplemental Security Income payments, Food Stamps, or 


certain needs-tested veterans‟ and survivors‟ payments, without regard for household income. 


 


 Income eligibility for households with incomes that do not exceed the greater of an amount 


equal to 150 percent of the federal poverty level
4
, or an amount equal to 60 percent of the state 


median income. Grantees may target assistance to poorer households by setting lower income 


eligibility levels.  Grantees are prohibited from setting income eligibility levels lower than 110 


                                     
3
 The statutory intent of LIHEAP is to reduce home heating and cooling costs for low-income households. However, 


information on total residential energy costs is more accessible and more apparent to LIHEAP-recipient respondents. 


Moreover, any reduction in home heating and cooling costs leads to a direct reduction in total residential energy 


costs. Therefore, this report addresses total residential energy costs. 
4
 Most states use the 150 percent of federal poverty level maximum as the guideline. 150 percent of federal poverty 


in FY2008 is $5,600 for a single person and $31,800 for a family of four.  
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percent of the poverty level.  Eligibility priority may be given to households with high energy 


burden or need.
5
 


B. 2008 National Energy Assistance Survey 


The 2008 NEA Survey aimed to update the information about LIHEAP-recipient households that 


was collected in the 2003 and 2005 NEA Surveys.  Stratified samples of 2008 LIHEAP recipients 


were selected to collect new information about the consequences of high energy bills for low-income 


households. 


The 2008 National Energy Assistance Survey collected the following information from LIHEAP-


recipient households: 


 Demographic, energy expenditure, and income information 


 History of LIHEAP participation 


 Constructive actions taken to meet energy expenses 


 Signs of unaffordable energy bills  


 Health and safety consequences of unaffordable energy bills 


 Effects of unaffordable energy bills on housing 


 Changes in financial situation and affordability of home energy bills  


 Impact and importance of LIHEAP benefits for recipient households 


 


The 2008 Survey included a subsample of 12 of the 20 states that were included in the 2003 and 


2005 Surveys.  Due to budget limitations, the full set of 20 original states could not be included in 


this study.  However, a subsample of states was chosen to represent the geographic diversity and 


weather variability across the county.  Three of the states that were originally chosen were replaced 


because the state LIHEAP offices could not provide the LIHEAP recipient data within the timeframe 


needed. 


C. Organization of the Report 


This report has six sections that follow this introduction. 


 Section II: Survey Methodology:  Presents the methodology used for sample selection, survey 


implementation, weighting, and survey response rates. 


 Section III: LIHEAP Recipients:  Presents demographic and income information LIHEAP-


recipient households that completed the 2008 NEA Survey. 


 Section IV: Problems Faced By Low-Income Households in Meeting Their Energy Needs:  


Presents information about actions that LIHEAP-recipient households take to meet their energy 


needs, household necessities, and health and wellness in the face of significant financial 


constraints. 


                                     
5
 Description of LIHEAP information obtained from “Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program. Report to 


Congress for Fiscal Year 2001.” U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and 


Families, Office of Community Services, Division of Energy Assistance. Additional information regarding the 


LIHEAP program can be found on the World Wide Web at: http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/liheap/. 
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 Section V: The Need For LIHEAP: Presents information about the impact and importance of 


LIHEAP on recipient households. 


 Section VI: Regional Analysis: Presents analysis of the problems faced by low-income 


households in the Northeast, Midwest, West, and South. 


 Section VII: Conclusion: Presents a summary of the key findings in this report. 
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II. Survey Methodology 


This section describes the methodology for the 2008 NEA Survey, including procedures for sample 


selection, survey implementation, and weighting. 


A. Survey Implementation 


A survey advance letter was sent to the sample of selected LIHEAP recipients from the 12 


participating states. This letter announced the survey, notified potential respondents that they might 


be called to participate in the survey, explained the purpose of the survey, and gave potential 


respondents the option to call the phone center to complete the survey at their convenience.  


 


APPRISE retained Braun Research to conduct the telephone survey through its call center.  A 


researcher from APPRISE trained Braun‟s employees on the survey instrument and monitored 


survey implementation.  Braun‟s manager in charge of the survey instructed interviewers how to use 


the computerized version of the survey to record customer responses. 


 


Interviewer training consisted of two hour-long sessions – one for daytime and one for evening 


interviewers.  This training session provided interviewers with an overview of the project, purpose 


behind questions asked, and strategies to provide accurate clarification and elicit acceptable 


responses through neutral probing techniques. 


Interviewer monitoring allowed APPRISE researchers to both listen to the way interviewers 


conducted surveys and see the answers they chose on the computerized data entry form.  Braun‟s 


manager facilitated open communication between the monitors and interviewers, which allowed the 


monitors to instruct interviewers on how to implement the survey and accurately record customer 


responses. 


 


Telephone interviews were conducted between September 30, 2008 and November 3, 2008.  During 


this time period, 1,256 interviews were completed.  


B. Sample Selection and Response Rates 


LIHEAP recipients were selected from each of the twelve states chosen to participate in the survey.  


Table II-1 details the number of LIHEAP recipients selected to complete the survey, number of 


completed interviews, cooperation rates, and response rates for the national sample. The table 


presents the following information: 


 Number selected: Initially, approximately 220 households were selected in each state. Due 


to the high number of non-interviews and unusable telephone numbers, an additional sample 


of 75 cases was selected for California, 24 for Delaware, 80 for North Carolina, 30 for New 


Mexico, and 120 for New York. These additional respondents were not sent an advance 


letter. The final sample consisted of 3,028 cases. 


 


 Unusable: There were 963 cases deemed unusable because no one was present in the home 


during the survey who was able to complete the survey, or because phone numbers were 


unavailable, disconnected, or incorrect.  These households are not included in the 
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denominator of the response rate or the cooperation rate.  They are included in the 


denominator of the completed interview rate. 


 


 Non-Interviews: There were 417 cases classified as non-interviews because the qualified 


respondent refused to complete the interview, or because the respondent asked the 


interviewer to call back to complete the interview at a later time, but did not complete the 


interview during the field period.  These households are included in the denominator of the 


cooperation rate, the response rate, and the completed interview rate. 


 


 Unknown eligibility: There were 392 cases that were determined to have unknown 


eligibility to complete the interview, due to answering machines, no answers, and language 


barriers.
6
  These households are not included in the denominator of the cooperation rate.  


They are included in the denominator of the response rate and the completed interview rate. 


 


 Completed interviews: The completed interviews are households that were reached and that 


answered the full set of survey questions by telephone.  In total, 1,256 interviews were 


completed.  


 


 Cooperation rate: The cooperation rate is the percent of eligible households contacted who 


completed the survey.  This is calculated as the number of completed interviews divided by 


the interviews plus the number of non-interviews (refusals plus non-completed call backs
7
).  


Overall, this survey achieved a 75 percent cooperation rate. 


 


 Response rate: The response rate is the number of completed interviews divided by the 


number of completed interviews plus the number of non-interviews (refusals plus non-


completed call backs) plus all cases of unknown eligibility (due to answering machines and 


language barriers).  This survey attained a 61 percent response rate. 


 


 Completed Interview Rate: The completed interview rate is the percentage of households 


selected that completed the survey.  This survey attained a 41 percent completed interview 


rate.   


 
Table II-1 


Sample and Response Rates 


 


 Total Sample 


Number Selected 3,028 


Unusable 963 


Non-Interviews 417 


Unknown Eligibility 392 


Completed Interviews 1,256 


Cooperation Rate 75% 


                                     
6
 The telephone interview center conducted interviews with respondents with a language barrier who spoke Spanish.  


However, there were 44 cases in which an interview could not be completed due to a language barrier for a language 


other than Spanish. Thirty Spanish interviews were completed. 
7
 Non-completed callbacks include respondents who asked the interviewer to call back at a later time to complete the 


interview, but did not complete the interview by the end of the field period. 
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 Total Sample 


Response Rate 61% 


Completed Interview Rate 41% 


 
Table II-2 displays the number of interviews completed by state. The response rate ranged from 41 


percent in New York to 73 percent in Ohio. 


Table II-2 


Number of Completed Interviews by State 


 


State Total Selected 
Completed 


Interviews 
Response Rate 


California 294 98 45% 


Delaware 245 109 66% 


Georgia
8,9


 246 113 66% 


Iowa 218 100 65% 


Maine 221 123 69% 


Minnesota 220 104 65% 


Montana
6
 222 106 68% 


New Mexico
6
 250 107 62% 


New York 360 86 41% 


North Carolina
7
 292 102 55% 


Ohio 220 94 73% 


Pennsylvania 240 114 67% 


TOTAL 3,028 1,256 61% 


 


C. Weights 


Two sets of weights were used to ensure that state-level data represents each state and that the 


overall findings are representative of the national LIHEAP population. First, weights were applied 


within states. The purpose of these weights was to adjust for selection and response rate variation 


within poverty group, vulnerable status, and type of benefit strata. A second set of weights was used 


so that the sum of the state weights was proportional to the strata size from which it was drawn. In 


the estimates presented in this report, the total weight, comprised of these two separate weights, is 


used.  This results in a nationally representative sample of 2008 LIHEAP recipients.  


 


                                     
8
 Due to inability to furnish the requested LIHEAP recipient data, Louisiana was replaced by Georgia, Colorado was 


replaced by New Mexico, and Washington was replaced by Montana.  
9
 Client telephone number was not provided in the GA and NC LIHEAP datasets.  Manual look-ups were conducted 


for these households. 
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III. LIHEAP Recipient Households 


This section reports the findings from the 2008 National Energy Assistance (NEA) Survey on the 


characteristics LIHEAP-recipient households. This section describes the demographic and income 


characteristics for 2008 LIHEAP-recipient households. Tables presented in this section may not total to 


100 percent due to rounding. Unless the number of respondents is shown, the tables include all 1,256 


respondents to the survey. 


Table III-1 presents the percentage of households by number of total household members.  The table 


shows that many of the households were single person households and the majority had only one or two 


household members.           


Table III-1 


Number of Household Members 


 


Number of Household Members Percent of Respondents 


1 41% 


2 21% 


3 14% 


4 9% 


5 8% 


6 or more 7% 


 
Table III-2 displays the percentage of households that have one or more household members particularly 


vulnerable to unaffordable energy bills.  The table shows that 43 percent have a senior household 


member, 50 percent have a disabled member, 40 percent have a child 18 or younger, 18 percent have a 


child 5 or younger, and 17 percent were single parent households. 


Table III-2 


Vulnerable Groups 


 


 


Household With 


Senior (Age 60 


or older) 


Household 


With 


Disabled 


Household With 


Child (Age 18 


or under) 


Household With 


Young Child 


(Age 5 or under) 


Single 


Parent 


Household
1
 


Yes 43% 50% 40% 18% 17% 


No 57% 50% 60% 82% 83% 


Don’t Know/ 


Refused 
0% <1% 0% 0% 0% 


 1 
Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children. 
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Table III-3 presents the percentage of households that are single parent households or that have at least 


one member who is senior, disabled, or a child under age 18.
10


  The table shows that over 90 percent of 


the LIHEAP recipients were in households that we have defined as vulnerable. 


Table III-3 


Households With At Least One Vulnerable Member 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


At Least One Vulnerable Member 93% 


No Vulnerable Members 7% 


 


Table III-4 displays home ownership data.  The table shows that approximately half of the households 


own their homes and half rent. 


Table III-4 


Home Ownership 


 


Home Ownership Percent of Respondents 


Own 50% 


Rent 49% 


Other 1% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 
Table III-5 displays annual household income.  Most of these data were reported in the LIHEAP 


databases that were provided by the participating states.  However, income data for some of the North 


Carolina and New York respondents are from the survey response, when income data were not available 


in the LIHEAP data files.  The table shows that 38 percent of the households have annual income below 


$10,000 and 42 percent have annual income between $10,000 and $20,000.  Only three percent have 


income above $40,000. 


Table III-5 


Annual Income 


 


Annual Income Percent of Respondents 


Less than $ 10,000 38% 


$ 10,001 - $ 20,000 42% 


$ 20,001 - $ 30,000 11% 


$ 30,001 - $ 40,000 4% 


More than $ 40,000 3% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 


 


Table III-6A displays respondents‟ incomes as a percentage of the 2008 Federal Poverty Level.  Again, 


these data are from the state LIHEAP databases, with the exception of some NC and NY households.  The 


                                     
10


 This study uses the term “vulnerable group” more expansively than as defined by the LIHEAP statute, which does 


not include families with children over 6 and single parent households as vulnerable. 
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table shows that 17 percent have income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level, 46 percent have 


income between 51 and 100 percent of the poverty level, 18 percent have income between 101 and 125 


percent, and 10 percent have income between 126 and 150 percent.  Only 6 percent have income above 


150 percent of the poverty level. 


Table III-6A 


Poverty Level 


 


Poverty Level Percent of Respondents 


0%-50% 17% 


51%-100% 46% 


101%-125% 18% 


126%-150% 10% 


>150% 6% 


Missing Income Data 2% 


 


Table III-6B displays poverty level by the presence of vulnerable groups.  Households can be included in 


more than one category.  The table shows that households with children were most likely to have income 


below 50 percent of the federal poverty level and that the households without vulnerable members were 


most likely to have income above 150 percent of the poverty level. 


Table III-6B 


Poverty Level by Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior  Disabled 
Child 18 or 


Younger 


Child 5 or 


Younger 


Single Parent 


Household
1
 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of 


Respondents 
542 627 503 232 208 87 


0% - 50% 5% 12%    29% 36%   36% 24% 


51% - 100% 47% 51% 45% 38% 40% 44% 


101% - 150% 37% 29% 23% 22% 23% 17% 


> 150% 8% 5% 3% 3% 1% 16% 


Missing 


Income Data 
3% 4% 1% 2% 0% 0% 


  1 
Defined as households with only one adult residing with one or more children. 


Respondents were asked whether in the 12 months preceding the survey their household received: 


 Income from employment 


 Any form of retirement income including Social Security, pensions, and other funds 


 Public assistance benefits from Temporary Assistance For Needy Families, Social Security 


Insurance, or general or public assistance 


 Non-cash benefits, including food stamps and public or subsidized housing.  


 


Table III-7 shows that 30 percent had employment income, 40 percent had retirement income, 37 percent 


received public assistance, and 59 percent received non-cash benefits. 
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Table III-7 


Types of Income and Benefits Received 


 


 
Wages or Self-


Employment Income 


Retirement 


Income 


Public 


Assistance 


Non-cash 


benefits 


Yes 30% 40% 37% 59% 


No 69% 60% 61% 41% 


Don’t Know /Refused 1% 1% 1% 1% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they had been unemployed during the year.  Table III-8A shows that 29 


percent reported that they had been unemployed. 


Table III-8A 


Unemployed During the Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 29% 


No 70% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 
Table III-8B displays whether respondents were unemployed during the year by vulnerable group.  The 


table shows that almost half of the households with children and almost half of the households with non-


vulnerable members were unemployed during the past year.  Thirteen percent of households with seniors 


and 22 percent of the households with disabled members reported that they were unemployed in the past 


year. 


Table III-8B 


Unemployed During the Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 13% 22% 48% 49% 


No 86% 78% 51% 51% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% 1% 0% 


 


Table III-8C displays whether respondents were unemployed during the year by poverty level.  The table 


shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level were much more likely to 


report that they had been unemployed during the year.  Half of these households reported that they had 


been unemployed during the year. 
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Table III-8C 


Unemployed During the Year 


By Poverty Level 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 50% 27% 24% 17% 


No 48% 72% 76% 83% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% <1% 0% 


 
Respondents were asked whether members of their household have health insurance.  Table III-9 shows 


that 70 percent of the respondents reported that everyone in the household has health insurance and ten 


percent reported that no one in the family has health insurance. 


Table III-9 


Health Insurance 


 


Household Members With Health Insurance Percent of Respondents 


Entire Household 70% 


Adults Only <1% 


Children Only 6% 


Some but not all family members 13% 


None 10% 


Don’t Know  1% 


  
Respondents were asked whether any member of their household had ever suffered from asthma, 


emphysema, or COPD, diabetes, blood pressure, heart disease, or stroke.  Table III-10A shows that 70 


percent of the respondents reported that someone in the household had one of these ailments. 


Table III-10A 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Emphysema,  


COPD, Diabetes, Blood Pressure, Heart Disease or Stroke 


 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the 


Household Had Asthma, Emphysema, or 


COPD, Diabetes, Blood Pressure, Heart 


Disease or Stroke 


Percent of Respondents 


Yes 70% 


No 30% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 


  
Table III-10B displays medical conditions by the presence of a vulnerable household member.  The table 


shows that households that do not contain vulnerable members were less likely to report one of these 


conditions.  However, 42 percent of these respondents did report that someone in their household has one 


of these medical conditions. Eighty percent of households with a senior member and 80 percent with a 


disabled member reported that there was one of these conditions in the household. 
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Table III-10B 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Emphysema,  


COPD, Diabetes, Blood Pressure, Heart Disease or Stroke  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 80% 80% 63% 42% 


No 20% 20% 37% 58% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 0% 0% 0% 


 


Table III-10C displays medical conditions by whether the household has health insurance.  The table 


shows that households that do not have health insurance were less likely to report that someone in the 


household has one of these medical conditions.  Sixty-one percent of respondents in homes where no one 


has health insurance reported that someone in the household has a medical condition, compared to 71 


percent in households where the entire household had health insurance. 


Table III-10C 


Medical Conditions: Someone in the Household Had Asthma, Emphysema 


COPD, Diabetes, Blood Pressure, Heart Disease or Stroke 


By Health Insurance Coverage   


 


Members of Household with Health Insurance 


Entire 


Household 


Some, but not all 


family members 
None 


Number of Respondents 878 162 130 


Yes 71% 74% 61% 


No 29% 26% 39% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether someone in their household utilized any necessary medical equipment 


that uses electricity in the 12 months prior to the survey.  Table III-11A shows that 24 percent reported 


that someone in the household uses medical equipment that uses electricity. 


Table III-11A 


Someone in the Household Utilizes Necessary Medical Equipment that Uses Electricity 


 


Someone in the Household 


Utilizes Necessary Medical 


Equipment that Uses Electricity 


Percent of Respondents 


Yes 24% 


No 76% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 


 


Table III-11B shows whether there was someone in the household who uses medical equipment that 


requires electricity by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with disabled members and 


households with children were most likely to report that the used this type of equipment and households 


without vulnerable members were least likely to report that they used this type of equipment. 
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Table III-11B 


Member of Household Utilizes Medical Equipment that Requires Electricity  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 20% 32% 31% 3% 


No 80% 68% 69% 97% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 1% 0% 


 


Table III-11C shows whether there was someone in the household who uses medical equipment that 


requires electricity by health insurance coverage.  The table shows that households where there was no 


one in the household with health insurance were least likely to report that they used this type of 


equipment. 


Table III-11C 


Member of Household Utilizes Medical Equipment that Requires Electricity  


By Health Insurance Coverage 


 


Members of Household with Health Insurance 


Entire 


Household 


Some, but not all 


family members 
None 


Number of Respondents 878 162 130 


Yes 24% 33% 11% 


No 76% 67% 89% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether in general they consider their health excellent, very good, good, fair or 


poor. Table III-12A shows that 21 percent reported that their health was very good or excellent, 31 


percent reported that their health was good, 31 percent reported that their health was fair, and 16 percent 


reported that their health was poor.
11


 


Table III-12A 


Respondent’s Health Condition  


 


Respondent’s Health Condition  Percent of Respondents 


Excellent 6% 


Very Good 15% 


Good  31% 


Fair 31% 


Poor 16% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 


                                     
11


 These statistics show that LIHEAP recipients are worse off than all low-income households.  The National Health 


Interview Survey found that 27 percent of households with income below $35,000 reported that they were in 


excellent health and 26 percent reported that they were in very good health. 
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Table III-12B shows respondents‟ reported health condition by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 


households with disabled members were most likely to report that their health was poor and households 


with no vulnerable members were least likely to report that their health was poor. 


Table III-12B 


Respondent’s Health Condition  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Excellent 4% 2% 11% 5% 


Very Good 13% 8% 20% 22% 


Good 27% 23% 34% 51% 


Fair 36% 40% 26% 18% 


Poor 19% 27% 10% 3% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 0% 2% 


 


Table III-12C shows respondents‟ reported health condition by health insurance coverage.  The table does 


not show significant differences in reported health condition by health insurance coverage.   


Table III-12C 


Respondent’s Health Condition  


By Health Insurance Coverage 


 


 
Entire 


Household 


Some, but not all 


family members 
None 


Number of Respondents 878 162 130 


Excellent 5% 7%   7% 


Very Good 15% 17% 13% 


Good  31% 25% 27% 


Fair 32% 35% 34% 


Poor 17% 15% 18% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 1% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether any adult in their household requires help with personal care needs 


because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem. These needs include bathing or showering, dressing, 


eating, getting in and out of bed or chairs, walking, and using the toilet. Table III-13A shows that 14 


percent of respondents reported that there was an adult in the household who needed assistance with 


personal care needs. 
 


Table III-13A 


Adult in Household Requires Help with Personal Care Needs  


Because of a Physical, Mental, or Emotional Problem 


 


Adult in Household Requires 


Help with Personal Care Needs  
Percent of Respondents 


Yes 14% 
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Adult in Household Requires 


Help with Personal Care Needs  
Percent of Respondents 


No 86% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 


Table III-13B displays the presence of an adult with personal care needs by vulnerable group.  


Households with senior members and disabled members were most likely to report this presence. 


 
Table III-13B 


Adult in Household Requires Help with Personal Care Needs  


Because of a Physical, Mental, or Emotional Problem  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 18% 24% 9% 0% 


No 82% 76% 91% 100% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table III-13C displays the presence of an adult in the household with personal care needs by health 


insurance coverage.  The table shows that there was not a significant difference in this presence by health 


insurance coverage. 


 
Table III-13C 


Adult in Household Requires Help with Personal Care Needs  


Because of a Physical, Mental, or Emotional Problem  


By Health Insurance Coverage   


    


 


Members of Household with Health Insurance 


Entire 


Household 


Some, but not all 


family members 
None 


Number of Respondents 878 162 130 


Yes 15% 18% 12% 


No 85%   82% 88% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 0% 0% 


       


Table III-14 displays responses to the survey question, “Which fuel is used most for heating your home?”  


The table shows that 48 percent of households use natural gas, 20 percent use electricity, 14 percent use 


fuel oil or kerosene, 11 percent use LPG or propane, and the rest use another fuel for home heating. 


Table III-14 


Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating 


 


Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating Percent of Respondents 


Natural Gas 48% 


Electricity 20% 


Fuel Oil or Kerosene 14% 
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Primary Fuel Used for Home Heating Percent of Respondents 


Bottled Gas (LPG or Propane) 11% 


Wood 1% 


Coal or Coke <1% 


Solar Energy <1% 


Other Fuel 2% 


No Fuel Used <1% 


Don’t Know 3% 


 


Households were asked whether they have their heat included in their rent. Table III-15 shows that six 


percent reported that they have their heat included in their rent.  


Table III-15 


Heat included in Rent 


 


Heat included in Rent Percent of Respondents 


Yes 6% 


No/ Own Home 93% 


Do Not Pay Rent 1% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 


Respondents were asked to report the main way that they cool their homes on the hottest days of the 


summer.  Table III-16 shows that approximately one third have window/wall air conditioners, 31 percent 


use fans, and 28 percent use central air conditioning.  Five percent reported that they do not have a 


cooling method. 


Table III-16 


Primary Method of Summer Cooling 


 


Primary Method of Summer Cooling Percent of Respondents 


Window or Wall Air Conditioning 34% 


Fans 31% 


Central Air Conditioning 28% 


Evaporative or Swamp Cooling 2% 


No Cooling Method Used 5% 


Don’t Know  <1% 
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IV. Problems Faced by Low-Income Households in Meeting 


Their Energy Needs 


This section examines the financial challenges and difficult choices made the LIHEAP recipients to 


manage their total residential energy costs.  Tables presented in this section may not total to 100 percent 


due to rounding.  


A. Increased Utility Bills and Increased Need 


Respondents were asked for the total annual costs of their electricity, gas, and other fuels for their 


home. Table IV-1 shows that about 77 percent of the respondents provided an estimate of the costs.  


The table shows that 36 percent reported annual home energy costs of more than $2,000. 


Table IV-1 


Annual Total Residential Energy Costs 


 


Annual Total  


Residential Energy Costs 
Percent of Respondents 


Less than $ 500 3% 


$ 501 - $ 1,000 10% 


$ 1,001 - $ 1,500 13% 


$ 1,501 - $ 2,000 15% 


Over $ 2,000 36% 


Don’t Know/Refused 24% 


 
Table IV-2 displays residential energy burden, based on the energy costs that respondents reported, 


the income that was available in the LIHEAP databases or from the survey responses, and the 


LIHEAP benefit that was provided in the LIHEAP database.  Pre-LIHEAP total residential energy 


burden is calculated as the proportion of income spent on total residential energy costs. Post-


LIHEAP total residential energy burden is the proportion of income spent on total residential energy 


costs less LIHEAP benefit dollars received. The table shows that 39 percent of respondents have a 


pre-LIHEAP energy burden that is greater than 15 percent and 14 percent have a pre-LIHEAP 


energy burden that is greater than 25 percent.  LIHEAP benefits have a significant impact on energy 


burden.  The table shows that 24 percent have a post-LIHEAP burden that is greater than 15 percent 


and 8 percent have a post-LIHEAP burden that is greater than 25 percent. 


  Table IV-2A 


Total Residential Energy Burden 


 


 


Total Residential Energy Burden  


Pre-LIHEAP Post-LIHEAP 


Number of Respondents 933 933 


0-5% 11% 25% 


6%-10% 28% 30% 


11-15% 21% 21% 
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Total Residential Energy Burden  


Pre-LIHEAP Post-LIHEAP 


16-20% 16% 10% 


21-25% 9% 6% 


>25% 14% 8% 


 


Table IV-2B shows the mean total pre-LIHEAP and post-LIHEAP residential energy burdens, by the 


presence of vulnerable household members.  The table shows that there is not a significant difference 


in mean energy burden across the different groups of households.  


Table IV-2B 


Mean Total Residential Energy Burden  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 All Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Child 


Under 6  


Single 


Parent 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 933 364 458 414 187 172 63 


Pre-LIHEAP Burden 16% 14% 17% 16% 17% 18% 19% 


Post-LIHEAP Burden 12% 11% 12% 13% 14% 14% 14% 


 


Table IV-2C displays the distribution of residential energy burden by vulnerable group.  The table 


shows that households with children under 18 and non-vulnerable households were more likely to 


have energy burden that is still over 25 percent after LIHEAP benefits are received. 


Table IV-2C 


Residential Energy Burden Distribution 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Pre-


LIHEAP 


Post-


LIHEAP 


Number of 


Respondents 
364 364 458 458 414 414 63 63 


0-5% 12% 25% 10% 24% 12% 25% 7% 18% 


6%-10% 26% 30% 25% 28% 32% 32% 26% 41% 


11-15% 24% 24% 22% 23% 19% 20% 26% 14% 


16-20% 17% 12% 18% 11% 14% 8% 16% 12% 


21-25% 10% 6% 9% 8% 8% 4% 6% 1% 


>25% 11% 3% 16% 6% 16% 11% 19% 14% 


 


Table IV-3 displays responses to the survey question, “How do your energy bills this year compare 


to those last year?”  The table shows that nearly half of the respondents reported that their energy 


bills were higher than last year. 
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Table IV-3 


Change in Energy Bills 


Change in Energy Bills Percent of Respondents 


Same 24% 


Lower 13% 


Higher 49% 


Don’t Know/Refused 13% 


 


Respondents who reported that their energy bills were higher at the time of the survey than they were 


in the previous year were asked why they thought that their energy bills were higher.  Table IV-4 


shows that 78 percent reported that they thought their bills had increased because energy prices were 


higher.  Ten percent reported that they did not know why their energy bills were higher. 


Table IV-4 


Why Energy Bills are Higher  


Why Energy Bills are Higher Percent of Respondents 


Number of Respondents 619 


Prices were Higher 78% 


Increased Usage 4% 


Winter was Colder 2% 


Summer was Warmer 2% 


Bad Economy 2% 


Energy Inefficient Home 1% 


Moved to Different Home 1% 


Insufficient Energy Assistance <1% 


Other 3% 


Don’t Know 10% 
                                                                                           


Respondents were asked, “How does your financial situation this year compare to last year?”  Table 


IV-5A shows that 35 percent reported that their financial situation had worsened. 


Table IV-5A 


Change in Financial Situation 


Change in Financial Situation Percent of Respondents 


Same 50% 


Worse 35% 


Better 13% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 


 


Table IV-5B displays the responses to this question by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 


households with children were most likely to report that their financial situation had worsened.   
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Table IV-5B 


Change in Financial Situation  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Same 59% 54% 39% 46% 


Worse 31% 36% 41% 34% 


Better 8% 8% 19% 17% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 3% 2% 1% 2% 


 


Respondents were asked, “How difficult is it for you to pay your energy bills compared to last year?”  


Table IV-6A shows that 43 percent reported that it was more difficult to pay their energy bills than 


last year.   


Table IV-6A 


Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


Change in Difficulty in  


Paying Energy Bills 
Percent of Respondents 


Same 42% 


More Difficult 43% 


Less Difficult 9% 


Don’t Know/Refused 5% 


           
Table IV-6B displays the reported change in the difficulty in paying energy bills by vulnerable 


group.  The table shows that households with children, disabled households, and non-vulnerable 


households were most likely to report that the energy bills were more difficult to pay. 


Table IV-6B 


Change in Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Same 48% 40% 38% 36% 


More Difficult 37% 47% 49% 45% 


Less Difficult 8% 8% 11% 17% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 7% 6% 3% 2% 


 


Respondents who reported that it was more difficult to pay their energy bills at the time of the 


survey, compared to the previous year, were asked what the main reason was that it was more 


difficult for them to pay their energy bills.  These respondents were then asked whether the following 


items contributed to their increased difficulty in paying their energy bills:  


 Increased energy bill 


 Increased property taxes 
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 Increased rent 


 Increased medical expenses 


 Increased prescription drug costs 


 Lower income or unemployment   


Table IV-7 displays the responses to the unprompted and prompted questions.  The table shows that, 


when asked the open-ended question, respondents were most likely to report that the reason they had 


increased difficulty paying their energy bill was that the bill had increased.  The next most common 


response was that they had lower income or had lost their job.  While 87 percent agreed that their 


energy bills were more difficult to pay because they had increased, 75 percent agreed that they were 


more difficult to pay because they had lower income or had lost their job, 57 percent agreed it was 


due partly to increased medical bills, 54 percent agreed it was due to increased prescription drug 


costs, 43 percent agreed that it was due to increased property taxes, and 38 percent agreed that it was 


due to increased rent.  While none of the respondents reported that increased gasoline costs were the 


main reason that their energy bills were more difficult to pay, 88 percent agreed that increased 


gasoline costs contributed to their difficulty in paying their energy bills. 


Table IV-7 


Reasons for Increased Difficulty in Paying Energy Bills 


 
Main Reason 


(Unprompted) 


Reasons 


(Prompted) 


Number of Respondents 543 543 


Increased Energy Bill 50% 87% 


Lower Income/Lost Job 37% 75% 


Increased Other Bills 7%  


Increased Medical Expenses 2% 57% 


Bad Economy 1%  


Lack of Energy Assistance 1%  


Increased Prescription Drugs <1% 54% 


Increased Property Taxes <1% 43% 


Increased Rent <1% 38% 


Higher Gasoline Costs 0% 88% 


Other 1%  


Don’t Know 1%  


                                     


B. Constructive Actions Taken to Meet the Need 


The NEA Survey asked respondents whether they took specific actions to reduce their energy bills.  


These actions included efforts to reduce heating bills, cooling bills, and year-round bills.   


Respondents were asked whether they put plastic on their windows or turn down the heat when they 


go to bed, or whether they closed off one or more rooms to reduce their heating bills in the winter.  


Table IV-8 shows that 48 percent reported that they put plastic on their windows, 85 percent reported 


that they turn down the heat when they go to bed, and 66 percent reported that they closed off one or 


more rooms. 
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Table IV-8 


Actions Taken to Bring Down Heating Bills 


 


 
Put Plastic on 


Windows 


Turn Down the 


Heat When You 


Go to Bed 


Close Off One or 


More Rooms 


Yes 48% 85% 66% 


No 52% 15% 34% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they keep shades and curtains closed in the daytime and use fans 


and open windows to reduce cooling bills in the summer.  Table IV-9 shows that 88 percent reported 


that they keep their shades and curtains closed in the daytime and 80 percent reported that they use 


fans and open windows. 


Table IV-9 


Actions Taken to Bring Down Cooling Bills 


 


 
Keep Shades and Curtains 


Closed in Daytime 


Use Fans and  


Open Windows 


Yes 88% 80% 


No 12% 19% 


Don’t Know/ 


Refused 
<1% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they took other specific energy-saving actions in the past year to 


reduce their energy bills.  Table IV-10 shows that 73 percent reported that they wash their clothes in 


cold water and 66 percent reported that they use compact fluorescent light bulbs. 


Table IV-10 


Other Energy-Saving Actions Taken 


 


 
Wash Clothes in  


Cold Water 


Use Compact 


Fluorescent Light Bulbs 


Yes 73% 66% 


No 25% 31% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 2% 2% 


 


Table IV-11 provides a comparison of survey responses to the 2003 and 2008 surveys.  The 2005 


survey is not included in the comparison because this survey included households that did not 


receive LIHEAP in the previous program year and was done at a different time of year.  Both the 


2003 and 2008 surveys were conducted with households selected from LIHEAP databases of 


recipients from the previous program year and both surveys were conducted in October and 


November. 


The table below shows that households were more likely to report that they have taken all of the 


actions asked about.  Changes that are statistically significant are underlined.  The greatest increases 


are in the percentage of respondents who reported that they turn down the heat when they go to bed, 


wash clothes in cold water, and use compact fluorescent light bulbs.  While 44 percent of LIHEAP 


recipients reported that they use CFLs in the 2003 survey, 66 percent of LIHEAP recipients reported 
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that they use CFLs in the 2008 survey.  This increase is probably due in part to the large number of 


low-income usage reduction programs that have included CFL distribution. 


Table IV-11 


Constructive Actions Taken to Lower Energy Bills 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Winter   


Put Plastic on Windows 44% 48% 


Turn Down the Heat When You Go to Bed 76% 85% 


Summer   


Keep Shades and Curtains Closed in the Daytime 83% 88% 


Use Fans and Open Windows 78% 80% 


Other Energy-Saving Actions   


Wash Clothes in Cold Water 65% 73% 


Use Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs 44% 66% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 


 


Table IV-12 shows that almost all of the respondents reported that they took at least one constructive 


action to lower their energy bills in the past year.
12


 


Table IV-12 


Constructive Actions Taken to Lower Energy Bills 


 


Took at Least One 


Constructive Action 
Percent of Respondents 


Yes 100% 


No <1% 


 


C. Signs of the Problem 


Respondents were asked whether they worried about their ability to pay their home energy bills in 


the year preceding the survey, due in part to their energy expenses.  Table IV-13A shows that 28 


percent report that they worried almost every month, 29 percent reported some months, and 15 


percent reported that they had this problem one or two months in the past year. 


                                     
12


 These responses may be overestimated due to respondent compliance (i.e., desire to provide a socially desirable or 


positive response.) 
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Table IV-13A 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 28% 


Some Months  29% 


1 or 2 Months 15% 


Never / No 28% 


Don’t Know  1% 


 


Table IV-13B displays the response to the question that asked whether they worried about paying 


their home energy bill by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children were 


most likely to report that they were worried about paying their energy bill.  Households with senior 


members were least likely to report that they were worried about not having enough money to pay 


for their home energy bill. 


Table IV-13B 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 22% 30% 34% 37% 


Some Months  24% 27% 38% 22% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 18% 14% 11% 


Never / No 39% 25% 14% 30% 


Don’t Know  1% <1% <1% 1% 


 


Table IV-13C displays the response to the question that asked whether they worried about paying 


their home energy bill by poverty group.  The table shows that households at lower poverty levels 


were more likely to report that they had worried about paying their energy bill.  While 84 percent of 


those with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that they had worried, 72 


percent of those with income between 51 and 100 percent of poverty reported this, 67 percent of 


those with income between 101 and 150 percent reported this, and 64 percent of those with income 


above 150 percent reported this. 
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Table IV-13C 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 35% 27% 27% 33% 


Some Months  35% 29% 24%   26% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 16% 16% 5% 


Never / No 15% 27% 31%    36% 


Don’t Know  1% <1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-14A shows whether respondents reported that they reduced expenses for household 


necessities in the year preceding the survey due in part to their energy expenses.  The table shows 


that 44 percent of respondents reported that they reduced expenses for household necessities almost 


every month.   


Table IV-14A 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 44% 


Some Months  27% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 


Never / No 19% 


Don’t Know  2% 


 


Table IV-14B displays responses to the question about reduced expenses by vulnerable group.  The 


table shows that a large percentage of each group reported that they reduced these expenses almost 


every month. 


Table IV-14B 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 40% 47% 45% 51% 


Some Months  25% 27% 32% 21% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 9% 8% 12% 


Never / No 22% 16% 14% 16% 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Don’t Know  4% 2% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-14C displays the percent of households that reported that they reduced expenses by poverty 


group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level 


were most likely to report that they took this action.  Ninety-two percent of households with income 


at or below 50 percent of poverty reported that they reduced expenses for household necessities. 


Table IV-14C 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities Due to Not Having Enough  


Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 48%   45% 40% 56% 


Some Months  29% 28% 24% 14% 


1 or 2 Months 15% 6% 10% 13% 


Never / No 7% 19% 23% 13% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 2% 3% 4% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they borrowed from a friend or relative to pay their home energy 


bill in the year prior to the survey.  Table IV-15A shows that 43 percent reported that they borrowed 


to help pay their energy bill. 


Table IV-15A 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 7% 


Some Months  20% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 


Never / No 57% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-15B shows the percent of respondents who reported that they borrowed from a friend or 


relative to pay the energy bill by vulnerable group.  The table shows that respondents with children 


were most likely to report that they borrowed from a friend or relative to pay their home energy bill.  


Sixty-three percent of households with children reported that they borrowed from a friend or relative 


during the past year. 
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Table IV-15B 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 3% 8% 11% 11% 


Some Months  15% 20% 29% 16% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 16% 23% 17% 


Never / No 73% 56% 37% 57% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% 0% 0% 


 


Table IV-15C shows the percent of respondents who reported that they borrowed from a friend or 


relative to pay the energy bill by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or 


below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely to report that they borrowed from a friend or 


relative.  Sixty-nine percent of these respondents reported that they borrowed from a friend or a 


relative because they did not have enough money to pay the home energy bill in the past year.   


Table IV-15C 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to Not Having  


Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 12% 8% 3% 10% 


Some Months  36% 19%   16% 10% 


1 or 2 Months 21% 17% 13% 18% 


Never / No 30% 56% 67% 62% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% <1% <1% 0% 


 
Table IV-16 compares responses to questions about responses to the energy affordability problem 


between the 2003 and 2008 surveys.  The table shows that there were not statistically significant 


differences in the responses to these questions between the two surveys. 


Table IV-16 


Signs of the Problem 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill 72% 72% 


Reduced Expenses for Household Necessities 78% 80% 
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 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Borrowed From a Friend or Relative 46% 43% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 


 


D. Responses to the Problem  


Respondents were asked whether they closed off part of their home because they could not afford to 


heat or cool it in the year prior to the survey.  Table IV-17A shows that 44 percent of the respondents 


reported that they took this action at some point during the past year. 


 


Table IV-17A 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 17% 


Some Months  19% 


1 or 2 Months 8% 


Never / No 55% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 


Table IV-17B shows the responses to the question about whether the household closed off part of the 


home because they could not afford to heat or cool it by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 


households with senior members, disabled members, and non-vulnerable households were most 


likely to report that they took this action. 


Table IV-17B 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 18% 19% 12% 23% 


Some Months  21% 21% 16% 22% 


1 or 2 Months 7% 8% 9% 7% 


Never / No 53% 51% 62% 47% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 1% 1% 1% 


 


Table IV-17C shows whether households reported that they closed off part of their home because 


they could not afford to heat or cool it by poverty group.  The table shows that there is not a large 


difference in the percent of respondents who reported this action by poverty group. 
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Table IV-17C 


Closed Off Part of Home Because Could Not Afford to Heat or Cool It  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 19% 16% 19% 10% 


Some Months  20% 18% 20% 27% 


1 or 2 Months 8% 9% 7% 5%   


Never / No 51% 55% 54% 58% 


Don’t Know  1% 2% <1% 0% 


 
Table IV-18A displays whether respondents reported that they kept their home at an unsafe or 


unhealthy temperature in the year preceding the survey due in part to their energy expenses.  The 


table shows that 28 percent of respondents reported that they took this action. 


Table IV-18A 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 6% 


Some Months  15% 


1 or 2 Months 7% 


Never / No 71% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 


Table IV-18B displays whether respondents reported that they kept their home at an unsafe or 


unhealthy temperature in the year preceding the survey by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 24 


percent of senior households, 34 percent of disabled households, 32 percent of households with 


children, and 30 percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they took this action. 


Table IV-18B 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 5% 9% 6% 7% 


Some Months  14% 18% 18% 9% 


1 or 2 Months 5% 7% 8% 14% 


Never / No 75% 66% 68% 68% 
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 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 1% <1% 2% 


 


Table IV-18C displays whether respondents reported that they kept their home at an unsafe or 


unhealthy temperature in the year preceding the survey by poverty group.  The table shows that there 


is not a significant relationship between poverty level and this action. 


Table IV-18C 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt Was Unsafe or Unhealthy Due to Not 


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 6% 6% 6% 6%   


Some Months  14%   16% 16% 16% 


1 or 2 Months 9% 6%   7% 7% 


Never / No 70% 70%    70% 72% 


Don’t Know/Refused 0% 1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-19A shows the percent of respondents who said that they left their home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold and they did not have enough money for the energy bill during the 


past year.  The table shows that 23 percent of respondents reported that they took this action. 


Table IV-19A 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 


 
Left Home for Part of the Day Because 


Home was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Almost Every Month 2% 


Some Months  10% 


1 or 2 Months 11% 


Never / No 77% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 


Table IV-19B shows the percent of respondents who said that they left their home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 17 percent of senior 


households, 24 percent of disabled households, 27 percent of households with children, and 31 


percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they took this action. 
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Table IV-19B 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 1% 3% 2% 0% 


Some Months  9% 10% 13% 10% 


1 or 2 Months 7% 11% 12% 21% 


Never / No 83% 76% 73% 69% 


Don’t Know 0% 0% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-19C shows the percent of respondents who said that they left their home for part of the day 


because it was too hot or too cold by poverty group.  Households with lower poverty levels were 


more likely to report that they took this action.  The table shows that 28 percent of households with 


income at or below 50 percent of poverty, 25 percent of households with income between 51 and 100 


percent, 20 percent of households with income between 101 and 150 percent, and 20 percent of 


households with income above 150 percent of poverty reported that they took this action. 


Table IV-19C 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 1% 3% 2% 1% 


Some Months  10% 11% 9% 11% 


1 or 2 Months 17% 11% 9% 8% 


Never / No 72% 76% 81% 80% 


Don’t Know  <1% 0% <1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they used their kitchen stove or oven to provide heat in the year 


preceding the survey, due in part to their energy expenses.  Table IV-20A shows that one third of the 


respondents reported that they took this dangerous action at some point during the past year. 


Table IV-20A 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 3% 


Some Months  14% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 
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 Percent of Respondents 


Never / No 67% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-20B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they used their kitchen stove or 


oven to provide heat during the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 27 percent of 


households with senior members, 37 percent of households with disabled members, 40 percent of 


households with children, and 33 percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they used their 


kitchen stove or oven to provide heat. 


 
Table IV-20B 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 1% 4% 3% 1% 


Some Months  13% 16% 17% 6% 


1 or 2 Months 13% 17% 20% 26% 


Never / No 73% 63% 60% 67% 


Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% <1% <1% 


 


Table IV-20C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they used their kitchen stove or 


oven to provide heat during the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that 42 percent of 


households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level, 31 percent of household with 


income between 51 and 100 percent of poverty, 33 percent of households with income between 101 


and 150 percent, and 25 percent of households with income above 150 percent of poverty reported 


that they took this action. 


Table IV-20C 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat Due to Not  


Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 6% 2% 2% 0% 


Some Months  17% 13% 16% 8% 


1 or 2 Months 19% 16% 15% 17% 


Never / No 58% 69% 66% 75% 


Don’t Know  0% <1% 0% 0% 
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Table IV-21 compares responses to questions about responses to the energy affordability problem 


between the 2003 and 2008 surveys.  The table shows that while the differences were not large, the 


percentage of LIHEAP recipients who said that they took these actions in the past year because they 


could not afford their energy bill increased between the two surveys for three out of four indicators.  


The two differences that were statistically significant are underlined.  The greatest difference was 


that in 2003, 39 percent of respondents said that they closed off part of their home and in 2008, 44 


percent of respondents said that they closed off part of their home because they could not afford their 


energy bill. 


Table IV-21 


Responses to the Problem 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Closed Off Part of Home 39% 44% 


Kept Home at Temperature You Felt was Unsafe or Unhealthy 25% 28% 


Left Home for Part of the Day 24% 23% 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat 31% 33% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 


E. Inability to Pay Energy Bills 


Respondents were asked whether they skipped paying or paid less than their entire home energy bill 


in the year preceding the survey.  Table IV-22A shows that 47 percent of respondents reported that 


they took this action. 


Table IV-22A 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 10% 


Some Months  23% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 


Never / No 52% 


Don’t Know  1% 


 
Table IV-22B displays whether respondents reported that they skipped paying their home energy bill 


by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 28 percent of senior households, 45 percent of disabled 


households, 70 percent of households with children, and 51 percent of non-vulnerable households 


reported that they took this action. 







 Problems Meeting Energy Needs 


 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 34 
December 2008 
 


Table IV-22B 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 4% 10% 15% 18% 


Some Months  14% 21% 36% 20% 


1 or 2 Months 10% 14% 19% 13% 


Never / No 71% 55% 29% 48% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 1% <1% 1% 


 


Table IV-22C displays whether respondents reported that they skipped paying their home energy bill 


by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of poverty 


were most likely to report that they took this action.  Sixty-eight percent of households with income 


at or below 50 percent of poverty reported that they skipped paying their energy bill during the past 


year. 


Table IV-22C 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 14% 10% 8% 7% 


Some Months  39% 21% 19% 18% 


1 or 2 Months 15% 13% 17% 9% 


Never / No 31% 54% 55% 64% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 1% 0% 2% 


 


Table IV-23A displays whether respondents received a notice or threat from an energy supplier to 


disconnect their electric or gas service, or to discontinue making fuel deliveries in the year preceding 


the survey.  The table shows that 37 percent of respondents reported that they received a notice or 


threat. 


Table IV-23A 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Almost Every Month 5% 


Some Months  14% 


1 or 2 Months 18% 
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 Percent of Respondents 


Never / No 63% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-23B displays whether respondents received a notice or threat from an energy supplier by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that 20 percent of senior respondents, 38 percent of disabled 


respondents, 57 percent of respondents with children, and 41 percent of non-vulnerable respondents 


reported that they received a notice or threat. 


Table IV-23B 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Almost Every Month 3% 7% 8% 4% 


Some Months  6% 12% 23% 19% 


1 or 2 Months 11% 19% 26% 18% 


Never / No 80% 63% 42% 60% 


Don’t Know  1% <1% 1% 0% 


 


Table IV-23C displays whether respondents received a notice or threat from an energy supplier by 


poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty 


level were more likely to report that they received a notice or threat.  Fifty-seven percent of 


respondents with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that they received a 


notice or threat. 


Table IV-23C 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home  


Heating Fuel Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Almost Every Month 8% 5% 5% 1% 


Some Months  28% 11% 10% 15% 


1 or 2 Months 21% 19% 15% 12% 


Never / No 42% 64% 70% 73% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% <1% 0% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they needed to use a different name to continue to receive energy 


service in the five years prior to the survey.  Table IV-24A shows that three percent of respondents 


reported that they took this action. 
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Table IV-24A 


Needed to Use a Different Name to Continue Receiving Energy Service Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 3% 


No  97% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% 


 
Table IV-24B displays the responses to this question by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 


there is not a significant difference in response by vulnerable group. 


Table IV-24B 


Needed to Use a Different Name to Continue Receiving Energy Service Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During the Past Five Years  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 2% 3% 4% 5% 


No  98% 97% 96% 95% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-24C displays the responses to this question by poverty group.  The table shows that 


households with income at or below 50 percent of poverty and households with income above 150 


percent of poverty were more likely to report that they took this action. 


Table IV-24C 


Needed to Use a Different Name to Continue Receiving Energy Service Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill During Past Five Years  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 7% 2% 1% 8% 


No  94% 98% 99% 92% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether their electricity was shut off due to nonpayment in the year prior to 


the survey.  Table IV-25A shows that nine percent of respondents reported that their electricity was 


shut off. 
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Table IV-25A 


Electricity Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 9% 


No 91% 


 


Table IV-25B displays responses to whether the electricity was shut off due to nonpayment during 


the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that four percent of senior households, eight 


percent of disabled households, 15 percent of households with children, and 14 percent of non-


vulnerable households reported that the electricity was shut off due to non-payment in the past year. 


Table IV-25B 


Electricity Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 4% 8% 15% 14% 


No 96% 92% 85% 86% 


 


Table IV-25C displays responses to whether the electricity was shut off due to nonpayment during 


the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households with lower income were more 


likely to report that the electricity was shut off due to non-payment in the past year.  While 18 


percent of respondents with income at or below 50 percent of poverty reported that their electricity 


was shut off, nine percent of those with income between 51 and 100 percent of poverty, five percent 


of those with income between 101 and 150 percent of poverty, and three percent of those with 


income above 150 percent of poverty reported that their electricity had been shut off. 


Table IV-25C 


Electricity Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 18% 9% 5% 3% 


No  82% 91% 95% 97% 


Don’t Know  <1% 0% <1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether their natural gas service was shut off due to nonpayment in the 


year prior to the survey.  Table IV-26A shows that six percent of respondents reported that their gas 


had been shut off due to nonpayment in the past year. 
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Table IV-26A 


Gas Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 6% 


No 93% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 


Table IV-26B displays whether respondents reported that their gas had been shut off in the past year 


by vulnerable group.  The table shows that four percent of senior households, five percent of 


disabled households, ten percent of households with children, and 12 percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that their gas had been shut off. 


Table IV-26B 


Gas Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 4% 5% 10% 12% 


No 96% 95% 89% 88% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0% 
  


Table IV-26C displays whether respondents reported that their gas had been shut off in the past year 


by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income below 50 percent of the poverty 


level were more likely to report that their gas service was shut off due to nonpayment.  Twelve 


percent of households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that their gas 


service had been shut off. 


Table IV-26C 


Gas Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 12% 5% 5% 10% 


No 87% 95% 95% 90% 


Don’t Know/Refused <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-27A shows whether respondents reported that their electric or natural gas service was shut 


off during the year preceding the survey.  The table shows that twelve percent of households had one 


of their utilities shut off for nonpayment during the past year. 
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Table IV-27A 


Electric or Gas Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 12% 


No 88% 


 
Table IV-27B displays whether respondents reported that their electric or gas had been shut off in the 


past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that six percent of senior households, nine percent of 


disabled households, 19 percent of households with children, and 22 percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that their electric or gas had been shut off. 


Table IV-27B 


Electric or Gas Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 6% 9% 19% 22% 


No 95% 91% 81% 78% 
  


Table IV-27C displays whether respondents reported that their electric or gas had been shut off in the 


past year by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of 


poverty were more likely to report that their electric or gas had been shut off.  Twenty-three percent 


of households with income at or below 50 percent of poverty reported that their electric or gas 


service had been shut off in the past year due to nonpayment. 


Table IV-27C 


Electric or Gas Service Was Shut Off Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 23% 10% 8% 12% 


No 77% 90% 92% 88% 


 
Respondents were asked whether there was a time in the year prior to the survey when they wanted 


to use their main source of heat, but could not because their heating system was broken and they 


were unable to pay to repair or replace it.   Table IV-28A shows that 13 percent of respondents 


reported that there was a time during the past year when their heating system was broken and they 


were unable to pay for its repair or replacement. 
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Table IV-28A 


Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for  


Repair or Replacement During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 13% 


No 87% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 
Table IV-28B displays whether respondents reported that their heating system was broken by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that ten percent of senior households, 15 percent of disabled 


households, 15 percent of households with children, and nine percent of non-vulnerable households 


reported that their heating system was broken during the past year. 


Table IV-28B 


Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 10% 15% 15% 9% 


No 90% 86% 85% 91% 


Don’t Know  0% 0% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-28C displays whether respondents reported that their heating system was broken by 


poverty group.  The table shows that twenty percent of households with income at or below 50 


percent of the poverty level reported that their heating system was broken during the past year and 


they could not pay for its repair or replacement. 


Table IV-28C 


Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 20% 12% 9% 15% 


No 80% 88% 91% 85% 


Don’t Know  1% 0% 0% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether there was a time in the year prior to the survey when they wanted 


to use their main source of heat, but could not because they ran out of a bulk fuel (including fuel oil, 


LPG, propane, kerosene, coal, and wood) and could not afford to pay for a delivery.  Table IV-29A 


shows that thirteen percent of respondents reported that they were unable to use their main source of 


heat for this reason.   
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Table IV-29A 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable  


To Pay for a Fuel Delivery During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 13% 


No 87% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 


Table IV-29B shows whether respondents could not pay for a bulk fuel delivery by vulnerable group.  


The table shows that seven percent of senior households, 15 percent of disabled households, 18 


percent of households with children, and 18 percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they 


could not pay for a fuel delivery. 


Table IV-29B 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable  


To Pay for a Fuel Delivery During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 7% 15% 18% 18% 


No 93% 85% 82% 82% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 0% 0% 


 


Table IV-29C shows whether respondents could not pay for a bulk fuel delivery by poverty group.  


The table shows that there is not much variability in response by poverty group. 


Table IV-29C 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable  


To Pay for a Fuel Delivery During Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 14% 15% 11% 14% 


No 86% 85% 89% 86% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether there was a time in the year prior to the survey when they wanted 


to use their main source of heat, but could not because the utility company discontinued their gas or 


electric service because they were unable to pay their bill.  Table IV-30A shows that 11 percent of 


respondents reported that they faced this situation. 
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Table IV-30A 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Utility Company Discontinued  


Gas or Electric Service Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 11% 


No 89% 


Don’t Know  <1% 


 


Table IV-30B shows the percent who could not use their heat because their utility service was 


discontinued by vulnerable group.  The table shows that five percent of senior households, ten 


percent of disabled households, 18 percent of households with children, and 14 percent of non-


vulnerable households reported that their gas or electric service had been discontinued. 


Table IV-30B 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Utility Company Discontinued  


Gas or Electric Service Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 5% 10% 18% 14% 


No 95% 90% 82% 86% 


Don’t Know  0% 0% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-30C shows the percent who could not use their heat because their utility service was 


discontinued by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent 


of the poverty level were more likely to report that they faced this problem.  Twenty percent of these 


households reported that they could not use their heat due to a utility discontinuation. 


Table IV-30C 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Utility Company Discontinued  


Gas or Electric Service Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 20% 10% 7% 10% 


No 80% 90% 93% 90% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 0% 0% 0% 


 


Table IV-31A shows whether respondents reported that there was a time in the year prior to the 


survey when they wanted to use their main source of heat, but could not for one of the following 


reasons: 
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 Their heating system was broken and the respondent was unable to pay for its repair or 


replacement, 


 The respondent ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, LPG, propane, coal, or wood, because they 


were unable to pay for a delivery, or 


 The utility company discontinued their gas or electric service because they were unable to 


pay their bill.   


 
The table shows that 28 percent of respondents reported that they could not use their heat during the 


past year for one of the three reasons. 
Table IV-31A 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat for 


Any of Three Reasons During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 28% 


No 72% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 


Table IV-31B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they could not use their main 


source of heat for one of the three reasons discussed by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 17 


percent of senior households, 29 percent of disabled households, 38 percent of households with 


children, and 30 percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they could not use their main 


source of heat. 
 


Table IV-31B 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat for  


Any of Three Reasons During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 17% 29% 38% 30% 


No 83% 71% 61% 70% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-31C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they could not use their main 


source of heat for one of the three reasons discussed by poverty group.  The table shows that 


households with income below 50 percent of the poverty level were most likely to report that they 


had this problem.  Thirty-nine percent of households with income at or below 50 percent of the 


poverty level reported that they were unable to use their main source of heat during the past year. 
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Table IV-31C 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat for  


Any of Three Reasons During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 39% 29% 21% 27% 


No 60% 71% 79% 73% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% <1% 0% 


 
Respondents were asked whether there was a time in the year prior to the survey when they wanted 


to use their air conditioner, but could not because their air conditioner was broken and they were 


unable to pay to repair or replace it.  Table IV-32A shows that 12 percent of respondents reported 


that they were unable to use their air conditioner. 


Table IV-32A 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it Was Broken  


 And Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 12% 


No 88% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 


 
Table IV-32B displays whether respondents reported that they were unable to use their air 


conditioner by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 11 percent of senior households, 14 percent 


of disabled households, 14 percent of households with children, and 7 percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that they were unable to use the air conditioner. 


Table  IV-32B 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it Was Broken  


And Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement During the Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 11% 14% 14% 7% 


No 89% 86% 86% 92% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% 1% 1% 


 


Table IV-32C displays whether respondents reported that they were unable to use their air 


conditioner by poverty group.  The table shows that there is not much variability in this response by 


poverty group. 
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Table IV-32C 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it Was Broken 


And Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 14% 12% 10% 14% 


No 85% 87% 89% 85% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 0% 1% 1% 


 
Respondents were asked whether there was a time in the year prior to the survey when they wanted 


to use their air conditioner, but could not because the utility company discontinued their electric 


service because they were unable to pay their bill.  Table IV-33A shows that seven percent of 


respondents reported that they were unable to use their air conditioner because their electric service 


was discontinued. 


Table IV-33A 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Company  


Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 7% 


No 93% 


 


Table IV-33B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they were unable to use their air 


conditioner because their electricity was shut off by vulnerable group.  The table shows that three 


percent of senior households, 11 percent of disabled households, 11 percent of households with 


children, and seven percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they had this problem. 


Table IV-33B 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Company  


Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 503 503 87 


Yes 3% 11% 11% 7% 


No 97% 88% 88% 93% 


Don’t Know/ Refused 0% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-33C displays the percent of respondents who reported that they were unable to use their air 


conditioner because their electricity was shut off by poverty group.  The table shows that households 


with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level were more likely to report this problem.  


Fifteen percent of households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that 


they could not use their air conditioner during the past year because their electric service had been 


discontinued. 
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Table IV-33C 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Company  


Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 15% 7% 3% 1% 


No 85% 92% 97% 99% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% <1% 0% 0% 


 
Table IV-34A displays whether respondents reported that they could not use their air conditioner for 


one or more of the following reasons: 


 


 Their air conditioner was broken and they were unable to pay for its repair or replacement. 


 The utility company discontinued their electric service because they were unable to pay their 


bill. 


 


Seventeen percent of respondents reported that they could not use their air conditioner for one or 


more of the two specified reasons.   


Table IV-34A 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner For Either of  


Two Specified Reasons During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 17% 


No 83% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 
Table IV-34B displays whether respondents reported that they could not use their air conditioner 


during the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 12 percent of senior households, 19 


percent of disabled households, 23 percent of households with children, and 14 percent of non-


vulnerable households reported that they could not use their air conditioner during the past year. 


Table IV-34B 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner For Either of  


Two Specified Reasons During Past Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 12% 19% 23% 14% 


No 87% 81% 76% 85% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% 1% 1% 
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Table IV-34C displays whether respondents reported that they could not use their air conditioner 


during the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that 27 percent of households with income at 


or below 50 percent of poverty reported that they could not use their air conditioner, 18 percent of 


those with income between 51 and 100 percent of poverty, 12 percent of those with income between 


101 and 150 percent and 14 percent of those with income above 150 percent of the poverty level 


reported that they could not use their air conditioner. 


Table IV-34C 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner For Either of  


Two Specified Reasons During the Past Year  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 27% 18% 12% 14% 


No 72% 82% 87% 85% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% 1% 1% 


 
Respondents who reported that they had their service discontinued or could not pay for a fuel 


delivery were asked whether they had to go without showers or baths due to a lack of hot water.  


Table IV-35A shows that ten percent of respondents reported that they had to go without showers or 


baths. 


Table IV-35A 


Had to Go Without Showers or Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 10% 


No 12% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
78% 


 
Table IV-35B shows whether respondents reported that they had to go without showers or baths by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that five percent of senior households, 11 percent of disabled 


households, 17 percent of households with children, and 13 percent of non-vulnerable households 


reported that they had to go without showers or baths. 


Table IV-35B 


Had to Go Without Showers or Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water During the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 5% 11% 17% 13% 


No 6% 11% 17% 19% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
88% 78% 66% 68% 
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Table IV-35C shows whether respondents reported that they had to go without showers or baths by 


poverty group.  The table shows that 15 percent of households with income at or below 50 percent of 


the poverty level reported that they had to go without showers or baths. 


Table IV-35C 


Had to Go Without Showers or Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water During the Past Year 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 15% 11% 6% 9% 


No 19% 12% 11% 8% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
66% 77% 83% 83% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they had to go without hot meals during the past year because their 


utility service was discontinued or they could not afford to pay for a fuel delivery.  Table IV-36A 


shows that seven percent of respondents reported that they faced this problem. 


Table IV-36A 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due to Lack of Cooking Fuel During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 7% 


No 15% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
78% 


 
Table IV-36B displays whether respondents reported that they had to go without hot meals during 


the past year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that three percent of senior households, eight 


percent of disabled households, 12 percent of households with children, and eight percent of non-


vulnerable households reported that they had to go without hot meals. 


Table IV-36B 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due to Lack of Cooking Fuel During the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 3% 8% 12% 8% 


No 9% 14% 22% 24% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
88% 78% 66% 68% 


 


Table IV-36C displays whether respondents reported that they had to go without hot meals during 


the past year by poverty group.  The table shows that 11 percent of households with income at or 


below the poverty level reported that they had to go without hot meals. 
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Table IV-36C 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due to Lack of Cooking Fuel During the Past Year 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 11% 8% 4% 7% 


No 22% 15% 13% 10% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
66% 77% 83% 83% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they had to use candles or lanterns due to lack of lights in the past 


year because their utility service was discontinued or they could not afford to pay for a fuel delivery.  


Table IV-37A shows that seven percent of respondents reported that they faced this problem. 


Table IV-37A 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights During the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 7% 


No 16% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
78% 


 
Table IV-37B displays the percent of households that reported they had to use candles or lanterns by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that four percent of senior respondents, seven percent of disabled 


respondents, 12 percent of respondents with children, and four percent of non-vulnerable 


respondents reported that they had to use candles or lanterns. 


Table IV-37B 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights During the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 4% 7% 12% 4% 


No 8% 16% 22% 28% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
88% 78% 66% 68% 


 


Table IV-37C displays the percent of households that reported they had to use candles or lanterns by 


poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty 


level were more likely to report that they had used candles or lanterns.  Fifteen percent of 


respondents with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that they had done so. 
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Table IV-37C 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights During the Past Year 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 15% 7% 4% 2% 


No 19% 16% 13% 16% 


Did not Have Service Discontinued/ 


Was Able to Pay for Fuel Delivery 
66% 77% 83% 83% 


 
Respondents were asked whether their electricity was shut off at the time of the survey.  Table IV-


38A shows that one percent of the respondents reported that their electricity was currently shut off.   


Table IV-38A 


Electricity Shut Off at Time of Survey 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 1% 


No 8% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 91% 


 
Table IV-38B shows the percent who reported that their electricity was currently shut off by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that there was not much variability by vulnerable group. 


Table IV-38B 


Electricity Shut Off at Time of Survey  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes <1% 1% <1% 2% 


No 4% 7% 14% 11% 


Don’t Know/Refused 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 96% 93% 85% 86% 


 
Table IV-38C shows the percent who reported that their electricity was currently shut off by poverty 


group.  The table shows that there was not much variability by poverty group. 
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Table IV-38C 


Electricity Shut Off at Time of Survey  


By Poverty Group 


 


 Poverty Level 


 0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes <1% 1% <1% 0% 


No 18% 8% 4% 3% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 82% 91% 95% 97% 


 
Respondents were asked whether their natural gas service was shut off at the time of the survey.  


Table IV-39A shows that one percent of respondents reported that their natural gas service was 


currently shut off. 


Table IV-39A 


Gas Service Shut Off at Time of Survey 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 1% 


No 5% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 94% 


 


Table IV-39B shows the percent who reported that their gas was currently shut off by vulnerable 


group.  The table shows that there was not much variability by vulnerable group. 


Table IV-39B 


Gas Service Shut Off at Time of Survey  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 1% 1% 2% 1% 


No 3% 4% 9% 11% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 96% 95% 90% 89% 


 


Table IV-39C shows the percent who reported that their gas was currently shut off by poverty group.  


The table shows that there was not much variability by poverty group. 
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Table IV-39C 


Gas Service Shut Off at Time of Survey  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 1% 1% 1% 1% 


No 11% 4% 4% 9% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 88% 95% 95% 90% 


 


Table IV-40A displays whether respondents reported that their electric or natural gas service was 


shut off at the time of the survey.  The table shows that one percent reported that their electric or gas 


service was shut off. 


Table IV-40A 


Electric or Gas Service Shut Off at Time of Survey 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 1% 


No 10% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 88% 


 
Table IV-40B shows the percent who reported that their electric or gas was currently shut off by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that there was not much variability by vulnerable group. 


Table IV-40B 


Electric or Gas Service Shut Off at Time of Survey by Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 1% 1% 2% 3% 


No 5% 8% 17% 19% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 95% 91% 81% 78% 


 


Table IV-40C shows the percent who reported that their electric or gas was currently shut off by 


poverty group.  The table shows that there was not much variability by poverty group. 
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Table IV-40C 


Electric or Gas Service Shut Off at Time of Survey by Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 2% 1% 1% 1% 


No 21% 9% 7% 11% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 0% 0% 0% 


Not Shut Off in Past 12 Months 77% 90% 92% 88% 


 


Table IV-41 compares responses to questions about the inability to pay energy bills between the 


2003 and 2008 surveys.  The table shows that the responses to these questions are fairly similar in 


the two surveys.  There was a decline in the percentage of respondents who reported that they 


skipped paying or paid less than the entire home energy bill during the past year, from 52 percent to 


47 percent.  However, there were small increases in the percentage of respondents who said that the 


heating system was broken and they were unable to pay for its repair or replacement or they were 


unable to use the main source of heat because they were unable to pay for a fuel delivery.  Both of 


these indicators increased from ten percent to 13 percent of respondents.  The statistically significant 


differences are underlined. 


Table IV-41 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills During Past Year 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill 52% 47% 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue 


Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 
38% 37% 


Electricity Shut off Due to Nonpayment  8% 9% 


Heating System Broken and Unable to Pay for Repair or 


Replacement 
10% 13% 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Unable to Pay for a 


Fuel Delivery 
10% 13% 


Unable to Use Main Source of Heat Because Utility Company 


Discontinued Gas or Electric Service Due to Nonpayment 
11% 13% 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because it was Broken and 


Unable to Pay for Repair or Replacement 
12% 12% 


Unable to Use Air Conditioner Because Utility Company 


Discontinued Electric Service Due to Nonpayment 
6% 7% 


Had to Go Without Showers or Baths Due to Lack of Hot Water 9% 10% 


Had to Go Without Hot Meals Due to Lack of Cooking Fuel 5% 7% 


Had to Use Candles or Lanterns Due to Lack of Lights 8% 7% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 
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F. Housing Problems 


Respondents were asked whether they made less than a full rent or mortgage payment in the five 


years prior to the survey, due to their energy expenses.  Table IV-42A shows that 28 percent of 


respondents reported that they did not make their full rent or mortgage payment due to energy bills 


during the past five years. 


Table IV-42A 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment  


Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 28% 


No 71% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 


Table IV-42B displays the percent of respondents who reported that they skipped a rent or mortgage 


payment by vulnerable group. The table shows that 14 percent of senior households 25 percent of 


disabled households, 44 percent of households with children, and 40 percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that they skipped a payment. 


Table IV-42B 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment  


Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 14% 25% 44% 40% 


No 85% 74% 55% 59% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 1% 1% <1% 


 


Table IV-42C displays whether the percent of respondents who reported that they skipped a rent or 


mortgage payment by poverty group. The table shows that 37 percent of households with income at 


or below 50 percent of poverty, 27 percent of households with income between 51 and 100 percent, 


27 percent of households with income between 101 and 150 percent of poverty, and 20 percent of 


households with income above 150 percent of poverty reported that they skipped a payment. 
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Table IV-42C 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment  


Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 37% 27% 27% 20% 


No 61% 72% 71% 79% 


Don’t Know / Refused 2% 1% 2% 1% 


 
Table IV-42D displays whether the percent of respondents who reported that they skipped a rent or 


mortgage payment by home ownership. The table shows that 22 percent of households who own 


their home and 33 percent of households who do not own their home reported that they skipped a 


payment. 


Table IV-42D 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment  


Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


By Home Ownership 


 


 Own Home Does Not Own Home 


Number of Respondents 626 627 


Yes 22% 33% 


No 77% 66% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they had been evicted from their home or apartment during the past 


five years due to their energy bills.  Table IV-43A shows that four percent of the respondents 


reported that they had been evicted.  


Table IV-43A 


Evicted From Home or Apartment Due to Energy Bills in the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 4% 


No 96% 


 


Table IV-43B displays whether respondents reported that they had been evicted by vulnerable group.  


The table shows that two percent of senior households, four percent of disabled households, six 


percent of households with children, and four percent of non-vulnerable households reported that 


they had been evicted. 
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Table IV-43B 


Evicted From Home or Apartment Due to Energy Bills In the Past Five Years  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 2% 4% 6% 4% 


No 98% 96% 94% 96% 


 


Table IV-43C displays whether respondents reported that they had been evicted by poverty group.  


The table shows that seven percent of households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty 


level reported that they had been evicted in the past five years. 


Table IV-43C 


Evicted From Home or Apartment Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 7% 3% 3% 3% 


No 93% 97% 97% 97% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they had a foreclosure on their mortgage in the past five years due 


to energy bills.  Table IV-44A shows that four percent of respondents reported that they had. 


Table IV-44A 


Had a Foreclosure on Mortgage Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 4% 


No 96% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 
Table IV-44B displays whether respondents reported that they had a foreclosure on their mortgage 


by vulnerable group.  The table shows that three percent of senior households, five percent of 


disabled households, six percent of households with children, and none of the non-vulnerable 


households reported that they had a foreclosure. 
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Table IV-44B 


Had a Foreclosure on Mortgage Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 


 By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 3% 5% 6% 0% 


No 97% 95% 94% 100% 


Don’t Know <1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-44C displays whether respondents reported that they had a foreclosure on their mortgage 


by poverty group.  The table shows that there is not much variability in this statistic by poverty 


group. 


Table IV-44C 


Had a Foreclosure on Mortgage Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 5% 4% 4% 4% 


No 94% 96% 96% 96% 


Don’t Know 1% <1% 0% 0% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they moved in with friends or family in the five years prior to the 


survey, due in part to their energy expenses.  Table IV-45A shows that 11 percent of respondents 


reported that they moved in with friends or family. 


 
Table IV-45A 


Moved in with Friends or Family Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 11% 


No 89% 


 
Table IV-45B displays whether respondents reported that they moved in with friends or family by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that eight percent of senior households, 12 percent of disabled 


households, 15 percent of households with children, and 11 percent of non-vulnerable households 


reported that they moved in with friends or family during the past five years due to energy bills. 
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Table IV-45B 


Moved in with Friends or Family Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 8% 12% 15% 11% 


No 92% 88% 85% 89% 


 
Table IV-45C displays whether respondents reported that they moved in with friends or family by 


poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty 


level were more likely to report that they moved in with friends or family.  Eighteen percent of 


respondents with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level reported that they moved in with 


friends or family. 
 


Table IV-45C 


Moved in with Friends or Family Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 18% 10% 7% 11% 


No 82% 90% 93% 89% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they moved into a shelter or were homeless due to energy bills in 


the past five years.  Table IV-46A shows that three percent of respondents reported that they had 


moved into a shelter or been homeless. 
 


Table IV-46A 


Moved into a Shelter or Was Homeless Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 3% 


No 97% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 
Table IV-46B shows the percent of respondents who reported that they moved into a shelter or were 


homeless by vulnerable group.  The table shows that one percent of senior households, four percent 


of disabled households, five percent of households with children, and five percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that they had done so. 
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Table IV-46B 


Moved into a Shelter or Was Homeless Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


 By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 1% 4% 5% 5% 


No 99% 96% 95% 96% 


Don’t Know 0% 0% <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-46C shows the percent of respondents who reported that they moved into a shelter or were 


homeless by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 percent of 


the poverty level were more likely to report that they had moved into a shelter or been homeless.  


Nine percent of these households reported that they had done so. 
 


Table IV-46C 


Moved into a Shelter or Was Homeless Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 9% 3% 2% 0% 


No 91% 97% 98% 100% 


Don’t Know <1% 0% 0% 0% 


 
Table IV-47 compares responses to questions about housing problems between the 2003 and 2008 


surveys.  The table shows that the responses to these questions are very similar in the two surveys.   
Table IV-47 


Housing Problems During Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment 28% 28% 


Evicted from Home or Apartment 4% 4% 


Moved in with Friends or Family 9% 11% 


Moved into Shelter or Was Homeless 4% 3% 


 


G. Financial Problems 


Respondents were asked whether they had gotten a payday loan to cover their expenses in the past 


five years due to their energy bills.  Table IV-48A shows that 15 percent of respondents reported that 


they had gotten a payday loan. 
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Table IV-48A 


Got a Payday Loan to Cover Expenses Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 15% 


No 84% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 


 
Table IV-48B displays whether respondents reported that they got a payday loan by vulnerable 


group. The table shows that households with children were most likely to report that they did so.  


Twenty-six percent of these respondents reported that they had gotten a payday loan in the past five 


years. 


Table IV-48B 


Got a Payday Loan to Cover Expenses Due to Energy Bills 


In the Past Five Years 


 By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 8% 14% 26% 12% 


No 91% 85% 74% 86% 


Don’t Know/Refused 1% 1% 1% 2% 


 


Table IV-48C displays whether respondents reported that they got a payday loan by poverty group. 


The table shows that households at lower poverty levels were more likely to report that they had 


gotten a payday loan.  Eighteen percent of respondents with income at or below 50 percent of the 


poverty level reported that they had done so, 17 percent of those with income between 51 and 10 


percent, 13 percent of those with income between 101 and 150 percent, and 11 percent of those with 


income above 150 percent reported that they had gotten a payday loan. 


 
Table IV-48C 


Got a Payday Loan to Cover Expenses Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 18% 17% 13% 11% 


No 80% 82% 86% 89% 


Don’t Know/Refused 2% 1% 1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked if unaffordable energy bills had forced them into bankruptcy in the year 


prior to the survey.  Table IV-49 shows that three percent of respondents reported that they were 


forced into bankruptcy by unaffordable energy bills in the past year. 
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Table IV-49 


Forced into Bankruptcy by Unaffordable Energy Bills 


In the Past Year 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 3% 


No 97% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 


H. Medical and Health Problems  


Respondents were asked a series of questions about health risks or problems experienced as a result 


of their energy bills.   


They were asked whether they went without food for at least one day due to their energy bills in the 


past five years.  Table IV-50A shows that 32 percent of respondents reported that they had done so. 


Table IV-50A 


Went Without Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 32% 


No 68% 


 


Table IV-50B displays the percentage of households that reported that they went without food by 


vulnerable group.  The table shows that 24 percent of senior households, 39 percent of disabled 


households, 36 percent of households with children, and 32 percent of non-vulnerable households 


reported that they went without food. 


Table IV-50B 


Went Without Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 24% 39% 36% 32% 


No 75% 61% 64% 68% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they went without medical or dental care due to their energy bills 


in the past five years.  Table IV-51A shows that 42 percent of respondents reported that they had 


done so. 







 Problems Meeting Energy Needs 


 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 62 
December 2008 
 


Table IV-51A 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


  


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 42% 


No 57% 


Don’t Know <1% 


 


Table IV-51B displays whether respondents reported that they had gone without medical or dental 


care by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 32 percent of senior households, 44 percent of 


disabled households, 48 percent of households with children, and 65 percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that they had gone without medical or dental care in the past five years. 


Table IV-51B 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 32% 44% 48% 65% 


No 68% 55% 52% 35% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 0% 0% 


 


Table IV-51C displays whether respondents reported that they had gone without medical or dental 


care by whether they have health insurance.  The table shows that while 36 percent of respondents 


where the entire household has health insurance reported that they had gone without medical or 


dental care, 55 percent of households where some family members have health care and 59 percent 


of respondents where none of the family members have health care reported that they had gone 


without medical or dental care in the past five years. 


Table IV-51C 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years  


By Health Insurance Coverage 


 


 


Members of Household With Health Insurance 


Entire 


Household 


Some, but not all 


family members 
None 


Number of Respondents 878 162 130 


Yes 36% 55% 59% 


No 63% 45% 41% 


Don’t Know/ Refused <1% 1% <1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they skipped filling a prescription or took less than the full dose of 


a prescribed medicine in the five years prior to the survey, due in part to their energy expenses.    
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Table IV-52A shows that 38 percent of respondents reported that they had gone without a full dose 


of prescription medication. 


Table IV-52A 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 38% 


No 62% 


Don’t Know 1% 


 


Table IV-52B displays whether respondents reported that they did not fill a prescription or took less 


than a full dose of prescribed medication by vulnerable group. The table shows that 31 percent of 


senior households, 42 percent of disabled households, 42 percent of households with children, and 47 


percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they did not take a prescribed medication. 


 
Table IV-52B 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 31% 42% 42% 47% 


No 68% 58% 58% 52% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% 1% 1% 


 


Table IV-52C displays whether respondents reported that they did not fill a prescription or took less 


than a full dose of prescribed medication by the presence of a serious medical condition, including 


asthma, emphysema, COPD, diabetes, high blood pressure, heart disease, or stroke. The table shows 


that 42 percent of those with a serious medical condition reported that they did not take prescribed 


medication and 28 percent of those without a serious medical condition reported that they did not 


take a prescribed medication. 


Table IV-52C 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Presence of Serious Medical Conditions  


 


 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine 


Household Member With Asthma, 


Emphysema, or COPD, Diabetes, Blood 


Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke 


No Household Member With Asthma, 


Emphysema, or COPD, Diabetes, Blood 


Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke 


Number of Respondents 876 378 


Yes 42% 28% 
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Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine 


Household Member With Asthma, 


Emphysema, or COPD, Diabetes, Blood 


Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke 


No Household Member With Asthma, 


Emphysema, or COPD, Diabetes, Blood 


Pressure, Heart Disease, or Stroke 


No 57% 72% 


Don’t Know/ No Answer 1% <1% 


 


Table IV-52D displays whether respondents reported that they did not fill a prescription or took less 


than a full dose of prescribed medication by the presence of necessary medical equipment that uses 


electricity. The table shows that 49 percent of those who use medical equipment that requires 


electricity reported that they did not take prescribed medication and 34 percent of those who do not 


use medical equipment reported that they did not take a prescribed medication. 


Table IV-52D 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of  


Prescribed Medicine due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years  


By Presence of Necessary Medical Equipment the Uses Electricity 


 


 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the  


Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine 


Necessary Medical Equipment  


That Uses Electricity 


No Necessary Medical Equipment  


That Uses Electricity 


Number of Respondents 297 955 


Yes 49% 34% 


No 50% 65% 


Don’t Know/ No Answer 1% 1% 


 


Respondents were asked whether they were unable to pay their energy bills due to expenses for 


medical care or prescription drugs in the year prior to the survey.  Table IV-53A shows that 21 


percent of respondents reported that they were unable to pay their energy bills due to medical or 


prescription drug expenses in the past year. 


Table IV-53A 


Unable to Pay Energy Bills Due to Medical or Prescription Drug Expenses  


In the Past Year 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 21% 


No 78% 


Don’t Know 1% 


 


Table IV-53B displays whether households reported that they were unable to pay their energy bills 


due to medical or prescription drug expenses by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 15 percent 


of senior households, 26 percent of disabled households, 28 percent of households with children, and 


13 percent of non-vulnerable households reported that they were unable to pay their energy bills due 


to medical or prescription drug expenses. 
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Table IV-53B 


Unable to Pay Energy Bills Due to Medical or Prescription Drug Expenses  


In the Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 15% 26% 28% 13% 


No 85% 74% 71% 82% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% <1% 5% 


 


Respondents were asked whether someone in the household became sick because the home was too 


cold in the past five years.  Table IV-54A shows that 24 percent of respondents reported that 


someone in the home became sick and 17 reported that they needed to go to the doctor or hospital 


because of the illness. 


Table IV-54A 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Became Sick 
Needed to Go to the 


Doctor or Hospital 


Yes 24% 17% 


No 74% 83% 


Don’t Know 2% <1% 


 


Table IV-54B displays whether someone in the household became sick because the home was too 


cold by vulnerable group.  The table shows that 15 percent of senior households, 28 percent of 


disabled households, 33 percent of households with children, and 20 percent of non-vulnerable 


households reported that someone in the household became sick. 


Table IV-54B 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 15% 28% 33% 20% 


No 82% 70% 66% 75% 


Don’t Know / Refused 3% 2% 2% 5% 


 


Table IV-54C displays whether someone in the household became sick because the home was too 


cold and needed to go to the doctor or hospital by vulnerable group.  The table shows that nine 


percent of senior households, 20 percent of disabled households, 26 percent of households with 


children, and 13 percent of non-vulnerable households reported that someone in the household 


became sick and needed to go to the doctor or hospital. 
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Table IV-54C 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


And Needed to Go to The Doctor or Hospital 


In the Past Five Years 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 9% 20% 26% 13% 


No 91% 80% 74% 87% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% <1% <1% 0% 


 


Respondents were asked whether someone in the household became sick because the home was too 


hot in the past five years.  Table IV-55 shows that six percent of respondents reported that someone 


in the household became sick because the home was too hot and three percent needed to go to the 


doctor or hospital because of the illness. 


Table IV-55 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot  


In the Past Five Years 


 


 Became Sick 
Needed to Go to the 


Doctor or Hospital 


Yes 6% 3% 


No 93% 97% 


Don’t Know <1% 0% 


 


Table IV-56A compares responses to questions about medical and health problems between the 2003 


and 2008 surveys.  The table shows that there were some large increases in the percentage of 


LIHEAP recipients who reported that they had these problems between the 2003 and 2008 surveys.  


The largest difference was in the percentage of respondents who said that they went without food for 


at least one day due to energy bills in the past five years.  While 22 percent of respondents reported 


that they did so in 2003, 32 percent of respondents reported that they did so in 2008.  The percent of 


respondents who reported that they did not fill their prescription or took less than the full dose of a 


prescribed medication due to their energy bills in the past five years increased from 30 percent in 


2003 to 38 percent in 2008. 


Table IV-56A 


Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Went Without Food for At Least One Day 22% 32% 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care 38% 42% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or Took Less Than Full Dose 30% 38% 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill Due to Medical Expenses 20% 21% 







 Problems Meeting Energy Needs 


 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page 67 
December 2008 
 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold 21% 24% 


Became Sick Because Home was Too Hot 7% 6% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 


 
Table IV-56B displays a comparison of medical and health problems reported in the 2003 and 2008 


surveys by vulnerable group.  The table shows that there was a large increase in the percentage of 


seniors who said they went without food from the 2003 to 2008 survey and a large increase in the 


percentage of nonvulnerable who said they went without medical or dental care from the 2003 to the 


2008 survey. 


Table IV-56B 


Medical and Health Problems During the Past Five Years 


Comparison of Survey Results 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 


2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Senior Disabled 
Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 
Senior Disabled 


Child 


Under 18 


Non-


Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 888 1,013 919 476 542 627 503 87 


Went Without Food for At 


Least One Day 
11% 25% 28% 24% 24% 39% 36% 32% 


Went Without Medical or 


Dental Care 
29% 39% 40% 49% 32% 44% 48% 65% 


Did Not Fill Prescription or 


Took Less Than Full Dose 
23% 32% 34% 38% 31% 42% 42% 47% 


Unable to Pay Energy Bill 


Due to Medical Expenses 
16% 19% 24% 18% 15% 26% 28% 13% 


Became Sick Because Home 


was Too Cold 
11% 29% 24% 21% 15% 26% 28% 13% 


Became Sick Because Home 


was Too Hot 
6% 7% 9% 4% 5% 9% 8% 3% 
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V. The Need For LIHEAP 


This section addresses respondents‟ assessments of the impact that LIHEAP had on their circumstances 


and whether they would have faced certain problems if LIHEAP had not been available.   


A. History of LIHEAP Receipt 


Respondents were asked whether they had received LIHEAP benefits in the year prior to the survey.  


Since the survey sample was drawn from state LIHEAP databases of past year LIHEAP recipients, 


all respondents received LIHEAP in the past year.  However, because LIHEAP is often paid directly 


on the household‟s utility bill, respondents are often not aware that they received these benefits.  


Table V-1A shows that only 86 percent of the respondents reported that they had received LIHEAP 


in the past year. 


Table V-1A 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year
13


 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 86% 


No 11% 


Don’t Know 3% 


 


Table V-1B displays whether respondents recalled receipt of LIHEAP by vulnerable group.  The 


non-vulnerable households were more likely to say that they did not know or refuse to provide an 


answer for whether they had received LIHEAP. 


Table V-1B 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year 


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 83% 87% 88% 86% 


No 14% 11% 10% 5% 


Don’t Know / Refused 3% 2% 2% 10% 


 
Table V-1C displays whether respondents recalled receipt of LIHEAP by poverty group.  The table 


shows that households with income above 150 percent of the poverty level were less likely to recall 


benefit receipt. 


                                     
13


 Interviewers used the name for the LIHEAP program particular to the state of the recipient interviewed. If the 


respondent was initially confused or did not recall the program based on the state-designated name, interviewers 


were trained to assist their memory by describing energy assistance benefits, and using the term energy assistance 


throughout the survey instead of the state-designated LIHEAP name. 
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Table V-1C 


Received LIHEAP During Past Year 


By Poverty Level 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207  580 362 77 


Yes 87% 86% 88% 81% 


No 9% 12% 9% 17% 


Don’t Know / Refused 4% 2% 3% 3% 


 
Respondents were asked in how many of the past five years they received LIHEAP.  Table V-2A 


shows that 20 percent reported that they received LIHEAP in only one of the past five years and 26 


percent reported that they received LIHEAP in each of the past five years.   


Table V-2A 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP In the Past Five Years 


 


Number of Years 


Received LIHEAP 
Percent of Respondents 


1 20% 


2 20% 


3 16% 


4 9% 


5 26% 


Don’t Know / Refused 9% 


 


Table V-2B displays the number of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP in the 


past five years by vulnerable group.  The table shows that households with children and non-


vulnerable households were less likely than senior and disabled households to report that they 


received LIHEAP in each of the past five years. 


Table V-2B 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP  


In the Past Five Years  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


1 18% 19% 23% 22% 


2 17% 16% 24% 27% 


3 14% 17% 19% 10% 


4 9% 8% 7% 14% 


5 29% 31% 22% 18% 


Don’t Know / Refused 13% 10% 6% 9% 
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Table V-2C displays the number of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP in the 


past five years by poverty group.  The table shows that households with income at or below 50 


percent of the poverty level were most likely to report that they only received LIHEAP in one out of 


the past five years. 


Table V-2C 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP In the Past Five Years  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level  


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


1 31% 17% 16% 23% 


2 22% 18% 21% 28% 


3 17% 17% 16% 15% 


4 6% 9% 9% 8% 


5 18% 29% 29% 14% 


Don’t Know / Refused 5% 10% 10% 11% 


 
Respondents were asked whether they had applied or planned to apply for LIHEAP benefits this 


year.  Table V-3A shows that 88 percent of the respondents reported that they did plan to apply for 


LIHEAP. 


Table V-3A 


Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year 
 


 Percent of Respondents 


Yes 88% 


No 7% 


Don’t Know  6% 


 
Table V-3B shows the percentage of respondents who reported that they plan to apply for LIHEAP 


in the coming year by vulnerable group.  The table shows that non-vulnerable households were less 


likely than the other groups to report that they plan to apply for LIHEAP. 


Table V-3B 


Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP This Year  


By Vulnerable Group 


 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 542 627 503 87 


Yes 90% 92% 86% 74% 


No 5% 5% 8% 16% 


Don’t Know / Refused 5% 4% 6% 9% 
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Table V-3C displays the percent of households who reported that they plan to apply for LIHEAP 


next year by poverty group. The table shows that households with income above 150 percent of the 


poverty level were less likely to report that they plan to apply for LIHEAP. 


Table V-3C 


Applied or Plans to Apply for LIHEAP In Coming Winter or Next Summer  


By Poverty Group 


 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 207 580 362 77 


Yes 85% 88% 91% 76% 


No 8% 6% 6% 12% 


Don’t Know  6% 6% 3% 13% 


 
Table V-4 compares responses to questions about LIHEAP receipt between the 2003 and 2008 


surveys.  The table shows that there were some increases in questions about the number of years 


respondents had received LIHEAP and whether respondents planned to apply for LIHEAP in the 


coming year.  These results seem to indicate that LIHEAP recipients now face more continuous 


energy bill problems than they did in 2003.  


Table V-4 


LIHEAP Receipt 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Number of Respondents 2,161 1,256 


Recalled Receipt of LIHEAP 84% 86% 


Percent That Reported They Received 


LIHEAP in Each of the Past Five Years 
21% 26% 


Plans to Apply for LIHEAP in Coming Year 83% 88% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 


 


B. Utility Payment 


The 2008 survey added some additional questions about efforts to meet utility bill payment 


obligations.  Respondents were asked whether they tried to work out a payment arrangement with 


their gas or electric utility company in the past year.  Table V-5 shows that 54 percent of the 


respondents reported that they had tried to work out a payment arrangement with their utility 


company in the past year and that 84 percent of those who reported that they tried to work out a 


payment arrangement with their utility company reported that they were able to do so. 
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Table V-5 


Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 


In the Past Year 


 


 
Tried to Work Out 


Payment Arrangement 


Was Able to Work Out a 


Payment Arrangement  


Number of Respondents 1,256 682 


Yes 54% 84% 


No 45% 15% 


Don’t Know  1% 1% 


 
Respondents who reported that they tried to work out a payment arrangement with their gas or 


electric company were asked whether they contacted a social service agency for assistance at that 


time.  Table V-6 shows that half of the respondents reported that they did contact a fuel fund or 


social services agency at this time.  Seventy-two percent of those who reported that they contacted a 


fuel fund or social services agency reported that the agency was able to help them. 


Table V-6 


Contacted a Fuel Fund or Social Services Agency for Assistance  


When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 


 


 
Contacted a Fuel Fund or 


Social Services Agency 


Fuel Fund or Social Services 


Agency Was Able to Help 


Number of Respondents 682 340 


Yes 50% 72% 


No 49% 25% 


Don’t Know  2% 4% 


 
Respondents who reported that they tried to work out a payment arrangement with their gas or 


electric company were asked whether they applied for LIHEAP assistance at this time.  Table V-7 


shows that 67 percent of the respondents reported that they did apply for LIHEAP at this time.  


Seventy-five percent of those who reported that they applied for LIHEAP reported that LIHEAP was 


able to help them. 


Table V-7 


Applied for Assistance from LIHEAP  


When Tried to Work Out a Payment Arrangement with Gas or Electric Company 


 


 
Applied for Assistance 


from LIHEAP 


Received Assistance 


from LIHEAP 


Number of Respondents 682 458 


Yes 67% 75% 


No 29% 22% 


Don’t Know  4% 2% 


 


Respondents who said that the social services agency was able to help them or those who said that 


LIHEAP was able to help them were asked whether the assistance was sufficient to prevent 
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termination of their gas or electric service.  Table V-8 shows that 87 percent of the respondents said 


that the assistance was sufficient to prevent service termination 


Table V-8 


Assistance from LIHEAP or Social Services Was  


Sufficient to Prevent Termination of Gas or Electric Service 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Number of Respondents 431 


Yes 87% 


No 12% 


Don’t Know  1% 


 


C. Problems that Would Have Been Faced in the Absence of LIHEAP 


Respondents who reported that they did not encounter some of the problems caused by unaffordable 


energy bills described in the previous sections were asked whether they believe they would have 


faced these problems if LIHEAP assistance had not been available.   


Table V-9 shows that 77 percent of respondents reported that they would have worried about paying 


their home energy bill, 63 percent said they would have kept their home at unsafe or unhealthy 


levels, and 59 percent said they would have had their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued if 


LIHEAP had not been available. 


Table V-9 


If LIHEAP Had Not Been Available, Problems that May Have Been Faced 


 


 
Worried About Paying 


Home Energy Bill 


Kept Home at Unsafe 


or Unhealthy Levels 


Had Electricity or Home 


Heating Fuel Discontinued 


Number of Respondents 294 761 845 


Yes 77% 63% 59% 


No 21% 33% 36% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 4% 5% 


 


Table V-10 compares the percentage of respondents that reported they would have faced problems if 


LIHEAP had not been available in the 2003 and 2008 surveys.  The table shows that there were 


significant increases in the percentage of respondents that reported they would have faced these 


problems if LIHEAP had not been available. 


Table V-10 


LIHEAP Receipt 


Comparison of Survey Results 


 


 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


 Respondents 
Percent of 


Respondents 
Respondents 


Percent of 


Respondents 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill 511 66% 294 77% 
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 2003 Survey 2008 Survey 


Kept Home at Unsafe or Unhealthy Levels 1,392 54% 761 63% 


Had Electricity or Home Heating Fuel Discontinued 1,555 48% 845 59% 


Note: statistically significant differences are underlined. 


 


D. LIHEAP Restored Heat 


Respondents who reported that they did not have use of their heat because their electricity or natural 


gas service was disconnected or that their fuel delivery was discontinued, and who reported that they 


received LIHEAP benefits in the year preceding the survey, were asked whether LIHEAP helped 


restore their main source of heat.  Table V-11 shows that 12 percent of respondents said that 


LIHEAP helped them to restore their main source of heat.  Table V-11 also shows that nine percent 


of respondents said that LIHEAP restored to heat that was not available due to broken heating 


equipment. 


Table V-11 


LIHEAP Helped to Restore Heat Due to Shutoff or Broken Equipment 


 


 
Restored Heat Due 


to Shutoff 


Restored Heat Due to 


Broken Equipment 


Yes 12% 9% 


No 8% 5% 


Don’t Know  <1% <1% 


Did Not Experience Loss of 


Heat/or Did Not Receive LIHEAP 
81% 86% 


 


E. Importance of LIHEAP 


Respondents who reported that they received LIHEAP benefits in the year prior to the survey were 


asked, “How important has LIHEAP been in helping you to meet your needs?”  Table V-12A shows 


that 90 percent of respondents said that LIHEAP was very important and eight percent said that it 


was somewhat important. 


Table V-12A 


Importance of LIHEAP 


 


 Percent of Respondents 


Number of Respondents 1,082 


Very Important 90% 


Somewhat Important 8% 


Of Little Importance 1% 


Not At All Important 1% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 


 
Table V-12B displays respondents reports on the importance of LIHEAP by vulnerable group.  The 


table shows that there is not a significant difference in the importance rating by vulnerable group. 
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Table V-12B 


Importance of LIHEAP  


By Vulnerable Group 


 Senior Disabled Child Under 18 Non-Vulnerable 


Number of Respondents 451 545 442 74 


Very Important 88% 91% 91% 91% 


Somewhat Important 10% 6% 6% 9% 


Of Little Importance 1% 2% 1% 0% 


Not At All Important 1% 1% 1% 0% 


Don’t Know  1% 0% 1% 0% 


 


Table V-12C displays respondents reports on the importance of LIHEAP by poverty group.  The 


table shows that respondents with higher poverty levels were less likely to report that LIHEAP was 


very important.  While 93 percent of households with income at or below 50 percent of the poverty 


level said that LIHEAP was very important, 92 percent of those with income between 51 and 100 


percent, 86 percent of those with income between 101 and 150 percent and 81 percent of those with 


income above 150 percent of poverty reported that LIHEAP was very important in helping them 


meet their needs. 


Table V-12C 


Importance of LIHEAP  


By Poverty Group 


 
Poverty Level 


0-50% 51-100% 101-150% >150% 


Number of Respondents 181 497 319 62 


Very Important 93% 92% 86% 81% 


Somewhat Important 4% 6% 12% 13% 


Of Little Importance 1% 1% 1% 3% 


Not At All Important <1% 1% 1% 3% 


Don’t Know  1% <1% <1% 0% 
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VI. Regional Analysis 


This section of the report examines differences in household characteristics and key indicators of energy 


insecurity by region of residence.   


Table VI-1 displays the presence of children under 18 and single parent households by region.  The table 


shows that LIHEAP recipients in the Midwest were less likely to have children and less likely to be single 


parent households. 


Table VI-1 


Presence of Children Under 18 and Single-Parent Households 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Percent with Children 43% 33% 43% 46% 


Percent in Single-Parent Households 17% 13% 19% 21% 


 
Table VI-2 displays the household poverty level by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in 


the Northeast were more likely to have income at or below 50 percent of the poverty level and LIHEAP 


recipients in the Northeast and West were less likely to have income above 150 percent of the poverty 


level. 


Table VI-2 


Poverty Level 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


0%-50% 21% 13% 17% 14% 


51%-100% 44% 46% 49% 49% 


101%-150% 27% 31% 24% 35% 


>150% 3% 10% 6% 2% 


Missing Income Data 5% 0% 5% 0% 


 
Table VI-3 displays the types of income and benefits received by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP 


recipients in the Midwest were most likely to have wages or self employment income, LIHEAP recipients 


in the Midwest and South were most likely to have retirement income, and LIHEAP recipients in the 


Northeast and South were most likely to receive non-cash benefits. 
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Table VI-3 


Types of Income and Benefits Received  


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Wages or Self-Employment Income 29% 34% 25% 31% 


Retirement Income 34% 45% 44% 34% 


Public Assistance 40% 35% 37% 38% 


Non-Cash Benefits 69% 48% 63% 54% 


 
Table VI-4 displays whether household members were unemployed during the year by region.  The table 


shows that there is not much variability in this statistic by region. 


Table VI-4 


Unemployed During the Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Yes 29% 27% 29% 34% 


No 70% 72% 71% 66% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 0% <1% 


 


Table VI-5 displays health insurance coverage by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the 


West were least likely to have health insurance coverage for the entire family and were most likely to 


report that no one in the household has health insurance. 


Table VI-5 


Health Insurance Coverage 


By Region 


 


Household Members With Health Insurance: Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Entire Household 75% 71% 67% 58% 


Some, but not all family members 11% 13% 15% 15% 


None 6% 12% 11% 17% 


Children Only 7% 3% 6% 9% 


Adults Only 0% 0% <1% <1% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% 2% 1% 


 


Table VI-6 displays mean energy burden by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the 


Northeast and South have the highest pre-LIHEAP energy burdens and LIHEAP recipients in the South 


have the highest post-LIHEAP energy burdens. 
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TableVI-6 


Mean Energy Burden 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 287 344 169 133 


Pre-LIHEAP 19% 13% 19% 15% 


Post-LIHEAP 13% 9% 17% 11% 


 
Table VI-7 displays whether the respondent reported that he/she worried about paying the home energy 


bill by region.  The table shows that households in the Northeast and South were most likely to report that 


they worried about the energy bill every month. 


Table VI-7 


Worried About Paying Home Energy Bill Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Almost Every Month 31% 26% 32% 24% 


Some Months  27% 30% 28% 32% 


1 or 2 Months 15% 13% 14% 20% 


Never / No 27% 31% 26% 24% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% 1% 0% 


 


Table VI-8 displays respondent reports on whether they borrowed from a friend or relative to pay the 


home energy bill by region.  The table shows that households in the Northeast, South, and West were 


more likely than those in the Midwest to report that they borrowed from a friend or relative to pay the 


home energy bill. 


Table VI-8 


Borrowed from a Friend or Relative to Pay Home Energy Bill Due to  


Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Almost Every Month 10% 4% 8% 7% 


Some Months  21% 18% 21% 21% 


1 or 2 Months 14% 15% 21% 19% 


Never / No 55% 63% 49% 53% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 0% <1% 0% 
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Table VI-9 displays whether respondents left the home for part of the day because it was too hot or too 


cold by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the West were most likely to report that they 


left the home because it was too hot or too cold. 


Table VI-9 


Left Home for Part of the Day Because it was Too Hot or Too Cold 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Almost Every Month 2% 2% 2% 2% 


Some Months  12% 8% 8% 16% 


1 or 2 Months 11% 10% 9% 17% 


Never / No 75% 80% 82% 65% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 0% 0% 


 
Table VI-10 displays whether the respondent used the kitchen stove or oven to provide heat by region.  


The table shows that there is not much variability in this indicator by region. 


Table VI-10 


Used Kitchen Stove or Oven to Provide Heat  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Almost Every Month 3% 1% 3% 4% 


Some Months  11% 17% 17% 11% 


1 or 2 Months 21% 15% 12% 15% 


Never / No 65% 66% 68% 70% 


Don’t Know / Refused 0% 0% 1% <1% 


 
Table VI-11 shows whether respondents reported that they skipped paying or paid less than their entire 


home energy bill by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the Northeast and West were 


most likely to report that they skipped paying their energy bill. 
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Table VI-11 


Skipped Paying or Paid Less than Entire Home Energy Bill  


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Almost Every Month 10% 8% 12% 11% 


Some Months  25% 20% 21% 28% 


1 or 2 Months 16% 14% 11% 17% 


Never / No 48% 57% 56% 43% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% 1% <1% <1% 


 
Table VI-12 displays whether respondents reported that they received a termination notice by region.  The 


table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the Northeast were most likely to report that they received such a 


notice. 


Table VI-12 


Received Notice or Threat to Disconnect or Discontinue Electricity or Home Heating Fuel 


Due to Not Having Enough Money for the Energy Bill  


During Past Year 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Almost Every Month 5% 5% 7% 2% 


Some Months  16% 12% 12% 16% 


1 or 2 Months 22% 14% 16% 19% 


Never / No 57% 69% 64% 63% 


Don’t Know / Refused 1% <1% <1% <1% 


 


Table VI-13 displays whether recipients reported that they did not make their full rent or mortgage 


payment in the past five years by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the Northeast and in 


the West were more likely to report that the missed a rent or mortgage payment. 


Table VI-13 


Did Not Make Full Rent or Mortgage Payment Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Yes 32% 25% 25% 31% 


No  67% 74% 73% 69% 


Don’t Know /Refused 1% 1% 2% <1% 
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Table VI-14 displays whether respondents reported that they went without food for at least one day due to 


energy bills in the past five years by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the West were 


most likely to report that they went without food. 


Table VI-14 


Went Without Food for at Least One Day Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Yes 29% 31% 33% 39% 


No  70% 69% 67% 61% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% <1% 1% 


 
Table VI-15 displays whether respondents reported that they went without medical or dental care due to 


energy bills in the past five years by region.  The table shows that LIHEAP recipients in the South and 


West were most likely to report that they did so. 


 
Table VI-15 


Went Without Medical or Dental Care Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years  


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Yes 37% 42% 48% 50% 


No  62% 58% 52% 49% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% <1% 0% <1% 


 
Table VI-16 displays whether respondents reported that they did not fill their prescription or took less 


than the full dose of a prescribed medication due to their energy bills in the past five years by region.  The 


table shows that there is not much variation in this statistic by region. 
 


Table VI-16 


Didn’t Fill Prescription or Took Less Than the Full Dose of Prescribed Medicine Due to Energy Bills  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Yes 36% 37% 39% 41% 


No  63% 62% 60% 59% 


Don’t Know / Refused <1% 1% 1% <1% 
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Table VI-17 displays whether someone in the household because sick because the home was too cold by 


region.  The table shows that households in the West were most likely to report that this was a problem. 


 
Table VI-17 


Someone in Household Became Sick Because Home was Too Cold  


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


Yes 23% 23% 22% 32% 


No  74% 75% 77% 67% 


Don’t Know / Refused 3% 2% 1% 1% 


 


Table VI-18 displays the number of years that respondents reported they received LIHEAP in the past 


five years by region.  The table shows that households in the Northeast and Midwest were most likely to 


report that they received LIHEAP in each of the past five years. 
 


Table VI-18 


Number of Years Received LIHEAP 


In the Past Five Years 


By Region 


 


 
2008 Survey 


Northeast Midwest South West  


Number of Respondents 421 429 241 166 


1 21% 18% 21% 20% 


2 20% 17% 20% 26% 


3 18% 15% 15% 17% 


4 7% 9% 11% 9% 


5 27% 31% 16% 22% 


Don’t Know / Refused 6% 10% 16% 6% 
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VII. Conclusion 


The 2008 NEADA study confirmed that LIHEAP recipient households are likely to be vulnerable to 


temperature extremes.  They are likely to have seniors, disabled members, or children in the home.  Over 


90 percent of LIHEAP recipients had at least one of these vulnerable household members.  The study also 


showed that these households face many challenges in addition to their energy bills, including 


unemployment, lack of health insurance, and medical issues. 


 


Energy Costs 


 


LIHEAP recipients reported that they faced high and increasing energy costs.  Over one third of the 


respondents reported energy costs over $2,000 in the past year and almost half of the respondents said that 


their energy bills had increased over the previous year.  Three quarters of those who said that their energy 


bills were more difficult to pay, said that the increased difficulty was partly caused by lower income or 


loss of employment. 


 


Almost all respondents said that they had taken at least one constructive action to reduce energy costs, 


such as turning down the heat when they go to bed, washing their clothes in cold water, or using compact 


fluorescent light bulbs.  The percentage who reported that they had taken these actions increased 


significantly from the 2003 survey. 


 


Responses to High Energy Costs 


 


Households reported that they took several actions to make ends meet, including closing off part of the 


home and leaving the home for part of the day.  Some of the actions were unsafe and could lead to injury 


or illness, such as keeping the home at a temperature that was unsafe or unhealthy or using the kitchen 


stove or oven to provide heat. 


 


Inability to Pay Energy Bills 


 


Despite the assistance that they received, many LIHEAP recipients were unable to pay their energy bills.  


Almost half of the respondents reported that they had skipped paying or paid less than their entire home 


energy bill in the past year and more than one third said that they received a notice or threat to disconnect 


or discontinue their electricity or home heating fuel. 


 


Households went without utility service and sacrificed heating and cooling their home.  Over ten percent 


had their electric or natural gas service shut off in the past year due to nonpayment.  More than one 


quarter reported that they were unable to use their main source of heat in the past year because their fuel 


was shut off, they could not pay for fuel delivery, or their heating system was broken and they could not 


afford to fix it.  Almost one fifth reported that they were unable to use their air conditioner in the past year 


because their electricity was shut off or their air conditioner was broken and they could not afford to fix it. 


 


Housing and Financial Problems 


 


Many LIHEAP recipients had problems paying for housing in the past five years, due at least partly to 


their energy bills.  Over one quarter did not make their full mortgage or rent payment.  Four percent were 


evicted from their home or apartment and four percent had a foreclosure on their mortgage. 
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They faced other significant financial problems as well, including taking out payday loans and going into 


bankruptcy. 


 


Medical and Health Problems 


 


Many of the LIHEAP recipients faced significant medical and health problems in the past five years, 


partly as a result of high energy costs.  All of these problems increased significantly since the 2003 


survey.   Nearly one third reported that they went without food, over 40 percent sacrificed medical care, 


and nearly one quarter had someone in the home become sick because the home was too cold. 


 


The Need for LIHEAP 


 


Households reported enormous challenges despite the fact that they received LIHEAP.  However, they 


reported that LIHEAP was extremely important.  Many reported that they would have kept their home at 


unsafe or unhealthy temperatures and/or had their electricity or home heating fuel discontinued if it had 


not been for LIHEAP.  Ninety-eight percent said that LIHEAP was very or somewhat important in 


helping them to meet their needs. 


 


It is clear that many of these households will continue to need LIHEAP to meet their energy and other 


essential needs.  Almost ninety percent said that they have or plan to apply for LIHEAP in the next year. 
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Screener 


Hello. This is (INTERVIEWER) from Braun Research calling for (NAME) regarding the 


National Energy Assistance study.  


 


{Interviewer Note: The goal is to conduct the survey with either (NAME) or that person's 


spouse/partner. If (NAME) is not home / unavailable, politely ask, "May I speak with the spouse 


or partner of (NAME)".} 


 


You should have received a letter in the mail from the National Energy Assistance Directors‟ 


Association about this survey. I'm calling to ask you a few brief questions about your energy 


bills.  In the survey, we will also talk about (state specific LIHEAP name). And by (state 


specific LIHEAP name), we mean the home energy assistance benefits that your household 


received through your Community-Based Organization. Your responses will help us better 


understand the need for (state specific LIHEAP name) energy assistance, and the problems 


caused by high energy bills. All your responses will be kept confidential, and will not affect your 


energy assistance benefits. 


 


S1. {Interviewer: DO NOT READ, Whom are you speaking to?} 


01 NAME  


02 Spouse/Partner   


03 Caretaker/Guardian 


04 Other/Don't Know 


 


[ASK if S1=04] 


S2. When can I call back to speak with (NAME) or the spouse or partner of 


(NAME)?      _________ WRITE DATE AND TIME FOR CALLBACK 


 


S3. Did you receive (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) in the past 12 months? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 







Appendix A: Survey Instrument 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page A3 
December 2008 


 


A.  Experience with Energy Assistance 


A1. In how many of the past 5 years have you received (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP 


NAME)? 


 


01 ONCE 


02  TWICE 


03 THREE TIMES 


04 FOUR TIMES 


05  FIVE TIMES 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


A2. Have you or will you apply for (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) for the coming 


summer or next winter? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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B.  Actions taken to meet energy expenses 


Which of the following actions did you take in the past year to bring down your heating bills in 


the winter: 


 


  01 02 07 08 


B1. Put plastic on windows? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B2. Turn down the heat when you go to bed? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B3.  Close off one or more rooms? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


Which of the following actions did you take in the past year to bring down your cooling bills in 


the summer? 


 


  01 02 07 08 


B4. Keep shades and curtains closed in daytime? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B5. Use fans and open windows? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


Which of the following other energy-saving actions did you take in the past year? 


 


  01 02 07 08 


B6. Wash your clothes in cold water? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B7. Use compact fluorescent light bulbs? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


Energy bills can take up a large part of a family‟s budget, and households often find it necessary 


to make choices about what bills they will pay or what needs they will meet.  In this section of 


the survey, we ask some questions about actions that your household may have taken when it 


was difficult to meet all of your expenses. 


 


In the past 5 years, have you or any member of your family taken any of the following actions or 


experienced any of the following due to your energy bills: 


 


Housing Problems 
01 02 07 08 


B8. Didn‟t make full rent or mortgage payment? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B9. 


B10.  


Was evicted from home or apartment? 


Had a foreclosure on your mortgage?        


YES 


YES 


NO 


NO 


DON‟T KNOW 


DON‟T KNOW 


REFUSED 


REFUSED 


B11. Moved in with friends or family? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B12. Moved into a shelter or been homeless? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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Financial 


B13.     Got a payday loan to cover your expenses?  


 


01 


YES 


02 


NO 


07 


DON‟T KNOW 


08 


REFUSED 


Other Expenses 
01 02 07 08 


B14. Went without food for at least one day? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B15. Went without medical or dental care? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B16. Didn‟t fill a prescription or took less than the 


full dose of a prescribed medicine? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


      


 


Utility Service and Health 
01 02 07 08 


B17. Needed to use a different person‟s name to 


obtain or continue receiving energy service? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B18. Had someone in your household get sick 


because your home was too cold? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B19. (Ask if B18=1, YES) Did someone in the 


household need to go to the doctor or hospital 


because of this illness? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B20. Had someone in your household get sick 


because your home was too hot? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B21. (Ask if B20=1, YES) Did someone in the 


household need to go to the doctor or hospital 


because of this illness? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B22. Had fire caused by unsafe heating or lighting? YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B23. Had to leave your home due to carbon 


monoxide? 
YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B24. Someone in your household had carbon 


monoxide poisoning? 
YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


Utility Payment 
01 02 07 08 


B25.  In the past year, have you tried to work out a 


payment arrangement with your gas or 


electric utility company? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B26.  (Ask if B25=1, YES) Were you able to work 


out a payment arrangement? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B27.  (Ask if B25=1, YES) Did you contact a fuel 


fund or social services agency for assistance 


at this time? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B28.  (Ask if B27=1, YES) Was the fuel fund or 


social services agency able to help you? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B29.  (Ask if B25=1, YES) Did you apply for YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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assistance from (STATE SPECIFIC 


LIHEAP NAME) at this time? 


B30.  (Ask if B29=1, YES) Did you receive 


assistance from (STATE SPECIFIC 


LIHEAP NAME) at this time? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


B31. (Ask if B30=1, YES or B28=1, YES) Was the 


(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) or 


social services assistance sufficient to prevent 


the utility from terminating your electric or 


gas service? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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C.  Energy Insecurity Scale 


In the past 12 months, did you almost every month, some months, only in 1 or 2 months, or 


never do the following because there wasn‟t enough money for your energy bill? 


(INTERVIEWER NOTE: IF ASKED, ALMOST EVERY MONTH MEANS 10 OR MORE 


MONTHS, AND SOME MONTHS MEANS 3 TO 9 MONTHS.) 


  01 02 03 04 07 08 


C1. Did you worry that you wouldn‟t be able 


to pay your home energy bill? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C2. Did you reduce your expenses for what 


you consider to be basic household 


necessities? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C3. Did you need to borrow from a friend or 


relative to pay your home energy bill? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C4. Did you skip paying your home energy 


bill or pay less than your whole home 


energy bill? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C5. Did you have a supplier of your electric 


or home heating service threaten to 


disconnect your electricity or home 


heating fuel service, or discontinue 


making fuel deliveries? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C6. Did you close off part of your home 


because you could not afford to heat or 


cool it? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C7. Did you keep your home at a 


temperature that you felt was unsafe or 


unhealthy at any time of the year? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C8. Did you leave your home for part of the 


day because it was too hot or too cold? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C9. Did you use your kitchen stove or oven 


to provide heat? 


ALMOST 


EVERY 


MONTH 


SOME 


MONTHS 


1 OR 2 


MONTHS 


NEVER/ 


NO 


DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


 


C10a. In the past 12 months, was your electricity ever shut off 


because you were unable to pay your electric bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C10b. ASK C10b if C10a=01, YES. 


Is your electricity service shut off now? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C10c. In the past 12 months, was your natural gas ever shut off 


because you were unable to pay your gas bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C10d. ASK C10d if C10c=01, YES. 


Is your gas service shut off now? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 
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Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your main source of 


heat, but could not for one or more of the following reasons? 
  01 02 07 08 


C11. Your heating system was broken and you were unable to pay 


for its repair or replacement? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C12. You ran out of fuel oil, kerosene, LPG, propane, coal, or 


wood because you were unable to pay for a delivery? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C13. The utility company discontinued your gas or electric service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


(Ask C14 if C11=1, YES, C12=1, YES, OR C13=1, YES) 
  01 02 07 08 


C14. Did (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) help you to 


restore use of your main source of heat? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you wanted to use your air conditioner, 


but could not for one or more of the following reasons? 
  01 02 07 08 


C15. Your air conditioner was broken and you were unable to pay 


for its repair or replacement? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C16. The utility company discontinued your electric service 


because you were unable to pay your bill? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


(ASK C17 - C19 IF C12=1, YES OR C13=1, YES, OR C16=1, YES, OR C10A=1, YES, OR 


C10C=1, YES) 


Was there ever a time during the past 12 months when you had to do the following because the 


utility company discontinued your gas or electric service or because you ran out of fuel and 


could not pay for a delivery? 
  01 02 07 08 


C17. Did you have to go without showers or baths because you 


didn‟t have hot water? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C18. Did you have to go without hot meals because you didn‟t 


have cooking fuel? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


C19. Did you have to use candles or lanterns because you didn‟t 


have lights? 


YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


(READ IF S3=1 AND [C1=4, NEVER or C7=4, NEVER or [C12=2, N0, C13=2, NO, C16=2, 


NO, C10A=2, NO, AND C10C=2, NO]]) 


You stated that you did not face some of these problems that we asked about in the past year.  In 


the next few questions we ask whether you think you may have had some of these problems if 


(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not been available. 
  01 02 07 08 


C20. (Ask if C1=4, NEVER) Would you have worried about paying your home 


energy bill if (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not 


been available? 


YES NO DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


C21. (Ask if C7=4, NEVER) Would you have needed to keep your home at a 


temperature that you felt was unsafe or unhealthy at any time of the year if 


(STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not been 


available? 


YES NO DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 
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C22. (Ask if [C12=2, N0, C13=2, NO, C16=2, NO, C10A=2, NO, AND 


C10C=2, NO]) Would you have had your electricity or home heating fuel 


shut off or discontinued during a time when you needed it to heat or cool 


your home if (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) assistance had not 


been available? 


YES NO DON‟T 


KNOW 


REFUSED 


[DO NOT ASK C23 IF S3=2,7,8] 


C23. How important has (STATE SPECIFIC LIHEAP NAME) been in helping you to meet 


your needs? (DO NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) 


 


01 VERY IMPORTANT (HAS MADE A VERY BIG DIFFERENCE) 


02 SOMEWHAT IMPORTANT (HAS MADE A DIFFERENCE) 


03 OF LITTLE IMPORTANCE (HAS MADE A SMALL DIFFERENCE) 


04 NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT (NOT BIG ENOUGH BENEFIT TO HELP) 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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D. Change in Circumstances 


 


D1. How do your energy bills this year compare to those last year? (DO NOT READ LIST 


EXCEPT TO PROMPT) **VARY THE ORDER OF RESPONSES 


 


01 SAME 


02 LOWER 


03 HIGHER 


07  DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


(Ask D2 if D1=3 “Higher”) 


D2. Why do you think your energy bills are higher than last year? (DO NOT PROMPT.  


MARK ALL THAT APPLY.) 


 


01 PRICES WERE HIGHER 


02 WINTER WAS COLDER 


03 SUMMER WAS WARMER 


05 OTHER______________ 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


D3. How does your financial situation this year compare to last year? (DO NOT READ LIST 


EXCEPT TO PROMPT) 


(OPTIONAL INTERVIEWER NOTE: I WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK ABOUT 


HOW DIFFICULT IT IS TO PAY ALL YOUR BILLS WITH YOUR CURRENT 


INCOME, COMPARED TO HOW DIFFICULT IT WAS LAST YEAR.) **VARY THE 


ORDER OF RESPONSES 


 


01 SAME 


02 WORSE 


03 BETTER 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


D4. How difficult is it for you to pay your energy bills compared to last year? (DO NOT 


READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) **VARY THE ORDER OF RESPONSES 


 


01 SAME 


02 MORE DIFFICULT 


03 LESS DIFFICULT 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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(Ask D5 and D6 if D4=02, “More difficult”) 


D5. What do you feel is the main reason that it is more difficult to pay your energy bills this 


year? (DO NOT PROMPT.) 


 


01 INCREASED ENERGY BILL 


02 INCREASED OTHER BILLS 


03 INCREASED PROPERTY TAXES 


04 INCREASED RENT 


05 INCREASED MEDICAL EXPENSES 


06 INCREASED PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 


07 LOWER INCOME/LOST JOB/WORSE ECONOMIC SITUATION 


95 OTHER______________ 


97 DON‟T KNOW 


98 REFUSED 


 


D6.  Which of the following are reasons that you feel it is more difficult to pay your energy bills 


this year? 
  01 02 07 08 


D6a. 


D6b.  


Increased home energy bill 


Higher gasoline costs 


YES 


YES 


NO 


NO 


DON‟T KNOW 


DON‟T KNOW 


REFUSED 


REFUSED 


D6c. Increased property taxes YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


D6d. Increased rent YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


D6e. Increased medical expenses YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


D6f. Increased prescription drugs YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


D6g. Lower income or worse financial situation YES NO DON‟T KNOW REFUSED 


 


D7. Have unaffordable energy bills forced you into bankruptcy in the past 12 months? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


 


 







Appendix A: Survey Instrument 


NEADA National Energy Assistance Survey Report Page A12 
December 2008 


 


E.   Demographics 


 


E1. Do you own or rent your home? 


 


01 OWN 


02 RENT 


03 OTHER______________ 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E2. Including yourself, how many people normally live in this household?  (Interviewer 


instruction: if someone asks if a child who is away at college should be included, instruct 


them that the child should only be included if he/she is listed as a dependent on the 


household‟s tax form.)  (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


  


_________ OCCUPANTS 


 


E3. How many are 60 or older? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


  


_________ OCCUPANTS OVER AGE 60 


 


E4. How many are 18 or under? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ CHILDREN 18 OR UNDER 


 


(ASK D5 IF D4 IS NOT EQUAL TO 0) 


E5. How many are 5 or under? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ CHILDREN 5 OR UNDER 


 


E6. How many are disabled? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ DISABLED OCCUPANTS 


 


E7. How many are veterans? (USE CODES 97 FOR „DON‟T KNOW‟ AND 98 FOR 


„REFUSED‟) 


 


_________ VETERANS 
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E8. Has anyone in your household had one or more of the following medical conditions: 


asthma, emphysema, or COPD, diabetes, blood pressure, heart disease, or stroke? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


97 DON‟T KNOW 


98 REFUSED 


 


E9.  Would you say that in general your health is excellent, very good, good, fair, or poor? 


  


01 EXCELLENT 


02 VERY GOOD 


03 GOOD 


04 FAIR 


05 POOR 


97 DON‟T KNOW 


98  REFUSED 


 


E10.  Does any adult in your household require help with personal care needs because of a 


physical, mental, or emotional problem? These needs include bathing or showering, 


dressing, eating, getting in or out of bed or chairs, walking, and using the toilet.  


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


97  DON‟T KNOW 


98  REFUSED 


 


E11. Which fuel is used most for heating your home? (DO NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO 


PROMPT) 


 


01 GAS; FROM UNDERGROUND PIPES SERVING THE NEIGHBORHOOD 


02 GAS: BOTTLED, TANK OR LPG, OR PROPANE 


03 ELECTRICITY 


04 FUEL OIL, KEROSENE, ETC. 


05 COAL OR COKE 


06 WOOD 


07 SOLAR ENERGY 


08 OTHER FUEL 


09 NO FUEL USED 


97 DON‟T KNOW  


98 REFUSED 


 


[ASK IF E1 ≠ 01] 


E12. Is heat included in your rent? 


 


 01 YES 
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02 NO 


99 DO NOT PAY RENT 


 07 DON‟T KNOW 


 08 REFUSED 


 


E13. What is the main way that you cool your home on the hottest days of the summer? (DO 


NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT) 


 


01 CENTRAL AIR CONDITIONER 


02 WINDOW OR WALL AIR CONDITIONER 


03 EVAPORATIVE COOLING OR SWAMP COOLERS 


04 FANS 


05 NONE 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E14. In the past 12 months, what was the cost of electricity, gas, and other fuels (oil, coal, 


kerosene, wood, etc.) for your home? (give option to provide monthly cost) (DO NOT 


READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.)  


  


01 <$500 


02 $500 - $1,000 


03 $1,000 - $1,500 


04 $1,500 - $2,000 


05 $2000 OR MORE 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E15. How many of the adults in your household have health insurance? (DO NOT READ 


LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.) 


 


01 ALL 


02 SOME 


03 NONE 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


[ASK IF E4 NE 0, 97, OR 98] 


E16. How many of the children in your household have health insurance?  (DO NOT READ 


LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.) 


 


01 ALL 


02 SOME 


03 NONE 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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E17. In the past 12 months, did you not pay your home energy bill or not pay your bill in full 


because of expenses for medical bills or prescription medicine? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08  REFUSED 


 


E18.    In the past 12 months, did any member of your household have any necessary medical 


equipment that uses electricity? 


 (OPTIONAL INTERVIEWER NOTE: I WOULD LIKE YOU TO THINK ABOUT 


ANY NECESSARY MEDICAL EQUIPMENT THAT USES ELECTRICITY, SUCH 


AS AN OXYGEN MACHINE OR A NEBULIZER.) 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E19. In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive employment 


income from wages and salaries or self-employment income from a business or farm? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E20. In the past 12 months, was any member of your household unemployed and looking for 


work? 


 


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E21.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive retirement 


income from Social Security or pensions and other retirement funds? 


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 
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E22.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive benefits from 


Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Supplemental Security Income (SSI), 


or general assistance or public assistance? 


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E23.  In the past 12 months, did you or any member of your household receive Food Stamps or 


live in public or subsidized housing? 


  


01 YES 


02 NO 


07 DON‟T KNOW 


08 REFUSED 


 


E24. What is your household's annual income? (give option to provide monthly income) (DO 


NOT READ LIST EXCEPT TO PROMPT.) 


 


01 $5,000 


02 $5,001 - $10,000 


03 $10,001 - $15,000 


04 $15,001 - $20,000 


05 $20,001 - $25,000 


06 $25,001 - $30,000 


07 $30,001 - $35,000 


08 $35,001 - $40,000 


09 >$40,000 


97 DON‟T KNOW 


98 REFUSED 


 


That was my last question. Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. Have a pleasant 


day/evening. 
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September 2014 
 
 
His Honour the Honourable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 
 
 
May It Please Your Honour: 
 
I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of Manitoba Family Services for the 
year 2013/14, which includes the Annual Report for the Manitoba Women’s Advisory 
Council. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 


 
 
Kerri Irvin-Ross 
  


MINISTER OF 
FAMILY SERVICES 


 


Room 357 
Legislative Building 


Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 0V8 
CANADA 
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Septembre 2014 
 
 
Son Honneur l’honorable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M., 
Lieutenant-gouverneur du Manitoba 
Palais législatif, bureau 235 
Winnipeg (Manitoba)  R3C 0V8 
 
 
Monsieur le Lieutenant-Gouverneur, 
 
J’ai le plaisir de vous présenter le rapport annuel du ministère des Services à la famille 
du Manitoba pour l’exercice 2013-2014, qui comprend le rapport annuel du Conseil 
consultatif des femmes du Manitoba. 
 
 
Le tout respectueusement soumis, 
 


 
 
Kerri Irvin-Ross 
  


MINISTRE DES 
SERVICES À LA FAMILLE 


 


Palais legislative 
Bureau 357 


Winnipeg (Manitoba)  R3C 0V8 
CANADA 







 


  







 


 
 


 
 
Honourable Kerri Irvin-Ross 
Minister of Family Services 
 
Minister: 


I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for Manitoba Family Services 
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2014.  This report also includes the Annual Report 
for the Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council and the first reports of the Adult Abuse 
Registry Committee and the Central Provincial Registrar resulting from the 
January 2013 launch of the Adult Abuse Registry. 


The Department of Family Services was created as a result of a government-wide 
reorganization that took place in the fall of 2013 that also saw responsibility for Labour 
Programs being transferred to the Department of Labour and Immigration, and the 
Disabilities Issues Office reporting to the Minister of Finance as Minister responsible for 
Persons with Disabilities.  The reorganization also positioned Manitoba Status of 
Women, previously under the Department of Labour, to join Family Services.  For 
further information on these areas, please refer to the specific departmental reports. 


Over the last year, the Department completed research and analysis, including an 
interjurisdictional review of adoption and vital statistics legislation designed to support 
and inform proposed amendments to The Adoption Act and The Vital Statistics Act, 
which will modernize and establish an open system with respect to birth and adoption 
records in Manitoba.   


The Department continued to oversee a licensed early learning and child care program 
that responds to the needs of Manitoba families and supports the early learning and 
child care community.  The Department invested significantly in the early learning and 
child care system and remained committed to exploring and developing options for 
supporting and expanding licensed family child care. 


Recognizing the ongoing need for high quality services for children 
in their formative years, and in anticipation of the Department’s next 
multi-year child care plan, parents and caregivers had the 
opportunity to participate in a series of public consultations that 
were undertaken across the province in the fall of 2013, to help 
inform future plans for early learning and child care.  An online 
consultation also provided the opportunity for Manitobans to share 
their ideas.   
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Manitoba Status of Women, as part of its ongoing mandate to create awareness about 
sexual violence prevention, launched a Canadian first by working with the United 
Nations (UN) Women and the City of Winnipeg, to join the UN Global Safe Cities 
Initiative.  This UN Safe Cities Initiative focuses on sexual violence prevention in public 
spaces.  The City of Winnipeg is the first Canadian city to join this global project. 


Manitoba Status of Women worked with the City of Winnipeg, Winnipeg Police Board, 
Winnipeg Police Services, University of Winnipeg and community-based organizations 
to make this initiative a reality.  A steering committee has been struck and is focusing on 
the initial task of creating a “scoping study” for the UN Women.  


In November 2013, Manitoba Status of Women launched a public awareness campaign 
as part of Domestic Violence Prevention Month.  This year’s theme focused on creating 
healthy relationships with a focus on youth.  The materials can be viewed at 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/stoptheviolence/index.html.  Manitoba Status of Women and the 
Family Violence Prevention Program, under Manitoba’s Multi-year Domestic Violence 
Prevention Strategy, (launched in 2012) collaborated to provide community-based 
grants to support healing for Aboriginal women and to help engage men and boys in this 
important work.  A community-based committee and an interdepartmental committee 
continue to meet to monitor implementation of the domestic violence strategy.  


Manitoba Status of Women also continued to raise awareness and promote the benefits 
of having women on private sector boards at a symposium for Manitoba business 
leaders which encouraged female representation on corporate boards. 


As part of the fall 2013 government-wide reorganization, responsibility for The Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Act was transferred to the Minister of Family Services.  The first 
All Aboard Annual Report was released in 2013/14.  It showed that the Manitoba 
government’s programs, services and benefits are working to reduce poverty and 
promote social inclusion, but it also made clear that this is a long-term project.  The 
efforts of private business, the non-profit sector and – most important of all – 
low-income Manitobans themselves are key to All Aboard success.  Working with our 
federal, municipal and Aboriginal partners, we are creating the kind of province where 
all are socially included, connected to their communities, participating in the economy 
and contributing to a prosperous Manitoba. 


In 2013/14 Manitoba Family Services undertook a number of service improvement and 
modernization activities designed to strengthen and protect the social services and 
supports it provides to Manitobans across the province.  Over the 2013/14 fiscal year, 
the Department completed several projects to ensure that high quality front-line services 
remain sustainable for future generations. 


As you know, in December 2013, Ted Hughes, O.C., Q.C., LL.D., released his final 
report into the death of Phoenix Sinclair, who, at the age of five, was murdered by her 
mother and partner in 2006, after being in the care of Manitoba’s child welfare system. 


The Hughes Report highlighted significant problems in Manitoba's child welfare system. 
Hughes noted that more than 80 per cent of children in care in Manitoba are Aboriginal, 
that the situation is similar across the country, and that consistently, Aboriginal children 
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are removed from their homes in significantly larger numbers than non-Aboriginal 
children because they are living in notably worse circumstances than non-Aboriginal 
children.  The Report contained 62 recommendations – half of which are already being 
addressed within the child welfare system.  The remaining recommendations – many of 
which require action across departments and systems – have been assigned to an 
external consulting group, for review and development of options on how to implement 
the recommendations. 


Commissioner Hughes’ final report, The Legacy of Phoenix Sinclair, Achieving the Best 
for All of our Children, is available online at http://phoenixsinclairinquiry.ca/. 


We have, and will continue, to work with the Child and Family Services Authorities and 
agencies to improve the child and family services system for the benefit of all Manitoba 
children.  In 2013/14, the Department initiated work on an Emergency Placement 
Resource (EPR) redevelopment project to increase the number of emergency foster 
homes available.  Currently in the early stages of implementation, new draft protocols 
are being developed that set out how EPR resources should be created, monitored, 
accessed, and utilized.  Moving forward, these new protocols will help improve the EPR 
system by providing agencies and Authorities with information and streamlined 
processes they can use. 


In addition, the Department has been working with the Child and Family Services 
Authorities on an electronic billing system for child maintenance.  A joint committee 
comprised of representatives of the Department and the four Child and Family Service 
Authorities developed the initial designs and template for the billing system 
documentation.  Going forward, the Department, agencies and Authorities will continue 
to work together to improve and stabilize the new child maintenance billing system 
which will reduce billing errors, improve payment times and financial reporting.   


The Department has also initiated the scoping phase of a new information system for 
child welfare.  The Department and the four Child and Family Service Authorities 
participated in a joint project in 2008 to identify the best solution for Manitoba.  In 2013, 
the Department engaged the Authorities to participate jointly in the next phase of this 
project, which will describe the overall size and complexity of the effort to replace the 
existing system.  A joint team of departmental and Authority staff, with contributions 
from front-line agency managers, supervisors and workers will undertake this phase. 


Another important service improvement activity undertaken in 2013/14 was the 
introduction of a standardized assessment tool for the Community Living disABILITY 
Services (CLDS) program, to help ensure the right level of support is provided to 
participants based on the participants’ needs.  The Supports Intensity Scale (SIS) is a 
well tested and affirmed assessment tool specially made to measure the type, 
frequency and intensity of support an individual needs to participate in community life.  
Following a successful pilot in the Westman Region, the SIS was approved for 
provincial implementation.  Six full-time assessors were assigned during the last quarter 
of 2013/14 to begin the training and certification process.   
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The CLDS program also continued to review residential and day services funding as 
part of an overall strategy to create a more equitable and transparent funding model for 
agencies that provide services to CLDS participants.  Representatives from community 
agencies were also engaged to provide input and guide this important work. 


In addition, 2013/14 saw significant work done in support of developing a centralized 
Disability and Health Supports Unit that will serve as a streamlined, one-stop shop to 
provide eligible health-related supplies, equipment, diet and nutritional supplements to 
participants of Employment and Income Assistance, Children’s disABILITY Services 
(CDS) and CLDS, in a consistent, efficient and cost effective manner.  


The unit will be operational in 2014/15 and will improve service to participants and find 
cost savings for the Department through volume purchasing of medical supplies and 
equipment, and the establishment of a recycled equipment pool. 


To improve client services and best serve participants in CLDS and CDS programs, the 
Eastman region led a service improvement project directed at developing a redesigned 
service delivery model for CLDS and CDS that will enable front-line caseworkers to 
focus their work on assessed needs and use existing resources more effectively and 
efficiently to increase client self-sufficiency.  A tool was developed to measure and 
estimate the amount of case management work each case requires of a Community 
Service Worker and to identify distinct service levels.  The aim of the project is to ensure 
that each client receives the right level of service to meet assessed needs.  The 
information gathered will inform the development of a new case management approach 
that will direct existing resources to ensure responsive service, improved workload 
management, and greater efficiency and sustainability of services. 


In 2013/14, Children’s disABILITY Services completed the development of a 
Comprehensive Family Assessment tool.  The strengthened assessment framework 
provides Social Workers with a consistent means of assessing ongoing needs, 
strengths, and the appropriate level of service required by families in order to meet the 
disability related needs of their children. 


The Department continued to expand Autism Outreach services to rural Manitoba in 
2013/14, as outlined in Thrive!, a five-year plan for helping Manitobans with autism 
spectrum disorders and their families.  Children’s disABILITY Services staff continued to 
work with service providers to develop a greater range of services for preschool children 
with autism that can be delivered in a timely way. 


An online RentAid benefits calculator was also developed and has been well received by 
the public.  The tool is used by low-income seniors, families with children and persons with 
disabilities, to determine their eligibility for RentAid benefits.  The calculator has resulted in 
reduced workloads as fewer RentAid applications are submitted by those who do not 
qualify for the benefit.  The calculator may be viewed at 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/jec/eia/rentassist/estimator.html.   
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The Department also commenced the development of an electronic form that will allow for 
the online application of child abuse registry checks.  It is anticipated that the online 
application form will be available in the fiscal 2014-15. 


Going forward, the Department will continue to identify incremental service improvement 
opportunities that will help modernize and strengthen the programs and services it 
provides to Manitobans, while ensuring that the safety and well-being of vulnerable 
Manitobans continue to be maintained.  Under the umbrella of the Manitoba Status of 
Women, the Department will also continue to identify the needs and concerns of 
Manitoba women, and to raise awareness of issues affecting women. 


I would also like to acknowledge and thank our employees and service delivery partners 
for the important role they play in shaping and ensuring that the services and supports 
provided by the Department meet the many and varied needs of Manitobans.  


Respectfully submitted,  
 


 
 
 
 


Joy Cramer 
Deputy Minister 
Family Services 
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Madame Kerri Irvin-Ross 
Ministre des Services à la famille 
 
Madame la ministre, 


J’ai l’honneur de vous présenter le rapport annuel de Services à la famille Manitoba 
pour l’exercice terminé le 31 mars 2014. Ce rapport englobe aussi le rapport annuel du 
Conseil consultatif des femmes du Manitoba et les tout premiers rapports du comité de 
protection contre les mauvais traitements infligés aux adultes et de la registraire 
chargée du registre central de la province, à la suite de la création, en janvier 2013, du 
registre des mauvais traitements infligés aux adultes. 


Le ministère des Services à la famille a été créé à la suite d’une réorganisation 
gouvernementale ayant eu lieu à l’automne 2013, qui a eu comme résultat de transférer 
la responsabilité des programmes relatifs au travail au ministère du Travail et de 
l’Immigration, et de faire en sorte que le Bureau des personnes handicapées relève 
dorénavant du ministère des Finances, à titre de ministère responsable des personnes 
handicapées. La réorganisation a eu également pour effet d’amener Situation de la 
femme Manitoba, qui relevait du ministère du Travail, à se joindre aux Services à la 
famille. Pour en savoir plus au sujet de ces secteurs d’activité, veuillez consulter les 
rapports ministériels pertinents. 


Au cours de la dernière année, le ministère a mené à bien des recherches et des 
analyses, dont un examen interministériel de la législation sur l’adoption et les 
statistiques de l’état civil visant à soutenir et à éclairer les amendements proposés à la 
Loi sur l’adoption et à la Loi sur les statistiques de l’état civil, qui permettront de 
moderniser et d’établir un système ouvert en ce qui concerne les dossiers de naissance 
et d’adoption au Manitoba.   


Le ministère continue d’assurer la surveillance d’un programme 
d’apprentissage et de garde des jeunes enfants dans des 
établissements autorisés qui répond aux besoins des familles 
manitobaines et qui soutient le milieu de l’apprentissage et de la garde 
des jeunes enfants. Le ministère a investi énormément dans le 
système d’apprentissage et de garde des jeunes enfants et demeure 
engagé à élaborer des possibilités et à les concrétiser pour soutenir et 
étendre les services de garde en milieu familial autorisés. 


Pleinement conscients du besoin constant des enfants de bénéficier 
de services de qualité supérieure pendant leurs années de formation, 
et en prévision de l’adoption du prochain plan pluriannuel du ministère   


Sous-ministre des Services à la famille 
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en matière de services de garde pour enfants, les parents et les intervenants ont eu 
l’occasion de participer à une série de consultations publiques tenues à la grandeur de 
la province à l’automne 2013, pour aider à orienter les plans à venir en matière 
d’apprentissage et de garde des jeunes enfants. Une consultation en ligne a aussi 
permis aux Manitobains de partager leurs idées.   


Dans le cadre de son mandat permanent de sensibilisation à la prévention de la 
violence sexuelle, Situation de la femme Manitoba a lancé une première canadienne en 
collaborant avec ONU femmes et la Ville de Winnipeg en vue de prendre part à 
l’initiative mondiale « Des villes sûres ». Cette initiative d’ONU femmes met l’accent sur 
la prévention de la violence sexuelle dans les espaces publics. La Ville de Winnipeg est 
la première ville canadienne à se joindre à cette initiative mondiale. Situation de la 
femme Manitoba a travaillé de concert avec la Ville de Winnipeg, la Commission de 
police de Winnipeg, le Service de police de Winnipeg, l’Université de Winnipeg et des 
organismes communautaires pour faire de cette initiative une réalité. Un comité 
directeur a été formé et se penche sur la tâche initiale de créer une « étude 
exploratoire » pour ONU femmes.  


En novembre 2013, Situation de la femme Manitoba a lancé une campagne de 
sensibilisation publique pendant le mois de la prévention de la violence familiale. Le 
thème de cette année était axé sur la création de relations saines et visait 
particulièrement les jeunes. On peut consulter la documentation s’y rapportant au 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/stoptheviolence/index.fr.html. Situation de la femme Manitoba et 
les responsables du Programme de prévention de la violence familiale, qui relève de la 
Stratégie pluriannuelle du Manitoba contre la violence conjugale (lancée en 2012), ont 
collaboré en vue d’accorder des subventions en milieu communautaire en appui à la 
guérison des femmes autochtones et à l’engagement des hommes et des garçons dans 
ce travail important. Un comité basé en milieu communautaire et un comité 
interministériel continuent de se réunir pour surveiller la mise en œuvre de la stratégie 
contre la violence conjugale.   


Situation de la femme a aussi poursuivi son travail de sensibilisation et a fait valoir les 
avantages d’inclure des femmes dans les conseils de direction du secteur privé lors 
d’un symposium réunissant des dirigeants d’entreprise du Manitoba qui encourageait la 
représentation des femmes dans les conseils de direction.   


Dans le cadre de la réorganisation gouvernementale de l’automne 2013, la 
responsabilité de la Loi sur la stratégie de réduction de la pauvreté a été transférée au 
ministère des Services à la famille. Le premier rapport annuel de Tout le monde à bord 
a été publié en 2013-2014. Il démontrait que les programmes, les services et les 
prestations du gouvernement du Manitoba arrivent à réduire la pauvreté et à 
promouvoir l’inclusion sociale, tout en précisant qu’il s’agit d’un projet à long terme. Les 
efforts des entreprises privées, du secteur à but non lucratif et – plus important encore – 
des Manitobains à faible revenu eux-mêmes sont la principale mesure du succès de 
Tout le monde à bord. De concert avec nos partenaires fédéraux, municipaux et 
autochtones, nous sommes en train de créer le genre de province où tous sont 
socialement inclus, se sentent liés à leur communauté, participent à l’économie et 
contribuent à un Manitoba prospère.   
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En 2013-2014, Services à la famille Manitoba s’est engagé dans un certain nombre 
d’activités d’amélioration et de modernisation en vue de renforcer et de protéger les 
services sociaux et les services de soutien que le ministère fournit aux Manitobains 
partout dans la province. Pendant l’exercice 2013-2014, le ministère a mené à bien 
plusieurs projets pour assurer la viabilité de services de première ligne de qualité 
supérieure pour les générations futures.   


Comme vous le savez, en décembre 2013, Ted Hughes, O.C., C.R., LL.D., a rendu 
public son rapport définitif concernant la mort de Phoenix Sinclair qui, a l’âge de cinq 
ans, a été tuée par sa mère et son conjoint en 2006, après avoir été prise en charge par 
le système de protection de l’enfance du Manitoba. 


Le rapport Hughes a fait ressortir des problèmes importants dans le système de 
protection de l’enfance du Manitoba. M. Hughes a constaté que plus de 80 % des 
enfants pris en charge au Manitoba sont autochtones, que la situation est similaire à la 
grandeur du pays et que comparativement aux enfants non-autochtones, des enfants 
autochtones sont systématiquement retirés de leur foyer en grand nombre, parce que 
leurs conditions de vie sont beaucoup plus misérables que celles des autres enfants. Le 
rapport contenait 62 recommandations, dont la moitié ont déjà été prises en compte par 
le système de protection de l’enfance. Le reste des recommandations, dont bon nombre 
requièrent la participation de divers ministères et réseaux, a été confié à un groupe de 
consultation externe, qui les examinera et élaborera des options d’intervention pour y 
donner suite. 


Le rapport définitif du commissaire Hughes, intitulé The Legacy of Phoenix Sinclair, 
Achieving the Best for All of our Children, peut être consulté à l’adresse suivante : 
http://phoenixsinclairinquiry.ca/. On y trouve aussi un résumé et sommaire des 
recommandations en français. 


Nous allons poursuivre notre travail avec les régies et les offices des services à l’enfant 
et à la famille, afin d’améliorer le système des services à l’enfant et à la famille pour 
tous les enfants manitobains. En 2013-2014, le ministère s’est lancé dans un projet de 
redéploiement d’un service de placement d’urgence (SPU) en vue d’accroître le nombre 
de foyers nourriciers d’urgence. On en est encore aux premières étapes de la mise en 
œuvre et de nouvelles ébauches de protocole sont élaborées, qui établissent comment 
on devrait déployer, superviser et utiliser les ressources du SPU, et comment on y 
devrait y accéder. Ces nouveaux protocoles contribueront à perfectionner le système du 
SPU en fournissant des renseignements aux offices et aux régies et en simplifiant les 
processus qu’ils pourront adopter. 


Le ministère collabore aussi avec les régies des services à l’enfant et à la famille à la 
mise au point d’un système de facturation électronique pour les frais d’entretien des 
enfants. Un comité mixte formé de représentants du ministère et des quatre régies des 
services à l’enfant et à la famille a élaboré les concepts initiaux et le modèle de 
documentation relative au système de facturation. Le ministère, les offices et les régies 
vont poursuivre leur collaboration afin d’améliorer et de stabiliser le nouveau système 
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de facturation pour les frais d’entretien des enfants, qui réduira les erreurs de 
facturation et les délais de paiement en plus d’améliorer la présentation des états 
financiers.   


Le ministère a en outre commencé à délimiter la portée d’un nouveau système 
informatique pour la protection de l’enfance. En 2008, le ministère et les quatre régies 
des services à l’enfant et à la famille avaient participé à un projet conjoint en vue de 
trouver la solution la meilleure pour le Manitoba. En 2013, le ministère a amené les 
régies à participer conjointement à l’étape suivante de ce projet, qui consiste à décrire 
l’ampleur et la complexité du travail visant à remplacer le système en place. Cette étape 
a été confiée à une équipe mixte formée de membres du personnel du ministère et des 
régies, de concert avec des gestionnaires, des surveillants et des employés des offices 
qui se trouvent en première ligne. 


Une autre activité importante visant l’amélioration du service lancée en 2013-2014 a été 
la présentation d’un outil d’évaluation normalisé pour les Services d’intégration 
communautaire des personnes handicapées, afin de mieux s’assurer que les 
participants reçoivent le niveau de soutien approprié en fonction de leurs besoins. 
L’Échelle d’intensité de soutien est un outil d’évaluation reconnu qui a fait ses preuves, 
spécialement conçu pour mesurer le type, la fréquence et l’intensité du soutien dont une 
personne a besoin pour participer à la vie en société. À la suite du succès de sa mise à 
l’essai dans la région de l’ouest du Manitoba, l’Échelle d’intensité de soutien a reçu 
l’autorisation nécessaire pour être adoptée à l’échelle provinciale. Au dernier trimestre 
de 2013-2014, six évaluateurs ont été assignés à plein temps au processus de 
formation et d’habilitation. 


Le personnel des Services d’intégration communautaire des personnes handicapées a 
également poursuivi son examen du financement des services en résidence et de jour 
dans le cadre d’une stratégie globale en vue d’adopter un modèle de financement plus 
équitable et transparent pour les offices qui desservent les participants au programme. 
Des représentants d’organismes communautaires ont aussi été mis à contribution pour 
formuler des commentaires et orienter ce travail important.  


L’exercice 2013-2014 a été marqué aussi par le travail important effectué en appui à la 
mise en place de services centralisés de soutien aux personnes malades ou 
handicapées, qui offriront un guichet unique et simplifié pour donner accès aux 
fournitures et équipements médicaux et aux suppléments diététiques et nutritifs 
admissibles aux personnes qui participent aux programmes de l’Aide à l’emploi et au 
revenu, des Services aux enfants handicapés et des Services d’intégration 
communautaire des personnes handicapées d’une manière cohérente, juste et 
efficiente.  


Les services seront opérationnels en 2014-2015, ce qui permettra d’améliorer le service 
aux participants et d’amener le ministère à faire des économies par l’achat en quantité 
de fournitures et d’équipements médicaux et par la création d’une réserve 
d’équipements recyclés.   







 


Afin de mieux desservir la clientèle des Services d’intégration communautaire des 
personnes handicapées et des Services aux enfants handicapés, la région de l’est du 
Manitoba a dirigé un projet d’amélioration du service visant l’établissement d’un modèle 
de prestation de services renouvelé pour cette clientèle. Cela permettra aux agents 
chargés des dossiers, qui sont en première ligne, d’axer leur travail selon l’évaluation 
des besoins et d’utiliser les ressources existantes plus efficacement pour accroître 
l’autosuffisance des clients. On s’est doté d’un outil pour mesurer et estimer la somme 
de travail de gestion requise pour chaque dossier avant qu’un travailleur des services 
communautaires ne puisse établir des niveaux de service distincts. Le but du projet est 
de s’assurer que chaque client reçoit le niveau de service approprié selon l’évaluation 
de ses besoins. Les renseignements recueillis serviront à éclairer l’élaboration d’une 
nouvelle approche en matière de gestion des dossiers, qui orientera les ressources 
existantes pour garantir des services adaptés aux besoins, une meilleure gestion de la 
charge de travail et plus d’efficience et de pérennité dans les services. 


En 2013-2014, le personnel des Services aux enfants handicapés a mené à bien 
l’élaboration d’un outil d’évaluation globale de la famille. Ce cadre d’évaluation renforcé 
donne aux travailleurs sociaux un moyen cohérent d’évaluer les besoins persistants, les 
points forts et le niveau de service requis des familles pour mieux répondre aux besoins 
de leurs enfants liés à leur handicap. 


En 2013-2014, le ministère a continué d’étendre ses services externes pour enfants 
autistes dans les régions rurales du Manitoba, comme le proposait S’épanouir!, un plan 
quinquennal pour aider les Manitobains atteints de troubles du spectre autistique et 
leurs familles. Le personnel des Services aux enfants handicapés a poursuivi son travail 
avec les fournisseurs de services afin d’élargir la gamme de services offerts aux enfants 
autistes à point nommé. 


On a aussi mis au point un calculateur des prestations d’Aide au loyer, bien accueilli du 
public. Cet outil est utilisé par les personnes âgées, les familles avec des enfants et les 
personnes handicapées à faible revenu pour déterminer leur admissibilité aux prestations 
d’Aide au loyer. Le calculateur a permis une réduction des volumes de travail en raison de 
la baisse du nombre de demandes d’Aide au loyer par des personnes non admissibles aux 
prestations. Le calculateur se trouve à l’adresse suivante : 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/jec/eia/rentassist/estimator.fr.html. 


Le ministère a aussi commencé à mettre au point une formule électronique de demande 
de vérification du registre concernant les mauvais traitements. La formule électronique 
devrait être prête pendant l’année fiscale 2014-15. 


Le ministère va continuer à cerner les occasions d’améliorer progressivement le 
service, ce qui contribuera à moderniser et à consolider les programmes et services 
qu’il fournit aux Manitobains, tout en veillant au maintien de la sécurité et du bien-être 
des Manitobains vulnérables. Par l’entremise de Situation de la femme Manitoba, le 
ministère va aussi continuer à cerner les besoins et les préoccupations des 
Manitobaines, et à sensibiliser davantage les gens aux enjeux qui touchent les femmes. 


Je tiens aussi à remercier nos employés et nos partenaires dans la prestation des 
services, qui jouent un rôle important dans l’élaboration des services et des   
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mécanismes de soutien offerts par le ministère d’une manière qui répond aux besoins 
nombreux et variés des Manitobains.  


Le tout respectueusement soumis,  
 


 
 
 
 


Joy Cramer 
Sous-ministre 
Services à la famille 
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Preface 


Report Structure 


This annual report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services 
appropriation structure that reflects the Department’s authorized votes approved by the 
Legislative Assembly.  The report includes information at the main and 
sub-appropriation levels relating to the Department’s responsibilities and results for the 
fiscal year ending March 31, 2014.  Financial performance information is provided with 
expenditure and revenue variance explanations and a five-year adjusted historical table 
of departmental expenditures and staffing. 


Vision and Mission 


Vision 


The Department of Family Services is committed to improving the quality of life for 
Manitobans through furthering the social, economic, and labour market inclusion of 
Manitobans.  The Department envisions a fully accessible province where diversity is 
respected, where people with a range of abilities feel valued as full citizens and where 
persons who are vulnerable or at risk live with dignity and security.  The Department 
strives for a province where all Manitoba women are equal and enjoy full participation in 
all aspects of social, economic and political life, free from exploitation and violence. 


Mission 


Family Services supports Manitobans to achieve their full potential.  The Department 
works to help keep children, families and communities safe and secure, while 
supporting citizen development and well-being.  Family Services promotes and enforces 
appropriate standards and quality services with respect to child and family services and 
early learning and child care.  Family Services encourages a more inclusive and 
accessible society for persons with disabilities by promoting full citizenship and 
removing barriers to participation.  The Department works towards achieving gender 
equality by advancing the social, economic, legal and health status of all women in 
Manitoba.   


Overview 


The Department’s programs and services are organized into four divisions: 


 Administration and Finance 
 Community Service Delivery 
 Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care 
 Child and Family Services 
 
Family Services is responsible for a comprehensive range of social services.  Some of 
these programs and services are delivered directly by the Department, while others are 
provided in partnership with a variety of organizations and community-based groups.  
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Administration and Finance Division 
The Administration and Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative 
and information systems support to the Department, and includes the Innovation, 
Information and Technology Branch. 


Also included in the Administration and Finance division’s appropriation are Manitoba 
Status of Women, the Policy and Planning Branch, and the Agency Accountability and 
Community Initiatives Branch. 
 
Community Service Delivery Division  
The Community Service Delivery Division delivers most of the Department’s social 
services, including child welfare services that are provided by the Winnipeg Services, 
and Rural and Northern Services Branches, and the Province’s income assistance 
programs to eligible citizens.  Although statutory responsibility and funding for income 
supports for Employment and Income Assistance have transferred to the Department of 
Jobs and the Economy (formerly Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade), the Division 
continues to deliver these benefits at the community level.  The two Departments work 
together closely to maximize training and employment opportunities for all Manitobans 
as well as ensure appropriate financial and social supports for those who need them. 
 
Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division 
The Disability Programs Branch provides program coordination, direction and funding 
for services to children with disabilities, and for supported living services for adults with 
intellectual disabilities.  Disability Programs also oversees the operation of licensed 
adult residential care facilities, ensuring compliance with The Social Services 
Administration Act and the Residential Care Facilities Licensing Regulation.  Manitoba 
Early Learning and Child Care oversees the operation of licensed child care facilities in 
the province, administering and enforcing The Community Child Care Standards Act.  
The Family Violence Prevention Program funds agencies that provide services to 
people affected by family violence and family disruption. 
 
Child and Family Services Division 
The Child and Family Services Division provides leadership and strategic direction to 
Child and Family Services Authorities, child welfare agencies, community-based 
agencies, regional offices, community access area teams, and others, to keep children 
safe and protected, and assist at risk families.  The Division focuses on program 
coordination and direction, policy and program development, budgeting, funding, setting 
standards, licensing, monitoring, training, quality assurance, evaluation, managing 
program data bases, and supporting and delivering specialized services. 
 
Manitoba Status of Women 
Manitoba Status of Women works to identify the needs and concerns of Manitoba 
women, and to raise awareness of issues affecting women.  The Branch also partners 
with community organizations and other government departments to promote gender 
equality, and brings the concerns and aspirations of women to the provincial 
government to ensure that they are integrated into government programs, policies and 
legislation.  The Branch leads the implementation of Manitoba’s Multi-year Domestic 
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Violence Strategy; the provincial four-point plan to address sexual assault; and, 
contributes to the development of strategies and initiatives (federal, provincial, and 
municipal) that seek to advance women’s equality. 
 
Policy and Planning Branch 
The Policy and Planning Branch provides leadership, coordination and support on policy 
issues that affect the Department and its delivery of services to Manitobans.  The 
Branch leads and coordinates all web-related communications that support or enhance 
the Department’s program and service delivery systems.  The Branch also leads 
intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities related to social services and 
provides leadership and coordination on access to information and protection of privacy 
policy matters. 
 
Agency Accountability and Community Initiatives Branch 
The Branch (through the Agency Accountability and Support Unit) provides support to 
the Department and to external funded agencies.  The Community Initiatives Unit leads 
All Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy.  The Branch 
oversees the provincial Non-Profit Organization Strategy, provides staff support for the 
Minister’s Roundtable on Community Action Against Child Hunger, and coordinates 
Family Services’ participation in the Block by Block (21 Block) Crime Reduction and 
Community Mobilization Initiative. 
 
 
 
In addition, the Social Services Appeal Board, a quasi-independent body, reports to the 
Minister of Family Services.  
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Statutory Responsibilities 


 
The Adoption Act 
The Adult Abuse Registry Act 
The Child and Family Services Act 
The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
The Community Child Care Standards Act 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act 
The Parents' Maintenance Act [Section 10] 
The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act 
The Social Services Administration Act 
   [Under this Act, responsibility for The Residential Care Facilities Licensing Regulation, M.R. 484/88 R 
    and the whole Act except as it relates to employment and income supports] 


The Social Services Appeal Board Act 
The Social Work Profession Act (not yet proclaimed) 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
 
The Minister of Family Services is also responsible for: 
 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act 
 
The Social Services Administration Act, The Adult Abuse Registry Act and The 
Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act, require the Minister to report annually to the 
Legislature.  These reporting requirements for 2013/14 are met by this Annual Report.   
 
(Separate annual reports are issued by the Social Services Appeal Board and 
All Aboard: Manitoba's Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy.)  
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Rural/Northern Regional 


Social Service Delivery Structure 


(as at March 31, 2014) 
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  Winnipeg Regional  


Social Service Delivery Structure 


(as at March 31, 2014) 


Community Area Pairings 


 
Downtown 
Point Douglas 
Seven Oaks / Inkster 
River East / Transcona 
St. Boniface / St. Vital 
River Heights / Fort Garry 
St. James-Assiniboia /  
   Assiniboine South 
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Sustainable Development 


 
Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are 
required to integrate into their annual report, information on their progress to incorporate 
sustainable development into their activities.  
 
In 2013/14, the Department made progress in developing and participating in more 
sustainable, environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.  
 
Once again, departmental staff participated in the annual Commuter Challenge, a 
Canada-wide event that encourages daily commuters to leave their cars at home and 
use active and/or green travel choices.  In 2013, 117 departmental staff registered to 
take part in the event, logging 8,232.7 kilometres, saving 552.24 litres of fuel and 
avoiding 1,127.63 greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
The Department continued to make progress in reducing fuel consumption and usage. 
As of March 31, 2014, the Department had two fuel-efficient hybrid vehicles in its fleet, 
reducing fuel costs and greenhouse gas emissions.  Departmental staff who are 
assigned fleet vehicles continue to use ethanol-blended gasoline where available.  The 
Manitoba Developmental Centre continues to follow fuel efficiency guidelines and 
promote an “Idle Free” approach.   
 
In 2013/14, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program 
collected and processed more than 25 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.   
 
The Community Service Delivery Division used web-conferencing as a regular business 
practice to share information with staff in rural and northern regions.  Regular use of 
web-conferencing produces savings on travel time, fuel consumption and other costs 
associated with staff meetings.  This process is also being used by other divisions for 
virtual meetings. 
 
The Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care Program (MELCC) ensured that early 
learning and child care construction projects adhered to the Manitoba Green Building 
Policy in order to be eligible for capital funds.  Consistent with the policy, large projects 
must meet or exceed the internationally-recognized LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Efficiency Design) Green Building Rating System Silver standard.  Other projects under 
the required square footage must outline cost effective green building principles in their 
design.  Further, MELCC encouraged child care groups to form as many community 
and/or school partnerships as possible to enhance community strength and take 
advantage of economies of scale. 
 
Family Services also continued to work with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation 
on other accommodation projects within the Department to ensure that the Green 
Building Policy is followed.  
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The Department continued to use the Waste Stream Services recycling program in most 
of its buildings across the province, which included using mini-bins for desk side refuse, 
desk side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for aluminum, plastic, 
and non-confidential paper.  This program endorses the continued use of Government  
Records Boxes for the destruction of confidential paper.  This program will be 
maintained in the future. 
 
Through internal procurement practices, the Department continued to promote 
environmental sustainability and awareness within the Department and among vendors.  
The Department continued to expand the knowledge and skills of procurement 
practitioners and end-users.  “Green” products and recycled materials continued to be 
purchased where available including the purchase of recycled photocopy paper.  
 
As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the Department remains 
committed to developing strategies and policies that promote a culture of sustainability, 
and to facilitating the integration of sustainable development principles and guidelines 
into its ongoing activities.  
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Manitoba Policy on Access to Government (MPAG): 


Publications, Events and Customer Service  
 
Promoting the participation of persons with disabilities as full citizens is an important 
objective of the Government of Manitoba.  The MPAG is the provincial government’s 
commitment to offer Manitobans with disabilities equal access to public information, 
events, and customer service.  The aim of the policy is to eliminate barriers faced by 
persons with disabilities in their interactions with the Government of Manitoba and to 
reasonably accommodate any disability-related needs that a person may have. 
 
As part of its commitment to meeting the service needs of persons with disabilities, the 
Department of Family Services has a designated Disability Access Coordinator to help 
coordinate the implementation of the MPAG.  In addition, a working group meets on a 
regular basis to discuss strategic directions and activities, and to build on the progress 
made to date.   
 
Progress in 2013/14: 
 
Accessibility in Family Services buildings  


The Department of Family Services is committed to ensuring that no barriers are 
created in new construction and major building renovation projects.  In the fall of 2013, 
several areas of the Department relocated offices.  Staff liaised with Manitoba 
Infrastructure and Transportation (MIT) to ensure that newly renovated or leased office 
buildings were accessible to the public. 
 
Departmental staff can approach the Disability Access Coordinator with concerns about 
building accessibility.  In 2013/14, the Disability Access Coordinator did not receive any 
concerns regarding building accessibility.  
 
Services, publications, websites 


 “Active offer” reception area signs 
This was the first reporting period during which the “active offer” sign was posted in 
Family Services (FS) reception areas.  The sign encourages members of the public to 
let staff know if they need assistance because of a disability.  FS staff worked to 
respond to accommodation requests in an effective and timely manner. 
 
“Active offer” statement on written information 
Progress continues on including an “active offer” statement on public facing written 
information.  The “active offer” states that information is available in alternate formats, 
upon request.  Alternate formats include (but are not limited to) large print, electronic 
text, Braille and captioning.  
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Website accessibility 
The compliance level/benchmark for Manitoba government websites is the World Wide 
Web Consortium (W3C), level AA.  Departmental staff continue to monitor websites and 
portals to ensure that they are compliant with these accessibility standards.  
 
Supports to staff 


Internal website 
FS maintained and updated an internal website that is dedicated to the MPAG.  This 
website includes information about the policy, how it can be implemented, and a list of 
suppliers and resources that can assist staff in responding to accommodation-related 
requests. 
 
Staff orientation and training  
Training workshops about the MPAG were delivered throughout the year to newly-hired 
staff, as part of their orientation to the Department.  In addition, the Disability Access 
Coordinator supported staff to respond effectively and efficiently to public requests for 
information and services in alternate formats. 
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Minister and Executive Support 


Minister’s Salary 


This appropriation provides for the Minister’s salary entitlement as a member of 
Executive Council. 


09-1A Minister’s Salary 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2013/14 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
36 


 
1.00 


 
37 


 
(1) 


 


 


Executive Support 


Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister.  The 
Executive Offices provide the Department with policy direction and planning, and 
co-ordinate departmental activities. 


09-1B Executive Support  
 


 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 


 


 
FTE 


 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 


 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


 


Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
807 


 
10.00 


 
742 


 
65 


 
 


Total Other Expenditures 82  65 17 1 


Total Expenditures 889  807 82  


1. The over-expenditure is due to transportation and communication costs; partially offset by supplies and services savings. 
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Social Services Appeal Board 


The Social Services Appeal Board (SSAB) ensures that Manitobans have access to a 
fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions relating to the various social 
services and programs administered by the Department.  


The SSAB hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various 
financial assistance programs, licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons 
with disabilities, private adoption agencies and residential care facilities under the 
provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act.  Hearings are convened 
throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation, and written 
decisions are provided within 15 working days of each hearing. 


The SSAB acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in 
legislation, issues arising out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board 
by the Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 


Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the 
Social Services Appeal Board has produced its annual report separate from the 
Department of Family Services Annual Report.  The Appeal Board's independent report 
includes: 
 


- a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
- an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
- financial information; 
- statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
- a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
- samples of hearings that were conducted during the year. 


 
The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2013/14 can be obtained 
at the Appeal Board’s office at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8, 
by telephone at 204-945-3003 or online at 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html.  
 
 


Human Resource Management 


 


Effective March 1, 2010, the Government of Manitoba realigned responsibility for the 
delivery of human resource services and the associated staff to the Civil Service 
Commission with the goal of improving service delivery to all departments and 
employees.  For additional information on Human Resource Management, please see 
the Civil Service Commission’s 2013/14 Annual Report at  
http://www.gov.mb.ca/csc/publications/annrpt/index.html. 
 
  



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html

http://www.gov.mb.ca/csc/publications/annrpt/index.html
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Policy and Planning 


Under direction of the Deputy Minister, the Policy and Planning Branch is primarily an 
internal service provider, providing decision-making support and policy management 
services to the Deputy Minister and to each of the divisions of Family Services on a wide 
range of issues that affect the Department and the delivery of social services to 
Manitobans.  The Branch provides policy and legislative development, internal 
communications and web support for the Department.  The Branch assists with 
interdepartmental activities and coordinates the development of responses to access to 
information and protection of privacy requests.  The Branch also supports the Deputy 
Minister and the Minister in Federal/Provincial/Territorial relations pertaining to social 
services. 


Key Results Achieved: 


 Coordinated strategic planning and performance management activities demonstrated 
through 2013/14 departmental planning and reporting processes.  Examples include 
the development of the Department Plan and the preparation of Ministerial briefing 
materials and Estimates documents.  


 Undertook research and analysis and offered strategic advice to executive and 
divisional management regarding departmental trends, policies, programs and 
legislative initiatives. 


 Provided key information to the Minister, Deputy Minister and senior management 
including the preparation of briefing and planning materials, authority seeking 
documents, correspondence and public reporting documents.   


 Coordinated responses to interdepartmental and intergovernmental requests and 
issues that were cross-sectoral or multi-sectoral in nature. 


 Represented the Department in interdepartmental, intergovernmental, and 
intersectoral discussions related to a broad range of social issues. 


 Participated in Federal/Provincial/Territorial (F/P/T) social policy work, representing 
Manitoba’s interests, sharing information across jurisdictions and ensuring the 
Department’s policy and program development processes are informed by the 
Canadian context.  The Branch participated in the intergovernmental policy research 
work of three F/P/T advisory committees on issues related to Disability, Poverty and 
Children and Youth At Risk. 


 Managed, coordinated and supported the Family Services and 
www.ManitobaParentZone.ca  websites, in keeping with the Office of Information 
Technology Standards.  


 Responded to public requests for information according to The Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA) and The Personal Health 
Information Act (PHIA).  Coordinated responses regarding other issues related to 
access and privacy.   


  



http://www.manitobaparentzone.ca/
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Freedom of Information (FIPPA) Requests 


 2012/13 2013/14 


FS Divisions Total Percentage Total Percentage 


Administration and Finance 54 23% 66 17% 


Child and Family Services 54 23% 176 45% 


Community Service Delivery 10 4% 6 1% 


Disability Programs and  
Early Learning and Child Care 7 3% 62 16% 


Policy and Planning 23 9% 16 4% 


Labour Programs* 75 31% 44 11% 


Transfers to other departments 17 7% 23 6% 


TOTAL Applications 240 100% 393 100% 


     


Type of Applicant Total Percentage Total Percentage 


Private Citizen 134 56% 167 42% 


Political Party 49 21% 178 45% 


Organization 37 15% 30 8% 


Media 20 8% 18 5% 


TOTAL Applications 240 100% 393 100% 
* Labour applications are included in these statistics until October 18, 2013.   


 
09-1E Policy and Planning 


 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2013/14 


$000 


 
     
FTE 


 
Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
 


 
908 


 
14.00 


 
938 


 
(30) 


 
 


Total Other Expenditures 138  148 (10)   


Total Expenditures 1,046  1,086 (40)  
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Administration and Finance Division 


The Administration and Finance Division oversees comptrollership and administrative 
functions and ensures financial and administrative policies, services and reporting 
systems are developed and administered effectively in support of the Department’s 
accountability framework.  The Division provides leadership and expertise for 
Information and CommunicationTechnology (ICT)-related planning, policies, financial, 
project management and business support to the Department and external 
stakeholders.  


The Division includes the following branches: 


- Agency Accountability and Community Initiatives 
- Financial and Administrative Services 
- Innovation, Information and Technology 


Agency Accountability and Community Initiatives 


Integrated Community Initiatives Unit 


The Integrated Community Initiatives Unit of Family Services was established in 
August 2013 to provide leadership, coordination and support for various 
community-based interdepartmental and departmental initiatives, including responsibility 
for implementing The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act, administering the Non Profit 
Organization (Reducing Red Tape) Initiative, and supporting the Minister’s Roundtable 
on Community Action Against Child Hunger.   


Key Results Achieved 


All Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy 


 Completed public consultations on planned poverty reduction and social inclusion 
Action Plans; issued What We Heard, which describes consultation key findings. 


 Published Action Plans on Food Security and Targeted Supports for Those Most in 
Need. 


 Provided secretariat support to the All Aboard Committee whose work contributed to 
new provincial initiatives in poverty reduction. 


 Issued the inaugural All Aboard Annual Report, which describes performance on 
21 regulated indicators of poverty and social exclusion.  For more information please 
refer to the 2012/13 All Aboard Annual Report.  An online version is available at 
www.manitoba.ca/allaboard, or by contacting allaboard@gov.mb.ca. 


Minister’s Roundtable on Community Action Against Child Hunger 


 Provided staff support and policy research to the Roundtable whose work 
contributed to new provincial initiatives in food security and poverty reduction.  



http://www.manitoba.ca/allaboard

mailto:allaboard@gov.mb.ca
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Block by Block (21 Block) Initiative 


 Led Family Services’ participation in the start-up of the Block by Block Initiative to 
increase community safety and improve family well-being, beginning in parts of the 
Point Douglas and Dufferin neighbourhoods.  Block by Block is a collaborative 
project operated in partnership with community groups, the Winnipeg Police, other 
Provincial Government departments and the City of Winnipeg. 


Non Profit Organization Reducing Red Tape Initiative 


 Provided technical and administrative support to over 100 participating Non Profit 
Organizations (NPO) and funding departments. 


 Updated the Events Calendar/Message Centre on the NPO informational Web Portal.  


 Worked with the Manitoba Materials Distribution Agency (MDA) to enable 
participating NPOs to purchase goods through MDA, thus further reducing their 
administrative costs.   


09-1D Integrated Community Initiatives 


Expenditures by 


Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 306 4.00 268 38 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 131 


 
80 51 1  


Total Expenditures 437  348 89  


1. The variance is primarily due to unbudgeted operating expenditures, due to the establishment of the branch. 


 


Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


The Agency Accountability and Support Unit (AASU) strengthens the capacity of the 
Department to effectively monitor departmentally funded agencies’ financial 
performance, and ensures that agencies are operating under a clear and effective 
accountability framework.   


The AASU provides leadership and management in the development and coordination of 
departmental contracts with other organizations, including Service Purchase Agreements.   


The AASU supports agency and board development by providing advice and assistance 
on agencies’ operations and financial management, and brings a systematic approach 
to the planning, implementation and response to internal and external audits of 
departmental programs and funded agencies.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Led the negotiations of 62 Service Purchase Agreements and 16 Transportation 
contracts.   
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 Conducted financial reviews on six agencies, either in response to an allegation or 
non-compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements.  The Unit continued to 
monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with the Department’s Financial 
Reporting Requirements, analyzed the financial performance of agencies, 
investigated areas of concern and performed operational reviews.  


 Facilitated a new open and transparent process (Request for Quotation system) for 
procurement of Emergency Alternative Staffing Resources in all Family Services 
Programs. 


 Facilitated 15 general training sessions on board governance throughout the 
province for agencies in all program areas.  The sessions covered the general roles 
and responsibilities of non-profit boards, legal duties and liabilities and a discussion 
of governance versus management responsibilities.  The AASU also conducted 
orientations on Service Purchase Agreements and Financial Reporting 
Requirements. 


 Coordinated the development of an annual audit plan through the Audit Advisory 
Committee and monitored the implementation of audit recommendations. 


 Continued to monitor the implementation of recommendations made by the Office of 
the Auditor General and Internal Audit and Consulting Services in order to improve 
accountability for the use of public funds. 


09-1H Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


 
1,279 


 
18.00 


 
1,340 


 
(61) 


 


 


Total Other Expenditures 
 


159 
  


367 
 


(208) 1 


 
Total Expenditures 1,438  1,707  (269)  


1. The variance is primarily due to the delay in audits for the 2013/14 fiscal year. 


Financial and Administrative Services 


Financial and Administrative Services’ main focus is to maintain an active 
comptrollership function by ensuring that financial and administrative policies, services 
and reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet 
financial control, accountability, and reporting standards and to safeguard and protect 
the financial and physical asset needs of the Department.  This is accomplished through 
effective departmental financial administration and management activities; coordination 
of comprehensive budget estimates planning and support services; responsible financial 
forecasting and reporting: disbursements and revenue accounting; appropriation 
control; and by providing direction on financial and administrative policies and 
operational procedures and practices to divisional staff.    
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The Branch also provides a broad range of operational and administrative support services, 
and administers the French Language Services policy throughout the Department.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Continued to review and improve departmental financial and administrative control 
procedures as part of ongoing comptrollership activities.  The objectives serve to 
mitigate risks and guide the stewardship and overall management of the human, 
financial, knowledge, technology, and capital resources entrusted to the Department.  


 Began to address a number of improvements to the Department’s Comptrollership 
Plan as suggested by the Provincial Comptroller’s Office.  The objective of the plan 
is to ensure that processes and procedures are in place and operating as intended.  


 Continued efforts to enhance fiscal management, accountability and control through 
various Comptrollership Initiatives.  This included the continuation of projects in 
Community Living disABILITY Services and in Child Protection programs to improve 
internal controls and systems and management reporting.  


 Provided ongoing and enhanced management reporting regarding the Department's 
fiscal status, to executive management and central government.  


 Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program 
management issues, ensuring that control and accountability systems were in place. 


 Participated in central government’s development of a new budgeting and financial 
reporting tool, to be integrated with the corporate SAP system. 


 Supported and facilitated the transfer of the Labour Division to the newly created 
Labour and Immigration Department, and the creation of the Integrated Community 
Initiatives Branch. 


 Continued participation in a number of cross-government audits and comptrollership 
reviews performed by Internal Audit and Consulting Services and by Manitoba 
Finance.  Benefits achieved include improved controls, accountability and reporting 
in a number of areas. 


 Continued to refine departmental financial and human resource role assignments 
within the corporate SAP environment and to strengthen risk mitigation activities and 
systems using central government’s Governance, Risk and Compliance tool.  The 
results serve to ensure that risks are minimized through the proper assignment of 
SAP roles across the Department. 


 Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging French Language 
Services issues and ensured compliance with the French Language Services Policy 
for Active Offer, translation of documents and best practices for French Language 
Services.   
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09-1F Financial and Administrative Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,493 21.00 1,394 99 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 352  359 (7) 


 
 


Total Expenditures 1,845  1,753 92  


Innovation, Information and Technology 


The Innovation, Information and Technology Branch provides project management and 
business analysis leadership and expertise in support of the Department’s information 
strategy and goals.  The Branch provides strategic Information Technology (IT) planning 
services for existing systems and develops detailed project plans for new, strategic 
initiatives.   


The Branch is the Department’s liaison point and steward of Information and 
Communication Technology services delivered by the Business Transformation and 
Technology Division of the Department of Jobs and the Economy.  The Branch 
manages all desktop services, computer assets and a centralized IT budget on behalf of 
the Department and its business partners.  The Branch also reviews and sets 
departmental policy in support of the strategic IT direction of government and manages 
all corporate IT initiatives. 


Key Results Achieved 


 Provided professional business analysis and project management services for 
information system enhancement projects for Child and Family Services, Community 
Service Delivery, Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care, and 
Administration and Finance divisions. 


 Continued to lead the scoping phase of the project to replace the existing Child 
Welfare Case Management system with a new information system. 


 Expanded the range of Project Management and Organizational Change 
Management work performed by the Branch to include non-IT projects as prioritized 
by the Department. 


 Continued to develop and evolve the Department’s Strategic Information Technology 
Plan (Roadmap).  The benefits of a roadmap are: the alignment of technology 
choices to business objectives and it is a framework for project prioritization.   
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09-1G Innovation, Information and Technology 


Expenditures by 


Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 766 10.00 867 (101) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 1,558 


 
1,808 (250)   


Total Expenditures 2,324  2,675 (351)  


Manitoba Status of Women 


In support of the mandate of the Minister responsible for the Status of Women, the 
Manitoba Status of Women Division promotes gender equality and the equal 
participation of all women in society; improves the economic, social, legal and health 
status of women, and contributes to ending exploitation and violence against women. 


These objectives are achieved by identifying the needs and concerns of Manitoba 
women; raising awareness of issues affecting women; partnering with community 
organizations and other government departments to promote gender equality; and 
bringing the concerns and aspirations of women to the provincial government to ensure 
they are integrated into government programs, policies and legislation.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Worked in partnership with Federal/Provincial/Territorial (FPT) Status of Women 
Ministries across Canada on issues of common or national interest such as violence 
against women, economic security and women’s leadership.  Participated in the 
annual FPT meeting of Ministers responsible for the Status of Women. 


 Collaborated with FPT partners to release the brochure The Business Case for 
Women on Boards, which describes the ways companies benefit from having 
women on private sector boards and presents strategies for increasing the number 
of female directors.  Hosted a symposium in Winnipeg for Manitoba business 
leaders on the topic of increasing women’s representation on corporate boards. 
Reached out to executive search firms to create awareness about recruiting women 
on boards.  


 Produced a youth focused public awareness campaign on healthy relationship as 
part of Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic Violence Prevention Strategy.  The 
campaign included a poster, two videos produced by Broadway Neighbourhood 
Centre Just TV program and a twitter blitz on November 4th. 


 Produced a public awareness campaign on LGBTTQ* healthy relationships as part 
of Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic Violence Prevention Strategy, including a poster 
and five fact sheets.  
LGBTTQ*: lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, Two-Spirit and queer.  The asterisk represents other 
minority gender identities and sexual orientations (ex: questioning, intersex, pansexual, 
androgynous.)   
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 Focused on implementing recommendations of Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic 
Violence Prevention Strategy; held community and interdepartmental meetings and 
collaborated with the Family Violence Prevention Program to select proponents for 
two community grants (Healing for Aboriginal Women and Engaging Men and Boys). 


 As part of Sexual Assault Awareness Month, launched a four-point plan to help 
prevent sexual assault and improve services for its victims and held awareness 
raising events throughout April in commemoration of Sexual Assault Awareness 
Month.   


 Launched a partnership with United Nations (UN) Women and the City of Winnipeg 
to be the first Canadian site for the UN Safe Cities Global Initiative, developing 
interventions to reduce sexual violence in public spaces.  


 Applied Gender and Diversity Analysis (GDA) to government and community 
initiatives on issues related to violence against women and criminal justice.  


 Offered funding to community organizations throughout the province to deliver the 
Power Up computer training program.  


 As part of the Women’s Health Strategy, delivered educational opportunities on 
issues of concern to women’s health, and administered community networking 
grants to support gatherings of women in rural and northern communities.   


 Provided research and support for government policy and program development 
related to such issues as economic security, women’s health, violence against 
women and issues affecting Aboriginal women.  


 


Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council 


The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council works within the Manitoba Status of Women 
Branch to represent the issues and concerns of Manitoba women.  The Council focuses 
on issues that have a social, legal or economic effect on the lives of women and their 
families.  


The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council was established through an Order-in-Council 
in 1980.  Since 1987, the function and operation of the Council has been governed by 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act.   


The Council has a chair and several community members appointed by the provincial 
government.  Members reflect the cultural diversity of Manitoba women and come from 
rural, urban and northern communities. 


The Advisory Council reports to the Minister responsible for the Status of Women.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Participated in the annual meeting for the Coalition of Provincial and Territorial 
Advisory Councils on the Status of Women.  Collaborated with Coalition members to 
respond to violence against women and reproductive health issues.  


 Hosted five Council meetings as mandated by The Manitoba Women’s Advisory 
Council Act.   
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 Raised awareness of women’s issues by hosting community information sessions, 
workshops and roundtables on a variety of issues of concern to women, as well as 
four large-scale community events – International Day of the Girl, December 6th 
Sunrise Memorial, International Women’s Day and Women’s History Month.  


 Delivered 12 Lunch and Learn sessions to approximately 400 individuals on a 
variety of issues of concern to women, including: consent and sexual assault, 
honour-based violence, domestic violence, human rights law and pregnancy, the 
effects of residential schools, heart disease, healthy masculinity, sexual and 
reproductive rights, and women in science and engineering.   


 Produced the PROMOTE POSITIVE IMAGES OF WOMEN: Responsible marketing 
and media document.  The document provides guidelines that assist individuals and 
organizations to create positive, empowering messages that help create equality and 
diversity in the larger society.   


 Produced a poster and created public awareness to commemorate the 16 Days of 
Activism, November 25 – December 10, 2013.  Each year thousands of 
organizations around the world take part in the 16 Days of Activism Against Gender 
Violence Campaign to raise awareness about gender-based violence. 


 Acknowledged women’s contributions by administering the Babs Friesen Lifetime 
Achievement Award with the YM/YWCA of Winnipeg. 


 Addressed identified priorities including economic security, violence against women, 
representations of women in the media and women’s leadership. 


 Achieved stronger connections with the women’s community by supporting 
community activities, marches, networks of women, conferences and other events, 
and delivered community information via the Council’s current email distribution list 
to over 1,000 organizations and individuals.  


09-1I Manitoba Status of Women 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 659 9.00 660 (1) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 243  263 (20) 


 
 


 
Total Grants 68  130 (62) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 970  1,053 (83) 


 
 


1. The under-expenditure is primarily due to the Training of Tomorrow scholarship program being under review in 2013/14. 


 


 
  







44 


Community Service Delivery Division 


The Community Service Delivery Division coordinates and delivers programming 
offered by the Department to the public.  The Division manages and enhances the 
existing Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) system and improves the quality, efficiency 
and accessibility of income support, social services and benefits provided by the 
Department. 


The Division delivers the province’s income assistance programs and related 
employment-focused supports on behalf of Manitoba Jobs and the Economy. 


The Division operates through six branches:  


- Service Delivery Support  
- Rural and Northern Services  
- Winnipeg Services  
- Provincial Services  
- Manitoba Developmental Centre 
- Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Service Delivery Support 


The Service Delivery Support Branch provides expertise and support to service delivery 
management and staff in Rural and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services.  The 
Branch investigates and analyzes case-related and service delivery issues, prepares 
briefing material and required responses on service-related issues, and ensures that the 
field perspective and needs of Manitobans using departmental services are 
communicated to program divisions.   


The Branch manages processes for allocating and monitoring program funding to the 
regions.  The Branch assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining 
working relationships with community agencies.  The Branch coordinates and delivers 
corporate orientations and cross-program and program-specific training for divisional 
staff. 


The Branch provides leadership, coordination and support to municipalities in the event 
of an emergency or disaster, maintains department-wide services to citizens in the 
event of a business disruption, and leads the Department’s Workplace Safety and 
Health program.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Enhanced and delivered training to Community Living disABILITY Services (CLDS) 
staff on adult protection investigations and the Adult Abuse Registry processes. 


 Implemented the complex case review process for CLDS.  


 Participated in creating a comprehensive family assessment tool that identifies the 
strengths and needs of families caring for children with disabilities in order to plan 
appropriate supports and services for families, in collaboration with the Disability 
Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division.   
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 Developed and launched the EIA investigations practice manual. 


 Developed and distributed the direct support provider manual. 


 Enhanced the delivery of the MANDT system®, which is an annual accredited staff 
development and training program. 


 Trained staff on the employment assessment tool that identifies the strengths and 
needs of EIA participants to move toward training and employment opportunities, in 
collaboration with Manitoba Jobs and the Economy. 


 Trained rural and northern staff in motivational interviewing to support EIA 
participants through to sustainable employment, in collaboration with Manitoba Jobs 
and the Economy. 


 Developed a training strategy and created a user manual on the Integrated Financial 
and Case Tracking system, in collaboration with the Disability Programs and Early 
Learning and Child Care Division. 


 Delivered a new initiative to train all staff on working with refugees, in collaboration 
with Manitoba Labour and Immigration. 


 Assisted Winnipeg Child and Family Services in developing a working alone protocol 
to monitor the safety of its family support worker staff.  


 Provided training for municipalities on emergency social services, coordinated 
emergency social services during the forest fires in Gillam, and coordinated support 
for municipalities when the natural gas pipeline exploded near Otterburne. 


09-2A Service Delivery Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


Exp. 


No. 
 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,176 29.00 2,192 (16) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 5,165  4,893 272 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 7,341  7,085 256 


 


Rural and Northern Services 


The Rural and Northern Services Branch delivers Children’s disABILITY Services, 
Community Living disABILITY Services, Residential Care Licensing, Early Learning and 
Child Care, Family Conciliation Services, Child and Family Services, Employment and 
Income Assistance (EIA) and marketAbilities to eligible Manitobans in rural and northern 
regions of the province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, Parkland, and Westman 
Regions).  


The Branch provides supports for Emergency Social Services and assistance to 
municipalities in the event of an emergency or disaster.  The Branch engages with rural 
and northern communities to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on needs, 
priorities, or issues related to service delivery.   
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Key Results Achieved 


 Introduced a new operational model to support EIA participants to move toward 
training and employment opportunities, in collaboration with Manitoba Jobs and the 
Economy.   


 Implemented motivational interviewing to support EIA participants through to 
sustainable employment, in collaboration with Manitoba Jobs and the Economy. 


 Completed a pilot project in Westman region of the Supports Intensity Scale that 
identifies the needs and supports of individuals with an intellectual disability to 
participate in community life, in collaboration with the Disability Programs and Early 
Learning and Child Care Division. 


 Piloted a project in Eastman and Westman regions to use a Comprehensive Family 
Assessment tool that identifies the strengths and needs of families caring for 
children with disabilities in order to plan appropriate supports and services for 
families, in collaboration with the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child 
Care Division. 


 Continued the multi-year implementation and staff training of the General Authority 
(GA) Practice Model, which supports the engagement of children and families when 
staff are assessing child protection concerns, and determining early intervention 
services and case plans.  The active engagement improves the effectiveness of 
case plans, increases safety, and enhances family satisfaction with services. 


 Developed the curriculum to train direct support providers on the GA Practice Model. 


 Trained all staff on the structured decision making safety assessment tool that helps 
social workers determine and document if a child may safely remain at home.  


 Hired an autism early intervention specialist in Westman region.  The autism early 
intervention team provides an enhanced level of service to families with children 
challenged by autism spectrum disorder.  The enhanced level of service leads to 
autism specific intervention and greater awareness. 


09-2B Rural and Northern Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 26,246 389.74 27,286 (1,040) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,166  4,524 (358) 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 30,412  31,810 (1,398) 


 


Winnipeg Services 


The Winnipeg Services Branch delivers Children’s disABILITY Services, Community 
Living disABILITY Services, Early Learning and Child Care, Employment and Income 
Assistance (EIA) and marketAbilities to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg in partnership 
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with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority.  Services are delivered in seven 
community areas.  The Branch is also responsible for Residential Care Licensing, the 
Provincial Special Needs Program, and Family Conciliation Services.   


The Branch provides supports for Emergency Social Services and assistance to the City 
of Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster.  The Branch engages 
communities across Winnipeg to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on 
needs, priorities, or issues related to service delivery.   


Key Results Achieved 


 Concluded planning of Access Winnipeg West and prepared to move the 
St. James-Assiniboia and Assiniboine South community area offices into the new 
site.  Began planning for new access centres in St. Boniface and Winnipeg South.   


 Participated in space and operational planning with Specialized Services for 
Children and Youth (SSCY) partners for the opening of the new integrated service 
centre. 


 Introduced a new operational model to support EIA participants to move toward 
training and employment opportunities, in collaboration with Manitoba Jobs and the 
Economy. 


 Participated in the design of a research project to test the effectiveness of 
motivational interviewing as a tool to support EIA participants through to sustainable 
employment, in collaboration with Manitoba Jobs and the Economy. 


 Strengthened the service model to support families caring for children with 
disabilities by developing new service models to support group programming for 
families. 


 Piloted a project to strengthen inclusion support programming in child care centres. 


 Piloted a new comprehensive assessment for services. 


 Created a framework to assess and standardize workload, in collaboration with 
Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division. 


09-2C Winnipeg Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 35,199 520.50 34,911 288 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,906  5,532 (626) 1 


Total Expenditures 40,105  40,443 (338)  


1.  The variance is primarily due to one-time cost savings resulting from relocating staff to Access NorWest and Access Winnipeg  
 West, and other operational cost savings due to the delay in filling vacancies. 
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Provincial Services 


The Provincial Services Branch administers income supplement benefits and housing 
subsidies throughout the province, including the Manitoba Child Benefit, 55 PLUS, 
RentAid, Tenant Specific Rent Supplement Program, School Tax Assistance for 
Tenants 55 Plus, RentAid Transition Bonus, Portable Housing Benefit and Child Care 
subsidy.  The Branch administers the delivery of Health Services benefits for 
Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants, children in care, and 
participants leaving EIA for employment.   


The Branch responds to citizen inquiries for general and program information about EIA.  
The Branch provides assessment and authorization for the Primary Caregiver Tax 
Credit Program to participants of the Community Living disABILITY Services Program 
and Children’s disABILITY Services. 


Key Results Achieved 


 Provided direct services to over 51,400 citizens across the province on matters 
related to child care subsidies, housing and income supplements. 


 Provided funding for health services for 58,200 EIA participants and children in care. 


 Processed approximately 56,953 claims for dental, optical, orthotic or chiropractic 
services for EIA participants and Rewarding Work Health Plan participants, and 
children in care.  


09-2D Provincial Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


Exp. 


No. 
 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,498 52.50 2,685 (187) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 537  616 (79) 


 
 


Total Expenditures 3,035  3,301 (266)  


Manitoba Developmental Centre 


The Manitoba Developmental Centre provides high quality long-term resident-centred 
care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with an intellectual disability.  
The Centre enhances the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Centre by 
focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality improvement.  The Centre 
provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in 
transitioning and maintaining residents who are discharged to the community, and 
explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the 
residents.  The Centre manages authorized fiscal resources.   
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Key Results Achieved 


 Provided high quality, long-term resident-centred care, supervision and 
developmental programs to an average daily population of 216 residents from all 
regions of Manitoba. 


 Received full accreditation status for a four-year period by the Council on 
Accreditation that evaluated the services provided at MDC and compared them to 
national standards. 


 Received a 2013 Manitoba Service Excellence Award in the Innovation category for 
the design and production of emergency evacuation blankets to safely evacuate 
non-ambulant residents down stairways. 


 Facilitated the effective transition of seven residents from the Centre to community 
placements.  There were no admissions to the Centre.   


 Increased the amount and type of training for MDC staff related to resident risk and 
safety. 


 Provided recreation and leisure services through Therapeutic Recreation Outreach 
Network (TRON) to approximately 200 adults with intellectual disabilities living in the 
Central Region.  The focus was to expand the number of social activities to help 
individuals maintain friendships and develop new ones.  Events were planned for 
MDC residents and TRON participants to engage in on-site musical activities, 
entertainment and parties. 


 Worked with post-secondary institutions to provide student practicum placements in 
the healthcare and healthcare administration fields. 


 Hosted 120 delegates at the Recreation Connections Manitoba provincial workshop 
that provided the opportunity for therapeutic recreation professionals from Manitoba 
agencies, personal care homes and community groups to network and share 
innovative ideas.  MDC staff shared their knowledge and expertise in sensory 
development and self-expression. 
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Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 


1996/97 to 2013/14 


Fiscal 
Year 


Opening 
Population 


Admissions Discharges 


Deaths 
Closing 


Population New Re-Admission Respite Community St. Amant 
Respite 
Ended 


1996/97 532 4 2 0 6 4 0 10 518 


1997/98 518 2 2 0 11 0 0 15 496 


1998/99 496 0 0 0 6 0 0 8 482 


1999/00 482 0 2 0 3 0 0 14 467 


2000/01 467 3 1 0 5 1 0 11 454 


2001/02 454 1 1 0 2 0 0 9 445 


2002/03 445 3 1 0 12 0 0 15 422 


2003/04 422 3 1 0 6 0 0 11 409 


2004/05 409 2 2 0 5 2 0 11 395 


2005/06 395 2 1 0 8 1 0 15 374 


2006/07 374 2 1 1 10 0 1 11 356 


2007/08 356 1 2 0 12 4 0 10 333 


2008/09 333 0 1 0 9 1 0 10 314 


2009/10 314 1 0 0 15 0 0 13 287 


2010/11 287 0 0 2 5 1 2 15 266 


2011/12 266 2 0 0 3 0 0 7 258 


2012/13 258 1 0 0 16 0 0 17 226 


2013/14 226 0 0 0 7 0 0 13 206 


09-2E Manitoba Developmental Centre  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,452 511.40 29,851 (399) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,510  2,832 (322) 


 
 


Less:  Recoverable from other  
           appropriations (277)  (312) 35  


Total Expenditures 31,685  32,371 (686)  


Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


The Winnipeg Child and Family Services (WCFS) Branch provides a comprehensive 
continuum of child protection, early intervention and family support services in Winnipeg 
in accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act.  The 
Branch provides protection services to children at risk of abuse or neglect as well as 
services to children in care including foster care, kinship care and specialized 
placement services.  The Branch provides preservation and reunification services to 
families in conjunction with the community to support children remaining safely with their 
families.  The Branch provides adoption and post-adoption services to children and 
families when reunification is no longer an option.   
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Key Results Achieved 


 Provided early intervention and protection services to 2,991 families and 5,829 
children throughout the year.  Ninety per cent (5,262) of the children received 
services while remaining safely at home.   


 Provided services to 986 new family cases (820 new intake family cases, 82 new 
intake abuse cases, 70 intake family enhancement cases, and 14 transfers). 


 Provided services to families, with an average length of service of approximately 
24 months.  Brief services were provided to 241 families and 534 families had their 
protection concerns resolved through the provision of services. 


 Continued the multi-year implementation and staff training of the General Authority 
(GA) Practice Model, which supports the engagement of children and families when 
staff are assessing child protection concerns and determining early intervention 
services and case plans.  The active engagement improves the effectiveness of 
case plans, increases safety, and enhances family satisfaction with services. 


 Introduced and trained all staff on the structured decision making safety assessment 
tool that helps social workers determine and document if a child may safely remain 
at home. 


 Received 3,414 requests for services through the Family Support program.   


 Provided support services to strengthen parental capacity and enhance family 
functioning to 1,273 families. 


 Provided protection and placement services to 567 children temporarily in care of 
the Branch and 568 children who are permanent wards.  Children from 111 families 
were made permanent wards.    


 Provided services to 602 adoptive applicants as of March 31, 2014.  Twenty four 
children were placed for adoption and 41 were placed on supervised adoption 
probation.   


 Focused on effectively supporting youth-in-care to transition to adulthood.  Extended 
care provided to youth who are permanent wards past the age of 18 in order to 
stabilize the transition and improve outcomes for these young adults.  Provided 
services to 148 young adults on extensions of care as of March 31, 2014. 


 Hosted quarterly “Age of Majority” celebrations for youth transitioning to adulthood to 
celebrate this significant milestone with their support network.   


 Developed a continuum of placement resources, which included 128 foster homes, 
72 specialized treatment foster homes and 225 kinship care homes.  Licensed 252 
foster homes for external agencies for use by all child and family service agencies. 


 Provided emergency placement resources for all child and family services through 
the operation of 57 emergency shelters with approximately 179 beds and 63 
emergency foster homes with approximately 213 beds.   







52 


 Provided emergency placements for approximately 1,485 children and youth; 
62 per cent of children were placed for less than 30 days, 14 per cent of children 
were placed for 31-60 days, 7 per cent of children were placed for 61-90 days, 
9 per cent of children were placed for 91-180 days, and 6 per cent of children 
required placement for over 181 days. 


09-2F Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 20,752 284.45 19,367 1,385 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 1,807  2,400 (593) 


 
1 


Total Expenditures 22,559  21,767 792  


1. The variance is primarily due to delayed renovations and other operating expenditure savings. 
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Disability Programs and  


Early Learning and Child Care Division 


The Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division provides policy 
coordination, program direction, funding and statistical information for the Department’s 
programs that support persons with disabilities, early learning and child care, and family 
violence prevention.  It also administers the substitute decision-making provisions of 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act.  The Division provides 
centralized services in the areas of program and financial management, development of 
policy and strategic initiatives, legislation, and information systems and business 
support services.  


The Division includes the following areas: 


 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
 Disability Programs 
 Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
 Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 
 Family Violence Prevention Program 
 Finance and Administration 


Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Strategic Initiatives and Program Support provides leadership, coordination, direction 
and support for the Division’s programs.  The Branch provides central program and 
policy direction, program analysis and policy development.  It is responsible for the 
coordination and preparation of divisional responses to requests made under The 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.  The Branch develops pilot 
projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for program participants.  The 
Branch also helps to ensure fiscal and program accountability by providing financial 
management services and business support services for the adults and childrens 
information management systems.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to 
programs in the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division.  


 Represented the Division on a variety of intergovernmental, interdepartmental and 
intersectoral working groups and committees.  


 Administered a training fund on behalf of Community Living disABILITY Services 
that helps to build skills and professional qualifications of service providers.  


 Participated in strategic planning and performance management activities for the 
Division.  


 Provided business support services for the Integrated Financial and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) computer system, an information management system for participant and 
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financial tracking for Community Living disABILITY Services, Children’s disABILITY 
Services and the Provincial Special Needs Program.   


 Participated in program and policy development for the Manitoba Developmental 
Centre. 


09-3A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,420 20.00 1,596 (176) 


 
 


 
Other Expenditures 440  384 56 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 1,860  1,980 (120) 


 
 


Disability Programs 


Disability Programs is responsible for program and policy development, financial 
management and oversight of programs for adults with intellectual disabilities and 
children with developmental and/or physical disabilities.  The Branch provides 
leadership and support to Community Service Delivery Division staff, external agencies 
and other service partners.  The Branch’s work promotes effective and efficient program 
administrative practices in the delivery of support services for adults and children and 
ensures that appropriate services are delivered through a quality assurance framework.   


Disability Programs interprets policy and legislation for government and 
non-government service providers, and develops and revises policies and programs in a 
manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, ongoing changes in other programs, 
the socio-economic environment and the community as a whole.  The Branch monitors 
and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
needs of participants.  The Branch also maintains the Adult Abuse Registry, in 
accordance with the provisions of The Adult Abuse Registry Act.   


The Branch is divided into the following areas: 


 Community Living disABILITY Services 
 Children's disABILITY Services 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 


Community Living disABILITY Services (CLDS) offers a range of services aimed at 
supporting adults with intellectual disabilities live and participate in a community setting.  
CLDS is responsible for reviewing and developing policies associated with Day 
Services, Residential Services, Support Services and Residential Care Licensing.  


Residential Services includes funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults 
with intellectual disabilities live in the community.  Funding for Day Services supports 
the delivery of a number of day time service options including supported employment 
and follow-up services; services with a vocational focus; and, individualized 
development services.    
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Additional supports available to individuals may also include transportation between 
residential and day programs, respite, crisis intervention, and clinical services. 


CLDS also provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of 
adults with intellectual disabilities, mental health disorders, or who require care due to 
cognitive impairment or frailty related to aging and who reside in community residential 
care facilities. 


Key Results Achieved 


 Provided supports and services that are responsive to the needs of adults with 
intellectual disabilities and their families.  These supports enabled 5,672 adults with 
intellectual disabilities to safely live and participate as full and active members of 
their communities.  


 Inspected 216 licensed adult residential care facilities, with a total of 1,341 bed 
spaces to ensure continued compliance with standards.  Staff also provided 
consultation, support and policy interpretation to designated licensing authorities.  
Designated authorities issued 1,080 letters of approval for homes with three beds or 
fewer, representing a total of 2,054 bed spaces. 


 Supported the service providers who deliver residential services to approximately 
3,763 adults with an intellectual disability. 


 Supported the service providers who deliver day services to approximately 3,370 
adults with an intellectual disability. 


 Administered respite services to the primary caregivers (family) of approximately 
1,244 adults with an intellectual disability.   


 Worked on strategic redevelopment initiatives to improve accountability and build a 
foundation for the long-term sustainability of the program.  This includes a review of 
the CLDS funding model for residential services and a review of agency delivered 
day services.  


 Adopted the Supports Intensity Scale (SIS) as a standardized method of assessing 
the support needs of individuals with an intellectual disability.  The SIS will help 
ensure that the CLDS service delivery system is quality-focused, equitable, 
consistent and sustainable. 


 Sponsored approximately 3,640 staff in service provider organizations to attend 
training and other educational events in critical areas such as Non-Violent Crisis 
Intervention, First Aid, principles of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act, protection from abuse and neglect and accredited certificate and 
diploma level education programs.  CLDS continues to collaborate with the 
Community Service Delivery Division in the design and delivery of training.  


 Managed the Provincial Special Needs Program, in partnership with Manitoba 
Health, Healthy Living and Seniors, and Manitoba Justice, for individuals who 
present a serious risk to themselves or the community, but who would not otherwise 
be eligible for CLDS or Community Mental Health Services.  The Program provided 
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services to 162 participants, 132 of whom received program funding and 30 who 
received case management support.  


 Continued to implement the Life Safety Initiative, a strategy to increase the life safety 
of individuals and staff, by providing funding for sprinkler installation and other health 
and safety related equipment in residential and day program settings. 


 


Community Living disABILITY Services 
Total Active Caseload by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 
2011/12 


Active Files 
2012/13 


Active Files 
2013/14 


Active Files 


Winnipeg 2,902 3,076 3,232 


Eastman 522 529 497 


Interlake 346 368 420 


Central 548 547 577 


Westman 571 593 594 


Parkland 220 216 220 


Northern 118 121 132 


Total 5,227 5,450 5,672 


 
 


Community Living disABILITY Services 
Total Active Caseload by Age Group 
as at March 31 


Age Group 18-21 22-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66+ Total 


Caseload 1,046 799 1,202 832 841 633 319 5,672 


 
 


Community Living disABILITY Services 
Number of Individuals on Caseload Receiving Funded Services by Type of Service* 


Funded Service Type 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


Residential Services 3,402 3,633 3,763 


Respite 1,077 1,163 1,244 


Day Services 3,258 3,312 3,370 


Transportation Services 2,796 2,901 2,959 


Crisis Intervention 156 130 153 


In the Company of Friends 65 64 65 


* Individuals may receive more than one type of service. 


 
 


Age of Majority and Transitional Youth Accessing Services 
as at March 31 


 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


Age of Majority Youth Accessing Residential Services
1
 51 46 49 


Transitional Youth Accessing Day Services
2
 135 156 135 


1
 Age of Majority Youth at least 18 years of age, accessing residential services before March 31. 


2
 Transitional youth are eligible for day services on or after July 2


nd
 in the calendar year in which they turn 21 years of age.   
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Residential Services 
Number of Individuals on Caseload Receiving Funded Services by Residential Subservice Type* 
as at March 31 


Residential Subservice Type 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


Agency Care Facility 1,975 2,035 2,119 


Agency Managed Host Family Home 60 56 62 


Private Host Family Home 465 490 504 


Independent Living with Supports  855 956 998 


Agency Supports in Family Home 437 463 479 


Other Residential Supports  
(Specialized Supplies and Equipment) 


248 278 238 


* Individuals may be funded for more than one type of residential subservice during the year. 


 
 


Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 


 
2011/12 


Facilities/Beds 
2012/13 


Facilities/Beds 
2013/14 


Facilities/Beds 


Licensed 210 1,310 211 1,322 216 1,341 


Approved 1,020 1,898 1,019 1,936 1,080 2,054 


Total 1,230   3,208 1,230 3,258 1,296 3,395 


 
 


Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 
as at March 31 


 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Winnipeg 0 
62 24 12 9 14 121 


Eastman 0 8 2 0 15 2 27 


Interlake 0 6 2 3 2 7 20 


Central 0 3 1 7 5 2 18 


Westman 0 13 2 15 7 3 40 


Parkland 0 0 0 1 4 1 6 


Northern 0 1 0 0 1 1 3 


MDC 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 


Total 0 93 31 40 43 30 237 


* Neglect means an act or omission whether intentional or unintentional likely to cause death or that causes, or is reasonably  
likely to cause, serious physical or psychological harm to a vulnerable person, or significant loss to his or her property. 
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Annual Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 
as at March 31 
 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 256 243 237 


Referred to Police or RCMP 59 26 31 


Person Charged under the Criminal Code 4 0 1 


Person charged under The Vulnerable Persons 
Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA)* 


-- 1 1 


*Amendments to the VPA proclaimed August 15, 2011, created new offences for which individuals could be charged under the Act.  


 


Children’s disABILITY Services 


Children’s disABILITY Services (CDS) is responsible for policy and program 
development to support children with disabilities, their families and caregivers.  It is a 
non-statutory, voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, adoptive and 
extended families caring for children who have developmental and/or lifelong physical 
disabilities.  Services and supports are intended to strengthen families and reduce 
stress so that costly out-of-home placement is prevented or delayed. 


CDS provides families with a variety of supports that reflect the unique circumstances of 
each family and the needs of their child.  Staff use a family-centred approach to assist 
families with identifying and accessing the formal and informal resources they require.  
These supports include individualized services such as respite care, child development, 
supplies, equipment, transportation and home/vehicle modifications.   


In collaboration with the departments of Health, Education and Advanced Learning, and 
the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, CDS provides policy direction and financial support 
for the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), which includes children’s occupational 
therapy, physiotherapy, speech and language therapy and audiology services.  The 
approach delivers children's therapies more effectively and efficiently through increased 
collaboration between stakeholders, and is more responsive to children’s individual 
needs.  Therapy services are delivered through the Regional Health Authorities, school 
divisions and service agencies.   


The Outreach Therapy for Children program is part of the Department’s contribution to 
the broader CTI, and is delivered as a joint venture by the Society for Manitobans with 
Disabilities, the Rehabilitation Centre for Children, and St. Amant.  Therapists work with 
the child’s parents or caregivers so that they become the primary provider of therapy 
services and are able to integrate the therapy into the child’s and the family’s daily 
routines. 
 
CDS also funds early intervention autism services.  St. Amant Autism Programs deliver 
Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) services, an early intensive behavioural 
intervention for young children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD).  ABA 
is delivered by St. Amant in partnership with Manitoba Families for Effective Autism 
Treatment.  Autism Outreach is a consultative service delivered in both Winnipeg and 
rural Manitoba by Early Intervention Autism Specialists, in collaboration with Child 
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Development staff.  Autism Outreach provides families with a play-based, child-led and 
flexible model of supports for their preschool children with ASD.     


Key Results Achieved 


 Played a lead role in promoting the development and delivery of appropriate 
services for children with disabilities through collaboration and consultation with 
programs involved in serving children and families, including the Healthy Child 
Manitoba Office; the Child Protection Branch; Manitoba Early Learning and Child 
Care; Manitoba Education and Advanced Learning; Manitoba Health; and Manitoba 
Healthy Living and Seniors. 


 Provided funding for external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as 
augmentative and adaptive communication devices, auditory-verbal therapy, clinical 
outreach and assistive technology clinics in rural settings.  Funded non-government 
agencies include: the Society for Manitobans with Disabilities; Rehabilitation Centre 
for Children; St. Amant; Community Respite Services; Central Speech and Hearing 
Clinic; Open Access Resource Centre; and Canadian National Institute for the Blind.  


 Provided funding and support for the delivery of individualized services to 5,040 
children and their families in 2013/14.  


 Provided ongoing funding support to regional CTIs, with an estimated 46,000 
children served across the province in 2013/14. 


 Provided funding for ABA programs.  In 2013/14, St. Amant Autism Programs served 
227 children: 118 in the Early Learning Program; and 109 in the School-Age 
Learning Program through a combination of home, school and child care 
centre-based therapy.  


Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System 
Number of Children Served by Region 


Region 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


Winnipeg 2,545 2,723 2,841 


Eastman 478 530 519 
Interlake 286 303 299 


Central  536 557 516 


Westman 495 483 491 


Parkland 178 156 166 


Northern 208 189 208 


URIS Group A* 42 -- -- 


Total 4,768 4,941 5,040 


* As of 2012/13, children with complex medical needs (URIS Group A) are included in the regional reporting figures and not as a 
 separate group.  
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ABA Programs 
Number of Children Served  


 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


Early Learning Program 
School-Age Learning Program 


 
122 


92 
110 
99 


118 
109 


 


09-3B Disability Programs 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,300 15.50 1,247 53 


 
 


 
Other Expenditures 149  217 (68) 1 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 313,370  302,674 10,696 2 
 
Children's disABILITY Services 27,870  28,076 (206)  
 
Total Expenditures 342,689  332,214 10,475  


*  The 2013/14 Esitmate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates as well as allocations from an Enabling 
   Appropriation. 


1. The variance is primarily attributed to lower than expected operating costs. 
2. The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care and day services. 


Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 


The Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner (VPCO) ensures that the rights of 
individuals with intellectual disabilities to make decisions affecting their lives are 
respected and protected through the implementation of the substitute decision making 
provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA).  The 
VPCO develops and implements policies related to the substitute decision making 
provisions of the VPA; conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of 
substitute decision makers (SDMs); makes decisions on applications and where 
warranted, appoints SDMs; maintains a register of SDMs; provides advice, consultation 
and training on the SDM provisions of the VPA; and provides information to vulnerable 
persons, their families and the general public.  The VPCO carries out its statutory duties 
independently and at arms-length from the Department.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Made decisions on: 


-  123 applications for the appointment of an SDM for a vulnerable person 


-  42 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a vulnerable 
person 


-  45 applications requesting changes during the term of SDM appointments 


 Issued nine reasons for decision.  
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 Maintained a register of SDM appointments for 1,804 vulnerable persons. 


 Reviewed and monitored financial reports of 562 family members and friends who 
are SDMs for property for vulnerable persons.  


 Conducted reviews of 437 vulnerable persons whose appointment of an SDM was 
expiring, to determine if the appointment should be renewed. 


 Continued to review, update and implement informational resources related to the 
substitute decision making processes. 


 Provided orientation, training, or informational presentations to approximately 75 
family, agency and community service workers, panel members, and other 
interested parties. 


09-3C Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


Expl. 


No. 
 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 411 5.00 500 (89) 1 
 
Other Expenditures  82  107 (25) 2 
 
Total Expenditures 493  607 (114) 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily attributed to vacancy management. 
2. The variance is primarily attributable to lower than anticipated operating costs. 


Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 


Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care oversees the operation of child care in the 
province to ensure safe, accessible, affordable, high-quality early learning and child 
care (ELCC) that supports the positive development of children and their families.  The 
Branch develops legislation, regulations, best practices, policies, procedures and new 
initiatives, and makes recommendations regarding multi-year planning.  It has legislative 
responsibility for The Community Child Care Standards Act, monitors compliance and 
provides funding, program and administrative support to almost 1,100 community-based 
ELCC facilities.   


The Branch oversees the Subsidy Program, which provides financial assistance to 
eligible families, and administers operating, capital and training grants for eligible  
facilities.  It classifies all Child Care Assistants (CCAs) and Early Childhood Educators 
(ECEs) working in licensed centres and provides competency-based assessment and 
recognition programs to enable Child Care Assistants and internationally educated 
individuals to obtain an ECE II classification.  The Branch maintains a province-wide 
Online Child Care Registry that helps parents locate ELCC facilities and register their 
children on multiple waitlists at one time.  It provides support for facilities caring for 
children with additional support needs.  It administers capital funding for the 
construction or expansion of child care centres.  The Branch also maintains the Child 
Care Online system, used by parents, licensed child care facilities and departmental 
staff, to support the operations of the child care system.   
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Key Results Achieved 


 Concluded Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and 
Child Care, which was announced on April 28, 2008.  


 Undertook a provincial consultation on ELCC in the fall of 2013, and gathered input 
from families, the workforce, students and key stakeholders through in-person 
forums and online feedback to support the development of options and 
recommendations for the next multi-year plan for ELCC. 


 Stabilized and developed the ELCC system through the following initiatives related 
to affordability, accessibility and universality, quality – workforce and learning 
environments. 


Affordability 


 Provided funding for the Subsidy Program to support an estimated 8,614 children in 
subsidized child care in every four-week period. 


 Increased parent fees by no more than $1.00 per day in July 2013 while continuing 
to maintain the second lowest regulated parent fees in Canada.  


 Provided increases to operating grants for non-profit child care centres, and family 
and group child care home providers. 


Accessibility and Universality 


 Funded an additional 359 centre spaces with an emphasis on infant and preschool 
spaces. 


 Provided enhanced funding for designated nursery school spaces, which reduces 
parent fees to $5 per session with full subsidies for qualifying families, and provides 
additional resources for higher program quality.  


 Provided funding for nursery school subsidies to support access for more low- and 
middle-income families, including families not working or going to school, and those 
with a stay-at-home parent. 


 Provided supports to ensure the inclusion of children with additional support needs 
in licensed ELCC settings. 


 Provided parents with convenient online access to register for licensed child care on 
the Online Child Care Registry (OCCR).  At March 31, 2014, more than 7,500 
placements have been made using the OCCR since its launch. 


Quality – Workforce 


 Assisted facilities in raising the wages of ECEs through the Wage Adjustment Fund.  


 Supported a stronger child care workforce through increased operating grant funding 
and parent fees to increase wages.   
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 Provided funding for pension plans and retirement supports for child care workers and 
completed a two-year plan to reimburse half of employees' eligible contributions to 
their centre’s pension plan.  


 Provided funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign.  


 Worked with Manitoba Education and Advanced Learning to support the enrolment 
of students in approved ECE training programs.  Provided funding for two additional 
workplace training cohorts at Assiniboine Community College and Université de 
Saint-Boniface. 


 Provided funding for training supports including tuition grants (Forgivable Loan 
Program) and staff replacement grants (Substitute Grant Program) in support of 
students in full-time day and workplace ECE diploma programs.  


 Provided a $350 training grant for family child care providers and CCAs who 
successfully completed an approved 40-hour course in a recognized ECE training 
program, and for ECE IIs seeking to upgrade their classification to the ECE III level. 


 Provided funding for the Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to 
return to the field. 


 Offered the Early Childhood Educator: Internationally Educated Qualifications 
program and competency-based training programs to enable child care assistants 
with previous education to upgrade their classification to an ECE II. 


 Provided funding for the Family Choices Scholarship Fund as an incentive for high 
school graduates in areas with the greatest labour shortage. 


Quality – Learning Environments 


 Worked with centres to improve program quality including the use of quality 
assessment tools for infant and preschool programs. 


 Worked with preschool centres and nursery schools to develop their curriculum 
statements using the regulatory requirement for Manitoba’s ELCC Curriculum 
Framework for Infant Programs, which came into force July 1, 2013.  


 Offered workshops and networking sessions throughout the province to support staff 
as they worked towards a curriculum statement for infant programs. 


 Provided grants to 441 non-profit licensed child care centres and homes to support 
the inclusion of 1,478 children with additional support needs. 


 Began a review of funding policies and procedures for the Inclusion Support 
Program for children with additional support needs. 


 Supported the development of child care centres in schools and on school property 
as a first choice location for ELCC.  Capital fund priority is given to the development 
of these spaces to encourage strong partnerships between schools and ELCC 
centres, and to promote early childhood development.   
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 Worked in partnership with Public Schools Finance Board on the planning and 
development of child care centres included as part of the construction of new 
schools. 


 Provided capital investments for previously approved child care centres not located 
in schools, including construction and renovation costs up to a maximum of 
$400,000 for each project. 


 Provided ongoing support to ensure compliance with the legislated Child Care 
Safety Charter, and to help new facilities develop safety plans and codes of conduct. 


 Offered board governance training sessions to strengthen parental stewardship 
through a partnership with the Department’s Agency Accountability and Support 
Unit.  


 Funded one board governance initiative to develop an alternative governance model 
that is effective and responsive to communities and families. 


 Provided reliable funding for small ELCC centres located in rural and northern 
Manitoba to support their sustainability and wages for ECEs. 


 Provided funding to partner with Family Dynamics on initiatives and activities to 
support the further development of quality ELCC services.  


 Launched the Director Mentorship Pilot Project to enhance the leadership abilities of 
individual child care centre administrators. 


Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 


 2012/13 2013/14 


Centres No. of Centres No. of Spaces No. of Centres No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  610 25,954 614 26,313 


Unfunded Non-Profit 13 1,161 18 1,585 


Commercial 30 1,465 34 1,604 


Total 653 28,580 666 29,502 


 2012/13 2013/14 


Homes No. of Homes No. of Spaces No. of Homes No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 323 2,283 312 2,200 


Unfunded  100 771 114 853 


Total 423 3,054 426 3,053 
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Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2014 


 Centres Homes Total 


Region 


 
No. of 


Centres 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 
Homes 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 


Facilities 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


Winnipeg 357 17,791 159 1,092 516 18,883 


Westman 81 2,325 57 426 138 2,751 


Eastman 48 1,957 24 158 72 2,115 


Central 49 1,670 8 55 57 1,725 


Interlake 29 920 42 305 71 1,225 


Parkland 27 746 15 106 42 852 


Northern 23 904 7 58 30 962 


Total 614 26,313 312 2,200 926 28,513 


 
 


Commercial Centres 
as of March 31, 2014 


Region Total No. of Facilities Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 28 1,453 


Other Regions 6 151 


Total 34 1,604 


 
 


Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2013/14 


 
Facilities 


Number of  
Licensing Orders* 


Licence 
Suspensions/Refusals 


Non-profit centres 


Commercial centres 


Homes 


6 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


Total 7 0 


*  A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Care Standards Act when serious violations of licensing  
   regulations occur and corrective action must be ordered 
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09-3D Early Learning and Child Care 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,336 33.50 2,378 (42)  
 
Other Expenditures 977  1,409 (432) 1 
 
Financial Assistance and Grants 139,436  143,388 (3,952) 2 
 
Total Expenditures 142,749  147,175 (4,426)  


1. The variance is primarily due to lower than anticipated principal and interest costs for In-Schools capital projects and lower than 
projected costs for postage, printing, legal services and Information Technology. 


2. The variance is primarily due to timing and progress of various capital projects. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE 
 


 2012/13 2013/14 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 


Total number of program sites: 1,076 1,092 


 number of child care centres 653 666 


 number of child care homes 423 426 


Program capacity (spaces) 31,634 32,555 


 spaces for preschool children 21,108 21,778 


 spaces for school age children 10,526 10,777 


 change in program capacity (spaces) +1,020 +921 


 change in program capacity (%) +3.3%  + 2.9% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years1 188,800 188,700 


 preschool children (0 to 5 years) 90,700 89,400 


 school age children (6 to 12 years) 98,100 99,300 


Percentage of Manitoba  
children for whom there was a regulated space 16.8% 17.3% 


 preschool children (0 to 5 years) 23.3% 24.4% 


 school age children (6 to 12 years) 10.7% 10.9% 


AFFORDABILITY 


Total number of newly 
funded child care spaces in centres2 970 359 


 spaces for preschool children 875 338 


 spaces for school age children 95 21 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based)
 3 


 infant $29.00 $30.00 
 preschool $19.80 $20.80 
 school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.95 $10.30 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based)
 3 


 infant $21.30 $22.20 


 preschool $17.30 $18.20 


 school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.95 $10.30 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $  2.00 $  2.00 


Average number of children receiving subsidized child 
care per 4-week period 8,741 8,614 


Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 


 one parent, one preschool child 


- full subsidy up to $16,420 $16,420 
- partial subsidy up to $28,354 $28,874 


 two parents, two preschool children 


- full subsidy up to $22,504 $22,504 
- partial subsidy up to $46,372 $47,412 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 


 infant space $10,140 $10,595 


 preschool space $3,692 $3,791 


 school age space $1,407 $1,479 


 nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $   466 $   480 
Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through parent 
fees and operating grants per space)


 4
 $   272 $   283 


1   
Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey.  Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the 
Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in institutions.  Labour Force estimates are based on population data from the 2006 
Census. 


2   
Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces. 


3   
Maximum daily parent fees were increased effective July 1, 2012 and July 7, 2013. 


4   
Unit funding rate increase to $283 was effective July 7, 2013.  
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 2012/13 2013/14 
Parent fees as percentage of annual centre 
revenue


5
 


 infant space 43% 42% 


 preschool space 58% 59% 


   school age space 70% 70% 


Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 


 infant space $1,721 $1,766 


 preschool space $1,111 $1,161 


 school age space  $   668 $702 


QUALITY 


Regulated ratios (centre based) 


 infant  1:4 1:4 


 preschool  1:8 1:8 


 nursery school  1:10 1:10 


 school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  


 infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 


 school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within first year 
of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-
hour course 


Minimum training requirement for family child care 
licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-
hour course 


Centre staff by classification 


 Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for classification) 1,726 1,829 


 Number of ECE IIIs (post-diploma education required for 
classification) 


985 990 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as  ECE II or ECE III 


 number of enhanced homes 76 73 


 number of enhanced home spaces 559 540 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs
6
 +4.5% +4.0% 


Change in income for FCC licensees  +4.39% +4.29% 


Percentage of centres that are non-profit7
 95% 95% 


Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 95% 95% 


Number of children served under the Inclusion Support 
Program  1,510 1,478 


Percentage of facilities participating in the 
Inclusion Support Program 


 Centres 63% 60% 


 Homes 12% 10% 
5   


Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of eligible 
families. 


6   
Based on salary analysis of ECE IIs in funded full-time centres. 


7   
Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community 
Studies, August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care 
environments. 
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Family Violence Prevention Program 


The objectives of the Family Violence Prevention Program (FVPP) are to promote the 
elimination of family violence by providing program and administrative support to 
community-based agencies that offer a wide continuum of services across the province, 
and to change societal attitudes about issues related to family violence through public 
education and training. 


In 2013/14, the Program provided over $13 million to 37 community-based programs 
(implemented by 33 agencies) that offer services to women, men and children affected 
by family violence.  Funded agencies and programs include: 


Women’s Resource Centres 


Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and 
referral, outreach and support groups to women affected by family violence as well as 
educational programs, volunteer training and community development activities.  
Children’s programming for those affected by family violence is also available.  They 
are: 


- Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
- North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
- Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
- Snow Lake Centre on Family Violence Inc. 
- Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc.  
- The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
- Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 


Women’s Shelters 


Ten Women’s Shelters provide safe, emergency accommodations and supportive 
counselling to women and their children who have experienced family violence.  They 
are: 


- Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
- Nova House Inc. 
- Osborne House Inc. 
- Parkland Crisis Centre Inc.  
- Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
- South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
- The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
- Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon  
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Information/Crisis Lines 


A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers information and 
support 24-hours per day, 7 days per week, to individuals seeking assistance due to 
violence in their families or in the families of someone they are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Programs 


Four Residential Second-Stage Programs offer safe, protective, affordable long-term 
housing and services for women leaving abusive relationships.  These programs also 
provide individual and group counselling, parenting support and information.  Children’s 
counselling is also available.  They are: 


- Alpha House Project Inc. 
- L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
- Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
- Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H.  


Specialized Programs 


Fourteen specialized programs offer a variety of unique services to those affected by 
family violence, as well as training and public education.  These programs include legal 
assistance for women, immigrant women’s counselling, couples counselling, children’s 
supervised access programs, services to women and men who are survivors of 
childhood and/or adolescent sexual abuse, programs for men with abusive behaviours 
and for men (and their children) who are leaving abusive relationships, an Aboriginal 
program for youth and families, education for youth about healthy relationships, as well 
as clinical consultation and training.  They are: 


- Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
- Family Violence Counselling Program - NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service -  


   NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- The Laurel Centre Inc. 
- Men Are Part of the Solution Inc. (MAPS) 
- Couples Counselling Project - University of Manitoba 
- Men’s Resource Centre - The Laurel Centre 
- Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
- Brandon Access/Exchange Services 
- Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
- Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
- Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 
- Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre Inc. (SADI) 


Key Results Achieved 


 Partnered in the implementation of Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic Violence 
Prevention Strategy to ensure that all programs funded by the Department follow the 
directions outlined in the Strategy.  As part of the Strategy, all funded agencies   
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received a 3 per cent increase on base salaries (effective October 1, 2013), and two 
agencies (the Men’s Resource Centre in Winnipeg and The Women’s Resource 
Centre in Brandon) received increased funding in support of enhanced programming. 
In addition, a 2.5 per cent increase to the per diem rate (effective October 1, 2013) 
benefited all shelters and women’s resource centres with residential programs.  


 Helped to organize the two-day Manitoba First Nations Family Violence Prevention 
Third Annual Circling Buffalo Conference.  Participants included approximately 120 
mostly Aboriginal people from across the Province who work with family violence 
prevention initiatives.  Information on family violence prevention was available at the 
FVPP kiosk. 


 In partnership with Manitoba Status of Women and Manitoba Justice, provided family 
violence training to workplaces in the private and public sector under the Workplace 
Initiative to Support Employees (WISE) on Family Violence.  Over 850 participants 
have received training since 2009 and 54 individuals took part in five sessions held in 
2013/14. 


 Provided Family/Domestic Violence Training to front-line staff in the Child and Family 
Services and Community Service Delivery divisions.  To date, approximately 
500 front-line staff have received training.  FVPP also continued to offer specialized 
Interpersonal Violence and Technology Training across the Province.  In 2013/14, 
71 individuals took part in four sessions.   


 As an Interpersonal Violence and Technology Network partner, organized a two-day 
Interpersonal Violence and Technology Conference to raise awareness about the 
effects of victimization through the use of technology.  The conference was attended 
by 132 professionals working in the fields of justice, law enforcement, education and 
community development. 


 Worked with the Agency Accountability and Support Unit (AASU) to revise and renew 
Service Purchase Agreements for all FVPP-funded agencies in a timely manner.  
FVPP also updated program and policy materials such as the Standards Manual to 
be consistent with the expanded mandate as set forth in Manitoba’s Multi-Year 
Domestic Violence Prevention Strategy.  This expansion broadened the mandate of 
funded agencies to serve those not only affected by intimate partner violence, but 
more broadly, by family violence.  


 Conducted ongoing monitoring for funding accountability and service quality of 
FVPP-funded agencies through annual site visits, Agency Program Consultations 
and Agency Adherence Reviews. 


 Provided clinical consultation to assist FVPP agencies with complex client cases 
(327 consultations; 186 consultation hours in 2013/14).  The consultant also provided 
on-site counselling-related training (10 participants attended 1 session in 2013/14).  


 Late in 2013/14, two additional clinical consultants were secured to provide services 
in the Brandon area.    
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 Participated on a variety of community, research and government committees to 
network, share information and develop policy and best practices in the area of family 
violence prevention.   


Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 


 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 
 


Women 
Information and Referral 
Counselling Clients 
 


Children’s Counselling 


 


 
40,009 
1,117 


 


201 


 


 
32,136


*
 


1,069 
 


151 


 


 
31,262 


999 
 


139 
 


Total 41,327 33,356 32,400 


*  The drop in Information and Referral is primarily attributable to more diligent reporting of calls received by Women’s Resource  
Centres. 


 
Number of Individual Counselling Sessions – Women’s Resource Centres 


 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


 


Women  
Children 


 


5,155 
948 


 


5,172 
881 


 


5,514 
861 


 


Total 
 


6,103 
 


6,053 
 


6,375 


 
 


Number of Residential Bednights* - Women's Shelter Services 


Type of Agency 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


 


Shelters 
Women’s Resource Centres 


 


39,242 
3,204 


 


36,144 
2,558 


 


40,770 
2,376 


 


Total 
 


42,446 
 


38,702 
 


43,146 


*    A bednight is a unit of measure used to indicate one night of accommodation provided by an agency to one individual. 
For example, one woman and one child staying for one week’s accommodation equals 14 bednights. 


 
Number of Clients Served by Shelters 


 
Type of Service 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/131 


 
2013/14 


 
Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential 
   Non-residential 
 
Children’s Counselling2 
 
Follow-Up Counselling3 


 
 


1,399 
739 


 
1,648 


 
628 


 
 


1,284 
544 


 
1,400 


 
581 


 
 


1,350 
342 


 
1,404 


 
469 


 
Total 


 
4,414 


 
3,809 


 
3,565 


1.
  Differs from 2012/13 annual report due to revised statistics provided by an agency. 


2.
  Includes residential and non-residential services. 


3.
  Includes follow-up counselling for women and children.   
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Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 


 
Agency 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
2013/14 


 
Winnipeg Shelters* 
Rural Shelters 


 
5,739 
6,060 


 


 
6,887 
5,788 


 


 
6,683 
5,553 


 


 
Total 


 
11,799 


 
12,675 


 
12,236 


*  Winnipeg shelters include Osborne House and Ikwe Widdjiitiwin.  


 
 
Number of Clients Served by Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 


 
Type of Program 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
2013/14 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
235 
151 


 
192 
166 


 
154 
161 


 
Total 


 
386 


 
358 


 
315 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 


 
 
Number of Residential Bednights* for Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 


 
Type of Program 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
2013/14 


 
Interim Housing** 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
21,157 
20,098 


 
16,771 
22,350 


 
14,935 
24,012 


 
Total 


 
41,255 


 
39,121 


 
38,947 


*   A bednight is a unit of measure used to indicate one night of accommodation provided by an agency to one individual. 
For example, one woman and one child staying for one week’s accommodation equals 14 bednights. 


**  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing.  


 
 
Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 


 
 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
2013/14 


    
Urban Support  
Specialized  


1,624 
1,211 


2,123* 
1,515 


1,713 
1,361 


 
Total 2,835 3,638 3,074 


*  Differs from 2012/13 annual report due to revised statistics provided by an agency. 
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History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000s)  


Category 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 


 
Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


 
$5,368 


68 
782 
986 


 
$5,399 


44 
800 
950 


 
$5,459 


47 
767 


1,041 
Shelter Sub-Total 
 
Second Stage 
Urban Support Program 
Women's Resource Centres 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 


7,204 
 


555 
          1,343 


1,744 
1,110 


7,193 
 


558 
1,392 
1,755 
1,094 


7,314 
 


565 
1,738 
1,794 


834 


Total $11,956 $11,992 $12,245 


 


09-3E Family Violence Prevention 


 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 620 8.00 576 44  
 
 Other Expenditures 238  93 145 1 
 
 External Agencies 12,245  12,932 (687)  
 
 Total Expenditures 13,103  13,601 (498)  


1. The variance is primarily attributable to higher than anticipated costs for legal services. 
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Child and Family Services Division 


The Child and Family Services Division is responsible for two branches: Strategic 
Initiatives and Program Support and Child Protection.   


The Division’s objectives are to provide central program, policy management (including 
data analytics) and evaluation for Child and Family Services programs including Family 
Conciliation Services; provide policy, program and administrative direction and support 
for services to children in care; provide child protection and adoption services to 
communities and families in accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The 
Child and Family Services Authorities Act, and The Adoption Act, which are delivered 
and managed by four child and family services authorities and their mandated agencies 
(as well, there are specialized services delivered by other agencies), and to provide 
funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of 24 community-based 
agencies offering services to at risk children and families. 


Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


The Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch (SIPS) coordinates strategic 
divisional and program initiatives across the Division, and in cooperation with other key 
departments.  The Branch provides support to the Assistant Deputy Minister and 
provides central program, funding and policy support for the Division and the programs 
and services delivered within the Division including Family Conciliation Services.  The 
Branch also coordinates the implementation of major new initiatives, supports 
collaboration among the branches, programs and services in the Division, other 
divisions within the Department and other key departments, and coordinates long-term 
strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within the Department and across 
government.   


The Branch helps to ensure fiscal and program accountability by assisting branches, 
programs and services to manage financial resources and business relationships with 
agencies.  It provides recommendations on legislative changes to support government 
initiatives and priorities.  The Branch also supports the continuous improvement of 
divisional programs and services by conducting program evaluations, participating in 
quality assurance reviews, and providing advice to the branches, programs and 
services, and funded organizations on how to incorporate best practice approaches into 
service delivery.  


Key Results Achieved 


 Oversaw and assisted with the continued stabilization of the Child and Family 
Services system consistent with the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative 
(AJI-CWI) in cooperation with the four Authorities: 


- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority  
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority  
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority 
- The General Child and Family Services Authority  
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 Co-managed, supported and assisted in the review and response to identified 
systemic child and family services issues and, in particular with respect to funding 
models, Child and Family Services Information System development, group care 
resources, legislation, and outcomes. 


 Worked with the Child Protection Branch and the Authorities and through the Office 
of the Child and Family Services Standing Committee on matters such as Differential 
Response/Family Enhancement, evaluation, quality assurance, governance, 
information technology, accountability and financial management. 


 Coordinated and managed the implementation of recommendations of external 
reviewers, including the Manitoba Ombudsman, the Children’s Advocate and the 
Office of the Auditor General (OAG). 


 Supported and assisted in the development, implementation and monitoring of 
Changes for Children initiatives and in the coordination of this initiative with ongoing 
AJI-CWI related work and recommendations from other reviews (ex: Hughes, 
Ombudsman, OAG). 


 Supported the Commission of Inquiry into the Circumstances Surrounding the Death 
of Phoenix Sinclair. 


 In collaboration with the Child Protection Branch, worked with Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development Canada (AANDC) and First Nations Authorities on the 
implementation of an on-reserve prevention framework consistent with Manitoba’s 
Differential Response/Family Enhancement service, and assisted agencies in their 
completion of five-year business plans as part of Manitoba’s agreement with AANDC 
regarding the funding of First Nations Child and Family Services agencies in 
Manitoba. 


 Collaborated with the Administration and Finance Division in the administration of 
financial support to the four CFS Authorities consistent with funding and contribution 
agreements.  


 In collaboration with the Administration and Finance Division, worked to modernize 
the child maintenance billing system to increase capacity in processing invoices from 
child and family services agencies. 


 Worked with the Agency Accountability and Support Unit and the Administration and 
Finance Division regarding financial and program accountability requirements and 
processes, and provided support to branches, programs, services and Authorities 
and agencies in meeting their financial management and accountability obligations. 


 Assisted child and family services agencies to obtain the equipment, training and 
support necessary to fulfill their obligation to use the Child and Family Services 
Applications (CFSA). 


 Oversaw CFSA system performance; addressed technology issues in cooperation with 
the Department of Jobs and the Economy; monitored compliance by users; and 
implemented technical and ‘ease of use’ performance enhancements to the current 
system as resources allowed.   
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 Coordinated policy development and legislative options consistent with government, 
departmental and divisional priorities and objectives.  


 Conducted, coordinated, reviewed, and participated in research and program 
evaluations with Authorities, mandated and community-based agencies. 


 Responded to requests for access to information and privacy issues under The 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health 
Information Act and coordinated responses. 


 Supported and participated in government and intersectoral coordination of ongoing 
and new strategies for children and youth, and participated in partnership initiatives 
with other governments, sectors and stakeholders such as the Healthy Child 
Manitoba Strategy, All Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy, the 
Block by Block (21 Block) Initiative, and the Youth Suicide Prevention Strategy. 


09-4A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support (SIPS)  


 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


2,365 34.00 2,520 (155) 
 


 
 
 Other Expenditures 


145  179 (34) 
 


1 
 
 Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-  
    Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 2  484 (482) 


 
2 


 Total Expenditures  2,512  3,183 (671)  


* The 2013/14 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation.  One SIPS FTE is dedicated to Family Conciliation Services policy work. 


1. The variance is primarily due to a decrease in various operating expenditures. 
2. The variance is primarily due to a delay in initiating projects related to governance. 


Family Conciliation Services 


Family Conciliation Services serves as the social services arm of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench (Family Division) and the Provincial Court.  It offers a continuum of dispute 
resolution services, information and support to families disrupted by separation, divorce 
or death of a parent where the ongoing parenting of children is of primary concern.  
Family Conciliation Services (FCS) is provincial in scope and oversees dispute 
resolution services, programs and training across the province. 


The funding and delivery of FCS is provided by the Community Service Delivery 
Division while policy and program support for FCS, including advice in relation to best 
practices, quality assurance reviews and program evaluation is provided to FCS by the 
Strategic Initiatives and Program Support (SIPS) Branch within the Child and Family 
Services Division. 


The services and supports provided by FCS include: 


 Information/Referral.  Family relations counsellors provide this professional 
service, as it is often the point of first entry (Intake) for clients seeking mediation 
service to resolve child custody, access and guardianship issues.  
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 Conciliation Counselling.  This short-term, solution-focused counselling 
concentrates on parents’ and children’s adjustment to family reorganization after 
separation. 


 Mediation.  This structured, short-term, voluntary and confidential intervention 
assists separating parents or legal guardians to develop a parenting or access 
plan; support a continuing relationship among children, parents and extended 
family; and protect children from parental conflict.  Parents may also choose to 
mediate financial issues, such as child support, spousal support and division of 
marital property as part of Comprehensive Co-mediation.  Comprehensive 
Co-mediation is offered through the regional office in Winnipeg.  


 Court-Ordered Assessments.  This mandatory service is performed at the 
request of the courts to provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional 
opinions and recommendations that reflect the best interests of children involved 
in custody, access and guardianship disputes before the courts. 


 Brief Consultation.  This short consultative service for families and children 
focuses on the input of children ages 11 to 17 in custody and/or access matters 
that affect them.  


 For the Sake of the Children.  This parent information program helps parents to 
focus on their children’s needs following separation and divorce.  The program is 
a prerequisite for mediation and is mandatory for all parties contesting custody, 
access or guardianship of children through the court, including grandparents, 
other extended family members, and significant others. 


 Caught in the Middle.  This six week therapeutic group for children ages 8 to 12 
addresses post-separation issues.  


 Just for Teens.  This is an information and peer support group for children ages 
12 to 17 whose parents have separated. 


 Teen Workshop.  This community-based session is offered in the Westman 
Region for teens struggling with issues related to parental separation. 


 Grand Relations.  A range of services for improving access between children and 
their extended-family, step-family members or significant others were developed in 
response to an amendment to The Child and Family Services Act and include the 
mandatory For the Sake of the Children parent information program, First Choice 
and the Grandparent Advisor service. 


 Grandparent Advisor Service.  A full-time family relations counsellor provides 
direct service to grandparents who are seeking access to their grandchildren, and 
facilitates a monthly support group to assist them throughout this process. 


 The First Choice Service.  This service provies a confidential, gender-balanced 
and neutral evaluation for families requiring a court-ordered assessment to help 
parents resolve their parenting plan issues more quickly. 
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Key Results Achieved 


Family Conciliation Services served approximately 10,000 people (on average 
833 per month) in 2013/14 across all services, and had an active caseload of 1,151 
cases (on average 96 cases per month).  The charts following this section provide 
service details.  In addition, during 2013/14, FCS: 


 Produced and disseminated an updated, bilingual Legal Considerations video used in 
the mandatory For the Sake of the Children program.  Expanded rural and northern 
service delivery of the For the Sake of the Children program outside of the Winnipeg 
region to include the Interlake region (Selkirk), an addition to existing service delivery in 
the Westman (Brandon), Parkland (Dauphin and Swan River), Northern (The Pas, Flin 
Flon and Thompson), Eastern (Steinbach) and Central (Morden and Portage la Prairie) 
regions of the province. 


 Provided program leadership and coordination across all regions of the province while 
enhancing strategic development of FCS services and communication between the 
Child and Family Services and Community Service Delivery divisions via the Family 
Conciliation Common Table. 


 Developed a research project to identify and better measure outcomes associated with 
the delivery of the Court-ordered Assessment service. 


 Embarked on a campaign to raise awareness about the Grandparent Advisor service 
inside and outside government. 


 Revised service delivery boundaries in the Westman region to include mediation cases 
and court-ordered assessments arising in the Central region.  


 Enhanced knowledge about children’s social and emotional development through 
ongoing participation in the Attachment Network, a collection of multi-disciplinary 
professionals working in the field of children’s social and emotional development.  


 Strengthened its communication and collaborative processes with the courts and the 
Family Law Branch. 


 Expanded teaching and mentoring opportunities for social work students who wanted to 


do practicum placements at FCS. 
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Family Conciliation Services Mediation Referral Sources 


 Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region 
Northern Region 


(Thompson) 
Northern Region 


(Norman) 


Referral 
Source 


2
0
1
1
/1


2
 


2
0
1
2
/1


3
 


2
0
1
3
/1


4
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1
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2
0
1
3
/1


4
 


2
0
1
1
/1


2
* 


2
0
1
2
/1


3
 


2
0
1
3
/1


4
 


Court 19% 17% 23% 5% 9% 2% -% -% -% 17% 4% 4% -% 14% -% 


Lawyer 5% 3% 2% 9% 15% 29% -% -% -% 33% 17% 8% -% 57% -% 


Self 75% 73% 68% 84% 70% 69% 100% 100% -% 50% 79% 88% -% 29% 80% 


Other 1% 7% 7% 2% 6% -% -% -% -% -% -% -% -% -% 20% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% -% 100% 100% 100% -% 100% 100% 


*  The Norman Region experienced a staff vacancy until November 2011.  During the period of this vacancy, casework was covered  
off by staff working in the Thompson Region.  Any casework undertaken since the hiring of a new worker in the Norman Region  
remained active/open at year end. 


** Mediation in the Parkland Region is referred to and handled by the Brandon office (Westman Region). 


 
Family Conciliation Service Profile


†
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Information and 
Referral*** 


2581 502 42 215 - 3,340 2,343 530 45 240 - 3,158 2,000 572 48 288 - 2,908 


Conciliation 
Counselling 


4 - - - - 4 5 - 1 - - 6 1 - - 7 - 8 


Mediation 282 45 5 18 - 350
1
 286 47 3 29 7 372


2
 259 42 - 24 5 330


3
 


Court-Ordered 
Assessment  
(COARS) 


125 26 11 9 - 171 129 25 10 7 4 175 140 54 5 10 1 210 


Brief Consultation 
Service 


107 - - - - 107 115 1 - 1 - 117 91 1 - 1 - 93 


Children's Group 27 - - - - 27 13 - - - - 13 10 - - - - 10 


Grand Relations  
- Service 


23 - - - - 23 17 - - - - 17 15 - - - - 15 


Grand Relations 
- Information**** 


215 - - - - 215 302 - - - - 302 301 - - - - 
301 


 


First Choice*** 70 10 - - - 80 97 6 - - - 103 100 3 - - - 103 


Parent Education 
Program  


5,134 425 155 20 - 5,734 5,778 347 181 57 22 6,385 5,114 552 130 36 34 5,866 


TOTAL 8,568 1,008 213 262 - 10,051 9,085 956 240 334 33 10,648 8,031 1,224 183 366 40 9,844 


*  The Norman Region experienced a staff vacancy until November 2011.  During the period of this vacancy, casework was covered  
off by staff working in the Thompson Region.  Any casework undertaken since the hiring of a new worker in the Norman Region  
remained active/open at year end.  


**  Services in the Eastman, Interlake, and part of the Central Region are provided by the Winnipeg Region.  The Westman Region  
 provides the balance of services to the Central Region. 
*** The number of cases for the First Choice Service is dependent on court referrals.  Initial and subsequent Intake calls are tracked  
 individually as a unit of service since 2011/12. 
**** Information includes consultation. 
 
1
 104 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 


2
 108 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 


3
 100 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 


 
†
 The service profile captures only closed cases.  Annual caseloads per region are reflected in the chart 


following.
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Family Conciliation Caseload Summary by Region 


 REGION SERVICES 


Cases 
Carried over 
from 2012/13 


New Cases in 
2013/14 


Total Active 
Caseload 
2013/14 


Cases 
Closed in 
2013/14 


Carried over 
Cases into 
2014/15 


WINNIPEG 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 2 2 1 1 


  Mediation 79 166 245 161 84 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 105 126 231 140 91 


  Co-Mediation 61 102 163 98 65 


  
Brief 
Consultation 31 83 114 91 23 


  
Grand 
Relations 2 18 20 15 5 


  First Choice  33 106 139 100 39 


Total   311 603 914 606 308 


BRANDON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 18 48 66 42 24 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 47 33 80 54 26 


 
Co-Mediation 0 1 1 0 1 


  
Brief 
Consultation 1 0 1 1 0 


  First Choice 2 1 3 3 0 


Total   68 83 151 100 51 


THOMPSON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 7 7 7 0 


  Mediation 7 22 29 22 7 


 
Co-Mediation 2 3 5 2 3 


 


Brief 
Consultation 0 1 1 1 0 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 7 6 13 10 3 


Total   16 39 55 42 13 


DAUPHIN 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 0 4 4 0 4 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 6 7 13 5 8 


Total   6 11 17 5 12 


FLIN FLON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 0 7 7 5 2 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 0 7 7 1 6 


Total   0 14 14 6 8 


GRAND 
TOTAL   401 750 1,151 759 392 
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Child Protection Branch 


The primary objective of the Child Protection Branch is to plan, develop, oversee and fund 
a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout Manitoba that 
contributes to the healthy social development of children, families and communities, and 
in particular, those at risk.  These services operate in accordance with The Child and 
Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act, and The Adoption 
Act.  This includes funding and oversight of the four Child and Family Services Authorities 
(the Authorities), private non-mandated service organizations, as well as the development 
of programs and services such as early intervention and prevention services designed to 
support, supplement and, where necessary, substitute for parental care.     


The Child Protection Branch’s programs and services include: Centralized Services; 
Adoption and Post-Adoption Services; Paternity, Adult Abuse (in collaboration with 
Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care) and Child Abuse Registries;  
Provincial Investigations and Risk Assessment; Quality Assurance; Intersectoral Activities 
and Community Supports; Intake and Inquiry Concerns; Interprovincial Queries; 
Provincial Licensing of Residential Child Care Facilities; and Core Competency-Based 
and Information System Training.  


Key Results Achieved 


Tracia’s Trust:  Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy (the Strategy) 


 The Winnipeg Children’s Advocacy Centre, now known as Snowflake Place for 
Children and Youth, opened in January 2013 as an incorporated non-profit 
organization.  Snowflake Place received funding from both the provincial and federal 
governments.  It is operated in partnership with police services.  The centre is 
designed to better serve the needs of children and their families through a 
coordinated, multi-systems approach to child abuse investigations where 
prosecution is likely. 


 Increased awareness of child and youth sexual exploitation through the continued 
implementation of the Strategy.  Created a new training initiative in partnership with 
the Canadian Women’s Foundation and the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs called Our 
Circle to Protect Sacred Lives, Manitoba First Nations Responding to Human 
Trafficking of Women and Girls.  This initiative raises awareness and trains over 16 
First Nations on human trafficking and assists with the development of community 
plans to combat human trafficking of First Nations women and girls.  Provided 12 
information sessions to 260 community members to assist them in their 
understanding of the signs of sexual exploitation and how to get help for suspected 
victims. 


 Coordinated the sixth annual “Stop Child Sexual Exploitation Awareness Week” in 
March 2014.  


 As part of the Strategy, StreetReach Winnipeg and Thompson teams continue to 
return many vulnerable children and youth identified as high risk victims to safety.  
There were 1,922 encounters with children who were exploited or at risk of 
exploitation.  Of these encounters, there were 1,478 relationship building 
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contacts between the outreach workers and youth; 405 were the result of locating 
and returning missing youth to a place of safety; and 39 were arrests by police, with 
some involvement by StreetReach.  Outreach encountered a total of 242 different 
children.  102 of those children were sexually exploited and 140 were at risk of 
becoming exploited.  There were 2,291 address checks completed while searching 
for missing children; the outcome was 405 returns to placement. 


Standards 


 In December 2013, the table of contents of the Online Child and Family Services 
Standards Manual was revised to include all standards sections from the Child and 
Family Services Program Standards Manual (1988 to present) in one place.  


Adoption and Post-Adoption Services 


 Conducted an interjurisdictional analysis of adoption and vital statistics legislation for 
the proposed amendments to The Adoption Act and The Vital Statistics Act, which 
are intended to establish an open system with respect to birth and adoption records.  


 Consulted with the Authorities, Manitoba Children’s Advocate, Manitoba 
Ombudsman, the Department’s Crown Counsel, Aboriginal Issues Committee of 
Cabinet, and external organizations that have expressed interest and support for 
proposed changes to The Adoption Act. 


 Licensed and monitored adoption agencies to ensure compliance with The Adoption 
Act and corresponding regulations, standards and policies.  Conducted regular 
quality assurance reviews on the agencies as part of the licensing body 
responsibilities. 


 Worked in collaboration with the federal government and provincial/territorial 
counterparts in the area of international adoption and as the Central Authority for 
Manitoba under The Hague Convention on Protection of Children and Co-operation 
in Respect of Intercountry Adoption. 


 Administered the Financial Assistance to Permanent Wards Subsidy Program, to 
provide incentives and supports to adoptive families for the adoption of Permanent 
Wards in Manitoba. 


Provincial Investigations and Risk Assessment 


 Under Section 18.6 of The Child and Family Services Act, allegations of abuse 
relative to anyone who works for or provides services to an agency or child care 
facility are investigated by the Provincial Investigations Unit.  In 2013/14, the 
Provincial Investigations Unit completed 75 child abuse investigations; responded to 
132 Incident Reports and provided 94 consultations.  Additionally, the unit provided 
training to the public, various stakeholders including licensed residential child care 
facilities and law enforcement.  Over 50 varied training opportunities were offered 
across the province. 


 In June 2013, the 6th Annual Child Abuse Coordinator Conference was hosted by the 
Child Protection Branch, the Authorities and the Joint Training Team, as part of 
ongoing learning to support the functioning of the Child Abuse Committees.  This 
conference promoted the sharing of information, ideas and collaborative 
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multi-disciplinary approaches.  The presentation topics included:  child pornography 
and internet safety; regional team work relative to the exploitation of youth and 
adults; the impact maltreatment has on brain development; and the Snowflake Place 
for Children and Youth (formerly Winnipeg Children’s Advocacy Centre) 
development and positive impact on children.  Approximately 120 participants 
attended and the feedback received was positive. 


Funding and Accountability 


 Provided funding and other supports to 24 community-based agencies that provide a 
broad range of early intervention and prevention programs and services to at risk 
children, families and communities.  Commenced the development of Standards and 
Guidelines to assist with the monitoring of the service delivery and performance of 
those services to ensure they continue to meet the needs of the community. 


 Managed the Exceptional Circumstances Fund, which covers the costs of children in 
care assessed within the Level V range and the cost of select, one-time only items 
for any child in care regardless of level. 


 Since 2012, the Branch has provided rate reviews and approvals for CFS agencies 
through the Individual Rate Adjustment Protocol when increasing special rates for 
children in care. 


Foster Care 


 Work continued with the Authorities to address the increasing child maintenance 
costs while ensuring fairness and equity of foster care payments, and to adopt the 
use of common assessment tools that have the capacity to assess the needs of 
children and skills of foster parents throughout the province. 


 Maintained and facilitated support services for foster parents (i.e. Foster Parent 
Intentional Damage Compensation Plan and Legal Aid Assistance Program).  Also 
partnered with the Manitoba Foster Family Network to develop and deliver training 
for foster parents, including piloting the Mentorship Program for foster parents.  In 
collaboration with the Authorities, maintained and distributed resources for the foster 
care system (i.e. Foster Family Manual). 


Residential Child Care Facility Licensing and Specialized Resources 


 Reviewed and assessed the existing 150 licensed residential child care facilities to 
ensure they were in compliance with the Child Care Facilities (Other than Foster 
Homes) Licensing Regulation and corresponding Standards Manual.   


 Designed and implemented a computerized review process for annual licensing 
reviews.   


 Conducted annual reviews and follow-ups, as well as assessed new applications for 
licences under the Regulation.  


 Managed the placements for children in residential and specialized resources in 
Manitoba through the Provincial Placement Desk, which included 190 residential 
child care facility beds and 176 specialized foster care beds.  There were a total of 
78 prevention and intervention foster care or residential child care facility beds for 
specialized placements to support victims of sexual exploitation under Tracia’s Trust:  
Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy.   







85 


Quality Assurance  


 The Branch completed the review of two residential child care facilities and 
commenced the review of two more.  The review of one Child and Family Services 
Authority continues.  Branch staff worked with internal and external partners to 
implement 17 (41 per cent) of the 41 recommendations from the Office of the 
Children’s Advocate’s Special Investigation Reports.  Branch staff continue to work 
to implement the remaining recommendations. 


 Continued to work with the Authorities to resolve concerns reported to the Division in 
relation to services provided by CFS agencies. 


Provincial Training 


 Delivered Child and Family Services Application training to 971 participants to meet 
the needs of the Authorities and agencies. 


 Coordinated and delivered, in collaboration with the Manitoba Association of 
Residential Treatment Resources (MARTR), core competency-based training and 
specialized training to caseworkers, supervisors, child and youth care workers and 
foster parents.  Work was also done on the re-development of the Caseworker Core 
and the Supervisor Core curriculums to ensure that CFS workers and supervisors 
receive training that is current, relevant and responsive to gaps in training that have 
been identified in recommendations from the Manitoba Ombudsman and Office of the 
Children’s Advocate reviews.  It is expected that this redevelopment work will be 
complete in the 2014/15 fiscal year. 


Interjurisdictional Partnerships 


 Represented Manitoba on the Provincial/Territorial Directors of Child Welfare 
Committee and its subcommittees.  Exchanged knowledge with provincial/territorial 
counterparts on child protection and child welfare programs, services, policies, 
legislation and practices, achieving the Committee’s mandate to promote the safety 
and welfare of Canadian children and families through the facilitation of 
interjurisdictional cooperation.  


 Participated on the National Outcome Measures Subcommittee, which develops, 
tests and validates standardized indicators of child welfare outcomes and reports 
regularly to the Provincial/Territorial Directors of Child Welfare Committee. 


 Chaired the new Provincial/Territorial Subcommittee on Placement Resources 
beginning in February 2014, which promotes the best interests of children and their 
caregivers through sharing information and research on programs, services, and 
best practices in the area of child placements. 
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09-4B Child Protection  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2013/14 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2013/14* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 5,018 72.00 5,273 (255) 


 
   


 
Other Expenditures 2,009  1,984 25 


 


  
 
Authorities and Maintenance of  
   Children 430,278 20.50 421,416 8,862 1 


  


 
 


 
 


  


 
   


 
Total Expenditures  437,305  428,673 8,632 


 
   


*  The 2013/14 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
    Appropriation.   


1.  The variance is primarily attributed to an increase in the number of children in care and increased costs for Child Maintenance. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2012/13 2013/14 


   
Licensed Facilities 148 150 
Licensed Beds 770 766 
Funded Beds 249 243 


Training 
Provincial Competency-Based Training


1  
1,511 1,935 


Joint Training Team – Specialized Training
 


6,388 6,173 


Child and Family Services Application (CFSA)
2 


920 971 


Registries 
  Adoption  
     Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards


3
 53 44 


 
     Division 2 – Private Adoptions


4
 14 17 


 
     Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions


5
 21 25 


 
     Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions


6
 5 3 


 
     Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions


7
 9 5 


  Post-Adoption  
Post-Adoption Registrations 220 144 


 
     Post-Adoption Reunions 112 54 


  Child Abuse  
     Child Abuse Registrations (CAR)  297 337 
 
     Employers/Others Using Registry


8
 1,041 1,083 


 
     Child Abuse Registry Checks 71,160 75,211 


Others 
 
     Child Abuse Investigations 2,938 2,978 
 
     Criminal Risk Assessments (CRA)


9
 11,563 12,734 


 
     Repatriations 5 3 
 
     Interprovincial Alerts 625 650 
 
     Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries


 
2,487 2,495 


 
  


1
 The trainers continue to deliver both classroom instruction and one-to-one supports training at the Branch as well as in the 


community. 
2
 The number of participants in classroom, individualized and group off-site training sessions to meet the needs of the Child and 


Family Services Authorities and agencies continued to increase. 
3
 Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 


4
 Child placed by biological parent. 


5
 Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba.  The numbers of Intercountry Adoption have 


decreased in North America based on a worldwide downward trend in International Adoptions permitted. 
6
 Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years. 


7
 Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months. 


8
 The number of organizations using the registry services increased again in 2013/14 as many organizations are now required by 


legislation to have CAR checks completed.  Additionally, changes in insurance policy requirements have resulted in more 
organizations now requiring CAR checks. 


9
 Agencies use CRAs as one of many tools to assess risk; therefore, some agencies will utilize the tool more or less frequently.  


Numbers will vary according to, and may be dependent on, the agencies’ understanding and knowledge of the tool.  Total CRAs 
completed is 12,734 for the year (this includes 3,800 that were conducted on behalf of Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care). 
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1 
Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare. 


2  
Number


 
of Families Receiving Services includes Protection, Voluntary Family Service and Family Enhancement cases. 


  


 
 
Provincial Caseload by Category 


As at March 31, 2014 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


 


Service Providers 


Number 
of 


Children 
in Care 


Number of 
Extensions 


in Care 


Number of 
Families 


Receiving 
Services


2 


Number of 
Unmarried 
Adolescent 


Parents TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY      


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 710 22 770 50 1,552 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 674 25 287 19 1,005 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 598 10 449 57 1,114 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 404 17 437 16 874 


Nikan Awasiak Agency
 


149 4 269 8 430 


Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
Community Services 342 10 264 


 


14 630 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
Services, Inc. 142 8 136 11 297 


Sub-Total 3,019 96 2,612 175 5,902 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY      


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 357 13 224 1 595 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 569 23 297 1 890 


Child and Family Services All Nations 
Coordinated Response Network 32 0 148 0 180 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 669 22 325 14 1,030 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 159 7 316 0 482 


Peguis Child and Family Services 250 8 192 4 454 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 391 9 169 0 569 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 362 8 206 2 578 


Southeast Child and Family Services 1,079 55 591 5 1,730 


West Region Child and Family Services 623 28 459 7 1,117 


Sub-Total 4,491 173 2,927 34 7,625 


GENERAL AUTHORITY      


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 182 9 213 2 406 


Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 149 12 548 16 725 


Eastman Region 205 38 349 5 597 


Interlake Region 83 5 150 0 238 


Jewish Child and Family Service
1 


15 5 313 0 333 


Northern Region 83 9 139 1 232 


Parkland Region 8 1 64 1 74 


Winnipeg Child and Family Services 999 130 2,052 13 3,194 


Sub-Total 1,724 209 3,828 38 5,799 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY      


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 849 59 717 7 1,632 


Michif Child and Family Services
 


210 5 203 2 420 


Sub-Total 1,059 64 920 9 2,052 


TOTAL 10,293 542 10,287 256 21,378 
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 


As at March 31, 2014 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers Inuit Métis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status 


Not 
Aboriginal TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY       


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0 150 560 0 710 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 174 500 0 674 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 4 594 0 598 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 0 15 389 0 404 


Nikan Awasiak Agency 0 0 19 130 0 149 


Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
   Community Services 0 1 122 219 0 342 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 0 0 14 128 0 142 


Sub-Total 0 1 498 2,520 0 3,019 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 21 73 253 10 357 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 15 157 397 0 569 


Child and Family Services All Nations 
Coordinated 
Response Network 0 3 5 15 9 32 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 2 286 381 0 669 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 40 119 0 159 


Peguis Child and Family Services 0 3 12 234 1 250 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 7 67 317 0 391 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 0 3 48 311 0 362 


Southeast Child and Family Services 0 2 94 983 0 1,079 


West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 236 387 0 623 


Sub-Total 0 56 1,018 3,397 20 4,491 


GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 9 10 18 145 182 


Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 14 12 9 114 149 


Eastman Region 0 14 11 16 164 205 


Interlake Region 0 16 1 6 60 83 


Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 15 15 


Northern Region
 


2 8 9 32 32 83 


Parkland Region 0 1 1 5 1 8 


Winnipeg Child and Family Services 0 87 53 128 731 999 


Sub-Total 2 149 97 214 1,262 1,724 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 14 669 38 86 42 849 


Michif Child and Family Services 7 113 15 66 9 210 


Sub-Total 21 782 53 152 51 1,059 


TOTAL 23 988 1,666 6,283 1,333 10,293 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 


As at March 31, 2014 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 
Foster  


Homes1 
Residential 


Care2 


Other  
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected  
Adoption  
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 509 3 156 0 42 710 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring  
   Agency 247 92 260 0 75 674 


Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 451 38 3 0 106 598 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 286 34 76 0 8 404 


Nikan Awasiak Agency 85 9 43 0 12 149 


Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family  
   and Community Services 241 24 69 0 8 342 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 70 11 56 0 5 142 


Sub-Total 1,889 211 663 0 256 3,019 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 259 41 53 0 4 357 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 451 33 77 0 8 569 


Child and Family Services All Nations  
   Coordinated Response Network 2 5 21 0 4 32 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family  
   Services 436 43 171 0 19 669 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 112 5 38 0 4 159 


Peguis Child and Family Services 178 14 49 1 8 250 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 282 6 90 0 13 391 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 135 9 126 0 92 362 


Southeast Child and Family Services 801 149 108 0 21 1,079 


West Region Child and Family Services 409 14 195 0 5 623 


Sub-Total 3,065 319 928 1 178 4,491 


GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central  
   Manitoba 112 9 39 3 19 182 


Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 95 17 26 4 7 149 


Eastman Region 111 16 54 0 24 205 


Interlake Region 36 9 28 0 10 83 


Jewish Child and Family Service 8 1 6 0 0 15 


Northern Region
 35 11 32 0 5 83 


Parkland Region 6 0 2 0 0 8 


Winnipeg Child and Family Services 490 136 274 43 56 999 


Sub-Total 893 199 461 50 121 1,724 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 642 64 117 3 23 849 


Michif Child and Family Services 133 17 57 1 2 210 


Sub-Total 775 81 174 4 25 1,059 


TOTAL 6,622 810 2,226 55 580 10,293 


1 
Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 


2 
Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 


3
 Includes places of safety. 


4
 Includes St. Amant, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities. 
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1
 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 


2
 Churchill Child and Family Services merged with Northern Region May 30, 2012. 


  


Number of Children In Care by Legal Status  


as at March 31, 2014  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 


2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 
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FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY                         


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 388 108 141 637 434 129 135 698 488 81 141 710 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring 
   Agency 358 20 199 577 405 35 194 634 429 38 207 674 


Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 272 45 130 447 350 40 131 521 392 60 146 598 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 216 64 89 369 234 84 74 392 258 41 105 404 


Nikan Awasiak Agency
 


73 21 37 131 72 23 35 130 86 10 53 149 


Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
   and Community Services 266 46 80 392 299 48 70 417 247 39 56 342 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and 
   Family Services, Inc. 87 9 15 111 88 18 26 132 107 9 26 142 


Sub-Total 1,660 313 691 2,664 1,882 377 665 2,924 2,007 278 734 3,019 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY             


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 210 38 85 333 242 20 82 344 294 19 44 357 


Anishinaabe Child and Family 
   Services  474 16 39 529 451 17 67 535 494 24 51 569 


Child and Family Services All Nations 
   Coordinated Response Network 0 0 28 28 0 0 33 33 0 0 32 32 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
   Services 499 55 141 695 483 57 145 685 505 30 134 669 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 111 14 51 176 120 2 49 171 110 7 42 159 


Peguis Child and Family Services 131 8 68 207 130 3 100 233 159 3 88 250 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 243 16 95 354 302 21 83 406 335 3 53 391 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 108 58 82 248 119 31 89 239 141 46 175 362 


Southeast Child and Family Services 783 161 164 1,108 827 136 113 1,076 821 107 151 1,079 


West Region Child and Family 
   Services 468 52 124 644 465 54 89 608 500 51 72 623 


Sub-Total 3,027 418 877 4,322 3,139 341 850 4,330 3,359 290 842 4,491 


GENERAL AUTHORITY             


Child and Family Services of Central 
   Manitoba 57 31 43 131 64 28 72 164 74 29 79 182 


Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 96 5 66 167 102 5 51 158 112 2 35 149 


Churchill Child and Family Services
2
 2 2 7 11      --    --       --      -- -- -- -- -- 


Eastman Region 97 38 60 195 87 30 58 175 88 25 92 205 


Interlake Region 43 19 18 80 47 10 22 79 53 9 21 83 


Jewish Child and Family Service 15 2 10 27 16 0 9 25 13 0 2 15 


Northern Region
2
 41 6 27 74 43 6 25 74 46 8 29 83 


Parkland Region 6 3 0 9 6 2 1 9 7 0 1 8 


Winnipeg Child and Family Services  527 216 307 1,050 600 183 230 1,013 569 156 274 999 


Sub-Total 884 322 538 1,744 965 264 468 1,697 962 229 533 1,724 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY             


Métis Child, Family and Community 
   Services 560 70 196 826 622 41 132 795 660 34 155 849 


Michif Child and Family Services 102 20 52 174 133 8 53 194 142 10 58 210 


Sub-Total 662 90 248 1,000 755 49 185 989 802 44 213 1,059 


TOTAL 6,233 1,143 2,354 9,730 6,741 1,031 2,168 9,940 7,130 841 2,322 10,293 
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2013/14* 


 
Foster & Special Rate 


Days of Care 
  


Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total 


Residential 
Days of 


Care 
Total Days 


of Care 


First Nations of Northern Child and Family 
Services Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 29,501 63,868 93,369 3,470 96,839 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 17,638 130,616 148,254 2,082 150,336 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 56,715 50,388 107,103 238 107,341 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 24,785 45,409 70,194 878 71,072 


Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
   Community Services 34,179 32,089 66,268 3,256 69,524 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
Services Inc. 867 24,627 25,494 144 25,638 


Nikan Awasiak Agency
 


7,723 18,926 26,649 171 26,820 
Sub-Total 171,408 365,923 537,331 10,239 547,570 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and 
Family Services Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 85,068 79,917 164,985 2,415 167,400 


West Region Child and Family Services 54,313 106,237 160,550 3,484 164,034 


Southeast Child and Family Services 56,369 178,793 235,162 4,650 239,812 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 18,779 30,234 49,013 732 49,745 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 53,520 102,061 155,581 3,890 159,471 


Peguis Child and Family Services 27,869 44,970 72,839 1,850 74,689 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 27,788 78,425 106,213 2,711 108,924 


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, 
Inc. 


40,597 85,535 126,132 2,549 128,681 


All Nations Coordinated Response Network 
   (ANCR) 


500 3,810 4,310 54 4,364 


Sandy Bay 17,198 32,581 49,779 1,064 50,843 
Sub-Total 382,001 742,563 1,124,564 23,399 1,147,963 


General Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Winnipeg Child and Family Services 76,506 285,564 362,070 17,161 379,231 


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 11,179 37,236 48,415 2,400 50,815 


Child and Family Services of Western 
Manitoba 


7,335 37,578 44,913 5,052 49,965 


Jewish Child and Family Service 587 4,603 5,190 13 5,203 


Eastman Region 36,664 33,895 70,559 2,077 72,636 


Interlake Region 14,522 11,524 26,046 1,152 27,198 


Parkland Region 1,360 2,027 3,387 0 3,387 


Northern Region  6,091 19,223 25,314 2,196 27,510 
Sub-Total 154,244 431,650 585,894 30,051 615,945 


Métis Child and Family Services Authority      


Métis Child, Family and Community Services  103,019 216,034 319,053 3,990 323,043 


Michif Child and Family Services
 


31,087 24,579 55,666 2,181 57,847 
Sub-Total 134,106 240,613 374,719 6,171 380,890 


TOTAL 841,759 1,780,749 2,622,508 69,860 2,692,368 


*  The days of care include a provision for the accrued outstanding amounts. 


   


8
6
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History of Funding ($000s) 
2011/12 to 2013/14 


Service Provider 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14
4
 


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority $  20,964 $  24,866
5
 $  25,513 


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 5,963 6,249 7,803 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 15,198 10,957 14,758 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 4,141 4,967 4,416 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 5,739 5,219 7,016 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 7,437 6,748 5,846 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 1,619 2,392 2,442 
Nikan Awasiak Agency


1 
217 1,738 2,325 


Sub-Total $  61,278 $  63,136 $  70,119 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority $  43,914
5 


$  48,605
5
 $  48,808 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 9,393 10,666 9,147 
West Region Child and Family Services 13,713 12,577 10,838 
Southeast Child and Family Services 17,285 18,600 19,260 
Intertribal Child and Family Services


 
2,797 2,716 2,652 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 11,637 10,209 9,661 
Peguis Child and Family Services 3,642 3,271 3,260 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 7,276 7,369 6,505 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 10,683 11,700 10,909 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 256 215 242 
Sandy Bay 3,008 2,686 5,780 


Sub-Total $123,604 $128,614 $127,062 


General Child and Family Services Authority/ Agencies/Regional 
Offices    


General Child and Family Services Authority $ 13,835 $  14,143 $  13,982 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 64,381 74,028 81,157 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 3,533 4,072 4,765 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 3,458 3,528 4,497 
Jewish Child and Family Service 931 881 661 
Churchill Health Centre


2
 477 251 -- 


Eastman Region 4,985 5,790 6,673 
Interlake Region 1,876 1,968 2,589 
Parkland Region 267 277 313 


Northern Region 3,593 3,405 3,155 
Sub-Total $  97,336 $108,343 $117,792 


Métis Child and Family Services Authority/Agencies    
Métis Child and Family Services Authority 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 
Michif Child and Family Services


3 


Sub-Total 


$  14,034 
33,975 
1,825 


$  49,834 


$  19,084 
30,386 
5,669 


$  55,139 


$  17,819 
28,230 
7,647 


$  53,696 


Directorate Programs $    9,562
5 


$  12,993
5 


$  13,914 


MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL $341,614 $368,225 $382,583 


Treatment Centres – Grants $    8,007 $    9,338 $    9,536 


Residential Care 23,705 22,350
5 


23,820 


Other Agencies/Programs 10,820 13,977 14,339 


Changes for Children – External Review 10,472 0 0 


TOTAL  $394,618 $413,890 $430,278 


1   
Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 


2   
Churchill Child and Family Services merged with Northern Region May 30, 2012. 


3   
Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 


4
  The 2013/14 funding includes a provision for accrued outstanding amounts. 


5   
Figures have been restated for comparative purposes. 
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Financial Information 


 


REVENUE SUMMARY TABLE 
 


Department of Family Services     


Revenue Summary 


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2014 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 


Actual Actual Increase/ Expl.  Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 


2012/13 2013/14 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2013/14 2013/14 (Decrease) No. 
         


    Other Revenue     
$20,030 $24,530 $4,500 1 Children's Special Allowance 


  Recoveries 
$24,530 $20,030 $4,500 4 


1,469 1,882 413 2 Sundry 1,882 1,685 197  


21,499 26,412 4,913  Sub-Total 26,412 21,715 4,697  
         


    Government of Canada     
129 0 (129) 3 Supporting Families Initiative - - -  


129 - (129)  Sub-Total - - -  
         


21,628 26,412 4,784  Total Revenue 26,412 21,715 4,697  


1.  The variance is due to the recovery of outstanding Child Support Allowance funds owed to the Province 
2.  The variance is primarily due to an increase in both volume and price for Child Abuse Registry Checks, and the implementation of  


 Adult Abuse Registry Checks late in the 2012/13 fiscal year. 
3.  The variance is primarily due to the receipt of funding in 2012/13 related to an agreement that has since expired. 


4.  The variance is due to the recovery of outstanding Child Support Allowance funds in 2013/14 that were owed to the Province. 
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FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND STAFFING SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services 


Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Main Appropriation  


For the fiscal years ended March 31, 2010 - March 31, 2014 


  2009/10* 2010/11* 2011/12* 2012/13* 2013/14 


Main Appropriation FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s 


09-1 Administration 
and Finance 98.50 9,688 96.50 8,671 94.50 9,242 95.50 9,738 92.00 9,567 
`  


09-2 Community Service 
Delivery 1,824.81 130,198 1,811.81 129,769 1,801.81 129,749 1,810.09 132,762 1,787.59 135,137 
  


09-3 Disability Programs 
and Early Learning 
and Child Care  


84.00 384,132 83.00 410,691 84.00 440,443 84.00 474,266 82.00 500,894 


  


09-4 Child and  
Family Services 106.50 332,341 102.50 363,144 103.50 403,023 127.00 425,047 126.50 440,396 
  


09-5 Costs Related to 
Capital Assets  


 3,538  3,407  3,306  3,322  3,232 


Total Family Services 2,113.81 859,897 2,093.81 915,682 2,083.81 985,763 2,116.59 1,045,135 2,088.09 1,089,226 


*  Expenditures have been adjusted for comparative purposes in those appropriations affected by a reorganization. 
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Family Services 


 


Reconciliation Statement 


 


 


 


 


Details 


2013/14 


Estimates 


$000 


 


2013/14 Main Estimates 


 


Main Estimates Authority transferred from: 


           
                    -  Enabling Appropriation 


 Internal Service Adjustments 


 


 


 


1,078,036 


 


 


 


 


275 


 


 


2013/14 Estimate 


 


 


1,078,311 


.   


 
 







97 


EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services 


 


Expenditure Summary   


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2014 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


2013/14
a) 


 Appropriation 2013/14 2012/13
b) 


(Decrease) No. 


       


 09-1 Administration and Finance     


$37 (a) Minister's Salary $36 $37 (1)  
       


 (b) Executive Support     
742     Salaries and Employee Benefits 807 767 40  


65     Other Expenditures 82 72 10  
       


 (c) Social Services Appeal Board     
459     Salaries and Employee Benefits 498 419 79 1 


83     Other Expenditures 84 90 (6)  
       


 (d) Integrated Community Initiatives     
268     Salaries and Employee Benefits 306 185 121 2 


80     Other Expenditures 131 82 49 3 
       


 (e) Policy and Planning     
938     Salaries and Employee Benefits 908 935 (27)  


148     Other Expenditures 138 176 (38) 4 
       


 (f) Financial and Administrative Services     
1,394     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,493 1,479 14  


359     Other Expenditures 352 347 5  
       


 (g) Innovation, Information and Technology    
867     Salaries and Employee Benefits 766 596 170 5 


1,808     Other Expenditures 1,558 2,066 (508) 6 
       


 (h) Agency Accountability and Support Unit    
1,340     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,279 1,176 103  


367     Other Expenditures 159 334 (175) 7 
       


 (i) Manitoba Status of Women     


660     Salaries and Employee Benefits 659 606 53  


263     Other Expenditures  243 307 (64) 8 


160     Grants  68 64 4  
       


$10,008  Total 09-1 $9,567 $9,738 ($171)  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services 


 


Expenditure Summary  


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2014 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


2013/14
a) 


 Appropriation 2013/14 2012/13
b) 


(Decrease) No. 


       


 09-2 Community Service Delivery     


 (a) Service Delivery Support      
$2,192     Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,176 $2,798 (622) 9 


4,893     Other Expenditures 5,165 4,921 244  
       


 (b) Rural and Northern Services     
27,286     Salaries and Employee Benefits 26,246 25,564 682  


4,524     Other Expenditures 4,166 3,951 215  
       


 (c) Winnipeg Services     
34,911     Salaries and Employee Benefits 35,199 34,486 713  


5,532     Other Expenditures 4,906 4,841 65  
       


 (d) Provincial Services    
2,685     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,498 2,431 67  


616     Other Expenditures 537 587 (50)  
       


 (e) Manitoba Developmental Centre     
29,851     Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,452 29,544 (102)  


2,832     Other Expenditures 2,510 2,567 (57)  


(312)     Less:  Recoverable from other 
 appropriations 


(277) (301) 24  


       


 (f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services    
19,367     Salaries and Employee Benefits 20,752 19,554 1,198  


2,400     Other Expenditures  1,807 1,809 (2)  
       


$136,777  Total 09-2 $135,137 $132,762 $2,375  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services 


 


Expenditure Summary  


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2014 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


2013/14
a) 


 Appropriation 2013/14 2012/13
b) 


(Decrease) No. 


       


 09-3 Disability Programs and 
Early Learning and Child Care 


    


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$1,596     Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,420 $1,340 80  


384     Other Expenditures 440 408 32  
       


 (b) Disability Programs     
1,247     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,300 1,203 97  


217     Other Expenditures 149 41 108 10 


302,674     Community Living disABILITY 
     Services 


313,370 293,138 20,232 11 


28,076     Children’s disABILITY Services 27,870 27,134 736  
       


 (c) Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner    
500     Salaries and Employee Benefits 411 364 47  


107     Other Expenditures 82 100 (18) 12 
       


 (d) Early Learning and Child Care     
2,378     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,336 2,284 52  


1,409     Other Expenditures 977 949 28  


143,388     Financial Assistance Grants 139,436 134,671 4,765 13 
       


 (e) Family Violence Prevention     
576     Salaries and Employee Benefits 620 559 61  


93     Other Expenditures 238 83 155 14 


12,932     External Agencies 12,245 11,992 253  
       


$495,577  Total 09-3 $500,894 $474,266 $26,628  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services 


 


Expenditure Summary  


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2014 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


2013/14
a) 


 Appropriation 2013/14 2012/13
b) 


(Decrease) No. 


       


 09-4 Child and Family Services     


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$2,520     Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,365 $2,654 (289)  


179     Other Expenditures 145 163 (18)  


484  
   Aboriginal Justice Inquiry –  
   Child Welfare Initiative      2 19 (17) 15 


       


 (b) Child Protection     
5,273     Salaries and Employee Benefits 5,018 4,864 154  


1,984     Other Expenditures 2,009 1,800 209  


421,416     Authorities and Maintenance of  
     Children 430,278 414,405 15,873 16 


750 (c) Phoenix Sinclair Enquiry 579 1,142 (563) 17 


$432,606  Total 09-4 $440,396 $425,047 $15,349  


$3,343 


09-5 


 


Costs Related to Capital Assets 


 $3,232 $3,322 ($90) 


 


$1,078,311  Total Family Services $1,089,226 $1,045,135 $44,091  
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1. The variance is primarily due to the establishment of the Fair Practices Officer. 


2. The variance is primarily due to branch configuration being different than the amount attributed to this activity in 
the prior year (as a result of a series of reorganizations), as the branch did not exist until late August 2013/14 
and includes incremental FTEs in 2014/15. 


3. The variance is primarily attributed to full-year operating costs in the current year, compared to part-year costs 
in the prior year, when the branch was established in-year (late August).  


4. The variance is primarily due to a decrease in rent and advertising costs. 


5. The variance is primarily due to vacancy management in 2012/13 and a severance payout for a confirmed 
retirement in 2013/14.         


6. The variance is primarily due to one-time costs in 2012/13 associated to a consulting firm hired by the 
Department. 


7. The variance is primarily due to audit costs incurred in 2012/13 that were not incurred in 2013/14. 


8. The variance is primarily due to reduced communication costs associated with programming. 


9. The variance is primarily due to the retraction of positions, vacancy management in 2013/14, and severance 
pay for a confirmed retirement in 2012/13. 


10. The variance is primarily attributable to increased operating costs. 


11. The variance is primarily attributable to annualization of services implemented part-year 2012/13 and new 
volume implemented in 2013/14. 


12. The variance is primarily attributable to reduced general operating costs. 


13. The variance is primarily attributable to increased operating grants due to increased spaces and annualization 
requirements. 


14. The variance is primarily attributable to increased legal services. 


15. The variance is related to expenditures in 2012/13 for short-term contracts that did not continue in 2013/14. 


16. The variance is primarily attributed to an increase in the number of children in care and increased costs for 
Child Maintenance, as well as increased funding to child care treatment centres and residential care facilities. 


17. The variance is primarily the result of part year expenditures due to the finalization of the Inquiry in 2013/14. 


  
NOTES:  


a) The 2013/14 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates as well as allocations from 
an Enabling Appropriation.  


b) The 2012/13 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2013/14 appropriation structure. 


  


  


  


  


  


  


 


 







 


Department of Family Services 


Performance Reporting:  Measures of Performance or Progress 
 
The following section provides information on key performance measures for the department for the 2013/14 reporting year. All Government of Manitoba 
departments include performance measures in their Annual Reports which are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with 
meaningful and useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and its citizens. 


For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit www.manitoba.ca/performance.  Your comments on performance 
measures are valuable to us. You can send comments or questions to mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 


 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2013/14 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 


Community Living 
disABILITY Services’ 
Supports – Active 
caseload of people 
assisted by 
Community Living 
disABILITY Services 
(this includes 
individuals who 
received some type 
of funded service, as 
well as individuals 
who received 
assistance through 
case management 
activities). 


An increase to this 
measure 
demonstrates 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in the 
community. 


Total 
3,527  
(1999/00) 


Total 
5,672 
(2013/14) 


Since 1999, the 
total active 
caseload has 
increased by 
60.8 per cent.   


Since 1999, individuals funded for 
Residential Services increased by 
124 per cent (from 1,680 to 3,763).  
There was a 3.6 per cent increase 
(3,633 to 3,763) in the number of 
individuals funded for Residential 
Services in the last year.  
 


These supports allowed 5,672 
adults with a mental disability to 
safely live and more fully 
participate as active members of 
the community. 


1
0
2


 



http://www.manitoba.ca/performance

mailto:mbperformance@gov.mb.ca





 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2013/14 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 


Availability of child 
care – Per cent of 
children age 12 and 
under for whom there 
is a regulated child 
care space. 
 
 
 
 


The availability of 
regulated child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of how 
Manitoba is 
progressing with 
respect to access to 
supports for children, 
families and 
communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
12.4 per cent 
(2000/01) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
21.0 per cent 
(2000/01) 
 
School-age 
Ages 6-12: 
6.0 per cent 
(2000/01) 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
17.3 per cent  
(2013/14) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
24.4 per cent  
(2013/14) 
 
School-age 
Ages 6-12: 
10.9 per cent  
(2013/14) 


There has been an 
increase in this 
indicator from 
2001, for all 
categories. 
 
 
 


In 2013, the Department 
concluded Family Choices: 
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for 
Early Learning and Child Care. 
 
A public consultation was 
undertaken in the fall of 2013 to 
inform the development of the next 
multi-year plan for early learning 
and child care. 
 
Since 1999, over 12,600 more 
child care spaces have been 
approved for funding.  In 2012/13, 
there were 31,634 licensed spaces 
in Manitoba; in 2013/14, the 
number of spaces increased by 
921 to 32,555. 
 
Funding for the Inclusion Support 
Program, which encourages 
meaningful participation of children 
with additional support needs in 
child care, has increased by 
182 per cent since 1999/00. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2013/14 
result (current year) 


or most recent 
available data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/ 
Report Links 


The incidence of child 
welfare cases in 
which the agency 
deems it necessary 
to remove a child or 
children, by 
measuring the 
number of children in 
care as a percentage 
of children in 
Manitoba ages 17 
and under. 


The percentage of 
Manitoba children in 
care indicates the 
level of activity of the 
CFS agencies in 
bringing children into 
care.  It may also be 
seen as a broad 
measure of the well-
being of children in a 
community (please 
see comments 
column). 


1.9 per cent 
(2000/01) 


3.6 per cent  
 
Excludes extensions of 
care (18


+
 years of age) 


The percentage of 
Manitoba children 
in care has 
increased from  
1.9 per cent 
(2000/01) to  
3.6 per cent 
(2013/14).  


According to a 2009 report of the 
National Child Welfare Outcomes 
Indicator Matrix initiative, “[a]s a broader 
community health indicator, the 
incidence of out-of home placement is 
an important gauge of the overall well-
being of children in a community.”


1 


Note however, that the number of 
children in care is driven by many 
factors, including the composition and 
growth rate of Manitoba’s population, 
societal changes, economic conditions, 
employment rates, family and 
community relations and supports, and 
changes in definitions.   


 


__________________________ 
1  


Trocmé, N., et al (2009) National Child Welfare Outcomes Indicator Matrix (NOM). Retrieved from http://www.cecw-cepb.ca/publications/948 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2013/14 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 


Family re-
involvement in Child 
and Family Services 
(CFS) within 1 year 
after case closure. 
 
The number of 
families who 
experience new or 
further involvement 
with CFS services 
within one year of 
case closures, as 
determined by a 
report resulting in an 
investigation, and a 
new case created, 
expressed as a 
percentage of all 
case closures in the 
time period. 
 
 
 
 
 


Re-involvement one 
year after case 
closure is an indicator 
of whether CFS 
interventions are 
effective and 
enduring. 


Baseline: 
2006/07 
 
Of all cases that 
were closed in 
2006/07, a total 
of 16 per cent 
became re-
involved with 
CFS, resulting in 
a new case 
being opened. 
 
Of the 
16 per cent of 
cases that were 
opened (re-
involved), 
10 per cent 
resulted in 
children being 
admitted to care 


Most recent data is from 
2013/14: 
 
Of all cases that were 
closed in 2013/14, a 
total of 17 per cent 
became re-involved with 
CFS, resulting in a new 
case being opened.  
 
Of the 17 per cent of 
cases that were opened 
(re-involved), 6 per cent 
resulted in children 
being admitted to care. 


The rate of re-
involvement 
resulting in new 
cases is virtually 
unchanged in 
2013/14 from the 
rate of re-
involvement in 
2006/07.  
 
However, re-
involvement 
resulting in a child 
being admitted to 
care has declined. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2013/14 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 


Percentage of 
Manitobans who are 
living in low income, 
as measured by 
Statistics Canada’s 
Market Basket 
Measure (MBM) 
 
 


A reduction in this 
measure means 
more Manitobans 
have the resources 
they need to reach 
their full potential and 
fully participate in 
society. 


2002 -  
12.8 per cent 


2011 –  
11.5 per cent 
 
(most recent data 
available) 


Since 2002, the 
overall low income 
rate has decreased 
by 10.2 per cent 


 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2013/14 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 


The percentage of 
agencies funded by 
the Department 
where there are 
signed Service 
Purchase 
Agreements (SPAs) 
in place. 


A high percentage of 
signed SPAs 
indicates the 
Department has 
improved 
accountability and 
agency capacity to 
deliver high quality 
services. 


31.1 per cent 
(1998/99) 


98.4 per cent (181) of 
SPAs were signed as at 
March 31, 2014. 


Since 1998, there 
has been a 
229 per cent 
increase in the 
number of signed 
SPAs (55 in 
1998/99 and 181 in 
2013/14). 


 


1
0
6
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The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower 


Protection) Act 


 


The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in 
April 2007. This law gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about 
significant and serious matters (wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and 
strengthens protection from reprisal.  The Act builds on protections already in place 
under other statutes, as well as collective bargaining rights, policies, practices and 
processes in the Manitoba public service.  


Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an 
act or omission that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross 
mismanagement; or, knowingly directing or counselling a person to commit a 
wrongdoing. The Act is not intended to deal with routine operational or administrative 
matters.  


A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a 
reasonable belief that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed, is considered 
to be a disclosure under the Act, whether or not the subject matter constitutes 
wrongdoing. All disclosures receive careful and thorough review to determine if action is 
required under the Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual report in 
accordance with Section 18 of the Act.  


The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services for 
fiscal year 2013/14: 
 


Information Required Annually 
(per Section 18 of The Act) 


Fiscal Year 
2013/14 


The number of disclosures received, and the number acted on 
and not acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a)  


NIL 


The number of investigations commenced as a result of a 
disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b)  


NIL 


In the case of an investigation that results in a finding of 
wrongdoing, a description of the wrongdoing and any 
recommendations or corrective actions taken in relation to the 
wrongdoing, or the reasons why no corrective action was 
taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c)  


NIL 
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Appendix I 
 
 


THE ADULT ABUSE REGISTRY COMMITTEE – ANNUAL REPORT 
 
JURISDICTION OF THE ADULT ABUSE REGISTRY COMMITTEE 
 
The Adult Abuse Registry Committee the “Committee”) was established by The Adult 
Abuse Registry Act (“AARA”) on January 15, 2013, with the purpose of reviewing 
reports of abuse or neglect of specified adults for potential referral to the Adult Abuse 
Registry.  For the purposes of the AARA, a “specified adult” means a vulnerable person 
as defined under The Vulnerable Person Living with a Mental Disability Act (“VPA”) or a 
patient as defined under The Protection for Persons in Care Act (“PPCA”).  The 
Committee receives reports from designated officers under either the VPA or the PPCA.  
 
The Committee reports directly to the Minister of Family Services.  This document 
constitutes the Committee’s annual report of its activities as required by section 43 of 
the AARA  
 


BOARD MEMBERSHIP 
 
As of March 31, 2014, the Committee consisted of 16 members who were appointed by 
the Lieutenant Governor in Council for a renewable term of three years. 
 
The AARA provides that “to be eligible to be appointed as a member of the committee, 
a person must  
 


(a) in the opinion of the Lieutenant Governor in Council, be knowledgeable about 
abuse and neglect and the need to protect persons from abuse and neglect; 


(b) not be an employee under the control of the responsible minister or a minister 
responsible for a designated Act; and 


(c) meet any other criteria specified in the regulations.” 
 


The AAR Regulation stipulates that Committee membership is to be made up of: 
 


(a) law enforcement officers; 
 


(b) lawyers; 
 


(c) health professionals; 
 


(d) persons with experience in providing care or services to specified adults; and 
 
(e) other persons who the Lieutenant Governor in Council considers appropriate.







110 


Staff that support the activities of the Committee are employed by the Department of 
Family Services.  
 


Committee Appointees: as of March 31, 2014: 
 
Chair:    John Leggat 
 
Vice-Chair:    Janet Forbes 
 
Members:   Detective Sergeant Steve Peltier 
    Debra Roach 
    Inspector Gord Perrier 
    Sergeant Robert Cooke 
    Tracy Lloyd 
    Craig Murray 
    Glen Reid 
    Dr. Larry Hardy  
    Janet Wikstrom 
    Linda Burnside 
    Valerie Kellberg 
    Janice Epp 
    Lana Penner 
    Sheila Holden 
 
 


SUMMARY OF REPORTS SUBMITTED BY DESIGNATED OFFICERS 
 


 
SUMMARY OF COMMITTEE ACTIVITY  


JANUARY 15/13 – MARCH 31/14 
 


 


NUMBER OF 
REPORTS 


STATUS OF REVIEW 


Referral to 
Registry 


No 
Referral 


Under Review by the 
Committee as of  
March 31, 2014 


TOTAL 29 7 4 18 


 
  







111 


Appendix II 
 
 


THE ADULT ABUSE REGISTRY REGISTRAR – ANNUAL REPORT 
 
The Adult Abuse Registry (AAR) is a database that records the identity of individuals 
who have been found to have abused or neglected a vulnerable adult defined under 
The Vulnerable Person Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA) or a patient defined 
under The Protection for Persons in Care Act (PPCA).  The purpose of the AAR is to 
allow employers to screen potential employees and volunteers who want to work 
directly with either of these populations. 
 
 


 
ADULT ABUSE REGISTRY – STATISTICAL REPORT 


 


 
2012/13  


(Jan to Mar) 
2013/14 


Total Since 
Implementation 


Number of Checks 857 17,739 18,596 


Number of Registrations1 9 1 10 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________ 
1  


There are two ways that a name may be listed on the AAR: if a person has been found or pleaded guilty 
to an offence involving the abuse or neglect of a vulnerable adult under The VPA or a patient under The 
PPCA, the person’s name must be entered in the Registry; and if the Adult Abuse Registry Committee 
(AARC) determines that a person has abused or neglected a vulnerable adult under The VPA or a patient 
under The PPCA and that the person’s name should be placed on the AAR, the name must be entered in 
the Registry. 












FACTS 2009
Our Mission 


Winnipeg Harvest collects and shares surplus food with individuals who are hungry. We are also
committed to maximizing public awareness of hunger while working towards long-term solutions
to end hunger and poverty. Our ultimate goal is to eliminate the need for food banks in our
community.


Through systemic and 1:1 advocacy, Winnipeg Harvest is committed to reducing hunger by
50% in Manitoba. In doing so, we are working with many community partners including
individuals who are hungry and living in poverty to create change.


Our goal is to build a community that can claim: we are the “The Best Place to Raise a Child.”
That means eliminating the barriers and pain that poverty and hunger impose on people.


Harvest is a founding member of Food Banks Canada (CAFB) and adheres to a national code
of ethics. We believe in the dignity of all people.


Harvest is a founding member of the Manitoba Association of Food Banks


Winnipeg Harvest Quick Facts


� Winnipeg Harvest is a not-for-profit charitable organization.


� Winnipeg Harvest began in 1984, founded by Lee Newton, Partnerships Coordinator,
and the warehouse opened its doors in 1985. 


� Winnipeg Harvest provides emergency food assistance to over 40,000 people a month.
If you think about that  – that would be equivalent to filling the MTS Centre once
with adults and once with children.


� 45% of people receiving food from Winnipeg Harvest are children. Over 18,000 children
each month require emergency food from Winnipeg Harvest. Ten years ago that number
was 5,512.


� One third of the families experiencing hunger are often dual wage-earner families, the
working poor. Poor kids live in poor families. No one chooses to be poor, or hungry or to
be in crisis.


� We hear often from parents who realize that food deprivation can affect the development
of their young children, and therefore deprive themselves of food first, thus putting
themselves at risk for illness. 


� Harvest responds to two conditions:
(1) Hungry people (2) Surplus food  


  


Harvest looks to our community for support: (1) money (2) food (3) time    







Revised: January 2009


Hungry children do not live solely in third
world countries. Hungry children also live in


poor families next door!


Children & Poverty


� As of 2006, Manitoba has the third-highest child poverty rate in Canada, with 12.4% of
Manitoba children living under the after tax low-income cut-off (LICO)


� Manitoba falls just below Saskatchewan (with a child poverty rate of 14.4%) and British
Columbia (with a child poverty rate of 16.1%), but surpasses the national average of
11.3% by 1.1%. 


� In Manitoba 47, 000 children (before tax) live in poverty (2006). 


� In Canada, 41% of low-income children live in families where at least one income earner
has a full-time job all year. (Campaign 2000 (2007). 2007 report card on child and family poverty in Canada.


Toronto: Family Services Association of Toronto).


� In 2006, almost 62% of poor children in Manitoba lived in families where members
together worked the equivalent of one full time full year position. In fact, 10.2% of all
children in Manitoba who lived in families where family members worked the equivalent
of one full time full year position were poor. Manitoba was the second worst in this
regard. (Social Planning Council Manitoba Child and Family Poverty Report Card 2008)


� The poverty rate among two parent families in Manitoba is 15%, well above the
Canadian average of 11. 2 %. (Social Planning Council Manitoba Child and Family Poverty Report Card 2008)


� In the City of Winnipeg the poverty rate for Winnipeg’s children rose to more than one in
five in 2005, the highest rate among mid size cities across Canada. (Social Planning Council


Manitoba Child and Family Poverty Report Card 2008)


� Children who recently immigrated to Manitoba are at high risk of living in poverty – a
poverty rate of 51.2% in 2001; more than double the rate for the province as a whole,
according to Statistics Canada’s pre-tax LICOs. (Social Planning Council Manitoba Child and Family


Poverty Report Card 2008)


� 75 community programs, 32 daycares, and 26 schools receive meal and snack food
from Winnipeg Harvest to serve children that might otherwise go hungry


The national picture


Winnipeg Harvest and its partners in rural Manitoba fill a need that is above the province’s share
of the national population.  The 40,000+ people we serve every month are about six per cent of
the national figure, substantially more than Manitoba’s 3.6 per cent share of the Canadian
population.







(It is important to note that First Nations communities are not included in these calculations (and the poverty rates in these
communities are significantly higher than in other parts of Manitoba); thus, these numbers do not accurately reflect the reality of
child poverty in Manitoba)  Revised: January 2009


Poverty and Child Development


Children living in poverty can be affected in a number of ways:


• Poverty and ill health go hand in hand


• Lack of stimulation and socialization


• Unhealthy child development


• Poor school readiness


• Poor Nutrition 


• Higher incidence of injuries, burns, and poisonings


• Decrease in the likelihood of having annual doctor/dentist visits


• Greater likelihood of being exposed to environmental contaminants


• Frequent or long episodes of hunger can have harmful and long term effects on
the health and development of the child. 


Sources: Winnipeg Harvest Inc. Manitoba Health, National Council on Welfare (Poverty Profile), Canadian Council on Social
Development, Social Planning Council of Winnipeg, Toronto Food Policy Council and Stats Canada 
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END CHILD AND FAMILY POVERTY IN CANADA 


Manitoba Child and Family Poverty  
REPORT CARD 2014 
25 years and Children are no better off 
 
 
Twenty-five years have passed since Canadian leaders made a landmark commitment to our children, 
this country’s most vulnerable residents.  On November 24, 1989 all political parties in the House of 
Commons unanimously passed a resolution to end child poverty in Canada by the year 2000.  Ed 
Broadbent, Leader of the NDP at the time who sponsored the motion, called child poverty our ‘national 
shame’.   
 
In the same year, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child was established and Canada 
was one of the countries to ratify the convention. 
 
Since 1992, Campaign 2000 To End Child and Family Poverty in Canada, has worked to assure the 
commitment. The Campaign, driven by community, labour and service NGOs from across Canada have 
done research, published reports, communicated with government and educated the public about child 
poverty. 
 
Canada is now far overdue on its pledge to eliminate child poverty.  Not only did Canada fail to meet the 
target, many believe that as a country we’ve fallen back.  One in five children in Canada and 40% of 
Indigenous children living off-reserve live in poverty.  In Winnipeg, food banks provide nourishment for 
about 20,000 children a month. 
 
Today, more children live in poverty in Canada than when the commitment was made in 1989. In 
Manitoba there are almost 84,000 children growing up with fewer opportunities and in poorer health 
than their peers. Poverty rates among children whose families are new immigrants, racialized, 
Indigenous, led by female lone parents or impacted by disabilities are even more profoundly affected. 
According to The Office of the Children’s Advocate, more than 10,000 children are in the care of Child 
and Family Services – in 2006 there were about 6,600 children in care. Over 60,000 Manitobans rely on 
food banks monthly. 
 
According to the Annual Report for All Aboard, Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction Strategy, about 11% of 
the total population live in poverty, although the rates vary according to the measure used (Market 
Basket Measure rates  are at 11.5%, while Low Income Cut Off  is 8.9% and  the Low Income Measure is 
at 14% – from various StatsCan Tables) 
 
Since 1989, Manitoba families have experienced social and economic upheaval that has degraded the 
quality and availability of services, jobs and income supports.  Families have weathered free trade, 
globalization, stagnant wages and a growing trend towards precarious, part-time employment. 
 
Through all of these shifts, governments at both the federal and provincial levels have not been able to 
meet the commitment to our children. Instead they have prioritized cutting taxes and services.  Canada 
and Manitoba now have some of the lowest corporate tax levels in the industrialized world.  Political 
leaders have reveled in Canada’s ‘competitive tax rates’ while an entire generation of children is being 
left behind. 
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TABLE 1: FOOD BANK USE IN CANADA, BY PROVINCE 


 
 


Province/Territory 


Total 
Assisted, 


March 
2014 


Percent 
Children, 


March 
2014 


Total 
Assisted, 


March 
2013 


Total 
Assisted, 


March 
2008 


 
Change, 


2008-
2014 


 
% 
Change, 
2008-
2014 


 
Change, 


2013-
2014 


 
% 
Change, 
2013-
2014 


British Columbia 97,369 30.8% 94,002 78,101 19,268 24.7% 3,367 3.6% 


Alberta 49,766 42.9% 48,653 33,580 16,186 48.2% 1,113 2.3% 


Saskatchewan 26,820 45.8% 22,465 17,751 9,069 51.1% 4,355 19.4% 


Manitoba 61,691 44.3% 60,229 40,464 21,227 52.5% 1,462 2.4% 


Ontario 374,698 35.0% 375,814 314,258 60,440 19.2% -1,116 -0.3% 


Quebec 156,895 37.3% 156,750 127,536 29,359 23.0% 14
5 


0.1% 


New Brunswick 19,590 33.9% 19,989 15,638 3,952 25.3% -399 -2.0% 


Nova Scotia 19,664 29.2% 21,760 16,915 2,749 16.3% -2,096 -9.6% 


Prince Edward Island 3,432 38.0% 3,502 2,892 54
0 


18.7% -
7
0 


-2.0% 


Newfoundland & 
Labrador 


26,617 37.7% 26,412 27,260 -643 -2.4% 20
5 


0.8% 


Territories 4,649 47.0% 3,522 1,340 3,309 246.9% 1,127 32.0% 


Canada 841,191 36.9% 833,098 675,735 165,456 24.5% 8,093 1.0% 


Table 1: Hunger Count 2014, Food Banks Canada 


 
 
Child poverty exists because we as a society have been unwilling to do what’s necessary to resolve it. It 
is no coincidence that in the same period that taxes and services have been cut, income inequality and 
therefore poverty continues to grow. Since 1989, the richest Manitoba families have seen their average 
annual incomes rise by over $51,929 while the lowest income families have only gained $4,937 (from 
1989 to 2010 in constant dollars1). Promoting income inequality may not be government policy – but it 
is slowly creeping into Manitoban communities.  
 
We often hear that getting a job, any job, is the antidote to poverty. We rarely hear that quality 
employment – living wage jobs, with regular hours, benefits and protections – are much harder to find. 
 
More often, we hear the poor being blamed for their poverty or the refrain that now is not the right 
time for governments to invest in ending poverty. In the late 1990s, funding for childcare, education, 
affordable housing and social assistance were cut back significantly to address the concern for the 
nation’s debt and deficit. Today, funding for these services still falls well short of what is needed to lift 
Canadians out of poverty, and restore their health and dignity. 
 
 


                                                 
1
 Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives using Statistics Canada’s SLID pre-tax data, 2011. 
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Modest improvements are not enough. Families on provincial social assistance in Manitoba are living in 
the deepest poverty. The time has long past to fix a system that has left thousands without the 
opportunities or resources to determine their future.  
 
Manitoba 
 
The Manitoba government can significantly reduce child poverty by making poverty eradication a 
priority, with a  commitment to persistent, strategic investments. Ending poverty is not only the right 
thing to do for our children, it is good for the economy and for our health. Currently, child poverty costs 
Manitoba an estimated  $360 million2 annually. The Canadian Medical Association has said governments 
must address poverty to improve the health of all Canadians, which pays off in lower health care costs. 
 
While the current federal government has abandoned the notion of a national anti-poverty strategy, 
Manitoba has shown some leadership through a provincial poverty reduction strategy, which has made 
some modest gains.  
 
This report looks at child poverty in Manitoba through three statistical comparisons:   


1. Manitoba’s child poverty rate in 2012 with that of Canada as a whole and the other provinces 
and territories.   


2. Manitoba’s child poverty rate from 1989 to 2012, determining the amount of change in the 
long-term.   


3. Manitoba’s child poverty rate between 2008 and 2012 with those in Canada as a whole, i.e. the 
year before Manitoba’s All Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was initiated.   


 
The poverty measure used is Statistics Canada’s after-tax Low Income Measure.  This data3 describe LIM 
as a “fixed percentage (50%) of median adjusted household income, where “adjusted” indicates that 
household needs are taken into account.” This kind of relative measure correlates most strongly with 
health and developmental outcomes.4 
 
Estimates of low income families are based on the ‘census family’, which is defined as “… a married 
couple (with or without children of either and/or both spouses), a common-law couple (with or without 
children of either and/or both partners) or a lone parent of any marital status, with at least one child.”5 
The data from the T1 Family File (T1FF) is derived from personal income tax returns and Canadian Child 


                                                 
2
 Based on 6,6% of provincial GDP as calculated for Ontario by Laurie, Nathan. 2008. The Cost of Poverty: An Analysis of the Economic Cost of 


           Poverty in Ontario. Toronto: Ontario Association of Food Banks. 


 
3
 Statistics Canada. 2012. Low Income Lines, 2010 WR 2011.Catalogue no. 75F0002M — No. 002. Ottawa: Statistics Canada. 


 
4
 Raphael, Dennis. 2011. Poverty in Canada: Implications for Health and Quality of Life. (second edition). Toronto: Canadian 


Scholars’ Press. 
 
Wilkinson, Richard G., and Kate E. Pickett. 2006. “Income inequality and population health: A review and explanation of the 
evidence.” Social Science &   Medicine 62 (7): 1768-1784. 
 
Williamson, Deanna L., and Linda Reutter. 1999. “Defining and measuring poverty:  
Implications for the health of Canadians.” Health Promotion International 14 (4): 355-364. 
 
5
 Downloaded from http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/ref/dict/fam004-eng.cfm 


 



http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2011/ref/dict/fam004-eng.cfm
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Tax Benefit administrative data.  Statistics Canada reports that “the T1FF approximates the total 
Canadian population”, so that it provides valid estimates of poverty rates.6 
 
Using this source of data, 18.5% of the Canadian population live with less than the LIM.  
 
Child Poverty Rates 
 
Chart 1 displays child poverty rates for Canada as a whole, with each province and territories for 1989 
and 2012.  In 2012, Manitoba had the highest child poverty rate of any province, almost 10% above the 
rate for all of Canada. Almost three out of 10 of Manitoba’s children were living in poverty in 2012.  Only 
Nunavut had a higher rate.  
 


 
 
 
Chart 2  illustrates the child poverty rates for Manitoba and Canada for 1989 and 2012.  In 1989, 
Manitoba had the second highest child poverty rate of any province, at 23.0%.  By 2012, it had grown to 
29.0%, an increase of 26.1 percentage points.  Over the same period, the child poverty rate in Canada as 
a whole had increased from 15.8% to 19.1%, a smaller increase than Manitoba’s, of 21.0 percentage 
points. 
 


                                                 
6
 Statistics Canada. 2014. “Annual Income Estimates for Census Families and Individuals (T1 Family File) Family 


Data - User's Guide –“ Ottawa, ON: Information Statistics Division, Statistics Canada. 
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Chart 1: Child Poverty Rates in Canada by Province and Territories 
1989 and 2012  


1989 2012 Source: Statistics Canada custom tabulation. T1FF in 1989 and 2012, using LIM 
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Chart 3 displays changes in the child poverty rate between 2008 and 20127 or since the All Aboard 
strategy began. It can be observed that for Canada as a whole there has been a very small decreasing 
trend since 2009.  This hardly seems remarkable, but it is much better than for Manitoba. 
 


 
 
Since the initiation of All Aboard in 2009, Manitoba’s child poverty rate has hardly changed.  Between 
2008 and 2012 there has been an increase of 1.4 percentage points in Manitoba’s child poverty rate 
(compared to a decrease of 3.1% for Canada as a whole).  This is small, but must be viewed in the 
context of a decreasing trend for Canada as a whole. 
 
 


                                                 
7
 Statistics Canada. Table  111-0015 -  Family characteristics, Low Income Measures (LIM), by family type and family 


type composition, annual (number unless otherwise noted),  CANSIM  
 


15.8% 
19.1% 


23% 


29% 


1989 2012


Chart 2: Child Poverty Rates in Canada and Manitoba  
1989 and 2012 


Canada


Manitoba


    Source: Statistics Canada custom tabulation. T1FF in 1989 and 2012, using LIM After Tax. 


19.7% 19.8% 18.9% 19.2% 19.1% 


28.6% 28.9% 28.8% 29% 29% 


2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


Canada Manitoba


Chart 3: Low Income Measure (after tax) Canada and Manitoba 


Source: Statistics Canada custom tabulation. T1FF in 1989 and 2012, 
using LIM After Tax. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
Something is wrong, and children are paying the price. For 25 years, federal and provincial governments, 
including Manitoba’s, have been saying they are concerned about child poverty and are doing 
something about it. Clearly they are not doing it right or not doing enough. 
 
Manitoba has invested money and made policy changes to benefit children. They have focused on 
improving Early Development Instrument performance and graduation rates. They have experimented 
with coordinated programs that are intended to help neighbourhoods, families and schools meet the 
needs of children. As well, the Province has made a major commitment to child care, including a 
declared interest in “universal child care” putting Manitoba out ahead of other provinces.  
 
But there is no denying the statistics – more children are living in poverty.  
 
In Manitoba, Indigenous families carry a disproportionate burden of poverty, not because of choice but 
because of historical and political control on their lives. While immigration is expected to benefit 
Manitoba, and new Canadians will settle and integrate, but for many their first years will be relegated to 
poverty conditions. 
 
Service agencies, academics and child activists agree that more can and must be done to right the 
situation facing thousands of children.  We believe all levels of government can increase investment and 
improve policy support for ending child poverty, in ways that benefit everyone in society, leading to long 
term prosperity. In particular and for example, Manitoba should focus on: 
 


Housing  


o Maintain the commitment to creating new social and affordable housing  


o Initiate major improvements to rent supplements for families living in poverty - for 


example, Rent Assist should be fully budgeted now, not in four years.  


o Because of the need, landlords and developers should also play a role and take some 


responsibility for the shortage of adequate, suitable and affordable housing. 


o Make a commitment that no child will ever need to stay in a shelter for the homeless. 


o Work with Aboriginal leadership and the Federal Government to address housing for 


Aboriginal people in urban and rural jurisdictions. 


 


Incomes  


o Continue to raise the minimum wage, while implementing reforms to Employment and 


Income Assistance (EIA) and in particular expanding portable benefits.  


o Increase EIA rates for families with children to LIM after tax poverty line 


o As government cannot create jobs, the private sector should expand efforts to open new 


employment opportunities, especially for young people and people with a disability.  
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Support Services  


o Expand services for children who are burdened with abuse, inadequate health and 


education resources and family breakup.  In particular, enhance supports for at-risk 


children and youth to excel in their education.  


 


o Expand access to food security supports, such as Community Food Centres in 


neighbourhoods of high need.  


o Continue to support the development of regulated child care and universal child care, 


especially in the community near schools.  


 
Because child poverty in Manitoba is a simmering disaster with little potential for improvement under 
current efforts, there should be an emergency debate in the legislature.  Manitobans should hear the 
views of their elected representatives and they should all be challenged to find collaborative ways to 
end child poverty.  
 
As we look back to the child poverty commitment made in 1989, we should be inspired to move forward 
and do more to reduce the number of people living in poverty in Manitoba. We cannot wait another 
twenty-five years for the commitment to be realized. Now is the time to act decisively and re-dedicate 
ourselves to ending child poverty in our time. 
 
 


Sid Frankel      Dennis Lewycky 
Associate Professor of Social Work   Executive Director 
University of Manitoba     Social Planning Council 
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END CHILD AND FAMILY POVERTY IN CANADA 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Campaign 2000 is a cross-Canada public education movement to build awareness and support for the 1989 


all-party House of Commons’ resolution to end child poverty in Canada by the year 2000. Campaign 2000 


began in 1991 out of concern about the lack of government progress in addressing child poverty. Campaign 


2000’s non-partisan coalition consists of more than 120 partner organizations from across the country 


working at the local, provincial and/or national level to address the realities of poverty.  The coalition is 


united by our dedication to ending child and family poverty in Canada.  We propose viable policy solutions 


to reduce and eradicate child poverty in our annual report cards on child poverty which have been released 


annually since 1992.  


 


For further information, please contact: 


Laurel Rothman - National Coordinator, Campaign 2000, 416-595-9230 Ext. 228 or 416-575-9230 


Liyu Guo – Program Assistant, Campaign 2000, 416-595-9230, ext. 244 or 416-624-1885  


 








Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy Page 1


Annual Report 2012/13 
September, 2013.


:
Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction  
and Social Inclusion Strategy











Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy Page 3


Message from Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and  
Social Inclusion Co-chairs
In 2011, the Manitoba government passed The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act, signifying a strong 
commitment to reduce poverty and promote social inclusion in all regions of the province. This important 
piece of legislation requires the government to report to Manitobans on the status of ALL Aboard: 
Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy each year. As Co-chairs of the ALL Aboard 
Committee, we are pleased to release our first annual report, for the period ending March 31, 2013. 


We are proud that this government continues to invest in important programs and initiatives to support 
poverty reduction and social inclusion. Just as importantly, we have gathered input from the public. 
This information is helping us to develop concrete action plans. We thank all those Manitobans who 
participated in the spring 2013 consultation sessions for sharing their ideas and knowledge to help move 
this significant strategy forward. 


The poverty reduction and social inclusion indicators in this report show that while progress is being 
made in a number of important areas, more work remains to be done. Poverty and social exclusion are 
complex and interconnected issues, and we know that reducing poverty is not a quick or simple task. To 
achieve progress, we need to work together and build meaningful partnerships with federal and municipal 
governments, First Nations and Aboriginal groups, community organizations, labour groups, businesses 
and citizens, including those who are living (or have lived) in low income. 


Reducing poverty for Manitobans is one of the best investments that we can make. Everyone benefits from 
a society that helps all people prosper. We are committed to creating a fair province where Manitobans 
from all walks of life have opportunities to contribute and thrive. 


Kerri Irvin-Ross  
Minister 
Housing and Community  
Development


Jennifer Howard 
Minister  
Family Services and Labour
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Message des coprésidentes du comité de Tout le 
monde à bord : Stratégie manitobaine de réduction 
de la pauvreté et d’inclusion sociale 
En 2011, le gouvernement du Manitoba a adopté la Loi sur la Stratégie de réduction de la pauvreté 
démontrant un engagement fort envers la réduction de la pauvreté et la promotion de l’inclusion sociale 
dans toutes les régions de la province. Cette importante mesure législative oblige le gouvernement à rendre 
compte chaque année aux Manitobains de la situation de Tout le monde à bord : Stratégie manitobaine  
de réduction de la pauvreté et d’inclusion sociale. En tant que coprésidents du comité de Tout le monde à 
bord, nous sommes heureux de publier notre premier rapport annuel, pour l’exercice qui s’est terminé le 
31 mars 2013.


Nous sommes fiers que le gouvernement continue d’investir dans d’importants programmes et initiatives 
afin de soutenir la réduction de la pauvreté et de favoriser l’inclusion sociale. Fait tout aussi important, 
nous avons recueilli les commentaires du public et cette information nous aide à élaborer des plans 
d’action concrets. Nous remercions les Manitobains et Manitobaines qui ont participé aux séances de 
consultation du printemps 2013 dans le but d’exprimer leurs idées et leurs connaissances et de contribuer à 
la progression de cette importante stratégie.


Les indicateurs de réduction de la pauvreté et d’inclusion sociale dans le présent rapport montrent qu’il 
reste du travail à faire, même si des progrès ont été accomplis dans plusieurs domaines importants. La 
pauvreté et l’exclusion sociale sont des questions complexes et étroitement liées et nous savons que la 
réduction de la pauvreté n’est pas une tâche simple ou à brève échéance. Pour progresser, nous devons 
travailler ensemble et construire des partenariats efficaces avec les gouvernements fédéral et municipaux, 
les Premières Nations et les groupes autochtones, les organismes communautaires, les syndicats, les 
entreprises et les particuliers, y compris ceux qui vivent (ou ont vécu) en situations de faible revenu.


La réduction de la pauvreté est l’un des meilleurs investissements que nous puissions faire. Chacun retire 
des avantages d’une société qui aide tous ses membres à prospérer. Nous nous engageons à créer une 
province équitable où les Manitobaines et les Manitobains de tous les horizons de la vie ont la possibilité 
de participer et de prospérer.


Kerri Irvin-Ross,  
ministre du Logement 
et du Développement 
communautaire


Jennifer Howard, 
ministre des Services à la 
famille et du Travail
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Introduction
ALL Aboard is the Manitoba government’s 
Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. 
This strategy coordinates novel and proven 
initiatives that help reduce poverty and promote 
social inclusion. Poverty and social exclusion 
can lead to poor health outcomes, compromise 
academic performance, limit employment 
prospects and lead to social isolation – lower 
levels of community connection and engagement. 
The ALL Aboard Strategy affirms the belief that 
each Manitoban deserves a high quality of life and 
that we all benefit from having the right tools and 
supports to care for ourselves, our families and 
our communities. 


Poverty is not just about a lack of money – it is 
also about a lack of opportunity. Income bears 
on our ability to access education, recreational 
opportunities, government services, and safe 
and meaningful work. Social exclusion happens 
when people are unable to fully participate in 
society, due to unemployment, poor housing, 
addictions and mental illness. These barriers can 
keep Manitobans from accessing the benefits, 
resources and opportunities they need to 
participate more fully in their communities. 


Poverty is not just about a lack of money – 
it is also about a lack of opportunity.


We are coming through an economic downturn, 
not just in Manitoba, but nationally and 
internationally. Manitoba is taking a balanced 
approach that finds efficiencies and savings 
while sustaining frontline services and important 
investments in future prosperity. Although reducing 
poverty in an uncertain economy is difficult, it 
remains a concrete government priority.


Manitoba took a significant step by passing The 
Poverty Reduction Strategy Act in 2011, which 
requires the province to establish indicators 
that measure progress in reducing poverty and 
promoting social inclusion. Indicators show both 
where improvements are being made and where 
to focus more of our attention. They also help to 
develop informed, evidence-based policies and 
programs. In 2012, following consultations with 
community stakeholders, the province established 
21 indicators to assess our progress on poverty 
reduction and social inclusion. Reporting on our 
performance begins on page 17, which provides a 
comprehensive picture of poverty and prosperity 
and social inclusion and exclusion in Manitoba. 
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Introduction
Tout le monde à bord est la stratégie du 
gouvernement du Manitoba en matière de 
réduction de la pauvreté et d’inclusion sociale. 
Cette stratégie coordonne les initiatives 
nouvelles et éprouvées qui contribuent à réduire 
la pauvreté et à promouvoir l’inclusion sociale. 
La pauvreté et l’exclusion sociale peuvent 
mener à une mauvaise santé, compromettre 
des résultats scolaires, limiter les perspectives 
d’emploi et créer l’isolement social - autant de 
causes d’affaiblissement des connexions et de 
l’engagement communautaires. La Stratégie 
Tout le monde à bord exprime la conviction que 
chaque Manitobain mérite une qualité de vie 
élevée et affirme que nous avons tous avantage 
à disposer des outils et supports qu’il faut pour 
prendre soin de nous-mêmes, de nos familles et 
de nos collectivités.


La pauvreté n’est pas qu’une question de 
manque d’argent - c’est aussi une question de 
manque de possibilités. Le revenu influence 
les possibilités d’accéder à l’éducation, 
à des activités récréatives, à des services 
gouvernementaux et à un emploi sécuritaire 
et intéressant. L’exclusion sociale survient 
quand les gens sont incapables de participer 
pleinement à la société, à cause du chômage, 
de logements médiocres, de la toxicomanie 
et de la maladie mentale. Ces obstacles 
peuvent empêcher l’accès aux avantages, aux 
ressources et aux possibilités nécessaires à 
une participation pleine et entière dans les 
collectivités.


La pauvreté n’est pas qu’une question 
de manque d’argent - c’est aussi une 
question de manque de possibilités.


Nous sortons d’une période de ralentissement 
économique, non seulement au Manitoba mais 
aussi à l’échelle nationale et internationale. Le 
Manitoba adopte une approche équilibrée qui 
trouve des moyens d’améliorer l’efficacité et de 
réaliser des économies tout en maintenant les 
services de première ligne et des investissements 
importants dans la prospérité future. Bien que 
la réduction de la pauvreté dans un contexte 
économique incertain soit difficile, elle reste une 
priorité concrète du gouvernement.


Le Manitoba a franchi une étape importante en 
adoptant la Loi sur la stratégie de réduction de la 
pauvreté en 2011, qui oblige la province à établir 
des indicateurs mesurant les progrès dans la 
réduction de la pauvreté et dans la promotion de 
l’inclusion sociale. Les indicateurs montrent où se 
font les améliorations et où concentrer davantage 
notre attention. Ils aident également à élaborer des 
politiques et des programmes éclairés et fondés 
sur l’expérience. En 2012, après des consultations 
avec les intervenants locaux, la province a établi 
21 indicateurs qui serviront à évaluer les progrès 
réalisés en matière de réduction de la pauvreté 
et d’inclusion sociale. Les rapports sur notre 
performance commencent à la page 17, qui 
contient un portrait complet de la pauvreté et de la 
prospérité et de l’inclusion et de l’exclusion sociale 
au Manitoba.
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Vision and Guiding Principles
The Manitoba government:


• envisions a future where people are socially included, connected to their communities, 
participating in the economy and contributing to Manitoba


• acknowledges that poverty is complex and goes beyond having enough money to live each day


• strives to create the conditions that allow people to participate fully in society as valued, 
respected and contributing members


• believes that everyone benefits from a society that helps all individuals to participate, and to 
prosper


The province’s approach to achieving this vision is grounded in legislation - The Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Act (PRSA). Under the PRSA, Manitoba is required to establish a poverty reduction strategy, 
which was released in 2012. The PRSA also specifies that the strategy must recognize that poverty has 
multiple causes and must address the following needs:


ü quality, accessible education that develops knowledge and skills


ü training that prepares people for employment


ü employment opportunities


ü income supports for people who are unable to fully participate in the labour market


ü affordable housing


ü supportive and safe communities


ü supports for strong and healthy families


The PRSA also requires that the strategy recognize that certain groups face a higher risk of poverty 
and social exclusion, and ensure that programs and initiatives to reduce poverty and increase social 
inclusion are accessible to all people who require them.
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Strategy Framework
The ALL Aboard Strategy rests upon the following four interconnected pillars. 


1. Safe, Affordable Housing in Supportive Communities: 
Housing is an essential component of personal, economic and social well-being. Adequate, 
affordable housing for individuals and families is an important element in poverty reduction. 
Strategic investments in housing stimulate the economy, promote community and economic 
development, enhance social well-being and improve Manitoba’s infrastructure for future 
generations.


2. Education, Jobs and Income Supports: 
We need to invest in Manitobans through education, training, and employment programs and 
supports. Key actions and programs need to focus on skills development, literacy supports, 
transitions from unemployment to work, education and training opportunities and income 
supports. 


3. Strong, Healthy Families: 
Strong and well-functioning families are better able to raise physically and emotionally healthy 
children who are safe and secure, successful at learning, responsible and socially-engaged in their 
communities.


4. Accessible, Coordinated Services: 
Services from the Manitoba government need to be responsive to the needs of individuals, 
families and communities. Services also need to be coordinated and integrated across 
departments, so that all Manitobans can easily access the information and supports that they 
require. 


•	 Building blocks for employment 


•	 Targeted supports for those most in need 


•	 Food security


•	 Housing


•	 Closing the gap for Aboriginal 
Manitobans


•	 Creating opportunities for youth


•	 Early childhood development and 
parenting supports 


Four-year Strategy
In April 2012, the province released its four-year (2012-2016) Strategy (www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/pubs/
strategy_paper.pdf), which focuses on seven priority areas:
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The All Aboard Committee
In 2012, a formal committee was appointed by order-in-council to lead the ALL Aboard Strategy. This 
committee comprises 11 cabinet ministers and four community members, who reflect the diversity of 
Manitoba and represent rural, urban and northern communities. 


There is a legislative requirement for the committee to meet at least four times annually. Each meeting 
is an opportunity to advise the province on poverty reduction and social inclusion initiatives, to actively 
monitor strategy implementation and help facilitate community involvement. 


ü	The ALL Aboard Committee met five times in 2012/2013. 


The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act specifies the following responsibilities of the ALL Aboard Committee:


• reviewing and providing advice to the executive council on the content of the Strategy, poverty and 
social inclusion indicators, and proposed programs, policies or initiatives


• monitoring the implementation of the strategy


• ensuring that programs, policies and initiatives of the government to reduce poverty and increase 
social inclusion are coordinated and consistent with the strategy


• facilitating community involvement in the development and implementation of the strategy


Minister Kerri Irvin-Ross (co-chair) with committee members Mr. Charles Loewen, Ms. Jennie Wastesicoot,  
Ms. Louise Simbandumwe, the Honourable Nancy Allan, and Mr. Rob Altemeyer (ex officio) and  


Ms. Melanie Wight (ex officio). 
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Public Engagement
Success requires active and ongoing dialogue with the community. In March 2013, consultations were held 
across Manitoba to hear about the most effective approaches to poverty reduction and social inclusion. 
Participants were asked for their advice about seven draft action plans, one for each of the identified 
priorities. Many Manitobans participated: academics, service providers, community activists, concerned 
citizens, and importantly, those with lived experience of poverty and/or social exclusion. 


Participants spoke about the ways that high housing costs and the need for more social and 
affordable housing cause hardships for low-income Manitobans. When a disproportionate share of a 
household’s monthly budget is spent on rent, little is left for nutritious food. Calls were made for higher 
Employment and Income Assistance (welfare) rates; for more training, education and employment 
opportunities for those living in low income; and for affordable, high-quality child care for parents and 
caregivers attending school and/or participating in the labour force. Those living in poverty told us 
about their struggles and determination to build better lives for themselves and their children.


Consultations drew attention to the need for provincial initiatives to better reflect the diversity of 
Manitoba’s population and to account for regional differences. As well, we were told about the 
many ways in which low-income Manitobans are excluded from opportunities to participate in their 
communities, either directly due to costs, or indirectly due to discrimination. We learned that the social 
stigma felt by Manitobans living in poverty leads to hopelessness and despair. Clearly, poverty can be  
all-consuming and isolating. 


ü	Over 140 individuals attended consultation 
session.


ü	Ten consultation sessions were held across 
Manitoba, in Brandon, Dauphin, Gimli,  
The Pas, Thompson and Winnipeg. 


ü	Fifteen organizations and individuals 
provided formal written submissions. 


ü	Over 500 Manitobans responded 
to a survey, which included the 
opportunity to rank the two most 
important areas where the province 
should invest more resources to 
reduce poverty and promote social 
inclusion, from among the strategy’s 
seven identified priority areas. 
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Survey respondents prioritized housing and food security as the two most important areas where the 
province should invest more resources to reduce poverty and promote social inclusion. Respondents 
ranked the seven priorities for action as follows:


These responses have been summarized in ALL Aboard: What We Heard (http://www.gov.mb.ca/
allaboard/consultation.html), which is being used to inform forthcoming ALL Aboard Action Plans, 
one for each of the seven priority areas identified on page 9. 


1. Housing 


2. Food Security 


3. Building Blocks for Employment 


4. Early Childhood Development  
& Parenting Supports 


5. Targeted Supports for Those 
Most In Need


6. Closing the Gap for Aboriginal 
Manitobans 


7. Creating Opportunities for Youth


• affordable housing 


• rent subsidies


• affordable healthy food


• clean water


• community gardens


• school nutrition


• job opportunities 


• training 


• essential skills


• child care spaces 


• subsidies 


• inclusion supports


• people with addictions 


• mental health issues 


• education 


• health care 


• family supports


• work experience 


• life skills 


• recreation activities 


• mentoring
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Poverty Among Aboriginal Manitobans
Recent poverty reduction and social inclusion statistics tell many Manitoba stories. In this first annual 
report, we are highlighting the situation of Aboriginal Manitobans. While significant work remains to 
address poverty and social exclusion, Manitoba’s Aboriginal population is making inroads to progress.


Poverty among Aboriginal Manitobans is a multifaceted problem rooted in colonialism, discrimination 
and deprivation of opportunity. Disparities between Aboriginal people and their communities, and others 
is a complex problem for governments in Canada and elsewhere. Our approach should respect history 
and cultural differences, while charting a course for greater prosperity and inclusion. 


In 2011, there were 195,895 Aboriginal people living in Manitoba (16.7% of provincial population), who 
identified themselves as follows: 


The following considers income, housing, employment and education levels of Aboriginal 
Manitobans compared to non-Aboriginal Manitobans.


Income 
Not only are Aboriginal people more likely to live in poverty than others, they face a higher risk of 
enduring poverty for longer periods of time. Income is important. It not only dictates economic fortune, 
it lends to one’s ability to participate fully in society. Ultimately, low income compromises our ability 
to share equally in Manitoba’s opportunities and challenges our ability to raise happy, healthy families. 
In 2011, 16.0% of Aboriginal people residing off-reserve lived in low income, compared to 11.5% for all 
Manitobans.1 Aboriginal women and those residing in rural areas are particularly vulnerable, as research 
shows: 


• Aboriginal women experience almost double the incidence of low income as Aboriginal men.


• The incidence of poverty among Aboriginal Manitobans is much higher for those living outside  
of Winnipeg. 


• Status Indians -- 54.0%


• Métis -- 40.2%


• Non-status Indians -- 4.3%


• Inuit and other -- 1.5%


1 Statistics Canada. Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics. Government of Canada. 2013. Market Basket Measure (see page 35).
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Although the low-income rate of Aboriginal people remains high, recent trends are positive. Between 
2002 and 2011, the incidence of low income among off-reserve Aboriginal Manitobans decreased by 
32.5% − triple the improvement of all Manitobans (10.2%). There were approximately 4,000 fewer 
Aboriginal people living in low income in 2011 than in 2009, Year One of the ALL Aboard Strategy. 


Housing
The link between housing and poverty is pervasive. The single largest household expense, accommodation 
is one of the first sacrifices made by a family living in low income. For this reason, access to adequate, 
suitable and affordable housing is a critical need; it incubates strong communities and enriches lives and 
families. Using Statistics Canada’s definition, core housing needs are met when dwellings are in good 
repair, there are suitable bedrooms for all and families spend less than 30.0% of their total before-tax 
income on housing costs. In 2006, Aboriginal Manitobans off-reserve (22.4%) were more than twice as 
likely to experience core housing need as non-Aboriginal Manitobans (9.8%). Those with Treaty Status 
(32.7%) faced three times the risk of living in core housing need as non-Aboriginal Manitobans.2 The 
situation is particularly grave on-reserve, where 43.4% lived below either (or both) adequacy and suitability 
standards and were unable to access acceptable housing in 2006, compared to 9.8% of the non-Aboriginal 
population.3 


In 2006, 22.4% of off-reserve Aboriginal Manitobans lived in ‘core housing need,’ compared to 25.8% in 
2001 – a 13.2% improvement.4


2 Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC). Housing in Canada Online. Government of Canada. 2006.
3 CMHC. Research Highlight, 2006 Census Housing Series: Issue 13
4 CMHC. Housing in Canada Online. 2006.


Per cent of Population Living in Low Income*
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*  Statistics Canada Market Basket Measure 
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Employment 
Having safe and meaningful employment is an important route to economic prosperity and provides a 
sense of social inclusion. Unfortunately, the employment rate remains lower for Aboriginal Manitobans 
than it is for other Manitobans. In 2012, the employment rate for First Nations Manitobans aged 25 
to 54 years (core working age) was 59.0%, compared to 86.1% for non-Aboriginal Manitobans. Métis 
Manitobans fared better, with an employment rate of 76.9% in 2012.5 


Although employment rates remain low, the pace of Aboriginal people entering the labour force is 
increasing more quickly than that of non-Aboriginal Manitobans. In 2012, there were 23.0% more First 
Nations Manitobans and 25.7% more Métis Manitobans employed than in 2004, compared to 8.9% for all 
Manitobans.6   


Despite having a lower employment rate, Aboriginal people’s earnings growth outstrips that of non-
Aboriginal Manitobans. Average weekly earnings (in 2012 dollars) for First Nations and Métis Manitobans 
rose between 2004 and 2012 by 10.2% and 14.8% (respectively), compared to 9.1% for non-Aboriginal 
Manitobans.7  This means that the earnings gap has been closing – slowly. 


Education 
Education and skills-building programs are essential to reduce poverty and encourage Manitobans in 
low income to be active participants in the labour force. In 2011/2012, 41.8% of learners at adult learning 
centres across the province were Aboriginal. While this figure is promising, there is a need to continue 
providing services and supports so that more Aboriginal Manitobans can gain the skills required to obtain 
meaningful and sustainable employment. 


5 Statistics Canada. Labour Force Survey. Government of Canada. 2013.
6 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
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Budget 2012 set in place building blocks for employment, including measures to benefit 
Aboriginal Manitobans, like continuing construction of an all-season road network on the east 
side of Lake Winnipeg. At March 31, 2013, the province had:


ü	Invested $45 million into these 
communities


ü	Cooperated with local chiefs and 
councils to provide introductory 
construction, skilled labour and heavy 
equipment training to approximately 
200 Manitobans


ü	Signed Community Benefit 
Agreements with each of the 13 
Eastside First Nations


ü	Contracted with nine community-
owned construction companies to 
undertake work


ü	Stipulated a minimum of 20% and 
30% local hiring on all Eastside 
bridge and road construction tenders 
(respectively), with local residents 
given first priority for jobs


13 Eastside First Nations:


• Berens River


• Bloodvein


• Bunibonibee


• Garden Hill


• God’s Lake


• Hollow Water


• Little Grand Rapids


• Manto Sipi


• Payuingassi


• Poplar River


• Red Sucker Lake


• St. Theresa Point


• Wasagamack
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ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Indicators


Pillar One:
Safe, Affordable 


Housing in Supportive 
Communities


Pillar Two: 
Education, Jobs and 


Income Support


Pillar Three:  
Strong,  


Healthy Families


Pillar Four:  
Accessible, 


Coordinated Services


Objectives: 


ü	To ensure that 
Manitobans have 
access to safe, 
adequate and 
affordable housing


ü	To ensure that 
people living 
in Manitoba 
communities and 
neighbourhoods 
are well supported, 
leading to greater 
social inclusion


Objectives: 


ü	To ensure that 
more Manitobans 
participate in high 
school, post-
secondary and 
adult education, 
and are prepared 
to participate in 
the labour market


ü	To ensure that 
Manitobans have 
financial security 
through work, and 
access to income 
supports as 
needed


ü	To ensure that 
the number of 
Manitobans living 
in low income is 
reduced


Objective: 


ü	To ensure 
that Manitoba 
children and 
families are 
emotionally and 
physically healthy, 
safe and secure, 
socially-engaged 
and responsible, 
and have access 
to supports that 
allow them to 
reach their full 
potential


Objectives: 


ü	To ensure 
that Manitoba 
government services 
are accessible, 
coordinated and 
integrated across 
departments


ü	To ensure that 
Manitobans have 
access to information 
and supports that are 
responsive to their 
needs 


1. Total units of social 
and affordable 
housing supported 
by the Manitoba 
Housing and 
Renewal Corporation 
(MHRC)


2. New households 
served through 
MHRC programs 
and services


3. Households in Core 
Housing Need


4. Sense of community 
belonging


5. Graduation rates


6. Participation in 
adult learning 
programs


7. Employment rates


8. Average weekly 
earnings


9. Minimum wage 
rates


10. Low-income rates


11. Income inequality


12. Post-secondary 
education 
participation 


13. Early 
Development 
Instrument 
scores


14. Availability of 
licensed child 
care


15. Children in care


16. Teen birth rates


17. Potential Years 
of Life Lost by 
income quintile


18. Prevalence of 
chronic disease 
by income 
quintile


19. Average number of 
people per month 
receiving coordinated 
home care services


20. Continuity of physician 
care


21. Number of people  
using ACCESS Centres


•	 The above indicators were selected because they are reliable, valid, inclusive, understandable, 
meaningful, relevant, available, consistent and comparable over a four year period. 
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Safe, Affordable Housing in Supportive Communities


1. Total Units of Social and Affordable Housing Supported by the Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Corporation


Highlight:
ü	In 2012/2013, the Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) supported 869 


more units of social and affordable housing than it did in 2009/2010. 


34,400


34,600


34,800


35,000


35,200


35,400


35,600


35,800


36,000


2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13


Social and Affordable  Housing Units, Annually


What does this indicate?
“Social housing” refers to rental accommodation for low-income households with rates charged on a rent-geared-to-
income (RGI) scale. “Affordable housing” refers to units with rent set at or below median market rent.


Why is this indicator important? 
This measure includes all the RGI units and affordable units receiving financial assistance through social and 
affordable rental housing programs.


Indicator baseline:
In 2009/2010, MHRC supported approximately 34,957 units of social and affordable housing. 


The above figure includes personal care home (PCH) beds. In addition to units of housing, MHRC also provides 
subsidy and support to more than 4,000 (as of 2012/2013) PCH beds that provide accommodation to low-income 
individuals who can no longer manage independent living and where other assisted and supportive housing options 
are unsuitable.


Most recent data:
As of March 31, 2013, MHRC supported 35,826 units of social and affordable housing (including personal care  
home beds).
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Trend: 


There remains an affordable housing shortage, which disproportionately affects the following populations: 


• low-income individuals


• women and children


• single parents


• youth exiting the child welfare system


• Aboriginal Manitobans


• individuals leaving institutions


• people with physical disabilities


• seniors


• students


• newcomers


• people with mental health issues 


Source:


Manitoba Housing and Community Development (updated annually) 


Budget 2012 stated support would be in place for 
programs to help low-income Manitobans equip their 
homes with green, energy-efficient devices. In 2012/2013, 
Manitoba Hydro’s Lower Income Efficiency Program 
completed:


ü	1,653 Basic Energy Efficiency Upgrades


ü	639 High Efficient Natural Gas / Boiler Upgrades


ü	1,204 Insulation Retrofits
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2. New Households Served Through the Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation’s Programs and Services


Highlights:
The province committed to deliver 1,500 units of new, affordable rental housing and support 
1,500 households with new rent-geared-to-income assistance (social housing) over a five-year 
period (2009/2010 to 2013/2014). As of March 31, 2013, the province:


ü	added 1,224 new affordable housing units


ü	provided rent-geared-to-income benefits to 1,354 new households


What does this indicate?
This includes the number of new households assisted through Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation 
(MHRC) programs, which can include repair and renovation programs, new affordable supply, homeownership 
programs, shelter allowances and the number of new households entering social housing.


Why is this indicator important? 
This indicator demonstrates the commitment to improve the housing situation of low-income Manitobans.  


Indicator baseline:
In 2009/2010, the province assisted 1,024 new households through MHRC programs (excluding those who entered 
social housing).


Most recent data:
In 2012/2013, the province assisted 1,136 new households through MHRC programs. In addition, 2,084 new 
households entered social housing.


Trend: 
Placing more citizens in need into affordable, healthy, safe and suitable housing is a long-term priority for the 
province.
The following table shows the new households served through MHRC programs and services:


 2012/13
Households Entering Social Housing 2,084
Portable Housing Benefit 46
Rent Supplement 421
Affordable Supply 233
Homeownership Programs 24
Repair and Renovation 412
 Total:          3,220


Budget 2012 stated that the number of social 
housing and rental units across Manitoba would be 
increased. In 2012/2013, MHRC:


ü	started 233 new units of affordable housing


ü	supported 421 new households with RGI  
assistance


Source:
Manitoba Housing and Community Development (updated annually)
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3. Households in Core Housing Need


Highlights:
ü	The incidence of core housing need decreased between 1996 and 2006.


ü	There is less core housing need in Manitoba than in Canada overall.


ü	Affordability is the primary component that drives core housing need.


Inadequate Unsuitable Unaffordable


Manitoba Manitoba ManitobaCanada Canada Canada


14.7% 15.6%
11.6%


13.7% 11.3% 12.7%


1996 2001 2006


Incidence of Core Housing Need By Component,  
Manitoba & Canada


What does this indicate?


“Core housing need” refers to housing that falls below one of adequacy, suitability or affordability standards: 


•	 Adequate dwellings are those reported by their residents as neither requiring any major repairs nor lacking 
systems (plumbing, wiring and structure).


•	 Suitable dwellings have enough bedrooms for the size and makeup of households (according to National 
Occupancy Standard requirements).


•	 Affordable dwellings cost less than 30.0% of total before-tax household income.


Why is this indicator important? 
This indicator reflects the extent of housing problems experienced by Manitobans. 


Indicator baseline:
In 2006, 11.3% of households in Manitoba reported a core housing need. 


Most recent data:
The most recent province-wide data available are from 2006; 2011 data will not be available until 2014. 
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Overall Aboriginal Lone Parent


2001 2006


12.0% 11.0%


26.0%
22.0%


33.0% 31.0%


Incidence of Core Housing Need by Household Characteristics,  
Manitoba, 2001 and 2006


Trend: 
Core housing need is formally reported every five years. Aboriginal people (off-reserve) and lone parents face greater 
core housing needs than the overall population.


9.0% 7.8%
17.1% 15.9%


20.6% 25.5%


Housing Inadequacy by Aboriginal Status, Manitoba, 
2001 compared to 2006


Non-Aboriginal Off-reserve Aboriginal On-reserve Aboriginal


2001 2006


Sources:
•	 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC), Housing in Canada Online (updated every five years)


•	 CMHC, Canadian Housing Observer, 2012


•	 CMHC, Canadian Housing Observer, 2006


Recent urban-specific data released by CMHC for 2009 shows that Manitoba urban centres had the third lowest 
incidence of housing need in Canada at 9.3%. Winnipeg’s rate was 9.5%. 


Core housing need is not calculated for Aboriginal Manitobans residing on-reserve, which may hide a greater need 
for Aboriginal Manitobans than this indicator suggests. Housing adequacy is measured on reserve. Its shows a 
discernible, increasing need.
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4. Sense of Community Belonging


Highlights:
ü	The sense of community belonging in Manitoba has always been higher than the national 


average.


ü	In 2012, the sense of belonging was highest among those aged 12 to 19 years, 80.9% of  
whom reported a somewhat or very strong sense of belonging to their local community.


What does this indicate?
“Community belonging” represents the percentage of population (12 years and over) who report their sense of 
belonging to their local community as somewhat or very strong (versus somewhat or very weak).


Why is this indicator important? 
This indicator measures social attachment to the community and is related to social inclusion. Research shows that 
sense of community belonging is highly correlated with physical and mental health, even when age, socio-economic 
status and other factors are taken into account.


Indicator baseline:
In 2008, 68.2% of Manitobans (12 years and over) reported a somewhat or very strong sense of belonging to their 
local community.


Most recent data:
In 2012, 68.3% of Manitobans (12 years and over) reported a somewhat or very strong sense of connection to their 
community, with those living in Winnipeg feeling the least connection to their community, as follows:


Trend: 
Men (72.2%) were more likely than women (64.3%) to report a positive sense of community belonging in 2012. This 
is a change from prior years; women have traditionally reported a stronger sense of community belonging than men. 


Source:
Statistics Canada, Canadian Community Health Survey (updated annually)


Sense of Belonging to Local Community 
Somewhat or Very Strong, 2012
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Education, Jobs and Income Support


5. Graduation Rates


Highlight:
ü	Manitoba’s graduation rate increased by 18.3% over the prior decade, from 71.1% to 84.1%, 


between 2002 and 2012.


What does this indicate?
Manitoba’s high school graduation rate is the ratio of the total number of graduates from public and funded 
independent high schools each year to the total Grade 9 enrolment in these schools four years prior to the year  
of graduation.


Why is this indicator important? 
High school education is often considered the minimum level  
of education required to find and keep a job; it is therefore a key  
indicator when looking at income disparity.  


Indicator baseline:
In 2008, Manitoba’s high school graduation rate was 79.0%.


Most recent data:
In 2012, Manitoba’s high school graduation rate was 84.1%.


Budget 2012 committed to taking 
steps to expand access and options 
for apprenticeship training in local 
communities, and in 2012/2013 the 
province:


ü	provided opportunities to 
over 100 apprentices through 
the Community-delivered 
Apprenticeship Training Program


ü	expanded programming that 
provides cooperative work 
experience and technical training to 
develop skilled workers


Manitoba Graduation


60%


2002


‘05


‘08


‘11


65% 70% 75% 80% 85%
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Budget 2012 pledged to create further opportunities for youth, including after-school programming and 
measures to prevent crime, and in 2012/2013 the province: 


ü	Developed a new five-point plan to keep kids out of crime: www.gov.mb.ca/kidsoutofcrime/index.html;


ü	Launched the Sports Opportunities Program; and


ü	Began the After School Leaders Program.


Trend: 
From 2002 to 2012, Manitoba’s graduation rate increased by 18.3%, from 71.1% to 84.1%


Recent Winnipeg-specific research conducted by the Manitoba Centre for Health Policy shows that children with one 
or more risk factors are more likely to fail to graduate within seven years of enrolment in grade nine. Graduation risk 
factors include age of mother, having been taken into care of Child and Family Services or belonging to families that 
have received Employment and Income Assistance, as follows: 


Per cent Failing to Graduate within 7 Years  
of Entering Grade 9, 


Risk Factors, Winnipeg


57.0%
41.0%


61.5%
69.7% 71.7%


84.2%


43.0%


Employment & Income Assistance Teenage MotherChild & Family Services


Sources:
•	 Manitoba Education (updated annually)


•	 Manitoba Centre for Health Policy: The Early Development Instrument (EDI) in Manitoba: Linking Socioeconomic 
Adversity and Biological Vulnerability at Birth to Children’s Outcomes at Age 5, 2012
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6. Participation in Adult Learning Programs


Highlights:
ü	There was a 21.8% increase in the number of Aboriginal Manitobans graduating from adult 


learning centres between 2008/2009 and 2011/2012. Cumulatively, over this period, almost 
2,000 Aboriginal Manitobans achieved high school graduation at adult learning centres.


ü	In 2011/2012, 11,515 Manitobans participated in adult learning opportunities.


What does this indicate?
The number of people participating in both adult literacy programs and adult learning centres. 


•	 Adult literacy programs (ALP) focus on basic literacy and numeracy skills.


•	 Adult learning centres (ALC) deliver provincial high school curriculum leading to graduation. 


Why is this indicator important? 
A high school diploma may be a prerequisite for post-secondary enrolment, and literacy and numeracy skills provide 
a foundation for further learning. Both improve employability and earnings, as there is a very strong connection 
between academic attainment and income levels. As well, education contributes to improved health and well-being 
for individuals, families and communities.


Indicator baseline:
In 2008/2009, there were 8,056 ALC learners working towards high school graduation or preparing for employment, 
and 2,602 ALP learners increasing their literacy and numeracy skills. 


Adult Learning Participation
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Trend: 
In 2011, Aboriginal Manitobans comprised approximately 42.0% of adult learners; there has been a 21.8% increase in 
the number of Aboriginal Manitobans graduating from ALCs, as follows:


There have been more female ALC learners than males every year since 2003.


Source:
Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy (updated annually)


Aboriginal Manitoban Participation, Adult Learning Centres


 2008/09 ‘09/10 ‘10/11 2011/12 Increase


Enrollment 3,371 3,662 3,886 3,770 11.8%


Graduation 435 491 531 530 21.8%


Most recent data:
In 2011/2012, there were 9,007 and 2,508 ALC and ALP learners (respectively).
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Percentage of Population Employed, 
Aged 15 years and Older


63.7%
65.5%


66.4% 65.4%


61.8%61.6%


63.5%
62.6%
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Manitoba Canada


7. Employment Rates


Highlights:
ü	Since 1999, Manitoba’s employment rate has always been higher than the national average 


and particularly so through the recent economic downturn. 


ü	There were approximately 630,100 Manitobans employed in 2012, 88,300 more than 1999.


What does this indicate?
The “employment rate” shows the percentage of people employed in a particular group. 


Why is this indicator important? 
Employment is an important route out of poverty and  
social exclusion.


Indicator baseline:
In 2008, 66.4% of all Manitobans were employed, as follows: 


 2008


All Manitobans 66.4%
15-24 years old 65.6%
25-54 years old 85.8%
55-years and older 34.7%


Budget 2012 committed to strengthen 
programs to help connect people with 
jobs. On this front, the province:


ü	Moved the Employment and 
Income Assistance program into the 
Department of Entrepreneurship, 
Training and Trade, to more strongly 
link with employment and training 
programs.
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Most recent data:
In 2012, 65.4% of Manitobans were employed, as follows:


Trend: 
In 2012, women (59.9%) aged 15 years and older were less likely to be employed in Manitoba than similarly aged 
men (71.1%). Importantly, women 55 years and older experienced an 82.1% increase in their employment rate 
between 1999 and 2012, from 17.3% to 31.5%. 


Manitoba’s workforce is aging. The employment rate among those 15 to 54 years has stayed relatively constant, 
compared to the rate among those over 54 years, who experienced a 52.4% increase between 1999 and 2012, from 
25.2% to 38.4 %.


Employment rates among Aboriginal Manitobans are low. In 2012, the rate for First Nations Manitobans was 27.8% 
lower than non-Aboriginal Manitobans, 47.8% compared to 66.2%, however the rate for Métis Manitobans was only 
3.0% below the rate for non-Aboriginal Manitobans. Métis men over 55 years of age have an employment rate 5.2% 
higher than similarly-aged non-Aboriginal Manitobans. 


Recent immigrants (landed five years or less) are more likely to be employed than the general population, 69.6% 
compared to 65.4% in 2012. 


Source:
Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey (updated annually)


 2012


All Manitobans 65.4%
15 -24 years old 61.5%
25 -54 years old 84.4%
55 -years and older 38.4%
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8. Average Weekly Earnings


Highlights:
ü	Average weekly earnings grew 25.7% faster in Manitoba than the national average between 


1999 and 2012.


ü	The gap in earnings between men and women is narrowing, changing from 33.1% in 1999 to 
23.9% in 2012. 


What does this indicate?
“Average weekly earnings” are calculated by asking people their usual wage or salary at their main job, before taxes 
and other deductions. It includes commissions and tips, but does not include farm income and income from self-
employment. 


Why is this indicator important? 
Changes in this measure show the extent to which earnings have increased among Manitobans. 


Indicator baseline:
In 2008, the average weekly earnings in Manitoba were $747.60 in constant dollars. (Constant dollars adjusts figures 
to a common year, 2012, to permit analysis of average earnings after accounting for inflation). 


Most recent data:
In 2012, the average weekly earnings in Manitoba were $779.06.


Trend: 
Average weekly earnings are lower in Manitoba than the national average; however, the gap is narrowing. Average 
weekly earnings grew 25.7% faster in Manitoba than the national average between 1999 and 2012, 13.7% compared to 
10.9%.


There are important income disparities by age: average weekly wages for those aged 15 to 24 years increased at 
almost twice the rate as those aged 25 to 54 years, between 1999 and 2012. Falling behind are workers aged 55 years 
and older.
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Average weekly earnings are growing faster for Aboriginal Manitobans than other Manitobans; however in 2012 
First Nations and Métis Manitobans still earned on average $83.72 (First Nations) and $41.66 (Métis) less weekly 
(respectively) than non-Aboriginal Manitobans.


In 2012, the gap in weekly earnings between women and men was $210.93.


Source:
Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey (updated annually)
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9.  Minimum Wage Rates


Highlights:
ü	Between 1999 and 2012, the minimum wage increased by 70.8%.


ü	Manitoba has a competitive minimum wage relative to other jurisdictions.


What does this indicate?
The “minimum wage” is the lowest amount, per hour, that employees may be paid for work in Manitoba. It is set by 
the province.


Why is this indicator important? 
The minimum wage can be an important factor in reducing poverty. 


Indicator baseline:
In 2008, the minimum wage was $8.50 per hour.


Most recent data:
In 2012, the minimum wage rose by $0.25 to $10.25 per hour. 


Trend: 
Manitoba has a competitive minimum wage relative to other provinces and territories. It ranged from $9.75 to $11.00 
in 2012.
Between 1999 and 2012, the minimum wage increased by 70.8%.


The Consumer Price Index (CPI) increased by 28.5%, between 1999 and 2012, from 93.6 to 120.3. CPI compares 
prices of a fixed basket of goods in any given time period to prices in the official base period, which is currently 
considered 2002 (100). 


Source:


•	 Manitoba Family Services and Labour (updated annually)


•	 Statistics Canada, CANSIM – Socioeconomic Database (updated daily)
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10.  Low-income Rates


Highlights:
ü	There were 5,000 fewer Manitobans living in low income in 2011 than in 2002, (using the 


Market Basket Measure).


ü	Manitoba had the fourth-lowest rate of low income among Canadian provinces in 2011 
(11.5%), but the sixth furthest depth of poverty (31.6%).


ü	Manitoba’s low-income rate for children ranks eighth in Canada (17.4%); the depth of low 
income for these children ranks second (22.7%).


ü	Manitoba’s seniors have a low likelihood of living in low income (2.3%). 


What does this indicate?
Low income is looked at through two lenses, rate and depth.


The “low-income rate” shows the percentage of population living in low income. This rate is reported using two 
measures published by Statistics Canada: the After-Tax Low Income Cut-Offs (After-Tax LICOs) and the Market 
Basket Measure (MBM). 


“Depth of low income” measures the average shortfall in income when compared to low-income thresholds –  
it accounts for the degree of income inadequacy.


Why is this indicator important? 
Low income is a key measure of poverty and social exclusion.


Indicator baseline:
In 2008, the low-income rate was 9.2% using MBM (or 8.5% using After-Tax LICOs).
In 2008, the depth of low income was 33.4% using MBM (or 34.8% using After-Tax LICOs).


In June 2013, Statistics Canada revised the way that MBM is calculated. As a result, MBM thresholds were increased and Statistics 
Canada revised MBM rates back to 2002.







Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion StrategyPage 34


Most recent data:
In 2008, the low-income rate was 11.5% using MBM (or 8.9% using After-Tax LICOs).
In 2011, the depth of low income was 31.6% using MBM (or 33.0% using After-Tax LICOs).


Trend: 
There are persistent income disparities in Manitoba for at-risk groups; however, in almost every case there are 
tangible improvements. The effect that the recent economic downturn has had on at-risk groups is shown below: 


In addition to experiencing a higher incidence of low income, some at-risk groups also live in deeper poverty, 
particularly non-elderly unattached (single) people and Aboriginal Manitobans. 


Source:
Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (updated annually)


Low-income Rates, At-risk Groups, Select Years 


 MBM After-Tax LICOs 
 2002 2008 2011 2002 2008 2011


Overall 12.8 9.2 11.5 12.2 8.5 8.9


Persons in Single Parent Families 39.1 21.1 42.0 35.4 17.4 31.8


Youth-led Families (aged 24 years or less) 44.0 33.6 31.9 45.0 27.8 29.4


Unattached Persons, Aged 45 to 65 34.7 25.8 28.0 35.6 27.9 29.4


Children (under age 18) 18.9 11.2 17.4 16.4 8.7 11.3


Aboriginal Persons (Off-reserve) 23.7 14.0 16.0 21.1 9.9 14.2


Persons with a Disability 13.2 9.4 13.0 14.4 10.1 12.4
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Why Two Measures of Low Income?
There are many ways of measuring poverty; however, most indicate similar socio-economic patterns. Two common 
measures of low income in Canada are Statistics Canada’s Market Basket Measure (MBM) and After-Tax Low Income 
Cut-Offs (After-Tax LICOs). MBM estimates the cost of a specific basket of goods and services in 49 communities 
across Canada. The cost of the basket represents the MBM threshold in each area and families with disposable 
household income below these upper limits are considered to be in low income. The MBM basket includes:


•	 a nutritious diet


•	 clothing


•	 footwear


•	 shelter


•	 transportation


•	 personal care items


•	 household supplies


The MBM is a better estimate of low income, because it is based on the cost of living in communities across 
Canada.  For example, the Manitoba MBM includes Winnipeg, Brandon and smaller communities.  By contrast, the  
After-Tax LICOs treats all similarly-sized communities across Canada the same.  For example, Winnipeg, Toronto, 
Calgary and Vancouver all have the same After-Tax LICOs threshold. The following tables compare Manitoba’s 
low-income rate and depth to the national average using MBM. Note that Manitoba’s low-income rate measures 
well against Canada as a whole and Manitoba’s depth of low income has been less severe than the national 
average since 2008: 
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Manitoba Canada


0.0%


2.0%


4.0%


6.0%


8.0%


10.0%


12.0%


14.0%


Rate of Low Income, Canada and Manitoba,  
Statistics Canada Market Basket Measurement







Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion StrategyPage 36


After-Tax LICOs represent an income level at which families are likely to spend 63.0% or more of their after-tax 
income on basic necessities: food, shelter and clothing. Thresholds vary by community and family size. Families 
with income below the After-Tax LICOs are considered to be in low income. MBM thresholds adjust less for rural/
urban income disparities than the After-Tax LICOs, which set the low-income threshold far lower for rural areas in 
Manitoba and higher for the City of Winnipeg. The following table compares MBM and After-Tax LICO low-income 
thresholds for a family of four (two adults and two children) in 2011:


    After-Tax
   MBM LICOs
Rural Manitoba $ 33,141 $   23,879
Manitoba communities with fewer than 30,000 inhabitants  34,439 27,329
Brandon  32,427 30,487
Winnipeg  33,614 36,504


Using the MBM, Manitoba ranked 4th and 6th among Canadian Jurisdictions for low-income rate and depth 
(respectively) in 2011, compared to 7th and 6th using After-Tax LICOs.


Depth of Low Income, Canada and Manitoba 
Statistics Canada, Market Basket Measure
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11.  Income Inequality


Highlights:
ü	Manitoba’s after-tax inequality compares well nationally, ranking among the top three most 


equitable provinces seven out of the most recent 10 years.


ü	The average after-tax income of families in each after-tax income quintile is higher today  
(in 2011 constant dollars) than it was a decade ago.


ü	Income inequality has remained stable in Manitoba.


What does this indicate?
This report uses the following two measures of income equity:


“Income quintiles” rank the after-tax income of family units (low to high) and divides this ranking into five groups of 
equal units. This shows the distribution of income between families with the lowest and highest incomes across five 
tranches, or quintiles.


The “Gini Coefficient” indicates income dispersion and shows inequity as a figure ranging from 0 to 1 (lower scores 
represent greater equality). 


Why is this indicator important? 
This indicator reflects the degree of inequality in the distribution of income.  Reducing income inequality helps 
improve social inclusion. Research shows that high income inequality can lead to adverse social outcomes, like 
higher crime rates and poor health.


Indicator baseline:
Manitoba’s Gini coefficient was 0.369 in 2008. 


Most recent data:
Manitoba’s Gini coefficient was 0.367 in 2011.
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Manitoba’s inequality compares well nationally, ranking among the top three provinces seven out of the 
most recent 10 years. 


In 2011, the highest quintile earned 42.1% of after-tax income in Manitoba; the lowest quintile earned 
5.4%. There has been little change over the prior decade in the percentage share of after-tax income by 
household quintile in Manitoba.


Gini Coefficient (After-tax income)
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Source:
Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (updated annually)


Trend: 
Manitoba’s income inequality has been relatively stable over the last decade and is consistently lower than Canada overall, 
as follows:


more 
equal


less 
equal
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12.  Post-secondary Education Participation


Highlight:
ü	Post-secondary education enrolment increased by 26.6% between 2001/2002 and  


2011/2012. During the same time, there has also been modest growth in participation rates. 


What does this indicate?
This report considers both post-secondary education participation and enrolment, as follows:


“Participation” indicates the proportion of a population of a given age that is attending a post secondary institution. 


“Enrolment” indicates the number of people attending college or university.  


Why is this indicator important? 
There is a direct correlation between level of education and earnings. 


Indicator baseline:
Manitoba’s post secondary participation rates were: 


 2008/2009


18-34 Years: 19.9%
18-24 years old 33.4%
25-29 years old 12.5%
30-34 years old 6.5%


 2012/2013


18-34 Years: 18.8%
18-24 years old 32.4%
25-29 years old 11.4%
30-34 years old 6.4%


Most recent data:
Manitoba’s post secondary participation rates were:
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Source:
Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey (updated annually), Custom Tabulation


Trend: 


Those aged 18 – 24 years comprise the majority of post-secondary students. This age cohort is expected to peak in 
2013. Therefore, enrolment is expected to decrease over the next decade. 


Post-secondary education enrolment increased by 26.6% between 2001/2002 and 2011/2012, from 47,306 to 59,871 
students, comprised of:


•	 University enrolment (undergraduate and graduate − full- and part-time) increased by 24.5%, from 34,256 to 
42,657 students.


•	 College enrolment (apprenticeship and regular day enrolment) increased by 31.9%, from 13,050 to 17,214 
students.


From 1999 to the 2012/2013 academic year, Manitoba provided about $220 million in grants, 
scholarships and bursaries to post-secondary students, helping to make post-secondary education 
more affordable.   


Post-secondary Education Participation Rate


2000/01 2012/13’02/03 ’04/05 ’06/07 ’08/09 ’10/11
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Budget 2012 continued our commitment to investing in high-quality, affordable and accessible post-secondary 
education by:


ü	Limiting university tuition fee increases to the rate of inflation


ü	Capping college fee increases at $150


ü	Providing major funding to Manitoba’s public universities and collages.
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Strong, Healthy Families


13.  Early Development Instrument Scores


Highlight:
ü	There is a strong relationship between income level and readiness to learn in school.


•	 physical health and well-being


•	 social competence


•	 emotional maturity 


•	 language and thinking skills


•	 communication skills and general 
knowledge


The EDI includes all kindergarten children registered in a public school division (unless parents opt out). 
Independent (private) and First Nations Band-operated schools may elect to collect EDI data.  


Why is this indicator important? 
Children who begin school ready to learn are more likely to succeed. EDI results help communities identify 
opportunities to best support early childhood development. 


What does this indicate?
The “Early Development Instrument” (EDI) measures the percentage of kindergarten children “very ready” (top 30th 
percentile) and “not ready” (bottom 10th percentile) to learn in school in five areas:


Percentage of Children Ready to Learn, Kindergarten, 2008/09
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Indicator baseline:
The 2008/2009 school-year EDI scores follow:


Most recent data:
The most recent data available are from 2008/2009. Updated data are expected later this year and will be reported 
in the next annual report.


Trend: 
EDI scores show relatively consistent readiness to learn in school, year-over-year, with 43% very ready in two or more 
areas in 2008/2009, as follows:


EDI scores show that Manitoba children are slightly less ready to learn in school than the Canadian baseline.
Aboriginal children are less ready to learn in school than other Manitoban children. In 2008/2009, 27% were not 
ready to learn in school in two or more areas, compared to 11% of other Manitoba children. Also of note – 29% of 
Aboriginal Children were very ready to learn in school in two or more areas, compared to 46% of other Manitoba 
children.


Source:
Healthy Child Manitoba Office (updated biennially)
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14.  Availability of Licensed Child Care


Highlight:
ü	The province met its commitment to introduce 6,500 newly funded child care spaces and 


1,000 nursery school spaces by 2013.


What does this indicate?
“Availability of licensed child care” measures the percentage of children ages 12 and under for whom there is a 
regulated child care space. This includes all regulated child care spaces, excluding those off-reserve.


Why is this indicator important? 
This measure shows access to quality, affordable child care, which can lead to better outcomes for children. It also 
gives parents the opportunity to work, train or go to school while their children receive care. 


Indicator baseline:
In 2008/2009, 16.4% of children under the age of twelve had access to a regulated child care space.


Most recent data:
In 2012/2013, 16.8% of children under the age of twelve had access to a regulated child care space.


Trend: 
Through Manitoba’s regulated child care program, the number of spaces has increased at a steady rate. In 
2002/2003, there was a regulated space available for 13.5% of children aged 12 and under; in 2012/2013, availability 
had increased to 16.8%, a 24.4% improvement. Demand for additional spaces remains.


There is both a greater demand for, and availability of, preschool-age spaces, compared to school-age spaces.


Source:
Manitoba Family Services and Labour (updated annually)
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15.  Children in Care


Highlight:
ü	At March 31, 2013, there were 9,940 children in the care of Child and Family Services 


agencies in Manitoba.  In addition, 10,117 families received services from these agencies to 
help keep children safe at home.  


What does this indicate?
“Children in care” measures the percentage of the province’s total child population (17 years and younger) who are 
in the care of a Child and Family Services agency. 


Why is this indicator important? 
An increase in the proportion of children in care (as a percentage of the total child population) may indicate that 
more families are struggling to care and provide safety for their children. It may also reflect changes in standards 
and practices in the field.


Indicator baseline:
At March 31, 2008, 2.8% of Manitoba’s children were in the care of a Child and Family Services agency.


Most recent data:
At March 31, 2013, 3.5% of Manitoba’s children were in the care of a Child and Family Service agency.


Trend: 
The proportion of children in care has grown over time. The largest increase has been Aboriginal children taken 
into care by Aboriginal Child and Family Services agencies. At March 31, 2013, there were 9,940 children in care. In 
addition to these protection cases, there were 435 extensions of care, where support was extended to youth 18 and 
older. 
In addition to taking children into care, Child and Family Service agencies offer voluntary family and family 
enhancement services. At March 31, 2013, there were 10,117 families receiving these services, which help to keep 
children safe at home with their families. 


Source:
Manitoba Family Services and Labour (updated annually)


Budget 2012 included a commitment to parental supports. In 2012/2013, the province: 


ü	continued training through the Triple P program (Positive Parenting Program), and the Triple P 
Parent Line received approximately 1,600 calls


ü	piloted the PAX Good Behaviour Program in over 100 classrooms, reaching approximately 2,500 
students


ü	launched www.ManitobaParentZone.ca, a provincial website providing parenting information and 
resources. In 2012/13, the website received 127,000 visits and 147 “ask an expert” questions
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16.  Teen Birth Rates 


Highlights:
ü	The teen birth rate decreased by 18.0% between 1999/2000 and 2011/2012, from 17.8  


to 14.6 teen births per 1,000. 


ü	The rate of teen births decreases as income rises.


ü	There were 1,196 live births to teenage mothers in Manitoba in 2011/2012.


What does this indicate?
The “teen birth rate” shows the number of live births to females aged 10 to 19 years as a rate per 1,000 females in 
the same age. 


Why is this indicator important? 
Manitoba Centre for Health Policy data show a link between a mother having her first child when she is young and 
increased risk of poorer outcomes for both her children and herself.


Indicator baseline:
In 2008/2009, there were 16.4 births per 1,000 females aged 10 to 19 years.


Most recent data:
In 2011/2012, there were 14.6 births per 1,000 females aged 10 to 19 years.
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Rural teens are more likely to give birth than those living in urban areas. The Winnipeg Regional Health 
Authority reported 10.1 such births per 1,000, compared to 14.6 for Manitoba overall. As well, teen birth rates 
are, generally, higher in the north. Aboriginal women across the province are also more likely to give birth at a 
younger age.


Rate of Teen Births, per 1,000 (Select Years)


Lowest Income Quintile Middle Income Quintile Highest Income Quintile


1999/2000 2008/09 2011/12
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Sources:


•	 Manitoba Health (updated annually)


•	 Manitoba Centre for Health Policy: Health Inequities in Manitoba. Is The Socioeconomic Gap in Health Widening 
or Narrowing Over Time?, 2010


Trend: 
The teen birth rate decreased by 18.0% between 1999/2000 and 2011/2012.


The incidence of teen births rises with age; there were 44.9 births for every 1,000 women aged 18 to 19 years, 
compared to 6.3 for those aged 10 to 17 years, in 2011/2012. 


There is a strong correlation between teen births and income. Teen births decrease dramatically as income rises, 
as follows: 
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17.  Potential Years of Life Lost by Income Quintile


Highlight:
ü	From 2008/2009 to 2011/2012, the gap in life expectancy between Manitoba’s highest and 


lowest income earners was reduced.


What does this indicate?
“Potential years of life lost by income quintile” (PYLL) measures premature mortality (death before age 75) relative 
to income. Deaths at a younger age are more heavily ‘weighted’ than those at later ages. Information is presented as 
years lost per 1,000 people, by income quintile. 


Why is this indicator important? 


This indicator shows the link between income and risk of premature death.


Indicator baseline:
On average, there were 53.8 years of life lost per 1,000 Manitobans in 2008/2009, broken down by income quintile 
as follows:


     


  Rural Urban
Lowest 94.3 84.3
Second 48.4 55.8
Third 56.9 44.5
Fourth 47.0 35.5
Highest 42.1 26.1


       Total:   53.8


2008/2009 
Years of Life Lost, 


Per 1,000
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Most recent data:
There were 50.2 years of life lost per 1,000 in 2011/2012, broken down by income quintile as follows:


Trend: 
From 1999/2000 to 2011/2012, there were 5.8 fewer years of potential life lost per 1,000 Manitobans, with 
improvements as follows:


In addition to income, there are three significant factors associated with shorter life expectancy in Manitoba: gender, 
ethnicity and geography. Men, First Nations, and rural and northern Manitobans have, on average, shorter life 
expectancies than others. Northern Aboriginal males in low income face particular risk. 


Sources:
Manitoba Health (updated annually)


Potential Years of Life Lost by Income Quintiles
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  Rural Urban
Lowest 80.9 79.6
Second 46.4 49.3
Third 56.6 43.2
Fourth 49.2 33.9
Highest 31.1 22.0


       Total:   50.2


2011/2012 
Years of Life Lost, 


Per 1,000
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18.  Prevalence of Chronic Diseases by Income Quintile


Highlights:
ü	People in low income are more likely to live with chronic diseases.


ü	Men face a greater risk of diabetes and women are at greater risk for arthritis, hypertension 
and respiratory disease.


What does this indicate?
The “prevalence of chronic diseases by income quintile” shows a relationship between income levels and the 
incidence of the following chronic diseases:


•		hypertension  •		respiratory diseases     •		diabetes     •		arthritis


Rates for hypertension (high blood pressure), diabetes and arthritis include the percentage of the population aged 
19 and over. The respiratory diseases rate includes all ages. 


Why is this indicator important? 
Chronic diseases are a major cause of death and disability and low-income people are more likely to experience the 
burden of chronic disease than others. 


Indicator baseline:
In 2008/2009, the prevalence of select chronic diseases by income quintile were as follows:


 Proportion of Population, Select Chronic Diseases,  2008/09


 Income Quintile
 Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest


Hypertension      
- Rural 28.0% 29.3% 28.1% 28.9% 22.8%
- Urban 26.8% 25.4% 26.6% 25.6% 24.3%


Respiratory Diseases      
- Rural 9.2% 8.4% 8.7% 8.7% 8.2%
- Urban 13.9% 12.0% 10.9% 9.9% 8.8%


Diabetes      
- Rural 10.3% 7.9% 7.5% 6.8% 5.5%
- Urban 9.0% 7.4% 7.0% 6.2% 5.1%


Arthritis      
- Rural 31.2% 31.4% 33.3% 32.0% 29.7%
- Urban 34.8% 31.3% 31.9% 31.0% 31.2%







Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion StrategyPage 50


Most recent data:
In 2011/2012, the prevalence of select chronic diseases by income quintile were as follows:


Trend: 
The prevalence of chronic diseases is growing, with only respiratory diseases on the wane.


Generally, chronic disease risk increases with age and people in low income are more likely to live with chronic 
disease than others (above table). The prevalence of diabetes has the strongest correlation with income and First 
Nations people are at the highest risk for diabetes. 


Source:
Manitoba Health (updated annually, save for arthritis, which is updated every five years)


Proportion of Population, Select Chronic Diseases,  2011/12


 Income Quintile    
 Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest


Hypertension      
- Rural 29.4% 30.5% 29.9% 29.0% 24.3%
- Urban 27.0% 26.1% 27.2% 26.6% 25.2%


Respiratory Diseases      
- Rural 9.1% 7.7% 8.1% 7.4% 7.8%
- Urban 12.7% 11.2% 10.6% 9.5% 8.5%


Diabetes      
- Rural 11.2% 8.5% 8.3% 7.1% 5.9%
- Urban 9.4% 8.0% 7.6% 6.8% 5.8%


Arthritis      
- Rural  Note:  Update is unavailable at this time.  
- Urban      


Percentage of Population with Select Chronic Diseases
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Accessible, Coordinated Services


19.  Average Monthly Number of People Receiving Coordinated Home Care     
  Services


Highlight:
ü	2,995 more Manitobans received coordinated home care services monthly in 2011/2012  


(on average) than in 1999/2000. 


What does this indicate?
“Average monthly number of people receiving coordinated home care services” shows the average number of 
Manitobans receiving Manitoba Home Care Program services per month. This provides both support for activities of 
daily living and/or health services.  


Why is this indicator important? 
The Home Care Program provides services to vulnerable Manitobans.


Indicator baseline:
In 2008/2009, 23,075 Manitobans received coordinated home care services, monthly (on average).


* A methodologicalchange in 2011/12 means that the above figures may not be directly comparable


21,178


1999/00 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12*


23,075 23,196
23,691


24,173
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Most recent data:
In 2011/2012, 24,173 Manitobans received coordinated home care services, monthly (on average).


Trend: 
The average number of people receiving coordinated home care services monthly is gradually rising. It has increased 
by 4.8% since the ALL Aboard Strategy was set in motion (2008/2009) and by 14.1% since 1999/2000.


Home care services are provided by the following health care professionals and paraprofessionals:


 


Note that some clients may be receiving services in multiple categories.


Source:
Manitoba Health (updated annually)


Average Number of Persons
 Receiving Selected Services, Category


 1999/00 2008/09 2011/12


Home Support Services  4,437   5,745   4,956


Home Care Attendant  9,130   12,965   14,858


Registered Nursing  4,896   9,265   6,683


Licensed Practical Nursing  789   3,450   3,766


Therapy  799   1,084   1,220


 Total:  20,051   32,509   31,483
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20.  Continuity of Physician Care


Highlight:
ü	Manitobans had more continuity of physician care in 2010/2011 – 2011/2012 compared to 


1999/2000 – 2000/2001. 


What does this indicate?
“Continuity of physician care” shows the percentage of Manitobans who had most of their ambulatory physician 
visits from the same physician over a two-year period.


Why is this indicator important? 
This indicator measures ongoing access to physician care and indicates support that is responsive to the medical 
needs of Manitobans. 


Indicator baseline:
For the two-year period from 2007/2008 to 2008/2009, 68.7% of Manitobans received most of their care from the 
same physician.


Most recent data:
For the two-year period from 2010/2011 to 2011/2012, 73.4% of Manitobans received most of their care from the 
same physician.


Trend: 
Manitoba’s continuity of physician care has been improving at a consistent pace since 1999/2000, as follows:


65.9%


68.7%


70.6%


73.4%


1999 - 2001 2003 - 2005 2007 - 2009 2010 - 2012


Continuity of Physician Care, Selected Years
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There is disparity in continuity of physician care by income level, with the highest quintile having more continuity 
than the lowest, but geography is as much a factor as income. Those in the south and large urban centres generally 
benefit from more continuity than rural and northern Manitobans. There are also relationships between continuity 
of care and age and ethnicity. Older Manitobans tend to have greater continuity and First Nations Manitobans tend 
to have less continuity.


There is no discernible gender difference in continuity of physician care.


Source:
Manitoba Health (annual update of prior biennial period)


The province has committed to every Manitoban having access to a family doctor by 2015. The province is:


ü	funding 14 additional family medicine residencies;


ü	increasing the number of clinics offering same- and next-day appointments by 20  
(from 40); and


ü	launching primary care networks – partnerships between independent family doctors and regions to 
offer team-based care to ensure better access to care on evenings and weekends.
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 21.  Number of People Using ACCESS Centres


Highlights:
ü	The number of patients in health programs at ACCESS Centres increased by 10,722 (32.2%)  


from 2010 to 2012.


ü	The number of social service cases at ACCESS Centres increased by 136 (1.5%) from  
2010 to 2012.


What does this indicate?
The “number of people using ACCESS Centres” measures the number of Manitobans who received services from an 
ACCESS Centre.


Why is this indicator important? 
This indicator measures people’s ongoing access to coordinated services available from a single location. 


Indicator baseline*:
In 2010 (and 2010/2011):


•	 Health Programs: 33,341 patients


•	 Family Services Programs: 8,834 cases


* Includes all ACCESS Centres established to date – Downtown, Transcona and River East – all in Winnipeg.


Most recent data:
In 2012 (and 2012/2013):


•	 Health Programs: 44,063 patients


•	 Family Services Programs: 8,970 cases
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Trend: 


ACCESS Centres coordinate services tailored to the communities they serve. 


Integrated supports are available for those whose needs span the continuum of health and social services, 
including primary care, public health, home care, and mental health services, in addition to Employment and 
Income Assistance, disability services (MarketAbilities, and children’s and Community Living DisABILITY 
Services) and children’s developmental services (child development and Child Care Inclusion Support).


The following table shows ACCESS Centres program volumes in 2010 and 2012:


 2010 2012


Primary Care Clinic Patients  15,950   18,304 


Public Health  10,755   15,339


Home Care  5,217   9,008 


Mental Health  1,419   1,412 


 Health Sub-total:  33,341   44,063 


Employment and Income Assistance Cases   6,839 


Disability Services Cases  8,834   1,792 


Child Development Cases   339


 Family Services Sub-total:  8,834   8,970


 Total:  42,175   53,033 


Source: 


• Manitoba Health (updated annually)


•	 Manitoba Family Services and Labour (updated annually)



















Available in alternate formats upon request. 


web: www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/ 
email: allaboard@gov.mb.ca 
phone: 204-945-3380
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Key Findings from the March 2013 ALL Aboard:  
Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy Consultations


:
What We Heard







We would like to thank the hundreds of people who shared their views and ideas on ways to reduce 
poverty and promote social inclusion in Manitoba. This document identifies key themes and features 
excerpts of responses from a survey, written submissions and consultation sessions with a broad 
cross-section of people and organizations. The ideas expressed in this document convey the views 
of consultation participants and may or may not reflect the views of the Government of Manitoba.


*Available in alternate formats upon request*
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In March 2013, we launched a consultation 
process to help shape the next phase of work - 
the development of seven action plans, one for 
each of the priorities in the strategy. Hundreds 
of Manitobans attended consultations, filled out 
surveys and provided written submissions, and 
shared their advice about how to reduce poverty 
and promote social inclusion in the province. 


This report is a synthesis of what we heard from 
Manitobans about what their top priorities are 
for action and the ways they feel we can move 
forward to reduce poverty and increase social 
inclusion.  We want to express our gratitude for 
the time and effort that many Manitobans invested 
in this process. Manitobans who took part in the 
consultations clearly told us that reducing poverty 
and promoting social inclusion are not simply 
government concerns, and will take the collective 
work of the public, service providers, community 
groups, businesses, labour groups and other 
important stakeholders. Reducing poverty helps all 
Manitobans prosper.


The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act was 
passed by the Manitoba Legislature in 2011.  
The main provisions of the act are that the 
provincial government must:


• implement a long-term strategy to 
reduce poverty and increase social 
inclusion across Manitoba


• adopt poverty and social inclusion 
indicators to measure the progress of 
the strategy


• take the poverty reduction and social 
inclusion strategy into account when 
preparing the budget for each fiscal year


• establish an All Aboard committee that 
includes both cabinet ministers and 
community members 


• prepare a budget paper that sets out the 
budget measures that are designed to 
implement the strategy 


• provide annual reports to the public


Introduction
ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was created in 2009 to bring 
together the poverty reduction and social inclusion work across the provincial government. While there  
are no easy answers or fast fixes, progress is being made. Fewer Manitobans live in low income now  
than in 2002. In 2011, Manitoba’s low-income rate was 11.5 per cent, a decrease of more than 10 per cent 
from 20021.


In 2012, Manitoba released the latest ALL Aboard strategy that included seven priorities for action:


Building blocks for employment 


Targeted supports for those most in need 


Food security


Housing


Closing the gap for Aboriginal 
Manitobans


Creating opportunities for youth


Early childhood development and 
parenting supports 


1 All low-income data described in this document use the Statistics Canada Market Basket Measure.
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Over 500 Manitoba organizations and individuals 
received invitations to join our public consultation 
process. In addition, information about the 
consultation process was publicized in a media 
release and on the ALL Aboard website. 


Ten public meetings were held in March 2013 in 
Thompson, Dauphin, Brandon, Gimli, The Pas and 
Winnipeg.  Approximately 140 people attended the 
sessions. One session, held at the Immigrant and 
Refugee Community Organization of Manitoba 
(IRCOM), focused specifically on concerns of 
newcomers to Manitoba. Interpreters were present 
to ensure clear communication with those who 
spoke Farsi, Swahili, French, Amharic, Nepali, 
Somali and Tigrinya. Four other sessions were held 
in Winnipeg: one in St. Boniface, one in the West 
End and two in the North End. At the two evening 
sessions, child care was provided. All facilities were 
wheelchair accessible and, in Winnipeg, bus tickets 
were available upon request. 


Our consultation process also included a short 
survey. All those who received an invitation to 
participate also received an electronic copy of the 
survey and a link to the survey online. Five hundred 
and one Manitobans responded. 


Survey respondents represented a  
cross-section of Manitobans, including  
many with personal experiences of poverty  
and social exclusion. At the time the surveys 
were received:


• 14 per cent of respondents said they were 
currently living in poverty


• 45 per cent of respondents said they had 
experienced poverty in their own lives


• 18 per cent of respondents told us that 
they currently face barriers and feel 
socially excluded


• 38 per cent of respondents told us that 
they had faced barriers and felt socially 
excluded in their lives 


• 71 per cent of survey respondents said  
they lived in Winnipeg or Brandon and   
27 per cent noted that they lived in rural 
or northern communities


• 49 per cent of respondents were between 
the ages of 30 and 54, and 19 per cent 
were 55 years or older. Youth were  
well-represented among survey 
respondents: 30 per cent were under  
30 years of age (17 per cent were under 
18, and 13 per cent were between the 
ages of 18 and 29)


All Aboard 2013 Consultations
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We asked respondents which two areas, among the seven identified priorities for action, government 
should invest more to reduce poverty and promote social inclusion.  Respondents also had the 
opportunity to add their own suggestions. This is how the 501 respondents ranked their priorities:


Rank Respondents’ Priorities for New Investments


1 Housing (such as affordable housing, rent subsidies)


2
Food Security (such as access to affordable healthy food, clean water, community 
gardens, school nutrition)


3 Building Blocks for Employment (such as jobs, training, essential skills)


4
Early Childhood Development and Parenting Supports (such as access to child care 
spaces, subsidies, Inclusion Supports)


5 Targeted Supports for Those Most in Need


6
Closing the Gap for Aboriginal Manitobans (such as education, health care,  
family supports)


7
Creating Opportunities for Youth (such as job opportunities, life skills,  
recreation, mentoring)


We also received 15 written submissions.  
See Appendix A for a full list of the public 
consultation locations and dates, as well as a  
list of who sent in written submissions. 


During the consultations, we heard about the 
importance of ongoing, meaningful community 
engagement on poverty reduction and social 
inclusion. We heard it is important to include 
a variety of perspectives, including those of 
Manitobans who have lived with poverty and social 
exclusion, and those of community groups who 
have worked on these issues for many years.  
We also heard that solutions will require sustained 
efforts by all levels of government, businesses, 
labour groups and society. 


 We were reminded that the effects of poverty and 
social exclusion are costly for individuals, families 
and communities. We heard it is important to 
address both the causes and the effects of poverty. 
We were told reducing poverty also means taking 
a critical look at economic policies and priorities, 
including taxation and procurement. Consultation 
participants also stressed that we make wise 
investments during these challenging  
economic times.
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Consultation Findings


This section summarizes key findings that emerged 
from the 2013 ALL Aboard consultation process. In 
general, the information and viewpoints expressed 
by consultation participants about poverty and 
social exclusion reflected and validated existing 
knowledge, community opinions and research in 
this area.   


Perceptions of Poverty 
During the consultations, participants stressed the 
social stigma felt by those who live in poverty. 


As many participants in the ALL Aboard 
consultations explained, poverty is more than 
not having nutritious food or a safe home. We 
heard that it is important to remind ourselves 
that people, in whatever circumstance they find 
themselves, should be treated with respect and 
kindness. Living in poverty can extend to a deeper 
level. It can sap a person’s spirit and sense of self. 
We heard this strain can make some people feel 
hopeless about their future. 


“Poverty is not only material; it’s 
psychological and spiritual.”


Living in poverty is not always visible. People 
who experience poverty are not necessarily living 
in obviously rundown or decrepit conditions, 
although some are.  A participant in Dauphin 
mentioned that living in poverty can be difficult 
in smaller communities. These are the hidden 
homeless, who stay with friends, or “couch-surf,” 
to get by. We heard there are people who do not 
have government identification or bank accounts. 
There are people who do not have phone 
numbers, which makes it difficult to get hired  
for work.  


“Poverty is visible in an urban centre; 
in a rural area these issues are 
often hidden or underground... the 
community at large needs to know that 
these issues are real and that work 
needs to be done.”


“Poverty can be stigmatizing and 
traumatizing. Walking a day in my 
patients’ shoes is something I don’t 
know if I could survive.”


A newcomer to Canada with six children spoke 
about living in an apartment where clothing was 
stuffed into garbage bags for storage. Bed bugs 
had overrun his apartment, he said. 


A woman in her sixties, who lives with a mental 
illness, said she has had a hard time getting a job. 
She described her standard of living as being the 
same as someone living in a developing country. 


“I have constant obstacles of 
discrimination, prejudice and 
rejection. I should not be living like 
this...I should be off assistance, but 
nobody and I mean nobody will hire 
me. Of course, I want a better way of 
life, but, how to change your situation 
when you are behind the eight ball 
every day. People like me can’t come 
[out] of the closet so easy and say 
‘hey, I suffer with mental illness... will 
you hire me?’...it doesn’t happen. I 
have been fired so many times for 
revealing the truth, I just live in my 
little room and keep my mouth shut.”
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Poverty is not only about people who are receiving 
EIA. Poverty also affects the “working poor.” 
We heard ending poverty is more complex than 
focusing solely on EIA recipients and moving 
people over the “welfare wall.” 


We heard a larger social shift is needed in the 
way poverty is viewed. We heard living in poverty 
should not be stigmatized. Instead, people need 
to focus on the notion that society allows poverty 
to exist.


“Too often people who are assessed as 
‘employment (or) training ready’ are 
forced into part-time minimum wage 
jobs without benefits, child care or 
sick leave.  We are concerned that the 
emphasis on employment and training 
will create more of these pressures and 
will perpetuate the old perception of 
the ‘deserving and undeserving’ poor.”  


We heard from Manitobans that the role of 
community in reducing poverty, enhancing social 
inclusion and encouraging people to connect 
with services is very important.  They stressed 
the importance of community and organizational 
capacity-building in reducing poverty.  Poverty 
reduction requires not only formal programs, but 
also wider social networks to help shift people out 
of difficult circumstances.  


“Public awareness is a big thing. 
People think that it is the fault of 
the individual that they are living in 
poverty.”


“Poverty is a complex issue with many 
factors.  I think educating the public in 
a realistic manner that portrays poverty 
in its many forms [is a good idea]... 
drive the point home that it could be 
you as easily as someone else, and that 
in order to eradicate poverty we need 
to understand who is affected and 
why...we need to remove the stigma 
and make people feel that they needn’t 
be ashamed to be poor.”


We heard poverty issues needed more community 
awareness. Many people talked about the need to 
educate the public on what it really means to live 
in poverty, as well as how poverty affects everyone.  
Participants said that living in poverty can be an 
exhausting process that eats up a person’s time, 
and can have serious, long-term impacts on 
health. Consultation participants expressed the 
idea that “it takes all day to be poor.”  
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“As the prices of everything continually 
rise, the amount of money that people 
receive on social assistance remains at 
the same values making it increasingly 
difficult for low income families to do 
anything other than exist.” 


“I volunteer with those in need and find 
that they are accessing soup kitchens 
and food programs as they cannot afford 
to feed their families. Too much money is 
required for rent.”


“Increase the Employment and Income 
Assistance rental rate to 75 per cent 
of median market rent. The [EIA] rates 
now are far below the actual rent for an 
apartment and clients are having  
[to take money] out of their basic needs  
to subsidize their rent.”


Housing and Food Security: Essential components 
that go hand in hand in order to reduce poverty and 
social exclusion


2  This program is often called “social assistance” or “welfare.” 


We heard having a safe, affordable, adequate 
home is essential and that the lack of affordable 
housing is a crucial concern for people living in 
low income.  Suggested priorities for provincial 
funding included: increased support for social 
housing; additional support for low-income rent-
ers; more “housing first” initiatives; partnerships 
to address issues surrounding rooming housing 
and single-resident-occupancy hotels; support for 
co-operative housing developments; use of social 
enterprises to support housing developments; 
and continued renovations of existing, provincial-
ly-owned housing. 


We heard increasing Employment and Income 
Assistance (EIA)2 rates is a priority for many, 
and that the EIA shelter allowance should be 
increased to reflect current housing costs, as 
rents have increased and affordable housing in 
the private market is scarce. 
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“People need clean, safe, healthy places to live and good food to eat. We can’t address 
other issues in our lives until we feel secure with food and shelter.”


“Without adequate nutrition and a safe place to live, how are people supposed to be able 
to pick themselves [up] and break free from poverty, or even accept help in other areas of 
their lives?”


“I work with Aboriginal youth at an after-school program - the current system is not 
flexible enough to respond to the constant trauma and chaos that youth face on a weekly 
basis. Access to healthy food and stable, safe housing would make a world of difference to 
success in education.”


Participants raised the need for a range of housing 
options, such as large units to accommodate 
intergenerational families, mixed-income housing 
developments and on-site child care centres.  
Participants also called for a national housing 
strategy and asked the province to continue to 
pursue this idea with the federal government.  


We heard many Manitobans living in low income 
are spending large portions of their monthly 
budgets on rent payments, leaving them with 
less to spend on other essential goods, such as 
food and clothing. People who have good quality, 
stable, affordable and accessible housing have an 
improved quality of life. Consultation participants 
talked about the importance of supporting the 


work of homeless shelters to assist Manitobans 
living in poverty. We heard that this is particularly 
relevant during the winter months. Increased rent 
subsidies for the working poor, and for elders on 
fixed incomes, were also recommended. 


Manitobans spoke about access to nutritious and 
affordable food.  They suggested that supporting 
food banks and nutritious breakfast programs, 
making healthy food more affordable, and 
increasing the cost of unhealthy foods, are good 
ways to help people living in low income. Some 
consultation participants argued that without 
affordable housing and nutritious food, people 
cannot be expected to succeed in schools, training 
programs or jobs.
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Consultation participants spoke clearly about the 
fact that going to safe and healthy workplaces 
makes people feel socially included as contributing 
members of society.  We heard that work is healthy, 
and for those who are able, is the best way out of 
poverty. In Manitoba, there are many individuals 
who are outside the workforce or under-used in 
the labour market. Many of these people have the 
desire and the ability to enter, re-enter or advance 
in the provincial labour market. Manitobans 
who participated in the ALL Aboard consultation 
process confirmed these ideas.


“Efforts to increase employment will help 
improve social inclusion.”


“Start the career development process 
earlier. The sooner we begin to break 
down barriers to participation in the 
workforce, the soon[er] we can engage 
people in a meaningful process of 
participation in society.”


To reduce poverty and promote social inclusion, 
consultation participants recommended the 
government help to both create jobs and make 
it easier for people to obtain jobs.  Stronger 
incentives were recommended to encourage and 
assist Manitobans in their efforts to gain and 
retain employment. Providing more employment 
bridging and transition supports for people 
wishing to move from EIA to work, was also 
suggested as a way to reduce poverty and promote 
social inclusion. So was a higher availability of jobs 
that fit different needs and abilities.


Training and Employment Opportunities e


 “Make it easier for people living 
with barriers to get meaningful and 
gainful employment in fields that are 
empowering and with employers who are 
patient and understanding.” 


“Without good paying, low-skilled jobs 
available for people who require them, 
those needing program assistance may 
not be able to escape poverty.” 


“There needs to be] more jobs for people 
with barriers to employment.”


Some Manitobans emphasized the importance of 
allowing EIA participants to work, without having 
too much of their employment income deducted 
from their monthly assistance benefits. 


Others suggested the provision of more life 
skills and literacy programs, job training, and 
employment supports would generate positive 
outcomes and help reduce poverty and social 
exclusion. We were told that employment training 
and recruitment opportunities needed to be 
focused in core areas of Winnipeg, as well as in 
Northern and rural Manitoba, and targeted to 
Aboriginal communities, EIA recipients and young 
Manitobans. 
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Manitobans who attended consultation sessions, 
completed the survey and wrote submissions, 
stressed that access to affordable, high-quality 
and flexible early-learning and child-care services, 
is an important factor in enabling parents to go 
to school and/or gain and retain meaningful 
employment. We were advised that efforts to train 
and employ more Manitobans need to go hand in 
hand with increased availability and access to  
high-quality and affordable early-learning and 
child-care services. Consultation participants also 
spoke about the creation of child care facilities that 
would serve families on a short-term, emergency 
basis, as well as during the evenings. 


The strong connection between employment, 
and early learning and child care options, was 
expressed by numerous Manitobans. 


“Invest in education and literacy programs. Without education, and the essential skills such 
as literacy, poverty levels will only increase.” 


“...it is important that the education that is being given, especially to mature students, 
includes courses and development on proper money use, on how to successfully achieve a job 
that they are actually going to enjoy and may advance in, and that they are given some help so 
that they can successfully advance out of their poverty situation.”


“Provide child care options for those 
looking for work, so that they will be able 
to count on having child care if they do 
get a job offer.” 


“Provide support to existing licensed 
child care, and open new licensed child 
care spaces to allow more people to work. 
Licensed child care also assists families 
in social supports such as nutrition 
information, parenting skills information, 
entry-to-school information and much 
more. It is a great one-stop-shop for 
family support.”


“Parents need to know their children  
are well cared for when they go to work.”
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We heard from ALL Aboard consultation 
participants that investing in job growth and skill 
building on a local level has profound effects in 
communities, both in urban settings and rural and 
northern communities. 


Participants stressed that people need local 
economic options to prevent them from moving to 
other places, and that investing in local residents 
is the best way to support communities.  
Participants emphasized the need to focus on 
Community Economic Development (CED), 
with an emphasis on cultivating economic 
opportunities. We heard at a consultation 
session in Thompson that grassroots community 
organizations need more support. In The Pas, 
we heard that local organizations, such as the 
Community Renewal Corporation, can instill 
people with a sense of confidence and pride.  
We heard from communities in rural and northern 
Manitoba about the need to address skills outflow, 
and about how creative CED initiatives can help 
to both reduce poverty and build communities. 
For example, one suggestion we heard was about 
partnering local, retired tradespeople with young 
people in need of skills and training, to build new, 
affordable housing.


We heard that supporting social enterprises was 
important and could lead to more employment 
and training opportunities, particularly for people 
with multiple barriers. This is because social 
enterprises provide training in both ‘hard skills’ 
and life skills.


Community Economic Developmente


“Social enterprises use a business 
model that creates jobs and important 
community services, builds fairer and 
stronger local economies, reduces 
poverty, renews communities and creates 
more sustainable environments.”


Part of supporting community economic 
development means helping organizations secure 
stable, long-term funding. We heard the scramble 
to secure funding can lead to staff turnover and 
weaken an organization’s long-term success. We 
heard a call to increase core funding to existing 
Neighbourhood Renewal Corporations (NRCs) 
and to support the province’s Non-Profit Strategy. 
The latter stressed increasing the number of 
community organizations that receive stable, 
multi-year funding.  


“Many community-based non-profits 
working toward poverty reduction and 
community renewal do not have access 
to adequate multi-year funding to take 
innovative, long-term and strategic action 
through a comprehensive approach.”


“We hear what Winnipeg’s doing a lot, 
but that doesn’t necessarily affect us.”
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Barriers to Success


Manitobans identified different barriers faced by 
people living in poverty and those experiencing 
social exclusion. We heard that the challenges 
facing each person are unique and that programs 
should be designed with the flexibility to meet 
different needs, and be adapted to different areas 
of the province. For example, a program that works 
for pregnant mothers in Winnipeg might not be as 
effective in a rural area where public transportation 
does not exist and taxi services are expensive or 
not available.  


Consultation sessions in The Pas and Thompson 
shed light on some of the unique needs of people 
who live in the province’s North, and participants 
in Brandon and Dauphin shared insight about 
the rural/urban divide and its impact on poverty 
and social inclusion. People who live in rural 
communities can face unique challenges. We 
heard that some communities have limited 
Internet access. People may not have vehicles 


or drivers’ licences to commute to work or 
educational programs, and there is limited public 
transportation. Students who want to leave the 
community to study face high costs in housing, 
tuition and travel. Recreation programs can be 
expensive and some families cannot afford  
to participate, which futher contributes to  
social exclusion. 


When Manitobans face multiple barriers, it is even 
more difficult for them to escape poverty. We heard 
that an effective poverty reduction strategy must 
focus on supports for people with disabilities, 
vulnerable women and children, people with 
addictions or mental health challenges and those 
involved with Child and Family Services and/or the 
criminal justice system. We heard it is important 
to invest in both prevention and rehabilitation 
programs. We heard that increasing support for 
restorative justice and prison education programs 
will have long-term benefits.


“People who have disabilities are in this life situation due to no fault of our own, and if we 
can’t fit in the work world, we still deserve to live above the poverty line, with some dignity. 
And I have always lived with this quote, and I taught my daughters this too - treat others 
as you want to be treated.”
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During our consultations, Aboriginal Manitobans 
talked about feeling like they were the targets of 
racist and discriminatory behaviour. We heard that 
the aftermath of the residential school system 
is multigenerational and that healing will take a 
long time. We also heard Aboriginal people need 
specific training supports, as there can be barriers 


Newcomers to Manitoba who attended an  
ALL Aboard consultation in Winnipeg identified 
specific barriers they experienced during their 
settlement and integration phases.  Barriers 
for French-speaking newcomers were also 
identified at a session held at Université de 
Saint-Boniface.  Some newcomers expressed 
frustration upon arriving in Canada to find 
that their expectations for employment were 
not met. We heard some newcomers have 
been grappling with serious physical and 
mental-health problems. Many said that they 
encountered problems finding jobs or having 
their credentials recognized, and that they were 
treated differently due to their race or accent.


Aboriginal Manitobans


Newcomers to Manitoba


for them to access business or educational 
opportunities.  We heard that First Nations 
Manitobans living on reserve struggle, in part, 
because education and other essential  
services receive less in federal funding than  
what is provided to other communities  
in provincial funding.


“Develop an economic action plan to assist urban Aboriginal peoples - the fastest growing 
segment of Winnipeg’s population.”


“Engage Aboriginal Manitobans and work very hard and very proactively to help Aboriginal 
communities develop and implement actions for change.”


“... more options in education so more Aboriginal students can graduate and get  
decent jobs.”


“Many people do not understand the structural processes at work that have led to 
widespread poverty. A big one is the colonization of Aboriginal peoples. They are still living 
with the effects – yet many Manitobans do not understand this fact.”


“When we look for a job, if you are 
coloured, they look at you a different 
way. So discrimination and racism are 
there. They are hidden but they are there. 
Credential recognition is also important. 
They ask for Canadian experience. Get a 
job first. Stress is becoming a part of our 
lives.”


“Employment programs need to have child 
minders. Employment programs that have 
child care from Monday to Friday are good. 
We have professional, skilled immigrants 
but they don’t have credentials...some are 
victims from war-affected areas. You have 
to pay money to get those credentials. 
There are job opportunities for immigrants 
with good accents. We have to employ 
immigrants according to experience, 
regardless of accent or race.”
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Manitobans with addictions and/or serious mental 
health illnesses


Manitobans with addictions and/or serious 
mental health challenges face a higher risk of 
living in poverty than their counterparts. They 
are also more likely to be homeless. Experiencing 
an addiction or a mental illness can interrupt a 
person’s training or education trajectory, affecting 
opportunities to obtain meaningful employment 
and be an active participant in society. Loved ones, 
such as spouses and children, are also affected 
and can experience high levels of stress and low 
income as well.   


“Addictions create a number of issues 
in the individual as well as their family 
and friends...Many Manitobans deal 
with addictions and this affects their 
ability to work and support their 
families. It also decreases a person’s 
ability to function and be a contributing 
member of society.” 


People who took part in the consultation process 
told us that enhanced and targeted supports are 
needed to help Manitobans with addictions and 
serious mental health challenges.  


“I feel addictions treatment should be 
a very strong focus in any attempt to 
conquer poverty in Manitoba – I am 
concerned that it does not even appear 
as an option on the [survey] list above.”


We also heard from consultation participants 
that safe, stable and supportive housing is an 
integral part of providing a solid base for people 
trying to stabilize their lives. Once housing is 
provided, people can begin to pursue other 
important activities, such as training programs 
or jobs. We were also advised that expanded 
treatment, rehabilitation, detoxification and 
counselling programs are needed, and that these 
supports should be free and accessible throughout 
Manitoba.   


We heard that there is a link between the 
experience of trauma and the experience of 
poverty.  One group told us that “trauma may be 
a result of the very fact of living in poverty: poor 
food, poor housing, lack of options, the hard work 
of maintaining a family in poverty,” or may be due 
to other experiences (not limited to income level) 
such as child abuse or neglect or experiencing or 
witnessing  domestic violence.







“[It is a community where] people... are 
willing to be active... when all are welcome 
and made to feel welcome at any event. [It is 
a society where] people...feel so much better 
about themselves because they are able to 
support themselves and know they have real 
opportunities for growth.”


“Everyone [has] a set of apartment or house 
keys.”


“...systemic violence against Aboriginal (and 
all) women is no longer an issue, racism is 
eradicated.”


“...when Aboriginal people are respected and 
have equal access and outcome in education, 
employment, housing and family-rearing.”


“People [are] interacting and smiling with each 
other instead of judging.”


“Clients whom I’m aware are living in 
poverty meet me in the grocery store...having 
showered and eaten well, and showing interest 
in their town and others around them.”


As part of the consultation process, we asked 
Manitobans to describe a healthy and socially 
inclusive community where poverty had been 
reduced. Survey respondents were asked to 
complete the following statement: “I will know 
that my community is healthy, that poverty has 
been reduced, and people feel socially included 
when I see...” A total of 431 Manitobans finished 
this statement. Their responses are summarized 
below:


“I will know that my community is healthy, 
that poverty has been reduced, and people feel 
socially included when I see...”


Conclusion


• equal access to affordable housing and 
nutritious food, medical services, day care, and 
educational and recreational programming


• no homelessness


• a drop in the use of food banks


• more training and employment opportunities


• co-operation, dignity and respect


• increased community involvement and 
participation in recreational activities


• a reduction in crime


• fewer people with addictions


• no children in care


• all people earning a living wage


“People treat their community, 
neighbours and businesses with respect...
We will feel it in the way that we talk to 
each other and we will see it in the body 
language of all those around us. People 
will be able to make eye contact and smile 
at each other. Neighbours will help each 
other and not be afraid for their safety 
anymore. People who have lived in the 
same neighbourhood for many years will 
talk about how ‘it used to be’ rather than 
‘how it is.’”


“I work...as...an addictions support 
worker; when I find myself unneeded 
or out of a job, I will know that my 
community is healthy.”


“Hope in people’s eyes.”


“...when I don’t see children arriving at 
a child care program hungry and dirty; 
[when I] don’t overhear a 10-year-old 
wonder if she will get supper tonight.”
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The views and suggestions contributed during 
these consultations will guide our upcoming 
efforts and help shape the final ALL Aboard Action 
Plans, to be released in 2013. The first of these 
action plans, Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable 
Employment and a Stronger Labour Market, was 
released in April 2013. The implementation of each 
Action Plan will include a community collaboration 
process.  As well, we will make special efforts to 
engage with Manitobans living in poverty, and 
those experiencing social exclusion.  


Next Steps:
We are committed to sharing the progress of ALL 
Aboard and we will continue to publicly report on 
all 21 indicators of poverty reduction and social 
inclusion each year in the ALL Aboard Annual Report.  


Much work lies ahead. To be successful in this 
initiative, we cannot do it alone.  Working together 
with municipal and federal governments, community 
groups, businesses, labour groups and Manitobans 
from all walks of life, we will keep moving forward 
with purpose and strength to make Manitoba a 
prosperous and inclusive province for all.
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APPENDIX A
Calendar of ALL Aboard Public Consultation Sessions  


March 2013


Community Location Date / Time


Winnipeg


Immigrant and Refugee Community  
Organization of Manitoba (IRCOM), 
95 Ellen St. 
Community Program Room 


Monday, March 4 
7 p.m. to 9:30 p.m.


Child minders provided at no cost.


The Pas 
The Pas Friendship Centre  
81 Edwards Ave. 
Club 53 Youth Centre


Friday, March 8 
4:30 p.m. to 6:30 p.m.


Winnipeg 
West End Cultural Centre  
586 Ellice Ave. 
ACU Hall


Monday, March 11       
9:30 a.m. to 12 p.m.


Winnipeg


Université de St. Boniface Pavillon  
Marcel-A. Desautels,  
200 Ave. de la Cathédrale  
Room 0615


Monday, March 11 
7 p.m. to 9:30 p.m. 
French language session 


Gimli
New Horizons Centre  
Card Yard & Coffee Spot 
17 N. Colonization Rd. 


Wednesday, March 13  
5:30 p.m. to 8 p.m. 


Thompson
Ma-Mow-We-Tak Friendship Centre Inc.   
4 Nelson Rd. 
Thompson, MB


Friday, March 15  
1 p.m. to 3:30 p.m. 


Brandon


Assiniboine Community College 
Manitoba Institute of Culinary Arts 
North Hill Campus 
1035 1st St. N. 
Grey Owl Dining Room


Tuesday, March 19 
6 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Winnipeg
North End Wellness Centre   
Win Gardner Place 
2-363 McGregor St.


Wednesday, March 20 
5:30 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Child minders provided at no cost.


Dauphin
Parkland Recreation Complex-Lion’s Den 
200-1st St. S.E.


Thursday, March 21 
5:30 p.m. to 8 p.m.


Winnipeg
Indian & Metis Friendship Centre 
45 Robinson St.


Wednesday, March 27 
1 p.m. to 3:30 p.m.
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Appendix B - Written Submissions


Canadian Community Economic  
Development Network – Manitoba


Frontier College


Manitoba Child Care Association


Manitoba League of Persons with  
Disabilities Inc.


Nine Circles Community Health Centre


North Point Douglas Women’s Centre


Nor’West Co-Op Community Health


Right to Housing 


Social Planning Council of Winnipeg


Town of The Pas


Winnipeg Harvest


Four written submissions from individual 
Manitobans
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Available in alternate formats upon request.  
Aussi disponible en français. 








HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Friday, November 24, 1989


The House met at 10 a.m.


________________


Prayers


________________ 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS


 
ALLOTED DAY, S.O. 81--ELIMINATING POVERTY AMONG 


CANADIAN CHILDREN


Hon. Edward Broadbent (Oshawa) moved: 


 
That this House express its concern for the more than one 


million Canadian children currently living in poverty and seek to 


achieve the goal of eliminating poverty among Canadian children by 


the year 2000. 


Hon. Lloyd Axworthy (Winnipeg South Centre)  seconded motion.


2009 Manitoba Child & Family Poverty Report Card
Social Planning Council of Winnipeg 
November 24, 2009 


20 Years Lost: 
The Poverty Generation
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Campaign 2000


Campaign 2000 is a non-partisan, cross-
Canada coalition of more than 120 national, 
provincial and community organizations 
committed to working together to end child 
and family poverty in Canada. Campaign 2000 
evolved out of a unanimous resolution passed 
by the House of Commons in November, 
1989, which called for the elimination of child 
poverty in Canada by the year 2000.


“This House…seeks to achieve the goal of 
eliminating poverty among Canadian children 
bythe year 2000.”


- Unanimous all-party resolution
Social Planning Council of Winnipeg


The Social Planning Council of Winnipeg 
(SPC) is a membership-based organization in 
the voluntary sector committed to providing 
leadership in social planning and effecting 
social policy changes. This involves working 
with diverse communities in identifying 
and assessing community issues, needs 
and resources; and working with policy-
makers, funding agencies, service providers, 
ethnocultural and Aboriginal groups, and 
the general public in Winnipeg to respond to 
socio-economic issues and needs.


The Manitoba Campaign 2000 Network is 
a coalition of more than 100 organizations, 
locally organized under the sponsorship of 
the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg, 
dedicated to the support of Campaign 2000 
initiatives within Manitoba.


This report is available for download at:
www.spcw.mb.ca.


To request a bound copy, please contact:
Social Planning Council of Winnipeg
412 McDermot Avenue
Winnipeg MB, R3A 0A9
info@spcw.mb.ca
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Insert Chart 


One is too many 


One child is too many children living in 
poverty. In Manitoba, 47,000 children 
live in poverty. Manitoba is once again the 
Child Poverty Capital of Canada.


One year is too many years for a child to 
live in poverty. In the last 6 years nearly 40 
per cent of Manitoba children have lived in 
poverty for at least one year.


One year is too many years to lose in the 
fight against child poverty. In Manitoba, 20 
years have been lost in that fight.


It was 20 years ago today – November 24, 
1989 – that every member of the House of 
Commons stood in his or her place to vote 
for the following resolution:


“This House seeks to achieve the goal of 
eliminating poverty among Canadian chil-
dren by the year 2000.”


Child and Family Poverty Report Card 
2009 is an annual report by the Social 
Planning Council of Winnipeg, in coopera-
tion with Campaign 2000, a national orga-
nization dedicated to holding the House of 
Commons to its promise.


This report wasn’t intended to be a peren-
nial. The people who write it and issue it 
would be happy to do other things.


But until child poverty is eliminated, the 
Social Planning Council of Winnipeg, 
Campaign 2000 and our many partner 
organizations will continue to speak out 
on behalf of society’s youngest and most 
vulnerable citizens.


All the children living in poverty today 
have been born since the members of the 
House of Commons passed the resolution 
to eliminate child poverty.


Their generation had every right to hope 
for something better. Their generation 
could have been the beginning of a pover-
ty-free Canada.


No one can blame a child for being poor. 
Nor should their parents be blamed.
 
This report demonstrates that many par-
ents work long, hard hours in low-wage 
jobs, but still can’t afford to feed their 
families. Others may be single parents or 
have long-term disabilities.
 
With some minor exceptions, Manitoba’s 
rates for Employment and Income As-
sistance (welfare) have been frozen since 
1992 – longer under the current New 
Democratic Party government than they 
were under the previous Progressive Con-
servative government.
Instead of keeping the promise and adopt-
ing an enlightened blend of federal and 
provincial policies designed to eliminate 
child poverty, politicians of all parties at 
all levels of government have allowed it to 
continue.


The continued generation of poverty has 
created the Poverty Generation.
 
This report is dedicated to the Poverty 
Generation.
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Too many children live in poverty 


In Manitoba, 47,000 children live in poverty.


That’s 18.8 per cent of all children, nearly one in five.


Manitoba is once again the Child Poverty Capital of Canada, tied with British Columbia for 
having the highest number of citizens under the age of 18 living in poverty. That’s almost four 
percentage points above the national average.


Graph 1 shows the percentage of children living in families whose incomes were below 
the Low Income Cut-off (Before-Tax.) Manitoba is tied with British Columbia for Child 
Poverty Capital of Canada.¹


Too many children have spent at least one year in poverty


Nearly four in 10 Manitoba children – 37.5 per cent – have experienced poverty for at least one 
year of the last six. That’s almost 10 percentage points above the national percentage.


Studies have shown that even one year in poverty in childhood can have far-reaching negative 
effects on the rest of a person’s life – even beyond retirement.²  Poverty is one of the key social 
determinants of health. Life is shorter for the poor, especially the urban poor in Winnipeg and 
Brandon. For men in the lowest income city neighbourhoods, life expectancy is 10 years less than 
for their richer counterparts.³


Children in Manitoba who experience poverty for at least one year spend an average of 1.4 years 
in poverty, 0.2 above the national average.
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Graph 2 shows the percentage of children living in families who spent at least one year 
of the last six with incomes below the Low Income Cut-off (Before-Tax.) Manitoba is 
second only to Saskatchewan for having the most children who have spent at least one 
year in poverty.⁴


Too many years as the Child Poverty Capital of Canada


Manitoba has been a “leader” in child poverty in the 20 years since the House of Commons 
passed the resolution to end child poverty.


This province has not been a leader in fighting child poverty. It has been a leader in creating it.


Manitoba was the Child Poverty Capital of Canada in 1989, 1990, 1991, 1994, 1996, 1997, 2001 
and 2007 -- a total of eight years out of the 20 since the resolution was passed. It has been in the 
top three for all but two of those years.


The decrease from 22.7 per cent in 1989 to 18.8 per cent in 2007 does not show significant 
leadership in reducing and eliminating child poverty in Manitoba.
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Graph 3b shows the child poverty rate in Manitoba for children living in families with 
incomes below the Low Income Cut-off (After Tax) and the Low Income Cut-off (Before 
Tax.) The child poverty rate measured by LICO-BT has been reduced by fewer than four 
percentage points during the 20 years it was supposed to be eliminated.⁶


 
Graph 3a below shows Manitoba was Child Poverty Capital for eight of the last 20 
years, and was in the top three for all but two of those years. Child Poverty Capital is 
defined as having the greatest number of people under age 18 living in families below 
the Low Income Cut-off (Before-Tax.)⁵
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Too many years above the national average


Manitoba has been above the national average for child poverty every year since 1989. 
Manitoba’s rate of child poverty has ranged from a low of 1.5 to a high of 10.6 percentage points 
above the Canadian mark, an average 4.6 percentage points above it.


Graph 4 shows the percentage of children living in families with incomes below the 
Low Income Cut-off (Before-Tax) in Manitoba and Canada. Manitoba has been above 
the national average every year since 1989.⁷


Other provinces have taken action


Manitoba has not enacted a comprehensive anti-poverty strategy with timelines and targets. 


With comprehensive anti-poverty strategies in place, both Newfoundland and Quebec 
demonstrate rates below the national rate, at 13 per cent and 14.9 per cent respectively.
 
Since adopting its anti-poverty strategy, Newfoundland’s rate of child poverty has plummeted, 
and is now 5.8 percentage points, or almost one-third, lower than Manitoba’s rate, as measured 
by the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax.)


Graph 5 below shows how the child poverty rate in Newfoundland & Labrador plunged 
below Manitoba’s rate immediately after that province adopted a comprehensive 
anti-poverty strategy with timelines and targets. Manitoba has not adopted a 
comprehensive anti-poverty strategy with timelines and targets.⁸
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Too many Aboriginal children in poverty


The children most likely to live in poverty in Winnipeg and Manitoba are in families in which 
at least one parent identifies with Aboriginal heritage. This is particularly noticeable in children 
under six years of age.
 
An Aboriginal child under six living in the city of Winnipeg is three times as likely to live in 
poverty as a non-Aboriginal child. Among all Aboriginal children under six in Winnipeg, 68 
per cent – or nearly seven in 10 – live in families with incomes below the Low Income Cut-off 
(Before Tax.)


There are also too many children of recent immigrants and refugees living in poverty. The Social 
Planning Council of Winnipeg recently published a Poverty Barometer which showed one in 
three children of recent immigrants lived in poverty. That report is available for free download at 
spcw.mb.ca.
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Graph 6 shows the child poverty rate among children age six and less in Aboriginal 
families in Winnipeg is more than three times the rate for non-Aboriginal children age 
six and less – which is also unacceptably high.⁹


Too many families trapped in poverty by low-wage jobs


Many politicians and commentators like to say: “The best social policy is a job.”


Many people believe that children live in poverty because their parents do not work, but depend 
on welfare as their primary source of income.


This isn’t true. In fact, seven out of 10 of the children living in poverty are in families in which the 
parents work the equivalent of a full-time, full-year job. They are the working poor.


A job is not a guaranteed route out of poverty.
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Graph 7 shows the percentage of all poor children, living in families with incomes 
below the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax) in which the parents worked the equivalent 
of at least one full-time, full-year job.  That’s defined as at least 30 hours a week, 49 
to 52 weeks a year. Low wage rates trap parents in jobs that pay less than is needed to 
support their children.¹⁰


In most years since 1989, Manitoba has had the highest percentage of children living in poverty, 
despite the fact their parents are working the equivalent of a full-time, full-year job. British 
Columbia surpassed Manitoba this year. However, Manitoba remains second and above the 
national average.


Minimum wage is minimum help


There are not enough good jobs with good wages.


Since 1989, the value of the minimum wage has eroded considerably in Manitoba.
 
While the nominal value of the minimum wage appears to be increasing, once inflation is taken 
into account, the real value has remained virtually the same, as shown by Graph 8. 


The graph shows workers who earn minimum wage at full-time, full-year jobs are falling further 
below the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax.) 


In 2009, a parent with two children working at the minimum wage would have to work more 
than 70 hours per week just to meet the LICO-BT for a three-person household in Winnipeg. 


One in five jobs in Manitoba are classified as low-wage, earning less than $10 per hour.¹¹


80.3
69.4 68 63.7 60 55.3


39.7


63.4


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


80


90


BC MB NS QC ON AB SK


Pe
r c


en
t 


(%
)


7. Percentage of poor children in families working 
the equivalent of a full-time/full-year job, 2007


Provinces


Canada







2009Manitoba Child and Family Poverty Report Card 


Page 9


Graph 8 shows the annual earnings of two workers for full-time, full-year work at 
minimum wage and the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax) for a two-adult, two-child 
family living and working in Winnipeg.  The gap between what parents can earn on 
minimum wage and wat is needed to support a family is growing.¹²


Core housing need


Manitoba has the second-highest number of Aboriginal people living in core housing need off 
reserve – 22.4 per cent*, two percentage points above the Canadian average (* Does not include 
core housing need for First Nations people living on reserve.)


Core housing need among non-Aboriginal people in Manitoba is nearly 10 per cent.


Core housing need is defined by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) as 
housing that does not meet three requirements:


 1) Adequate: Not requiring any major repairs;
 
 2) Suitable: Enough rooms and size to accommodate the residents; and
 
 3) Affordable: Costing less than 30 per cent of household income before tax.


Winnipeg’s vacancy rate, which hovers at or below one per cent, is not conducive to keeping 
rental rates below 30 per cent of income.
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An individual working 30 hours per week at $9 per hour will gross $1,080 in a four-week month.  
Thirty per cent of that would provide $324 per month for housing.  The average bachelor 
apartment in 2008 in Winnipeg was $464 a month, or 43 per cent of that individual’s 
income, well above the definition of affordable housing.


Graph 9 shows the percentage of the overall population in core housing need. 
Manitoba has the second highest level of core housing need among Aboriginal people 
living off reserve. This graph does not reflect the core housing need among First 
Nations people living on reserve.¹³


Government’s role in mitigating child poverty


While Manitoba has not tackled child poverty with a comprehensive plan that includes timelines 
and targets, government does play a positive role in preventing or reducing child poverty in some 
cases.


Government transfer payments that help mitigate the effects of child poverty include 
Employment and Income Assistance, Employment Insurance, Workers’ Compensation and 
other measures of the social safety net.


In 2007, the child poverty rate in Manitoba was reduced by 11.4 percentage points through 
federal and provincial government transfer payments of various kinds. That was slightly better 
than the national percentage of 9.7 per cent, but well below the 19.2 per cent achieved by 
Newfoundland & Labrador with its comprehensive anti-poverty strategy.
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Graph 10 shows the percentage of children who would have fallen below the Low 
Income Cut-off (Before Tax) without government transfer payments of various kinds.¹⁴


Too wide a gap between rich and poor


When the population of families with children is divided into 10 equal groups based on the levels 
of their income, the poorest 10 per cent have gained little in the last 20 years, while those in the 
top 10 per cent have gained a great deal.  For every dollar gained by the poorest 10 per cent, the 
richest 10 per cent gained $27.68.


The richest 10 per cent of families with children increased their average income by 45 per cent 
since 1989. The poorest 10 per cent increased their average income by only 14 per cent.  In 2007, 
the richest 10 per cent of families with children had incomes more than 11 times that of the 
poorest.
 
During years of strong economic growth, children in poor families fell further behind. Without 
strong action on their behalf, they are likely to fall even further behind during the current 
recession.


For every dollar gained by the poorest 10 per cent,
the richest 10 per cent gained $27.68
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Children in almost half of all female lone-parent families live in poverty, falling short of LICO-BT 
by an average $7,700. That gap has been reduced over the past 20 years and is below the national 
average.
 
The gap has increased for children living in families headed by two parents -- an average $10,500 
short of the line. It has gone from slightly below to slightly above the national average.
 
The child poverty rate among two-parent families has dropped by a meager 1.3 percentage points 
since 1989.  At 14.7 per cent, Manitoba is 4.1 percentage points above the national rate.


12


Children in almost half of all female lone-parent families 
live in poverty


Graph 11 shows the top 10 per cent of families with children increasing their income 
by almost 30 times as much as the poorest 10 per cent from 1989 to 2007. Ordinary 
Manitobans – modest- and middle-income earners have also watched the benefits of 
economic growth go disproportionately to the top 10 per cent.¹⁵


Too deep in poverty 


Depth of poverty measures the gap between the family’s income and what it would be earning at 
the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax.)
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Graph 12 shows the gap between the average earnings in families headed by female 
lone parents and the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax.) The gap for those families in 
Manitoba is now less than the national average. Almost half of all Manitoba families 
headed by female lone parents live in poverty.¹⁶


Graph 13 shows the gap between the average earnings in families headed by two 
parents and the Low Income Cut-off (Before Tax.) The gap for those families in 
Manitoba is now slightly more than the national average. The child poverty rate 
among two-parent families in Manitoba is more than four percentage points above the 
national average.¹⁷
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What’s a LICO?


Canada does not have an official poverty line. Statistics Canada uses a measure known as Low 
Income Cut-off (LICO.) 


Families which must spend at least 20 percentage points more of their income than the Canadian 
average on food, shelter and clothing are considered low income by Statistics Canada.


The dollar amount of the LICO varies depending on the size of the family and where they live.


Before-tax LICO is the minimum amount a family needs to feed, clothe and house themselves 
before income tax is deducted.


It’s based on the family’s total income – how much it earns from work, investment or government 
programs, such as Old Age Security, Employment Insurance and social assistance.


After-tax LICO is the minimum amount a family needs to feed, clothe and house themselves 
after income tax is deducted.


It’s based on the family’s disposable income – total income minus income tax.


Most figures in this report are based on Before-Tax LICO.
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Recommendations


The Social Planning Council welcomes the recent report, Poverty in Sight: A Winnipeg 
Perspective, by the United Way of Winnipeg Urban Exchange.


Regardless of how they saw poverty in their own neighbourhoods, more than 80 per cent of 
Winnipeggers in the survey said poverty was a serious problem, with more than 37 per cent 
identifying it as “very serious” and more than 12 per cent calling it “the most serious problem 
facing the city.”


Elected leaders should take note of these figures in their political calculations. Working with the 
community to devise a comprehensive poverty reduction and elimination plan is the right thing 
to do. It’s also good politics.


City of Winnipeg


•	 Create a standing poverty committee or broaden the mandate of Citizen     
Equity Committee to consider the effects of city policies and decisions on     
those living in poverty.


    
•	 Ensure that all low income Winnipeggers, including participants in the     


Employment and Income Assistance program, have access to public transportation    
through the provision of free bus passes during off-peak hours, or are eligible for    
a special low income rate.


       
•	 Ensure recreation is universally and locally available to children in low income    


families. 


•	 Establish living wage by-laws to govern service contracting. This would     
legislate payment of a living wage as a criterion in selecting contractors.


Province of Manitoba


Income Security
 
•	 Ensure that all Manitobans receive a sufficient income to meet their basic needs and  


participate fully in community life.


•	 Employment and Income Assistance (EIA)


•	 Within one to 2 years, increase EIA benefits for all categories to the present value of 1992 
levels and index them to annual increases in the cost of living so that they maintain their 
value.


15
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•	 As a second step, within four years, develop and implement a transparent mechanism 
to establish livable basic income support rates that reflects the actual cost of purchasing 
redefined basic needs, including: telephone service, recreation, transportation, and other 
basic amenities including food, clothing, shelter and utilities.


•	 Allow EIA recipients to receive the full value of child maintenance payments.


•	 Extend the Manitoba Child Benefit to EIA recipients. 


Labour Market


•	 Increase the minimum wage to $10.87/hour in 2008 dollars and index to inflation or adjust 
annually to average weekly wage increases.  


•	 Implement a labour market strategy with a “good job” creation plan. 


•	 Expand initiatives to recognize foreign credentials in partnership with community groups 
and other stakeholders. 


•	 Establish living wage legislation to govern service contracting by government, cities, 
municipalities, hospitals and universities so contracts can only be awarded to companies 
paying a living wage to workers. 


HOUSING


•	 Ensure that accessible, safe, and affordable housing is available to all Manitobans.


•	 Increase the supply of non-profit, rent geared to income housing by a minimum of 300 units 
each year for five years.  This, accompanied by a contribution of 700 units by the Federal 
Government, will help achieve the much needed total of 1,000 new units each year. Priority 
should be given to increasing social housing in Northern Manitoba and in high need urban 
centres such as Winnipeg and Brandon.


•	 Increase housing related benefits, including Employment and Income Assistance Shelter 
Allowances and Manitoba Shelter Benefits by 20% and index them to annual increases in the 
Rent Increase Guidelines.


•	 Invest sufficient financial resources to retrofit all existing public housing units to acceptable 
standards by 2014.  


•	 Broaden eligibility for the Manitoba Shelter Benefit to include all participants in the EIA 
program and to assist more working poor families obtain affordable housing.


 
CHILD CARE


•	 Increase and expand the supply of child care spaces throughout the province, particularly for 
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infants and for non-traditional hours. Manitoba has regulated child care spaces for only 15.5 
per cent of children aged 0 to 12, less than the national percentage.


•	 Fund competitive compensation for the child care workforce and provide a continuum of 
training. 


•	 Increase subsidy eligibility levels and index on a yearly basis. 


•	 Eliminate the $2.00/child/day surcharge for child care.


•	 Adopt Jordan’s Principle in its full intent to ensure that children’s needs are met expeditiously 


Government of Canada


A plan to make Canada poverty-free


Campaign 2000, supported by strong public opinion in all regions of Canada, urges all federal 
parties to work together and in collaboration with provinces, territories, communities and First 
Nations, on a plan to make Canada poverty-free. 


An interim target of 50% reduction in poverty among all Canadians by 2020 will require strong 
leadership, political will and dedicated resources. The plan must include a clear timetable, a 
transparent accountability structure that can demonstrate progress and a defined role for citizen 
participation, in particular, low income people.


What is needed in the plan


•	 An enhanced child benefit for low-income families to a maximum of $5,400 ($2009) per 
child;


•	 Restored and expanded eligibility for Employment Insurance;


•	 Increased federal work tax credits of $2,400 per year;


•	 A federal minimum wage of $11 per hour;


•	 A national housing plan including substantial federal funding for social housing;


•	 A system of high-quality early childhood education and child care services that is affordable 
and available to all children (0-12 years);


•	 Proactive strategies, including employment equity in the public and private sectors, to 
level the employment playing field for racialized communities and other historically 
disadvantaged groups;
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•	 Appropriate poverty reduction targets, timetables and indicators for Aboriginal families, 
irrespective of where they live, developed in coordination with First Nations and urban 
Aboriginal communities.


A note on Jordan’s Principle:


Jordan, a child from Norway House Cree Nation, was born with severe medical 
complications.  He spent his entire five years of life in a Manitoba hospital because 
government officials could not resolve a dispute over what level and department of 
government was responsible for paying for his home care. The passage of the private 
members motion was an important step forward but much more needs to be done. 


For more info and action ideas: re Jordan’s Principle: http://www.fncfcs.com/more/
jordansPrinciple.php & info on AFN tribunal: http://www.fnwitness.ca/


Follow-up Action: Write to your provincial/territorial leaders, demand their 
immediate action to address this serious issue, and urge them to sign on to Jordan’s 
Principle
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A French translation of the Annual Report for the year 2007/08 can be obtained by contacting the French 

Language Services Coordinator, Room 20, Suite 500, 326 Broadway, Winnipeg MB  R3C 0S5, telephone 

(204) 945-2928.   







 
 
 
 


  
 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 











 


MINISTER 
OF FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 


Room 357 

Legislative Building 



Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 0V8 

CANADA
 


September 2008 


His Honour the Honourable John Harvard, P.C., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 


May It Please Your Honour: 


I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of the Department of Family Services and Housing of 
the Province of Manitoba for the year 2007/08. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Gord Mackintosh 







 







 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 


 
 


 


 
  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
   


  


 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 


Deputy Minister 
351 Legislative Building 
450 Broadway, Winnipeg, MB  R3C 0V8 
T 204-945-6700   F 204-945-1896 
Email : dmfam@leg.gov.mb.ca 


September 2008 


The Honourable Gord Mackintosh  
Minister of Family Services and Housing 
357 Legislative Building 


Sir: 


I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for the Department of Family Services and Housing for the fiscal 
year ending March 31, 2008. 


Child care continued to be a top priority.  In 2007, the provincial investment in child care was increased by more than 
$14 million – to backfill withdrawn federal funds and ensure that commitments made to Manitoba families were kept.  Over 
7,000 funded child care spaces have been approved for funding since 1999.  


The Department continued to take strong action to address the changes needed to better protect Manitoba’s children.  The 
Changes for Children: Strengthening the Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan, a $42 million strategy announced in fall 
2006, continued to bring about substantial and lasting improvements to the child welfare system.   


We continued to improve access to safe and affordable housing for low- to moderate-income Manitobans through Housing 
First, our $188 million multi-year housing strategy announced in April 2007.  The strategy is building on Manitoba’s 
affordable housing partnerships of the past six years and enabling community-driven construction or renovation of affordable 
homes for lower-income Manitobans.  


In 2007, Manitoba continued to address poverty through Rewarding Work, a new four-year strategy designed to support low-
income working families, and to help more Manitobans move from welfare to work.  Initiatives under the strategy have 
improved benefits for low-income working families, helped Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants prepare 
for and find employment and increased the advantages of employment over EIA.  


The Department continued to advance the goals of Full Citizenship:  
A Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability and strived towards 
enhancing opportunities for children and adults with disabilities. 
In 2007/08, funding for the Supported Living Program increased by 
$17.8 million, and by $111.6 million or 184.2 per cent since  
1999/00 – an average annual increase of 13.5 per cent.  This  
is one of the largest rates of growth for any program in government.  


The Department continues to work with other governments, 
departments, and the community to ensure services meet 
the changing needs of Manitoba families and individuals.     


Respectfully submitted, 


Martin Billinkoff 



mailto:dmfam@leg.gov.mb.ca
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PREFACE 


REPORT STRUCTURE 


The Annual Report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services and Housing 
appropriation structure as set out in the Main Estimates of Expenditure of the Province of Manitoba for the 
fiscal year ending March 31, 2008. 


The report includes information at the Main and Sub-Appropriation levels related to the Department's 
objectives, actual results, financial performance and variances.  A five-year adjusted historical table of 
staffing and expenditures is provided.  In addition, expenditure and revenue variance explanations are 
provided. 


VISION, MISSION, GOALS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 


Vision 
The Department of Family Services and Housing is committed to: 


•	 improving the quality of life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market 
inclusion of all citizens.  We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted and 
valued, and live with dignity and security.  We work with the community to support Manitoba children, 
families and individuals to achieve their fullest potential. 


Mission 
Family Services and Housing supports citizens in need to achieve fuller participation in society and 
greater self-sufficiency and independence.  We help keep children, families and communities safe and 
secure and promote healthy citizen development and well-being.  Our mission is accomplished through:   


•	 provision of financial support;  
•	 provision of services and supports that assist individuals improve their attachment to the labour 


market; 
•	 provision of supports and services for adults and children with disabilities;  
•	 provision of child protection and related services; 
•	 assistance to people facing family violence or family disruption;  
•	 provision of services and supports to promote the healthy development and well-being of children and 


families; 
•	 assistance to Manitobans to access safe, appropriate and affordable housing; 
•	 fostering community capacity and engaging the broader community to participate in and contribute to 


decision-making; and 
•	 respectful and appropriate delivery of programs and services. 


Goals 
The Department of Family Services and Housing has established the following goals for its programs and 
services: 


•	 to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income; 
•	 to increase participation in the labour market and community; 
•	 to increase the self-sufficiency, independence and inclusion in society for children and adults living 


with a disability; 
•	 to increase the safety and well-being of persons who are vulnerable or at risk; 
•	 to improve the healthy development of children, families and communities; 
•	 to increase the availability of safe, affordable and appropriate housing; 
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•	 to improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the Department; and 
•	 to increase community capacity and opportunities for community involvement and input.  


Guiding Principles 
The Department’s work is guided by the following principles: 


•	 diversity is valued, individual difference is supported, respected and developed to encourage both 
independence and interdependence; 


•	 opportunities are provided for equal access to valued outcomes, self-determination, meaningful 
involvement and valued roles; and 


•	 community capacity exists to sustain and build upon achievements. 


OVERVIEW 


The Department of Family Services and Housing is organized into five divisions.  The Administration and 
Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative and information systems support to the 
Department.  In 2007/08, the Department combined the Employment and Income Assistance programs 
with programs that support persons with disabilities under the new Disability Programs and Employment 
and Income Assistance Division.  In addition, housing-related programs were consolidated under a stand-
alone Housing Division.  


Three divisions, Housing; Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance; and Child and 
Family Services, focus on policy and program development, budgeting, setting standards, monitoring, 
quality assurance and evaluation.  The Community Service Delivery Division is responsible for all of the 
integrated delivery of the Department’s programs and services.   


The Human Resource Services Branch and the Policy and Planning Branch provide executive support to 
the Minister and Deputy Minister.  In addition, two quasi-independent bodies report to the Minister of 
Family Services and Housing: the Social Services Appeal Board and the Disabilities Issues Office.  It 
should be noted that the Disabilities Issues Office reports to the Minister in his capacity as Minister 
responsible for Persons with Disabilities.   


The Department’s Organization Chart and maps that illustrate the regional service delivery structure 
follow this Overview.   


The statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Family Services and Housing are as follows: 


The Adoption Act; 

The Child and Family Services Act; 

The Child and Family Services Authorities Act; 

The Community Child Day Care Standards Act; 

The Elderly and Infirm Persons’ Housing Act;
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act; 

The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act;
 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act;
 
The Parents Maintenance Act (Section 10); 

The Social Services Administration Act; 

The Social Services Appeal Board Act; and 

The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 



The Employment and Income Assistance Act, The Social Services Administration Act, and The Housing 
and Renewal Corporation Act require the Minister to report annually to the Legislature.  These reporting 
requirements for 2007/08 are met by this Annual Report. 
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Family Services and Housing 

Winnipeg Regional Service Delivery Structure 



(at March 31, 2008) 
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 


Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are required to 
integrate into their annual reporting processes information about their progress made at incorporating 
sustainable development into their activities.  


Family Services and Housing recognizes that incorporating sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into departmental activities and planning cycles will be incremental over time.  
Notwithstanding, the Department has made significant progress in developing and participating in more 
sustainable, environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.  


The Department continued to encourage staff to participate in the annual Commuter Challenge, a 
Canada-wide event that encourages daily commuters to leave their car at home and use alternative forms 
of transportation.  In the 2007/08 event, 102 department staff registered and traveled over 8,000 
kilometres.  As a result of the green kilometres traveled, approximately 2,240 kilograms of greenhouse 
gases were not emitted into the atmosphere.  


The Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA) is currently involved in a number of energy management 
initiatives, including the Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, the Federal EcoEnergy Program, and 
the Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Program. 


Under the Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, over 100 houses in the Centennial neighbourhood 
and over 50 houses in Brandon have been retrofitted for increased efficiency.  The retrofits include water 
conservation, air sealing, and increased insulation thereby reducing the tenant costs for utilities. 


Under the Federal EcoEnergy Program, a Pilot Energy Audit performed in the Centennial area, 30 homes 
have received an energy audit and the program is projected to be eligible for between $20,000 - $30,000 
in federal grants.  


Under the Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Program, projects currently on the five-year plan are being 
designed to meet strict power smart guidelines.  Since 2001, Power Smart applications of $487,000 have 
been applied for. 


In addition, the MHA has completed or is nearing completion of several other projects.  The Blake Street 
complex, which qualified for a $78,000 Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Rebate, has completed the 
installation of 15 new high efficiency boilers.  The Gilbert Park complex received an exterior retrofit at 
three of the 32 buildings including increasing insulation, adding a new air barrier and replacing the 
exterior envelope with hard board siding.  The upgrades will increase the efficiency of the buildings 
resulting in additional Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Rebates.  


With respect to future initiatives, the MHA is in the planning stages to undertake the following activities: 
tenant awareness on energy efficiency; maintenance staff training on energy efficiency; developing 
energy efficiency policies and guidelines; certifying buildings with existing programs such as Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED), Building Owners and Managers Association, etc; and water 
conservation. 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) is planning to implement a social housing 
portfolio energy efficiency initiative based on a three-pronged policy involving new construction, 
rehabilitation, and procurement.  
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Through the Department’s HOMEWorks! Program, all newly constructed and renovated units will be 
required to meet or exceed Manitoba Hydro’s Power Smart design standards or the Canada Green 
Building Design Council’s LEED silver designation.  In all new builds, MHRC will require and fund 
technical assessments in order to determine the feasibility for geothermal heating and cooling prior to 
deciding on what heating system to employ.  Manitoba Housing will be piloting these new environmental 
requirements for residential development, in partnership with Manitoba Science, Technology, Energy and 
Mines, and work together to develop a province-wide, publicly-funded residential green building policy 
over the next year. 


MHRC’s development of the Waverley West subdivision will have more green space than usual, including 
the preservation of fully mature forests running throughout the neighbourhood.  The Bridgwater Forest 
neighbourhood, for example, will encompass almost 330 acres, with about 100 acres dedicated to forest 
and open space. 


Waverley West will include designated lots for the use of leading edge geothermal heating and cooling 
and the streets have been oriented to maximize passive solar energy.  Waverley West will focus on 
walkability and will feature a neighbourhood greenway system connected to residential sidewalks to 
promote walking and cycling.  Bus transit access has also been well planned ensuring a short walk from 
every lot. Several show homes will highlight the Power Smart program.  All of these features enhance the 
neighbourhood’s environmentally friendly design and will act to lower its environmental footprint. 


The Department continued to make progress on reducing fuel consumption and usage.  By continuing 
with fuel efficiency guidelines and an “Idle Free” approach, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s fleet 
vehicle fuel consumption has been reduced in 2007/08 by nine per cent, or 5,873 litres, over 2006/07 
levels. Mileage of the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s fleet vehicles has also decreased by nine 
per cent, or approximately 25,000 kilometres. 


In 2007/08, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program collected and 
processed 19.6 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.  The MHA continues to operate its recycling 
program for all tenants across Manitoba. 


The Manitoba Child Care Program (MCCP) ensures that any early learning and child care (ELCC) 
construction project adheres to the Manitoba Green Building Policy to be eligible for Capital funds.  If the 
project is under the required square footage for LEED Silver certification, the proposal outlines cost 
effective green building principles being included in the design.  Further, the MCCP encourages child care 
groups to form as many community and/or school partnerships as possible to enhance community 
strength and take advantage of economies of scale. 


Progress continues to be made in the area of recycling.  In 2007/08, the Department continued to use the 
Waste Stream Services recycling program in most of its buildings across the Province, which included 
mini-bins for desk side refuse, desk side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for 
aluminium, plastic, and non-confidential paper.  This program endorsed the continued use of Government 
Records Boxes for destruction of confidential paper.  There is a commitment to maintaining this program 
in the future and audits were conducted to identify areas for improvement in recycling.  The current 
program has expanded by introducing additional materials to be collected and recycled, and by providing 
recycling educational opportunities. 


As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the Department remains committed to 
developing strategies and policies to facilitate the integration of sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into its ongoing activities. 
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FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 

Performance Measurement
 


The following section provides information on key performance measures for the Department for the 2007/08 reporting year.  This is the third year in
 
which all Government of Manitoba departments have included a Performance Measurement section, in a standardized format, in their Annual Reports. 



Performance indicators in departmental Annual Reports are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with meaningful and 

useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and its citizens. 



For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit www.manitoba.ca/performance. 



Your comments on performance measures are valuable to us.  You can send comments or questions to mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 



18 



http://www.manitoba.ca/performance

mailto:mbperformance@gov.mb.ca





 
 


  


 
 


 


 


  


  


  


    


 


 


  


 


 
 


 


 
 


  
 


 


 
  


 


 
 


 


 
 


  
 


 


 


 
  


 


 
 


 


                     
       


  
   






	 


	 


19 



What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2007/2008 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Reducing the Incidence and Depth of Poverty 
Dependency on Per cent of A low percentage 5.2% (2001/02) 5.0% (2007/08) Manitoba The Department has had success in helping 


Income Assistance population 
(excluding First 


may show positive 
results for the 


consistently has 
among the 


income assistance participants transition to 
employment through new and ongoing 
measures, including Building Independence and 


Nations people 
on reserve)  
receiving income 
assistance. 1 


provincial economy 
and government 
policies. 


lowest 
percentage of the 
population 
receiving income 


Rewarding Work, and continues to partner with 
Manitoba Competitiveness, Training and Trade 
and Employment Manitoba to increase labour 
market participation. 


assistance in 
Canada.  This 
indicator has 


There is recognition that many existing 
participants face multiple barriers to 
employment.  The Department, through the 
implementation of the Rewarding Work initiative, 


remained largely 
unchanged since 
2001/02. 


is addressing some of those barriers and 
providing additional incentives and supports to 
assist people to leave income assistance for 
work.   


However, while there is continued success in 
assisting individuals moving from welfare to 
work, there continues to be an increasing 
number of participants in the persons with 
disabilities case category.  The Department, 
through the implementation of the 
recommendations in Full Citizenship: A 
Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability and 
enhancements to education and training policies 
and disability supports, is assisting persons with 
disabilities to participate in the labour market 
and community.  


The percentage of all persons in poverty in 
Manitoba was reduced by 23% since 1999, 
resulting in a 2006 poverty rate of 11.4%. The 
incidence of children living in low-income 
families has dropped even more dramatically – a 
36% reduction between 1999 and 2006 - with an 
overall child poverty rate of 12.4%.2 


Manitoba was a national leader in: 
- Reducing lone-parent families living in low-
income since 1999 (56%), and 
- Reducing female lone-parent families living in 
low-income since 1999 (59%). 


1	 Source:  2007/08 population data from the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Report; 2001/02 population data from the Manitoba Health Population 
Report.  EIA caseload data from Family Services and Housing Departmental Annual Reports, 2001/02 and 2007/08. 


2	 Poverty data is based on after-tax Low-Income Cut-Offs, unless otherwise stated. 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2007/2008 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Addressing the Need for Safe, Affordable and Appropriate Housing 
Families in core 
housing need 


Per cent of 
households in core 
housing need.3 


Measuring core 
housing need 
provides a single 
indicator reporting 
on houses in need 
of major repair, 
houses which are 
overcrowded and 
houses which are 
unaffordable (more 
than 30% of pre-tax 
income spent on 
dwelling costs). 


All households 
14.7% (1996) 


Lone parents 
37.9% (1996) 


Aboriginal 
34% (1996) 


Seniors 
16.2% (1996) 


All households 
11.6% (2001) 


Lone parents 
33.3% (2001) 


Aboriginal 
25.8% (2001) 


Seniors 
11.5% (2001) 


Decreasing 
percentage of all 
lone parent, 
Aboriginal and 
senior 
households in 
core housing 
need. 


In 2001, 
Manitoba had the 
fourth lowest 
percentage of all 
households in 
core housing 
need in Canada 
and was below 
the national 
average of 
13.7%. 


At March 31, 2008, construction was 
completed, underway or committed 
for over 2,356 units through the 
Affordable Housing Initiative.   


Manitoba introduced a four pillar 
action plan for housing in 2007 called 
HOUSINGFirst!  Under one of those 
pillars, HOMEWorks!, construction is 
complete, underway or committed on 
over 103 units, with an additional 324 
unit approvals in process. 


Other housing programs, such as the 
Residential Rehabilitation Assistance 
Program (RRAP), aim to address low-
income housing in need of repair.  In 
2007/08, 354 owned or rented units 
qualified for homeowner or rental 
RRAP, an increase of 157% since 
2000/01 (138 units). 


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit 
(replacing the Shelter Allowances for 
Elderly Renters and the Shelter 
Allowances for Family Renters 
programs) and the Rent Supplement 
program provided benefits to 15,594 
low-income Manitoban families – this 
represents an increase of 125% since 
1999/2000 (6,917 recipients). 


 Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Canadian Housing Observer 2001. The Canadian Housing Observer has not updated this figure since 2001; 
however, it is anticipated that they will do so in early 2009. 


3 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2007/2008 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Expanding Early Learning and Child Care 
Availability of child 
care 


Per cent of children 
age 12 and under 
for whom there is a 
regulated child care 
space.4 


The availability of 
regulated child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of how 
Manitoba is 
progressing with 
respect to access to 
supports for 
children, families 
and communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
13.0% (2001) 


Breakdown by 
preschool and 
school age is not 
available. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
15.6% (2007) 


Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
23.6% (2007) 


School age 
Ages 6-12: 
9.2% (2007) 


There has been 
an increase in 
the availability of 
regulated spaces 
per Manitoba 
child between the 
ages of 0-12.   


Manitoba has launched Family 
Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year 
Agenda for Early Learning and Child 
Care in Manitoba.  Under Family 
Choices, funding for child care will 
increase by 84% for 6,500 more child 
care spaces and will enroll 1,300 
more children in nursery programs in 
five years. 


Between 1999 and 2007/08, funding 
has been provided for more than 
7,168 spaces, with 1,500 newly 
funded spaces approved for 2008/09.  


The number of children with 
disabilities receiving child care under 
the Children with Disabilities program 
has also been steadily increasing 
over time. Since 1999/00, the 
number of children receiving services 
has increased 48.5% (from 940 to 
1,396 children).  This represents a 
slight decrease from 2006/07 (1,438 
children or a decrease of 2.9%). 


The 2006/07 Annual Report reported figures from 2000 for specific age categories of children (overall, ages 0 to 12 at 11%; preschool, ages 0 to 5 at 15.2% and 
school age, ages 6 to 12 3.7%).  The data source for child population, the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Reports for 2000 and 2006 permitted 
such breakdowns.  This year, to improve comparison with national child care statistics, the 2007/08 Annual Report uses child population figures from Statistics 
Canada’s Labour Force Survey, for which we did not receive the same kind of child population breakdown by age, which led to a required change of the base 
measures to the overall figure for 2001. 


4 







 
  


 
  


 


 


  


  


   


 


 


 


 
 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 


 


 


 


 


 


                     
     






What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2006/2007 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Enhancing Services and Supports for Persons with Disabilities 
Supported Living 
Supports 


Active caseload of 
people assisted by 
the Supported 
Living program (this 
includes individuals 
who received some 
type of funded 
service as well as 
individuals who 
received assistance 
through case 
management 
activities).5 


An increase to this 
measure may 
demonstrate 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in the 
community. 


Total 
3,527 (1999/00) 


Total 
4,684 (2007/08) 


Since 1999, the 
Supported Living 
total active 
caseload has 
increased by 
32.8%. 


Between 1999 and 2008, individuals 
funded for Day Services (including 
special rate services) increased by 
59% (from 2,549 to 4,054).  In the last 
year, the caseload increased by 4.3% 
(3,887). 


Individuals funded for Residential 
Services increased by 76% (from 
1,680 to 2,952).  Individuals receiving 
Residential Services increased by 
3.4% in the last year. 


These supports allowed over 4,600 
adults with a mental disability to 
safely live and more fully participate 
as active members of the community. 
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Source:  Data is from Family Services and Housing Annual Reports, 1999/00 and 2007/08. 5 







 
  


 
 


 
 


 


 


  


 


 


  


 
 


 


 


 


  


 


 


 


                     
        


   




23 



What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2007/2008 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of the 
Measure 


Supporting the Well-Being of Children and Families 
Child Protection Children in care as 


a percentage of 
children in Manitoba 
ages 17 and 
under.6 


An increase in 
children in care, as 
percentage of the 
total child 
population, may 
indicate that more 
families are 
struggling to care 
and provide safety 
for their children. 


1.87% (2000/01) 2.77% (2007/08) The rate of 
children in care 
increased 
steadily from 
2000/01 to 
2007/08. 


Increases in this figure may be due to 
societal changes, breakdowns in 
community and other supports for 
families and changes in practice.  
This measure can inform the 
Department of supports that are 
required to protect and assist in the 
growth and development of children, 
youth and families. 


Children living in First Nations 
communities (on Reserve) are much 
more likely (6.1%) than other 
Manitoba children (2.8%) to come 
into care. Approximately 61% of 
Manitoba First Nations children in 
care fall under provincial jurisdiction, 
and approximately 39% fall under 
federal jurisdiction.  From March 31, 
2007 to March 31, 2008, the number 
of children in care under provincial 
jurisdiction increased by 8.2%, while 
the number of children in care under 
federal jurisdiction increased by 12%. 


Through Changes for Children, 
Manitoba is increasing funding to 
differential response and family 
enhancement initiatives designed to 
support families in caring for their 
children.  Early intervention will 
provide supports to families enabling 
them to provide safe and nurturing 
environments for their children. 


Source:  Child population figures are from the Manitoba Health Population Report, 2001and the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Report, 2007. 
Children in care data is from Family Services and Housing Annual Reports for 2000/01and 2007/08.  


6 







  


 


  


  
   


  
   


 


 


 


 


 
  


 
 


The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act 


The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in April 2007.  
This law gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about significant and 
serious matters (wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and strengthens protection 
from reprisal.  The Act builds on protections already in place under other statutes, as well 
as collective bargaining rights, policies, practices and processes in the Manitoba public 
service.     


Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an act 
or omission that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross 
mismanagement; or, knowingly directing or counseling a person to commit a wrongdoing.  
The Act is not intended to deal with routine operational or administrative matters. 


A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a 
reasonable belief that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed is considered to be 
a disclosure under the Act, whether or not the subject matter constitutes wrongdoing.  All 
disclosures receive careful and thorough review to determine if action is required under the 
Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual report in accordance with Section 18 of 
the Act.    


The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services and 
Housing for fiscal year 2007 –  2008: 


Information Required Annually 
(per Section 18 of The Act) 


Fiscal Year 
2007 – 2008 


The number of disclosures received, and the 
number acted on and not acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a) 


NIL 


The number of investigations commenced as a 
result of a disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b) 


NIL 


In the case of an investigation that results in a 
finding of wrongdoing, a description of the 
wrongdoing and any recommendations or corrective 
actions taken in relation to the wrongdoing, or the 
reasons why no corrective action was taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c) 


NIL 
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MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 


MINISTER’S SALARY 


Objectives 


•	 To provide overall policy direction and central support services for the Department. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides overall policy direction to the Department pertaining to program and financial matters and 
central support services for the provision and delivery of services by the Department.    


09-1A Minister’s Salary 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2007/08 FTE 2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


1Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   42.1 1.00 31.0 11.1 


1. 	 The variance is due to an increase based on the formula established by the Pay Commissioner.  


EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 


Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 


Objectives 


•	 To provide leadership to the Department on program matters, policy development and resolution of 
policy issues. 


•	 To advise the Minister on all policy and program matters related to departmental services. 


•	 To manage the activities of the Department. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Interprets and implements government policy through the delivery of departmental programs. 


•	 Ensures effective and efficient management of departmental programs. 


•	 Safeguards the public interest through enforcement of legislation and regulations. 


•	 Ensures effective development and management of the Department’s human resources. 
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09-1B Executive Support 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   664.6 10.00 


Total Other Expenditures 66.2 -


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


666.0 (1.4) 


68.1 (1.9) 
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SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD  
 


 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 


 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	
	
	
	
	
	



 


SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that Manitobans have access to a fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions 
relating to the various social services and programs administered by the Department.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various financial assistance programs, 
licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons with disabilities, private adoption agencies and 
residential care facilities under the provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


•	 Convenes hearings throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation and 
provides a written decision within 15 working days of the hearing. 


•	 Acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in legislation, issues arising 
out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board by the Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 


•	 Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the Appeal Board 
has produced its annual report separate from the Department of Family Services and Housing's 
annual report.  The Social Services Appeal Board's independent report includes: 


- a brief history of the Appeal Board; 

- an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 

- financial information; 

- statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 

- a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 

- samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 



The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2007/08 can be obtained at the Appeal 
Board’s offices at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8; telephone (204) 945-3003. 
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HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To provide the Department with a comprehensive range of human resource services that support and 
enable managers and employees in their efforts to deliver effective programs to Manitobans. 


•	 To encourage the effective use of human resources in achieving departmental objectives and to 
ensure that the Department is an efficient and supportive workplace. 


•	 To assist the Department in managing and maximizing the availability and quality of human services.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Conducts recruitment, selection and payroll activities according to departmental needs and Civil 
Service Commission policy. 


•	 Conducts position classification assessments and makes appropriate decisions and 
recommendations to departmental management and the Treasury Board Secretariat. 


•	 Facilitates organizational design and development to meet the program objectives of the Department. 


•	 Facilitates resolution of grievances, participates in arbitrations, assists managers in interpreting 
collective agreements and related legislation, participates in contract negotiations and develops 
policies related to employee relations issues.  


•	 Facilitates the identification and implementation of human resource programs, policies and 
procedures relating to the current and future workforce renewal needs of the Department including 
staff training and development. 


•	 To continue efforts towards the achievement of Employment Equity and Diversity goals through 
integration of Employment Equity and Diversity considerations in staffing, retention and employee 
development activities, in partnership with management. 


•	 Implements integration of human resource services of the Departments of Health and Family 
Services and Housing. 


•	 To provide pay and benefits services in a timely manner.   


09-1D Human Resource Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    1,457.7 24.50 1,544.4 (86.7) 


Total Other Expenditures 112.6 111.5 1.1 
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Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 The Branch continued to be heavily involved in the secondment and workforce adjustment process  
of Child and Family Services staff affected by the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative. 


•	 Continued to negotiate the amalgamation and renewal of the three Manitoba Housing Authority 
Collective Agreements with the Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union (MGEU) and 
International Union of Operating Engineers.  Planned and started implementation of the transition of 
the Manitoba Housing Authority workforce into Manitoba Housing Renewal Corporation. 


•	 Continued to negotiate the Direct Service Workers Collective Agreement with the MGEU. 


•	 Designed a new classification series and point-rating tool, to support the Department’s Integrated 
Service Delivery (ISD) model.  Review of position descriptions and slotting of approximately 1,250 
positions in the new series was completed.  The Branch participated in the negotiation of pay scales 
for the new series with the MGEU. 


•	 Developed Recruitment Guidelines for Management.  


•	 Developed and implemented the Workplace Safety and Health Program for the Department. 


•	 Continued work in leading a payroll systems review for the Manitoba Housing Authority to identify an 
alternate system or upgrade to the current Automatic Data Processing system to meet Manitoba 
Housing Authority business requirements. 


•	 The consolidated Human Resource Services unit continued to develop, acquire and coordinate a 
range of training and development activities to meet needs identified by managers. The Department 
has established a Departmental Training and Development Committee chaired by Human Resource 
Services.  The Committee identifies, prioritizes and develops a plan to address department-wide 
training and development needs. 


•	 Continued to be involved in integrating Diversity and Employment Equity policies and department-
specific practices in staffing, retention and development activities.  Participated in career fairs and 
Diversity and Employment Equity events to further opportunities for target group members to enter 
the civil service. 


•	 Continued to coordinate events to raise awareness of diversity and employment equity groups and 
continuing ongoing diversity training such as Valuing Diversity and Aboriginal Cultural Awareness.  
Examples of special events coordinated include lunch and learn sessions for staff in recognition of 
International Day of Disabled Persons, International Day for Elimination of Racial Discrimination, 
National Aboriginal Day and Informational sessions on Civil Service Programs such as the Aboriginal 
Management Development Program.  


•	 Worked closely with the Child and Family All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 
management and the Union to anticipate and ameliorate issues as they arise as a result of a 
complement of 110 staff starting their permanent and temporary secondments with ANCR.  
Permanent secondments require an increased level of complexity in the management of employee 
and labour/management issues.   


•	 Continued to be a key participant in the development of the Department’s annual Renewal Plan, 
taking a lead role in implementing a number of initiatives, particularly those related to diversity, 
training, development and succession planning.  
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•	 Implemented a recruitment strategy to: 
- increase Employment Equity representation in the Department by partnering with various 


agencies; and 
-	 promote the Department as an Employer of Choice at various educational institutions and career 


fairs. 


•	 Participated as a key member on human resource committees relating to a number of major 
departmental and government-wide initiatives including; 


- Corporate Renewal Committees 
- Departmental Labour Management Committees 
- Winnipeg Integrated Service Committee with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority 
- The Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative Labour Management Committee 
- Departmental Senior Management Committee 
- Departmental Integrated Services Advisory Group 
- Sector Diversity and Employment Equity Coordinators Committee 
- Diversity Strategy Working Group 
- Career Fair/Outreach Committee 
- Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation/Manitoba Housing Authority Board of Directors 


•	 Participated in the delivery of the Departmental Orientation Program. 


•	 Participated in the development of a variety of Human Resource policies for the Manitoba Housing 
Authority. 


•	 Participated in the development of integrated Human Resource policies and processes for Winnipeg 
Integrated Service. 


•	 Participated in identification of alternate Payroll Services for old Manitoba Support Services Payroll 
for Community Home Support Program. 
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POLICY AND PLANNING 


Objectives 


•	 To provide leadership, coordination and support on policy issues that impact the Department and the 
delivery of social services to Manitobans. 


•	 To lead intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities involving the Department. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Undertakes strategic planning, social policy research and analysis, policy development and 
coordination; conducts program and data reviews and analyses and program evaluations; provides 
corporate support to executive and divisional management; provides support for legislative debate 
and Estimates review; undertakes interprovincial comparisons and prepares policy papers.  


•	 Represents the Department in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral discussions 
related to a broad range of social issues. 


•	 Coordinates the Department’s policy development, staff training, and responses to requests for 
access to information under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The 
Personal Health Information Act. 


09-1E Policy and Planning 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,254.5 16.50 1,184.1 70.4 


Total Other Expenditures 274.7 238.1 36.6 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Provided analysis of existing and emerging policy and program-related social services issues, trends 
and research in support of departmental strategic and program planning. 


•	 Provided project management and support for the development and implementation of new and/or 
cross-divisional policy initiatives. 


•	 Coordinated departmental strategic planning and performance management activities. 


•	 Coordinated program evaluations and reviews. 


•	 Provided support and participated in the preparation of legislation and regulations related to new 
policy initiatives. 


•	 Provided support for executive correspondence, legislative debate, the budget process and Estimates 
review. 
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•	 Developed and coordinated the Department’s Annual Report. 


•	 Coordinated timely and accurate departmental responses to requests for access to information 
consistent with the requirements of The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
The Personal Health Information Act. 


•	 Represented the Department on federal/provincial/territorial (F/P/T) working groups including the 
National Child Benefit, Early Childhood Development, Early Learning and Child Care, Benefits and 
Services for Persons with Disabilities, Senior Housing Officials and the Support Committee of 
Officials responsible for providing support to F/P/T Ministers and Deputy Ministers of Social Services. 


•	 Participated on a number of intra- and interdepartmental committees. 


•	 Participated on working groups examining policy issues surrounding the implementation of an 
integrated service delivery system. 


•	 Coordinated a policy network for departmental policy staff to share information and best practices.  
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ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To maintain an active comptrollership and administrative support function by ensuring that financial 
and administrative policies, services and reporting systems are developed and administered 
effectively. 


•	 To provide technical expertise in the development and maintenance of computer systems in support 
of departmental and Healthy Child Manitoba Office programs and services. 


•	 To improve the Department’s accountability framework. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


•	 Provides centralized financial, administrative and information technology support services to the 
Department.  This is accomplished through the Division’s three branches: 


-	 Financial and Administrative Services 
-	 Information Technology 
-	 Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


The Division is also responsible for coordinating the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery.  The 
goal of Integrated Service Delivery is to reduce service fragmentation and to provide citizens with 
improved access to coordinated services.  As part of Integrated Service Delivery, the Department 
continues to deliver the majority of its services through a single division - Community Service Delivery. 


Through Winnipeg Integrated Services, the Department continues to work collaboratively with the 
Department of Health and the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority to integrate social services and health 
services, including primary care, at the community level.  With its partners, the Department continues to 
develop community access centres that will provide integrated health and social services within the 
community.  Two centres have been opened to date, including ACCESS River East and ACCESS 
Transcona. ACCESS Inkster is also planned for development, in partnership with the Nor’West 
Community Health Centre. 


FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To maintain an active comptrollership function, by ensuring that financial and administrative policies, 
services and reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet the 
needs of the Department in the financial control, accountability, reporting and the safeguarding and 
protection of financial and physical assets. 


•	 To provide central financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 


•	 To provide a broad range of operational and administrative support services to the operating 
divisions.  
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Responsibilities 


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates departmental financial administration and management activities 
comprising comprehensive budget Estimates planning and support services, financial forecasting and 
reporting, disbursements and revenue accounting, appropriation control and provision of functional 
direction on financial and administrative policies and operational procedures and practices to 
divisional staff. 


•	 Manages the French Language Services policies throughout the Department and for a number of 
outside agencies that deliver services on the Department’s behalf. 


•	 Coordinates the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery. 


09-1F Financial and Administrative Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,621.6 30.00 1,826.3 (204.7) 


Total Other Expenditures 379.0 401.1 (22.1) 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the Department's fiscal status, to executive 
management and central government. 


•	 Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program management 
issues and monitoring to ensure that control and accountability systems are in place. 


•	 Provided ongoing coordination of the Department's annual Estimates exercise, including the 
production of the Supplementary Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates 
briefing material. 


•	 Provided ongoing review of the Department's financial and administrative control systems and 
controllership activities. 


•	 Continued implementation of changes and refinements as part of Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Coordinated French Language Services both within the Department and a number of external 
agencies which deliver services on behalf of the Department.   


•	 Provided administrative support to the Vulnerable Persons' Hearing Panel, including the coordination, 
attendance, and scheduling of hearings. 
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 


Objectives 


•	 To provide information technology leadership and expertise, consulting services and solutions to the 
Department and related clients to promote efficient use of information in support of the Department’s 
business strategy and goals. 


•	 To provide strategic and tactical information technology planning, information systems analysis, 
design, implementation and ongoing support to the users of existing systems.  


Responsibilities 


•	 Plans long-term information systems strategies, facilitates the annual departmental information 
technology plan and develops detailed project plans in support of new initiatives. 


•	 Develops information systems in support of departmental programs and assists in the development of 
necessary training material. 


•	 Reviews and revises systems development standards, procedures and policies in support of the 
strategic information technology direction of government. 


•	 Assists divisions and branches in designing effective technical solutions to meet their business 
needs. 


•	 Ensures the security of departmental information technology assets and continuity of services. 


•	 Refines the manner in which the Department manages and utilizes information technology. 


•	 Manages the outsourcing of certain departmental information technology resources including 
hardware, software and local/wide area network support. 


09-1G Information Technology 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,833.2 


Total Other Expenditures 1,859.3 


FTE 



14.00 



 Estimate 
 2007/08
 $000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


2,910.6 (77.4) 


2,055.7 (196.4) 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 The Integrated Financial and Case Tracking  (inFACT) system used by the Supported Living, 
Children’s Special Services, and the Special Needs programs was enhanced in a number of 
significant ways.  The new Case Note function allows for the online recording of case notes, and the 
Plan Amendment feature improved worker productivity.  The new Retro Rate Change capability 
provided the automated retroactive payment to service providers as per the government approved 
increase. 
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•	 Employment and Income Assistance’s Rewarding Work initiatives required enhancements to the 
Social Allowances Management Information Network (SAMIN) system. These enhancements 
included the addition of the Rewarding Work Allowance and the Job Seekers Allowance, 
enhancements to the Work Incentive (basic exemption and percentage of earnings retained), and 
improvements to letter correspondence. 


•	 Manitoba Developmental Centre benefited from implementation of the Systems Application 
Processing (SAP) Inventory Management module resulting in a seamless interface between inventory 
and finance considerations, as well as ensuring reliability and stability of inventory data. 


•	 The Provincial Services System (PSS) project has improved service delivery by adding the Manitoba 
Shelter Benefit for Disability Income Services (MSBDIS), Manitoba Shelter Benefit for Employment 
and Income Assistance (MSBEIA), Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) (formerly Child Related Income 
Support Program (CRISP)) and 55 PLUS programs.  The Manitoba Shelter Benefit for Family 
Services (MSBFAM) and Manitoba Shelter Benefit for Seniors (MSBSEN) have also seen an increase 
in benefits to provide assistance to low-income families. 


AGENCY ACCOUNTABILITY AND SUPPORT UNIT 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that agencies which receive funding from the Department are operating under a clear and 
effective accountability framework, including regular and appropriate financial reporting. 


•	 To build the capacity of the Department to effectively monitor agency financial performance, and to 
take corrective action when necessary. 


•	 To support agency and board development by providing advice and assistance on agency operations 
and financial management. 


•	 To mitigate the administrative burden on agencies by coordinating departmental requirements with 
the requirements of other Manitoba government departments and agencies, as well as with other 
jurisdictions. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Leads negotiations of Service Purchase Agreements. 


•	 Develops and enhances Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Monitors agency compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Examines financial performance of agencies and investigates areas of concern. 


•	 Develops the capacity of the Department to link financial performance and program performance of 
agencies. 


•	 Develops the capacity of agencies to meet Service Purchase Agreement terms and conditions, 
including Financial Reporting Requirements.   


•	 Develops an audit plan for the Department and performs operational reviews. 
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09-1I Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 488.7 12.00 915.6 (426.9) 1 


Total Other Expenditures 204.2 401.7 (197.5)  2 


1. The variance is primarily due to the time required for recruitment for new positions created in 
 2007/08 branch expansion and vacant positions. 


2. The variance is primarily due to under expenditure of audit costs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Of the 189 active Service Purchase Agreements (SPAs), 55 were renewed or formally extended in 
2007/08. 


•	 Continued to update and develop new SPA schedules as required. 


•	 Developed a new template for “fixed rate” contractors.  This contract is now in use for all for-profit 
transportation contractors. 


•	 Continued to review and identify issues related to surpluses and deficits in order to develop a more 
appropriate and consistent policy for agencies. 


•	 Continued to monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with Financial Reporting 
Requirements. 


•	 Continued to assist staff in reviewing and monitoring agency financial reports to ensure compliance 
with Financial Reporting Requirements. 
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DISABILITIES ISSUES OFFICE 


The Disabilities Issues Office was established in December 2002 in response to Full Citizenship: A 
Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability. The office reports directly to the Minister responsible for 
Persons with Disabilities who is also the Minister of Family Services and Housing.  Manitoba Family 
Services and Housing provides administrative support and a budgetary home for the Disabilities Issues 
Office. 


Objectives 


•	 To act as a centralized resource for all government departments to assist with the coordination of 
initiatives that have implications for persons with disabilities. 


•	 To support communication between the disability community and government regarding disability 
policy and program issues. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides coordination across departments to ensure a consistent approach to disability policies. 


•	 Acts as a central resource to assist with the development and review of initiatives for persons with 
disabilities. 


•	 Facilitates consultations with the community and government on various disability-related topics and 
develops a reporting process to identify priority disability issues for consideration. 


•	 Informs provincial departments, crown corporations and related agencies about the needs and 
concerns of Manitobans with disabilities. 


•	 Liaises with other Canadian and international jurisdictions on disability issues. 


09-1H Disabilities Issues Office 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   285.6 4.00 308.5 (22.9) 


Total Other Expenditures 107.2 109.1 (1.9) 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Worked with an Assistant Deputy Ministers Committee on Disability Issues to coordinate initiatives 
affecting people with disabilities and to fulfill commitments made in Full Citizenship:  A Manitoba 
Provincial Strategy on Disability.   


•	 Provided advice to provincial departments on a number of priority policy concerns affecting 
Manitobans with disabilities including employment, income, emergency preparedness and disaster 
recovery, issues affecting Aboriginal people with disabilities, personal safety of persons with 
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disabilities, visitable housing, the needs of Franco-Manitobans with disabilities, and the delivery of 
accessible government services to people with disabilities.   


•	 Participated in the design and consultation process leading to the construction of a wheelchair 
accessible ramp to the front of the Manitoba Legislative Building.   


•	 Coordinated the $3 million interdepartmental response to the Rick Hansen Foundation’s Going 
Forward Together legacy initiative.    


•	 Partnered with the Seniors and Healthy Aging Secretariat to sponsor a consultation on issues 
affecting people with disabilities and senior citizens.   


•	 Participated in Treasury Board Secretariat’s Gender and Diversity Analysis Project to ensure disability 
issues are considered by government policy and program developers.   


•	 Represented Manitoba on the City of Winnipeg’s Access Advisory Committee. 


•	 Represented Manitoba during inter-provincial meetings of offices responsible for disability issues.    


•	 Maintained a website on news and issues concerning people with disabilities as an important 
communication tool.   


The Disabilities Issues Office produces a separate, more comprehensive annual report.  The Disabilities 
Issues Office Annual Report for 2007/08 can be obtained from the Disabilities Issues Office at 
630 - 240 Graham Avenue, Winnipeg MB  R3C 0J7; telephone (204) 945-5351 or TTY (204) 948-2901.   
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HOUSING DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To enhance the affordability and choice of adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly those of low 
to moderate incomes and those with special needs. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Provides policy coordination, direction and support for the Department’s housing programs. 


•	 Provides financial supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over and to low-income 
families with children. 


•	 Provides operational assistance to support not-for-profit housing and the delivery of housing grant 
and subsidy payments to low-income renters under shelter assistance programs. 


•	 Provides coordination and support services to the Manitoba Housing Authority, the Affordable 
Housing Initiative, and the Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative. 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  


Objectives 


•	 To provide executive direction, management, coordination and support for the programs and services 
delivered and administered under the Housing Division. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides policy and program direction to develop and deliver Housing programs and services. 


•	 Ensures effective and efficient management of Housing programs. 


•	 Coordinates the development of strategic and annual operating plans for the Division in consultation 
with the operational branches. 


09-2A  Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 331.3 4.00 330.7 0.6 


Total Other Expenditures 62.0 67.9 (5.9) 
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Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Ensured effective direction was provided to the Division, the Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation (MHRC) and the Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA). 


•	 Assisted in the ongoing development of services which are consistent with the policy and program 
objectives of the Division and the Department. 


•	 Coordinated the development of the annual strategic plan for the Division in consultation with the 
operational branches.  


THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION  


Objectives 


•	 To enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly 
those of low to moderate incomes or those with specialized needs. 


•	 To maintain and improve the condition of existing housing stock. 


•	 To stimulate and influence the activities of the housing market to the benefit of Manitobans as a 
whole. 


Responsibilities 


•	 As a crown corporation, operates pursuant to The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act and is 
governed by a board of directors under the provisions of the Act, with policy direction provided by 
government.  


•	 Operates as the delivery arm for federal/provincial cost-shared social housing programs and other 
capital programming provided by the province. 


•	 As an approved lender under the federal National Housing Act, issues mortgages and loans and 
holds assets. 


•	 Owns all assets but is financially dependent upon government, receiving an annual transfer payment 
basically equal to the difference between Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC’s) 
revenues and its expenses less federal recoveries from the Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation (CMHC).  As part of the government’s annual Estimates process, these dollars are voted 
by the Legislature to the Department which, in turn, “transfers” funds to the MHRC as required.  (See 
Appendix for MHRC Financial Statements) 


•	 Provides subsidies for approximately 35,500 housing units developed under various federal/provincial 
housing programs.  Approximately 13,100 housing units are managed by the Manitoba Housing 
Authority (MHA), an agent of the MHRC.  The remaining housing units are managed by sponsor and 
non-profit groups. 


•	 Provides strategic planning and develops new housing policy, programs, initiatives and corresponding 
legislation and regulations; provides program systems support and development; standards 
development and quality assurance; program analysis and evaluation; and issue management. 
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•	 Coordinates the MHRC’s planning activities and provides ongoing housing program development and 
policy analysis related to program support. 


•	 Examines new building technologies to assess their feasibility for Manitoba home construction. 


•	 Monitors compliance with operating agreement provisions and promotes efficient management of 
projects in accordance with program objectives.  Recommends changes to agreements to enhance 
operation of programs and projects.  


•	 Performs operational audits of non-profit or cooperative housing projects, including tenant selection, 
building maintenance, financial control, rent calculations, management control and board 
involvement. 


•	 Conducts workshops and training sessions for non-profit and cooperative housing projects. 


•	 Delivers and administers the federal/provincial cost-shared Affordable Housing Initiative and the 
renovation and repair programs in Manitoba – Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program, 
Emergency Repair Program, Home Adaptations for Seniors’ Independence and Shelter Enhancement 
Program. Delivers the provincially funded Homeowner Emergency Loan Program. 


•	 Delivers the three-year HOMEWorks! Initiative, which focuses on five key areas: inner city 
revitalization; older Manitobans including supportive housing options; urban aboriginal housing; 
northern housing; and homeless Manitobans.  Program components in the initiative will provide 
options for developing new rental, homeownership and housing cooperative units, the renovation of 
existing properties, and will include specific programs to address the challenges of housing in the 
north. New units will be designed to meet new “green standards” to ensure energy efficient 
operation. 


•	 Provides financial assistance for benefits under the following programs: 


-	 Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program (MSB); and 


-	 School Tax Assistance for Tenants Aged 55 Plus (STAT 55+) 


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates corporate accounting and financial management activities including 
financial reporting, expenditure and revenue processing and appropriation control, federal/provincial 
cost-shared program reporting and claiming. 


HOUSING PROGRAMS / HOUSING SERVICES   


Objectives 


•	 To provide strategic planning and the development of new housing policies, programs and initiatives 
for the Department. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Undertakes program analysis and evaluation, and recommends program and policy changes to better 
meet the objectives of the programs. 


•	 Provides analysis, negotiation and coordination of interdepartmental and intergovernmental 
agreements and initiatives, as well as federal/provincial/territorial coordination and collaboration. 
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•	 Oversees the development and delivery of the Affordable Housing Initiative, both in Winnipeg 
(through the Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative) and through partnerships with 
municipalities and service organizations in rural communities. 


The Division consists of the following areas: 


•	 Housing Services – Provides program development, coordination, forecasting and statistical support 
services to the Division, the MHRC and the MHA in support of strategic and operational decision-
making. 


•	 Housing Programs – Responsible for the delivery of the Affordable Housing Initiative, a six-year joint 
venture of the federal and provincial governments, developed to increase the supply of affordable 
housing rental units and new housing available in Manitoba.  Also responsible for the delivery of 
HOMEWorks!, a three-year $104.5 million fund targeting affordable homes for lower-income 
Manitobans.  This will be achieved by supporting the development of new rental and homeowner 
units, offering repair/conversion options and providing homebuyer down payment assistance and rent 
supplements.  Also responsible for delivery and administration of the federal-provincial repair and 
renovation programs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


Affordable Housing Initiative 


The Governments of Canada and Manitoba signed Phase I of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable Housing 
Agreement on September 30, 2002.  Under this agreement, the two levels of government each contributed 
approximately $50.78 million in federal and provincial funds to renovate or create approximately 2,500 
affordable housing units.  On April 25, 2005, Manitoba signed Phase II of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable 
Housing Agreement.  This supplementary agreement will see each level of government contribute an additional 
$11.54 million for affordable housing in Manitoba.  This brings the total contribution from each of the 
Governments of Canada and Manitoba to $36.9 million for a total of $73.8 million and extends the original 
agreement to 2008. 


The Phase II funding is targeted to low-income residents, i.e., those households that would qualify for social 
housing.  In order to better meet the needs of low-income households, financial provisions allow for average 
CMHC contributions to increase to $75,000 for Phase II targeted units.  A significant focus of Phase II is for 
urban areas, although it is recognized that funds can be allocated based on need. 


During 2007/08, the Province continued to work with other levels of government to develop safe and affordable 
housing for families with low and moderate-incomes, including energy efficient new infill homes for sale in 
Winnipeg’s inner-city, and affordable rental housing in a number of Manitoba communities.  


As at March 31, 2008, construction is complete, underway or committed for over 2,356 units and all but 
$1.2 million of federal funding has been committed.   


HOMEWorks! 


In April 2007, the Province of Manitoba announced HOUSINGFirst, a new Four Pillar strategy for housing 
that includes the following pillars: 


1. HOMEWorks! targets affordable housing for low-income Manitobans; 
2. BUILDINGFoundations, focuses on the revitalization of existing public housing; 
3. Project: A Roof Over Each Bed which will invest in emergency and transitional shelter for 


 homeless people; and 
4. The extension of the basic renovation programs including the Residential Rehabilitation Assistance 


Program (RRAP). 
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HOMEWorks! is a $104.5-million, three-year fund targeting affordable homes for low-income Manitobans 

with the following five priorities: Inner-city revitalization with a focus on refugees and immigrants; older 

Manitobans; urban Aboriginals; northern Manitobans and homeless Manitobans. 



The funding of $104.5 million under HOMEWorks! includes: 

- Capital funding for Community based housing initiatives; 

- Capital funding for Aboriginal based housing initiatives; 

- New Rent Supplement funding to allow at least 50 per cent of all new rental units created under 



above initiatives to have rents geared to household incomes; and 
- Capital funding for new public housing including new housing units in northern communities.  


As at March 31, 2008, construction is complete, underway or committed on over 103 units under HOMEWorks!, 
which accounts for approximately $8.2 million of program funding.  Funding approvals for an additional 324 
units are in process, totaling approximately $18.2 million.   


Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative 


The Housing Programs Branch is an active partner in the tripartite Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative 
(WHHI).  The WHHI provides a one-stop approach for community organizations to access housing and/or 
homelessness programs provided by all three levels of government in the City of Winnipeg.  The current WHHI 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Canada, Manitoba and Winnipeg is set to expire in March 2011. 


In 2007/08, the Department continued to fund a range of programs delivered by the WHHI to address declining 
housing stock, homelessness and the revitalization of Winnipeg’s older neighbourhoods.  The WHHI delivers the 
provincial Neighbourhood Housing Assistance program in Winnipeg, which provides assistance of up to $10,000 
per unit to community-based organizations and individuals in support of locally planned and delivered initiatives 
for homeownership and renovation in targeted neighbourhoods.  This funding was provided in conjunction with 
assistance received under the Affordable Housing Initiative New Rental Supply program and New 
Homeownership Supply program and HOMEWorks!. 


As at March 31, 2008, nearly $8.0 million in Neighbourhood Housing Assistance funding and $37.0 million in 
Affordable Housing Initiative and HOMEWorks! funding has been committed for the WHHI targeted 
neighbourhoods in the City of Winnipeg. 


In addition, in December 2006, the federal government announced the Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS), 
of which Manitoba’s share is approximately $14 million to be delivered through the WHHI.  A call for proposals 
was issued for HPS projects in December 2007 and project commitments are underway. 
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Summary of Neighbourhood Housing Assistance 
Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson 


March 31, 2008 


Neighbourhood/ 
Community 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative/ 


HOMEWorks 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


WINNIPEG 
Lord Selkirk 
Park $ 164,700 $ 0 $ 84,273 $ 148,611 $ 1,383,303 $ 1,780,887 85 16 
Point Douglas $ 821,483 $ 394,814 $ 3,050,793 $ 947,229 $ 3,834,330 $ 9,048,649 593 0 
Spence $ 2,080,153 $ 1,568,676 $ 1,598,597 $ 1,398,311 $ 2,281,946 $ 8,927,683 612 55 
West Broadway $ 1,582,415 $ 3,681,866 $ 5,166,320 $ 1,252,366 $ 410,000 $ 12,092,967 570 48 
William Whyte $ 1,812,538 $ 1,408,402 $ 3,307,287 $ 1,530,842 $ 0 $ 8,059,069 693 0 


Centennial $ 276,863 $ 31,612 $ 4,698,683 $ 285,807 $ 0 $ 5,292,965 159 0 


Daniel McIntyre $ 339,691 $ 608,908 $ 590,294 $ 334,514 $ 0 $ 1,873,407 172 0 


Dufferin $ 94,700  $ 171,775 $ 3,926,826 $ 396,366 $ 590,092 $ 5,179,759 125 0 


North Portage $ 0 $ 1,168,465 $ 2,686,048 $ 605,774 $ 580,500 $ 5,040,787 184 0 
St. John’s $ 338,270 $ 329,474 $ 672,675 $ 226,419 $ 0 $ 1,566,838 176 0 
St. Matthews $ 414,479 $ 399,098 $ 1,196,620 $ 184,341 $ 0 $ 2,194,538 132 0 
West Alexander $ 25,000 $ 198,888 $ 451,847 $ 198,573 $ 0 $ 874,308 92 0 
Other Projects $ 24,171 $ 12,298,731   $ 9,992,383 $ 8,843,039 $ 4,960,744 $ 36,119,068 2,222 96 


TOTAL 
WINNIPEG $ 7,974,463 $ 22,260,709 $ 37,422,646 $16,352,192 $ 14,040,915  $ 98,050,925 5,815 215 


Neighbourhood/ 
Community 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative/ 


HOMEWorks 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


Brandon $ 2,966,260  $ 6,738,172 $ 1,674,634 $ 0 $ 350,000 $ 11,729,066 881 9 
Thompson $ 577,186  $ 2,615,303 $ 1,249,625  $ 0 $ 0 $ 4,442,114 224 0 
Dauphin $ 0 $ 433,769 $ 1,983,600 $ 40,000 $ 275,000 $ 2,732,369 103 0 
Selkirk $ 0 $ 122,119 $ 1,834,353 $ 22,000 $ 379,209 $ 2,357,681 63 0 
The Pas $ 0 $ 106,992 $ 2,560,622 $ 0 $ 0 $ 2,667,614 85 0 
Flin Flon $ 0 $ 137,172 $ 1,140,375 $ 70,000 $ 0 $ 1,347,547 29 0 
Portage la 
Prairie $ 0 $ 649,346 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 649,346 71 0 


TOTAL $ 3,543,446  $ 10,802,873 $ 10,443,209  $ 132,000 $ 1,004,209 $ 25,925,737 1,456 9 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative/ 


HOMEWorks 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


TOTAL $ 11,517,909  $ 33,063,582 $ 47,865,855 $ 16,484,192 $ 15,045,124 $ 123,976,662 7,271 224 


1. The program funding totals do not include program administration fees. 
2. This is total RRAP funding, which is cost shared 75 per cent federal and 25 per cent provincial.   
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Federal/Provincial Repair and Renovation Programs 


The Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) was introduced in 1973 by the federal 
government to provide assistance to low-income homeowners and landlords who rent to low-income 
households to repair properties to acceptable health and safety standards.  Over the years, the federal 
government added additional programs including: 


- The Emergency Repair Program provides assistance to rural area residents to undertake 

emergency repairs necessary for the continued safe occupancy of their residence. 



- The Home Adaptations for Seniors Independence provides a one-time non-repayable contribution 
of up to $3,500 for home adaptations that will allow low-income seniors to continue to live in their 
homes or market rental accommodations independently. 


- The Shelter Enhancement Program provides assistance for the repair, rehabilitation or 
improvement of existing shelters for victims of family violence to an acceptable standard of 
health, safety, security and accessibility for persons with disabilities. 


Since April 1, 1999, the above programs have been jointly funded by the federal and provincial 
governments on a 75 per cent/25 per cent basis in Manitoba.  The MHRC assumed administrative 
responsibility for delivery of programs on April 1, 2000.  The programs have been continuously extended 
by the federal government since then, the most recent extension expiring on March 31, 2009.  A total of 
$7,204,000 was committed in 2007/08 for these programs.  A portion of this RRAP funding is reported in 
the Summary of Neighbourhood Housing Assistance on the previous page.    


Summary of Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) 
Funding 


March 31, 2007 


Homeowner RRAP 
Disabled RRAP 
Rental RRAP 
Emergency Repair Program  
Home Adaptations for Seniors Independence  
Shelter Enhancement Program 


Total Funding 
$3,880,000 


$749,000 
$1,864,000 


$288,000 
$129,000 
$294,000


 Total $7,204,000 


Northern Housing Strategy 


The MHRC continues to work with northern/Aboriginal organizations and residents, as well as other levels of 
government, to improve housing conditions in the North.  As part of the three-year HOMEWorks! program, the 
province’s affordable housing strategy has allocated $20.3 million to build, rehabilitate or repair 144 housing units 
in northern Manitoba.  This includes over $10.0 million for new low-income housing, including a total of 40 new 
multi-family units that will be built by the MHRC in Thompson and The Pas in support of family housing for those 
attending the University College of the North (UCN) and a total of $3.0 million for a Northern Renovation program 
for remote northern communities. 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit 


Effective July 2006, the Manitoba Shelter Benefit program combined the former Shelter Allowances for 
Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances for Family Renters programs.  The maximum monthly benefit of 
$200 available under the Manitoba Shelter Benefit is intended to help low-income families, seniors and 
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persons with disabilities meet shelter related costs in the rental market.  The program is now available to 
eligible persons with disabilities who rent their accommodation in the private market and who were not 
previously eligible under the former shelter allowance programs for families and elderly renters.   


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit is also available to participants in the disability case category who are 
receiving Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) and are living in private rental or board and room 
accommodation.  For eligible participants in receipt of EIA in the disability case category, the monthly 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit is a flat rate of $35 for those in private rental accommodation and $15 for those 
living in board and room accommodation. 


Fiscal Average No. No. of Active Total No. Average Expenditures 
Year Of Recipients of Monthly Total 


Recipients at Recipients Benefit Paid $000 
Per Month Year End $ 


2005/06 *  2,617  2,354 3,491  82 2,557.9 
2006/07 **  9,018  10,919  15,454  43 4,621.0 
2007/08 12,771 10,681  14,184  34 5,173.0 


* 	 Represents totals under the combined Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances
 for Family Renters programs. 


** 	Represents the combined Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances for Family Renters 
 programs during the period April 1 to June 30, 2006 and the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program effective 
July 1, 2006. 


School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus 


The School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus program provides an annual grant of up to $175 to 
tenants aged 55 years or older, to offset the school tax portion of rental costs.  The grant is payable once 
a year. Applications submitted during 2008 relate to rents paid during the 2007 calendar year.  This 
program is funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services on behalf of the Department of 
Finance.  Program expenditures are recovered from the Department of Finance. 


Applicants must meet eligibility criteria.  Tenants aged 55 years or older whose net income is less than 
$23,800 and who rented their principal residence in the private rental market during the previous calendar 
year are generally eligible.  Pensioners who were eligible but did not receive their rebate during previous 
years, can apply for benefits retroactively for up to four years.  Tenants living in non-profit housing for the 
elderly or in projects licensed under The Elderly and Infirm Persons' Housing Act do not qualify for 
benefits under this program because rents in these housing projects do not include school tax costs. 


During the year ended March 31, 2008, 2,077 rebate cheques were issued (including retroactive/partial 
year cheques) representing an expenditure of $266,900 for the fiscal year.  The following table provides 
program information for the past three years:  


Fiscal Total Total No Average Annual Expenditures 
Year Applications of Benefit Paid Total 


Received  Recipients* $ $000 


2005/06 3,260 2,038 115 374.0 


2006/07 3,156 2,519 122 385.0 


2007/08 3,683 2,077 112 266.9 
* 	 Includes multiple rebates for retroactive benefits, and applications received in the previous fiscal year and paid in 


the current fiscal year. 


47
 







 
 


 


 


 
 


 


 


 


 
 


 
 
 


 


 



 



 



 



 


Complementary Assistance Program 


Funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services, the Complementary Assistance Program 
provides grant assistance to housing co-operatives to lower housing charges for income-tested 
occupants. Applicants must meet income eligibility criteria.  Co-ops submit monthly statements to claim 
assistance on behalf of eligible clients. 


While the program is closed to new applications from co-ops, Complementary Assistance Program 
assistance continues to be provided to co-ops under previous commitments. 


During the year ended March 31, 2008, 63 households in 9 co-ops were subsidized through the 
Complementary Assistance Program.  A total of $103,600 was expended during the fiscal year.  The 
following table provides program information for the past three years: 


Expenditures Fiscal No. of Co-ops at No. of Recipients at 
TotalYear Year End Year End 
$000 


2005/06 10 73 138.3
 


2006/07  9 64 131.3
 


2007/08  9 63 103.6
 


Rent Supplement Program 


Funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services, the Rent Supplement Program is designed 
to assist low- and moderate-income families and elderly households to obtain suitable housing in the 
private rental sector and in non-profit housing projects.  The provincial government has entered into 
agreements with owners/operators of private rental stock whereby the Province subsidizes the difference 
between the approved market rental rate charged by the landlord and the rent-geared-to-income rate paid 
by the qualifying tenant. Subsidy costs are shared by the federal and provincial governments on a 50 per 
cent federal/50 per cent provincial basis for units committed pre-1986 and on a 75 per cent federal/25 per 
cent provincial basis for units committed post-1985. 


The following table provides program information for the past three years: 
Fiscal Eligible Units Average Monthly Expenditures 
Year Subsidized Supplement Paid Total 


as at $ $000 
March 31 


2005/06 1,767 255.00 3,864.0 
2006/07 1,690 265.62 3,903.1 
2007/08 1,410 255.18 3,972.8 
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CORPORATE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure the corporate comptrollership function is appropriately maintained to meet the needs of the 
Division, the MHRC and the MHA for financial control, accountability, reporting and the safeguarding 
and protection of financial and physical assets.   


•	 To provide comprehensive central support services to corporate operations and branches including 
direction and support in financial planning, financial evaluations and protection of corporate assets, 
reporting control policies, processes and procedures. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates corporate accounting and financial management activities including 
financial reporting, expenditure and revenue processing and appropriation control, cost-shared 
reporting and claiming. 


•	 Establishes and provides direction on corporate financial management policies, procedures and 
practices. 


•	 Advises executive management regarding emerging financial and program management issues. 


•	 Coordinates and supports the development of the corporate estimates in support of the Division, the 
MHRC and the MHA. 


•	 Coordinates, monitors and reports on the corporate entities which include the MHRC, the MHA and 
sponsor and private non-profit groups. 


•	 Administers the loan and mortgage portfolio. 


•	 Supports management through the provision of analytical, consultative and evaluative advice on new 
departmental and corporate programs, financial proposals and ongoing operations. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program 


The Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program guaranteed loans made by approved lenders for the 
purchase of mobile homes.  These guarantees allowed the lender to provide the loan at a lower interest 
rate and for a longer term, resulting in lower monthly payments by the borrower.  This program terminated 
March 31, 1997.   
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The following table provides program information for the past three years including outstanding 
guarantees as at March 31, 2008. 


Outstanding Guarantees 
Amount 


Fiscal Year Total Units $000 
2005/06 26 
2006/07 21 
2007/08 10 


513.6 
360.7 
163.1 


09-2B Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation  


Actual 
 Expenditures by 2007/08 
 Sub-Appropriation $000 


FTE 
Estimate* 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. No. 


Transfer Payments to MHRC 54,090.4 51,540.4 2,550.0 


Valuation Allowance Adjustment (6,410.0) - (6,410.0) 


Transfer Payments to MHRC 47,680.4 51,540.4 (3,860.0) 


Shelter Benefits  5,173.0 7,800.0  (2,627.0) 


Total MHRC 52,853.4 59,340.4 (6,487.0) 


1 


2 


3 



•	 The 2007/08 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of Family 
Services and Housing, as well as allocations from the Enabling Appropriations for increased program funding for MHRC 
Transfer Payments - $21,000.0. 


1. 	 The variance is due to an increase in the MHRC draw down required for 2007/08 operations. The 
actual results in support of these operations are found in The MHRC Statement of Operations on 
page 2 of the MHRC Financial Statements (see Appendix). 


2. 	 It is the Province of Manitoba’s accounting policy to record the deficit/(surplus) of Crown 
organizations as an expenditure of the Province of Manitoba in the year in which they were incurred.  
The expenditure is recorded as a valuation allowance against advances owed to the Province by the 
organization.  The valuation allowance adjustment applied to MHRC Transfer Payments in 2007/08 is 
in the amount of ($6,410.0). 


3. 	 The under expenditure of ($2,627.0) is primarily due to lower than planned expenditures under the 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit program. The program was implemented on July 1, 2006 which 
incorporated the previous Shelter Allowances for Family Renters (SAFFR) and Shelter Allowances for 
Elderly Renters (SAFER) programs combined with new benefits for persons with disabilities. 
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PORTFOLIO ADMINISTRATION 


Objectives 


•	 To assist and strengthen the partnerships with community groups in achieving program objectives 
defined in the project operating agreements. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides assistance to approximately 19,000 public housing units under non-profit, cooperative and 
urban native programs. 


•	 Provides ongoing communication in a timely professional manner to the non-profit groups, its staff 
and boards of directors to ensure self-sufficiency and sustainability in the following areas: 


- efficient and effective housing management; 

- community capacity; and
 
- optimal client service delivery. 



•	 Administers and evaluates compliance of project operating agreements with the non-profit owned 
and/or managed housing projects as follows: 


- Develops and disburses budgets according to benchmarks, financial constraints, and the 
individual circumstances of each project. 


- Maintains financial quality assurance and control through annual audited financial statement 
reviews, risk assessments, and operational reviews. 


- Performs quarterly variance analysis (i.e. budgets versus actual costs). 
- Assesses and evaluates replacement reserve and capital expenditures to determine appropriate 


capital planning and funding availability. 

- Provides special assistance for projects in difficulty. 



•	 Administers the Rural and Native Housing (RNH) program that provides housing for lower-income 
households in rural Manitoba.  The RNH portfolio presently consists of approximately 1,550 housing 
units in approximately 165 communities. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Conducted 32 operational reviews and provided recommendations to assist the non-profit groups with 
best business practices. 


•	 Improved the functionality of the Subsidy Management System (SMS) to better meet current and 
emerging business reporting requirements; and developed a Software Requirements Specifications 
(the logical design) for the new system. 


•	 Enhanced the Operational Review Processes and Templates to increase work efficiencies and 
achieve program objectives. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AUTHORITY  


Objectives 


•	 To provide quality affordable housing options to low-income seniors, single persons, families and 
persons with special housing needs, including crisis shelters for victims of family violence, who could 
not otherwise afford adequate housing in the private rental market for less than 30 per cent of their 
total household income. 


Responsibilities  


•	 As an agency of the MHRC, functions as the property management agency for approximately 13,100 
units in the provincial public housing portfolio and ten crisis shelters for victims of domestic violence.   


•	 Provides a safe and secure living environment for seniors, individuals and families at affordable rental 
rates geared to the income of the tenants. 


•	 Fosters and supports tenants associations to enable tenants to be involved in assisting the housing 
authority to meet its goals in ensuring the success and sustainability of social housing programs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


Following is a list of Manitoba Housing Authority communities where Modernization and Improvement 
work was undertaken in 2007/08. 


Modernization and Improvement 


Community Actual Community Actual Community Actual 
$ $ $ 


Altona 26,537 Grand Marais 15,845 St. Anne 10,569 
Beausejour 41,785 Killarney 91,269 St. Claude 49,269 
Brandon 946,714 Leaf Rapids 57,020 Steinbach 66,889 
Carberry 162,451 Lorette 19,919 Swan River 61,089 
Churchill 2,055,607 Moosehorn 88,470 Thompson 67,935 
Dauphin 123,763 Onanole 85,121 Virden 154,350 
Erickson 87,343 Portage la Prairie 126,279 Winkler 44,924 
Eriksdale 20,006 Rivers 44,681 Winnipeg 5,005,654 
Flin Flon 225,344 Selkirk 34,328 


Total M & I $9,713,161 
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DISABILITY PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT AND 
INCOME ASSISTANCE DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To enhance opportunities for children and adults with disabilities in Manitoba to attain increased self-
sufficiency, independence and participation in society. 


•	 To harmonize the major aspects of programs, legislation, policies and practices, providing leadership in 
the development of solutions to better integrate supports for children and adults with disabilities. 


•	 To continue to develop and implement a framework to establish and strengthen effective, inclusive, 
community partnerships and consultation processes. 


•	 To continue to develop clear roles, responsibilities and effective working relationships within the 
Division, Department, Disabilities Issues Office, and other government departments. 


•	 To help Manitobans in regaining their independence by supporting their transition from income 
assistance to employment. 


•	 To ensure that no Manitoban lacks the goods and services essential to health and well-being, by 
providing income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Provides program coordination, direction and funding for services to children with disabilities; for 
supported living services for adults with a mental disability; for vocational rehabilitation services for 
adults with a physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for employment support services 
and financial assistance programs. 


•	 Provides centralized supports in the areas of program and financial management, policy and strategic 
initiative development, legislation and information systems business support services. 


•	 Administers the substitute decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act. 


•	 Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation of legislation for income assistance 
programs; policy and program development; new initiatives and public communications such as 
program brochures, fact sheets and the income assistance policy manual. 


The Division includes the following program areas that are responsible for services that address the needs 
of Manitobans with disabilities: 


•	 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
•	 Disability Programs 
•	 Employment and Income Assistance Programs 
•	 Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
•	 Finance and Administration 
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  


Objectives 


•	 To work in conjunction with divisional branches and the Community Service Delivery Division in 
providing effective leadership, coordination, direction and support for the Department’s programs for 
persons with disabilities and employment and income assistance participants. 


•	 To research, design and develop policies and practices that shape the programs and services available 
to persons with disabilities. 


•	 To take the lead role in developing and reviewing legislation, standards, procedures, quality assurance 
and performance measures that impact services provided to persons with disabilities. 


•	 To pursue innovative solutions and initiatives which improve services for persons with disabilities and 
reflect the vision, mission and goals of the Division and the Department.   


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides central program and policy direction for divisional programming. 


•	 Provides program analysis, policy and strategic initiatives development. 


•	 Provides central legislative and regulatory services for divisional programming. 


•	 Provides business support services for adult and children’s information systems. 


•	 Develops pilot projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for persons with disabilities. 


•	 Provides financial management, central administration and support services. 


09-3A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2007/08 FTE 2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,089.7 31.00 2,344.2 (254.5) 


Total Other Expenditures 2,861.1 2,845.9 15.2 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to programs in the 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division.  Staff represented the Division in 
intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral working groups and committees.  


•	 Continued to participate in the Joint Community and Government Members Committee on Disability-
Related Employment and Income Assistance Issues.  The purpose of the Joint Committee is to provide 
a common table where government and community members can participate in a cooperative and 
collaborative approach to share information and opinions and provide constructive input as part of a 
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process to address common issues for persons with disabilities receiving Employment and Income 
Assistance. 


•	 Continued the development and enhancement of the Integrated Financial Client and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) computer system, an information management system which will improve participant and 
financial tracking of program expenditures for the Supported Living, Children’s Special Services and 
Special Needs programs. 


•	 Continued the Canada Pension Plan Disability Project in Winnipeg, whereby Employment and Income 
Assistance participants are assisted to improve their access to federal Canada Pension Plan Disability 
benefits by receiving in-person assistance to complete applications and with the appeals process. 


•	 In conjunction with Community Living – Manitoba, continued to work with a team from the University of 
Manitoba conducting an examination of how The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
has been implemented since proclamation in 1996.   


•	 Developed Spectrum Connections FASD Services, a component of a Provincial coordinated Fetal 
Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) Strategy announced in 2007.  Spectrum Connections FASD 
Services will provide supports and services to enhance the lives of youth (aged 15 – 18 years) and 
adults affected by FASD to help them function more interdependently in the community.  The 
development of this initiative represents a collaborative partnership between Family Services and 
Housing; Health and Healthy Living and the Child and Family Services Standing Committee. 


DISABILITY PROGRAMS 


Objectives 


•	 To provide program direction and funding for supported living programs for adults with a mental 
disability. 


•	 To provide support to families with children who have developmental and/or physical disabilities. 


•	 To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents who have children 
with disabilities. 


•	 To provide leadership and direction to the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), a joint initiative of 
Education, Citizenship and Youth; Family Services and Housing; Health; and Healthy Living.  


•	 To provide leadership and direction in services to the population impacted by Autism, a joint project of 
Education, Citizenship and Youth; Family Services and Housing; Health; and Healthy Living. 


The Branch is divided into the following areas: 


•	 Supported Living – Responsible for the planning, development, maintenance, overall direction and 
management of programs and resources that support and enhance the quality of life for adults with a 
mental disability living in the community.  Responsible for the review and development of policies 
associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services and Residential Care Licensing. 


•	 Children’s Programs – Responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.  Children’s Programs includes two components: Children’s 
Special Services and Community Services and Child Care.   
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Responsibilities  


•	 Provides leadership and support to Community Service Delivery staff, external agencies and other 
service partners in promoting effective and efficient program administrative practices in the delivery of 
support services for adults and children with a physical and/or mental disability. 


•	 Provides financial management, which includes: developing and managing the overall budget, with 
input from the Community Service Delivery Division; identifying the resources required to provide 
quality, cost-effective services; allocating financial resources; ensuring that programs are delivered 
within budgeted resources; and ensuring financial accountability for program funds. 


•	 Interprets policy and legislation to government and non-government service providers. 


•	 Develops and revises policies and programs in a manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, 
ongoing changes in other programs and the socio-economic environment, and the community as a 
whole. 


•	 Provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of adults with a mental 
disability, mental disorder, cognitive impairments or frailty due to aging, who reside in community 
residential care facilities; and children with disabilities attending child care facilities. 


•	 Monitors and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
ongoing identification of participants’ needs, and ensures that programs are delivered within 
government policy and legislation. 


•	 Provides training and development opportunities for staff of the Community Service Delivery Division, 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division and related agencies to ensure a 
working knowledge of programs and policies. 


09-3B-1 & 2 Disability Programs 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2007/08 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,011.1 


Total Other Expenditures 452.9 


FTE 



13.50 



Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


971.2 39.9 


474.3 (21.4) 


09-3B-3  Supported Living 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Supported Living 174,022.1 


FTE 

Estimate Variance Expl. 
2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 


$000 


172,237.8 1,784.3 1 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care. 
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09-3B-4  Children’s Programs 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


FTE 

Estimate Variance Expl. 
2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 


$000 


Children’s Special Services 21,792.9 21,455.6 337.3 


Community Services and Child Care 11,195.5 10,676.1 519.4 


Total Expenditures  32,988.4 32,131.7 856.7 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


Supported Living 


The Supported Living Program (SLP) offers a range of day and residential services aimed at providing 
adults with a mental disability the opportunity for independence in a community setting to the extent 
possible for each individual.  The SLP supports that are potentially available include residential services, 
day services and related support services. 


Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in their residential option of choice.  The day services provided through 
the SLP include supported employment and follow-up services, services with a vocational focus and 
individualized development services.  Additional supports available with funding from the SLP may consist 
of transportation between residential and day programs, respite, crisis intervention and clinical services. 


•	 Funding for Supported Living programming increased substantially over the last few years in support of 
the commitment to meet the needs of adults with disabilities and their families.  In 2007/08, the 
Department continued to increase funding for the program to expand supports and services for adults 
with a mental disability.  These supports, which included residential, respite, and day services, as well 
as case management activities such as counselling and referral, allowed 4,684 adults with a mental 
disability to safely live and participate as full and active members of the community. 


•	 In 2007/08, the SLP continued to build the skills and qualifications of service providers who support 
adults with a mental disability. 


- Training was delivered to 3,800 agency staff in critical skill and knowledge areas, such as non-
violent crisis intervention, first aid, foundations in disability and community support, supervisory 
skills, The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, person-centered planning, social 
role valorization, and personal outcome measures. 


- The Human Resource Strategy continued towards the goal of a qualified workforce.  Opportunities 
were expanded for agency staff to attend accredited certificate level courses through innovative 
delivery models including Prior Learning and Assessment Recognition and web based training. 


•	 In partnership with the Departments of Health and Justice, the SLP is participating in the management 
of a Provincial Special Needs Program for individuals who present a serious risk to themselves or the 
community, but who would not otherwise be eligible for the supported living supports or Community 
Mental Health Services. 


•	 By the end of 2007/08, the Provincial Special Needs Program was serving 101 participants, 87 of whom 
were receiving program funding.  The remaining 14 participants received case management supports 
with no direct program funding attached. 


57
 







 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


  
 


    


 
   


 
 


 
 


 
 


            
    


 


 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	



 


•	 Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 205 licensed adult residential care facilities, with a total of 
1,325 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with standards.  Staff also provided consultation and 
support to designated licensing authorities for approved facilities.  In 2007/08, the designated 
authorities (Family Services and Housing Regional Managers and Regional Health Authorities) issued 
835 letters of approval for homes with three beds or less, representing a total of 1,520 bed spaces. 


•	 Residential Care Licensing continues to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire Prevention Office 
and the Office of the Fire Commissioner to address the fire and life safety needs for individuals residing 
in approved homes (three beds and under) as applicable fire and building codes evolve. 


•	 Six of the eleven Regional Health Authorities have accepted the delegated licensing responsibility for 
approved homes for their program (Mental Health).  Residential Care Licensing staff provide training 
and policy interpretation, as required. 


•	 In 2007/08, through the Life Safety Sprinkler Initiative, Residential Care Licensing continued to 
implement a strategy to increase the life safety for individuals residing in residential care facilities, who 
are non-ambulatory and/or unable to care for themselves, by providing funding for the installation of 
residential sprinkler systems. 


•	 In partnership with the Community Service Delivery Division and community representatives, the SLP 
participated in the transition of selected residents from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to 
community residences that are managed by Supported Living agencies. 


Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Accommodation 
as at March 31 


Accommodation 
2005/06 


Active Files 
2006/07 


Active Files 
2007/08 


Active Files 


Foster Homes and Private Licensed Residential Care 
Facilities 639 699 739 


Parental Homes 1,142 1,165 1,197 
Agency-Managed Residential Care Facilities 1,311 1,338 1,370 
Extended Family 237 225 232 
Independent Living with Support 672 685 719 
Independent Living 266 252 221 
Alternate Care (e.g. Hospitals, Personal Care Homes)  159 155 153 
In the Company of Friends 45 50 53 


Total 4,471 4,569 4,684 
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Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Day Activity 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 
Day Activity Active Files Active Files Active Files 


Competitive Employment 213 219 228 

Supported Employment and Follow-Up Services  357 366 372 

Services with a Vocational Focus 1,487 1,542 1,572 

Personal Development Services 974 1,021 1,101 

In the Company of Friends 45 50 53 

Attending School 532 516 491 

Retirement Program 102 112 129 

No Program 761 743 738 



Total 4,471 4,569 4,684 


Residential Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 1,377 1,495 1,591 

Eastman 173 195 199 

Interlake 189 212 211 

Central 260 275 286 

Westman 346 401 397 

Parkland 157 159 150 

Northern 103 117 118 



Total 2,605 2,854 2,952 


In the Company of Friends 
Individuals Participating in Program 
as at March 31 


Number of Participants 


2005/06 


45 


2006/07 


50 


2007/08 


53 
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Respite Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 457 468 483 

Eastman 155 169 173 

Interlake 83 83 86 

Central 117 129 137 

Westman 119 110 95 

Parkland 36 41 40 

Northern 46 46 53 



Total 1,013 1,046 1,067 


Crisis Intervention 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 117 77 121 
Eastman 16 23 23 
Interlake 18 4 10 
Central 15 14 23 
Westman 31 32 35 
Parkland 5 9 7 
Northern 14 8 6 


Total 216 167 225 


Day Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 1,361 1,396 1,488 

Eastman 312 331 326 

Interlake 199 215 213 

Central 335 349 337 

Westman 307 312 308 

Parkland 126 131 135 

Northern 76 92 96 



Total 2,716 2,826 2,903 


60
 







 
  


 
 


 
 


 
    


 


    


 
 


 
  


 
 


 
 


 
    


 


    


 
 
 


 
    


 
 
 


 
    
    


 


 











 


Day Services – Special Rate 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 633 674 744 
Eastman 81 91 94 
Interlake 25 33 40 
Central 44 48 54 
Westman 126 141 137 
Parkland 33 38 40 
Northern 32 36 42 


Total 974 1,061 1,151 


Day Services – Transportation 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 1,248 1,282 1,308 
Eastman 257 291 288 
Interlake 161 165 159 
Central 246 274 291 
Westman 271 280 278 
Parkland 93 102 100 
Northern 55 75 79 


Total 2,331 2,469 2,503 


Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 
Facilities/Beds Facilities/Beds Facilities/Beds 


Licensed 197 1,331 200 1,324 205 1,325 



Approved 769 1,408 815 1,482 835 1,520 



Total 966 2,739 1,015 2,806 1,040 2,845 


ANNUAL REPORTS OF ALLEGED ABUSE/NEGLECT 
2005/06 TO 2007/08 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 72 263 265 
Referred to Police or RCMP 16 54 47 
Person Charged under the Criminal Code 1 2 8 
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Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect for 2006/07 and 2007/08 appear much higher than in previous years as 
they include both completed abuse reports, as well as instances where allegations had been followed-up 
but no formal report was warranted.  In 2005/06, only completed abuse reports were counted in Winnipeg. 


Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 


April 1, 2007 – March 31, 2008 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Central 0 10 6 5 0 1 22 


Eastman 0 2 2 0 16 1 21 


Interlake 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Northern 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 


Parkland 0 2 0 0 0 1 3 


Westman 0 5 4 0 0 0 9 


Winnipeg 0 98 38 35 19 18 208 


Total 0 117 50 40 37 21 265 


* Represents acts of omission. 


Children’s Programs 


Children’s Programs is responsible for policy and program development to support children with disabilities, 
their families and caregivers.   


Children’s Programs continued to play a lead role in promoting the development and delivery of appropriate 
services for children with disabilities through collaboration and consultation with programs involved in 
serving children and families, including Manitoba Child Care, Employment and Income Assistance; and the 
Exceptional Circumstances component of child welfare.   


Children’s Special Services 


Children’s Special Services is a non-statutory, voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, adoptive 
or extended families living with children who have developmental and/or physical disabilities.  Program staff 
in six regional offices throughout the province and six community areas in Winnipeg provide case 
management support and individualized services that address the unique needs and circumstances of 
eligible children and their families.  Services and supports are intended to strengthen families and reduce 
their stress so that costly out-of-home placement is prevented or delayed. 


Children’s Special Services also provides grant funding to external agencies to deliver specialized services. 
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Family Support Services 


Children’s Special Services provides families who have children with a developmental and/or physical 
disability with a variety of supports that reflect the unique circumstances of each family and the needs of 
their child.  Staff use a family-centred approach to assist families with identifying and accessing the 
resources, both formal and informal, that they require.  These supports include provision of individualized 
services, such as respite care, child development, therapy, supplies, equipment, transportation and home 
modifications.  The purpose of family support is to reduce stress encountered by families and to better 
enable families to address the needs of their children with disabilities in their own homes. 


Children’s Special Services delivers Family Support Services through regional offices, staffed by the 
Department’s Community Services Delivery Division, and supports these services and staff by providing 
financial and program guidelines, consultation, training, research and evaluation. 


Children’s Special Services  
Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) Group A 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 2,082 2,146 2,186 
Eastman 374 402 427 
Interlake 275 298 297 
Central 354 405 450 
Westman 487 521 553 
Parkland 145 162 159 
Northern  280 208* 238 
URIS Group A 52 44 35 


Total 4,049 4,186 4,345 


* A number of cases in the Northern region were receiving funded services other than Children’s Special Services, and 
therefore were closed to the Children’s Special Services caseload. 


Funding to External Agencies 


Children’s Special Services provides funding and consultation, and establishes reporting requirements, for 
external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as therapy and respite for children with disabilities 
and their families.  Funded non-government agencies include: Society for Manitobans with Disabilities; 
Rehabilitation Centre for Children; St. Amant; Community Respite Services; Central Speech and Hearing 
Clinic; Open Access Resource Centre; and CNIB.  


Children’s Special Services works closely with the Manitoba Child Care Program and Child Protection and 
Support Services, Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the voluntary sector, the Regional Health Authorities, 
hospitals, schools and agencies.  As well, Children’s Programs staff work collaboratively with the provincial 
Departments of Education, Citizenship and Youth; and Health to coordinate programs and activities that 
promote and support the development of children with disabilities and their families. 
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Unified Referral and Intake System 


Children’s Programs provides leadership and administrative support to the Unified Referral and Intake 
System (URIS), a joint initiative of the Departments of Family Services and Housing; Education, Citizenship 
and Youth; and Health.  The protocol supports children who require assistance to perform medical 
procedures when they are apart from their parents/guardians. 


URIS provides funding and policy direction to assist community programs, such as schools, child care 
facilities, recreation programs and respite services, to safely support children with special health care 
needs.  


Unified Referral and Intake System 
Number of Children Registered for Service 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


URIS Group B* 	 10,399 11,809 12,089 


* 	 URIS Group B refers to children who require health care routines that may be delegated to non-health care 
personnel trained and monitored by a registered nurse. 


Applied Behavioural Analysis Program 


The Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) program provides intensive, early intervention behaviour therapy 
for children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder.  ABA is delivered by St. Amant in partnership with 
Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment.   


In 2007/08, the ABA program for pre-school children accommodated 78 children on a full or part-time basis. 
School-age ABA funds support families who are self-managing an ABA program outside of school hours.    


Applied Behaviour Analysis (ABA) preschool program 


Children served 
2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


39 (full yr) 34 (full yr) 32 (full yr.) 
37 (part yr) 43 (part yr) 46 (part yr) 


Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children 


The Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children (POTC) program is delivered as a joint venture by the Society 
for Manitobans with Disabilities (SMD), the Rehabilitation Centre for Children (RCC), and St. Amant.  SMD 
delivers occupational therapy, physiotherapy, and speech and language therapy to pre-school children in 
Winnipeg and delivers speech and language services to pre-school children in rural and northern Manitoba.  
RCC delivers occupational therapy to pre-school children and some school age children in rural and 
northern Manitoba.  St. Amant provides therapy services to children living in the St. Amant catchment area.  
Services are provided to children who are eligible for Children’s Special Services. 


The goal of the POTC program is to utilize a collaborative, consultative approach in which therapy is 
provided in the child’s natural setting.  Therapists work with the child’s parents or caregivers so that they 
become the primary provider of therapy services and integrate that therapy into the child’s and the family’s 
daily routines. 
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Children’s Therapy Initiative 


The Departments of Health/Healthy Living; Education, Citizenship and Youth; and Family Services and 
Housing provide funding for children’s occupational therapy, physiotherapy, speech/language pathology 
and audiology services.  These services are delivered through the Regional Health Authorities, school 
divisions and service agencies. 


The Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI) is intended to provide coordinated regionally-based therapy services 
that assist all children requiring therapy to reach their full potential.  The approach delivers existing 
therapies more effectively and efficiently through increased collaboration between stakeholders.  In 
2007/08, CTIs existed in every region of the province except Churchill.   


Since 1999, the number of children receiving therapy in Manitoba has increased by 160%. 


Community Services and Child Care 


Children with Disabilities Program, Manitoba Child Care 


In collaboration with the Manitoba Child Care Program, the Children with Disabilities Program develops 
inclusion policies and practices for children with mental, physical, behavioural and emotional disabilities.  
The program also provides a range of grants to support full inclusion of children with disabilities in licensed 
child care centres, nursery schools, family child care and group child care homes.  The goal of the Children 
with Disabilities Program is to promote the developmental potential of children with disabilities in an 
inclusive community environment.     


Children with Disabilities Program, Manitoba Child Care  
Cumulative Number of Children Who Received Service 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Number of Children 	 1,392 1,438 1,396 


EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 


Objectives 


•	 To provide effective leadership, direction, fiscal management and support to ensure the delivery of 
Income Assistance programs, Building Independence projects, Income Supplement, Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Supported Employment programs in accordance with relevant legislation and 
government policy. 


•	 To develop initiatives that help Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants regain their 
financial independence from income assistance by making the transition to work. 


•	 To develop initiatives that assist EIA participants in pursuing training and employment opportunities. 


•	 To develop Vocational Rehabilitation support services for persons with disabilities. 
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The Branch consists of the following areas: 


•	 Policy and Program Development – Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation 
of legislation for the EIA programs; policy and program development; new initiatives; and public 
communications, such as program brochures, fact sheets and the EIA policy manual.  


•	 Employment and Training Services – Responsible for training and employment initiatives for 
participants receiving income assistance under the Building Independence strategy.  Provides program 
and policy direction and funding for vocational rehabilitation services for adults with a physical, mental, 
psychiatric or learning disability; and for Supported Employment programming. 


•	 Program Standards, Compliance and Support – Responsible for program standards and quality 
assurance; negotiation of contracts with associations providing health, employment and other services 
to EIA participants; and information technology supports. 


Responsibilities 


Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) 


•	 The major objectives of the EIA program are: 
- to assist Manitobans in regaining their financial independence by helping them to make the 


transition from income assistance to work; and 

- to provide income assistance to Manitobans in need. 



•	 Financial assistance is provided to persons in need who are eligible for assistance under The EIA 
Act, including single parents, aged persons, single persons, couples without children, two-parent 
families, persons with disabilities, persons requiring the protection of a crisis intervention facility, 
and children whose parents are unable to support them.  Eligibility may also be granted under 
special case consideration at the discretion of the Minister.   


•	 Eligibility for assistance is also determined by a needs test, in which the amount of a household’s 
financial resources is compared to the total costs of its basic necessities as defined in The EIA Act 
and Regulations.  Certain items and income are not included in the calculation of financial 
resources.  


•	 EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports 
to assist Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force. 


•	 EIA provided assistance to an average monthly caseload of 30,943 in 2007/08, a decrease of 
2.2 per cent from the previous year.   


•	 During 2007/08, 13.6 per cent of the income assistance caseload made use of the work incentive 
provisions of the program. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


In 2007/08, the Province launched a four year Rewarding Work strategy to address barriers to employment 
facing income assistance participants.  The strategy is based on the following four objectives: 


•	 Enhance Employability – to enhance the employment skills of participants so that they are 
better equipped to obtain and retain sustainable employment; 
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•	 Encourage Work  – to support low income working families and provide incentives for income 
assistance participants to increase their attachment to the labour market; 


•	 Ease the Transition (to Employment) – to make it easier for people to transition from income 
assistance to work; and 


•	 Employment Retention – to support and encourage those who are working to stay employed. 


Under year one of the Rewarding Work strategy, the Department implemented a series of new initiatives; 


•	 Introduced the Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) which replaced and enhanced the former Child Related 
Income Support Program (CRISP).  Under the MCB, maximum monthly benefits increased, benefits are 
available to families at higher income levels, and assets are no longer considered when calculating 
eligibility. 


•	 Introduced Get Ready!, a new training and education policy to help Manitobans on income assistance 
prepare for permanent work. 


•	 Improved incentives for income assistance participants to increase attachment to the workforce through 
increased earnings exemptions, more assistance for work related costs for non-disabled participants, 
and a Job Seekers’ Allowance for non-disabled single adults and couples without children. 


•	 Established a JobConnections team of specialized staff to help individuals and families address barriers 
to employment and obtain a job, and introduced Manitoba Works, which provides wage subsidies, 
through Employment Manitoba, for employers to hire and train people receiving income assistance. 


•	 Introduced marketAbilities, which includes a variety of initiatives to support persons with disabilities in 
finding employment. 


•	 Doubled the liquid asset exemptions for income assistance participants with a disability and increased 
the monthly Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities benefit which recognizes the additional 
costs faced by persons with disabilities who live in the community.  


•	 Funded community agencies to further support income assistance participants, including those with 
disabilities, to prepare for, find, and keep jobs. 


In 2007/08, Vocational Rehabilitation Program activities and highlights include the following: 


•	 Provided vocational services for 3,919 people with disabilities with 1,420 receiving vocational training 
funds to assist them in accessing education and training opportunities to improve employment 
outcomes. 


•	 Continued to support a comprehensive evaluation of Manitoba’s labour market programming supported 
by the Labour Market Agreement for Persons with Disabilities (LMAPD), in partnership with the federal 
government and stakeholders. 


•	 Continued to create an awareness of the abilities of persons with disabilities to promote and support 
their employability. 
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09-3C  Employment and Income Supports  


Actual Estimate Variance Expl.
2007/08 FTE 2007/08 Expenditures by Over/(Under) No. 


$000Sub-Appropriation $000 


Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,700.3 24.00 1,651.5 48.8 


Other Expenditures 892.2 618.6 273.6 


Employment and Income Assistance 277,993.1 286,423.1  (8,430.0) 


Health Services 55,892.2 58,741.2  (2,849.0) 


Income Assistance for Persons with  
Disabilities 18,142.0 18,397.7 (255.7) 


Vocational Rehabilitation 8,513.5 8,856.0 (342.5) 


55 PLUS 3,991.2 5,382.3 (1,391.1) 


Building Independence 1,039.3 2,868.6 (1,829.3) 


Manitoba Child Benefit 698.6 3,153.6 (2,455.0) 


Total Expenditures 368,862.4 386,092.6  (17,230.2) 


1 


2 


3 



4 



5 



1. 	 The variance is due to a decrease in both the cost per case and the number of cases. 
2. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to a decrease in cost per prescription in the drug program and  


   fewer procedures in the dental and optical programs. 
3. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to lower than expected program costs. 
4. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to delays in start-up.  
5. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to slower than expected activity. 


Employment and Income Assistance  
Average Monthly Number of Cases and Participants by Category 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Category Cases Participants Cases Participants Cases Participants 


Children 58 80 54 82 45 73 


Single Parents 9,024 27,496 8,555 26,317 8,189 25,409 


Aged 110 160 101 143 100 145 


Crisis Facility Cases 52 118 47 110 47 107 


General Assistance 5,582 10,046 5,087 9,116 4,641 8,475 


Special Cases 27 33 12 16 6 17 


Disabled 17,553 22,102 17,783 22,494 17,915 22,543 


Total 32,406 60,035 31,639 58,278 30,943 56,769 
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Employment and Income Assistance  
Expenditures by Category ($000) 
as at March 31 


Category 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Children $242.3 $236.9 $199.4 


Single Parents 101,660.7 97,484.9 95,160.3 


Aged 641.4 645.5 745.3 


Crisis Facility Cases 411.9 336.8* 388.5 


General Assistance 37,432.4 34,329.8 33,341.8 


Special Cases 1,050.4   1,760.0*  1,763.0 


Other 1,589.9 524.4 994.3 


Disabled 139,438.4    140,847.4* 145,400.5 


Total $282,467.4 $276,165.7 $277,993.1 


* 	 The 2006/07 expenditures have been restated to reflect a processing correction that impacted the Crisis Facility,    
Special Cases and Disabled categories. 


Employment and Income Assistance  
Employment Income 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Average Monthly Number of Participants 
Reporting Employment Income 


Single Parents 1,179 1,062 982 


General Assistance 760 658 590 


Persons with Disabilities 2,492 2,546 2,631 


Total 4,431 4,266 4,203 


Employment and Income Assistance 
Percentage of Cases on Work Incentive Program 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Single Parents 13.1% 12.4% 12.0% 


General Assistance 13.6% 12.9% 12.7% 


Persons with Disabilities 14.2% 14.3% 14.7% 


Total Caseload 13.7% 13.5% 13.6% 
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Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 


The Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities program provides for additional financial assistance for 
adults with disabilities enrolled under Employment and Income Assistance, in recognition of the additional 
costs associated with living in the community.  Program benefits are $105.00 per month. 


Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Caseload 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
 


Average Monthly Caseload	 16,822 17,057 17,213 


Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Expenditures 
($000) 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08
 


Total 	$16,457.0 $16,698.4 $18,142.0 


Health Services 


•	 The Health Services program provides essential drug, dental and optical services and support to 
EIA participants and children in care.   


•	 Supplies and services are generally provided in accordance with approved fee schedules 
negotiated with professional health organizations.  These agreements specify the types of goods 
and services provided, eligibility criteria, level of payment and related billing procedures. 


•	 Health Services provided benefits to an average monthly caseload of 32,417 in 2007/08.  Of these 
cases, 7,386 (22.8 per cent) were children in care.   


Health Services 
Caseload and Expenditures 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Average Monthly Number of Cases 32,770 32,651 32,417 


Average Monthly Number of Participants 53,936 52,626 51,383 


Dental 5,256.7 5,312.0 5,388.2 


Drugs 46,785.8 48,757.2 49,770.4 


Optical 814.0 700.4 733.6 


Total $52,856.5 $54,769.6 $55,892.2 
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Income Supplement Programs 


•	 The EIA Programs Branch administers two Income Supplement Programs for low-income 
Manitobans who are not in receipt of income assistance.  55 PLUS - A Manitoba Income 
Supplement provides quarterly supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over.  The 
Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) provides monthly supplements to low-income families with children. 


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 


The 55 PLUS program has two components.  The Senior Component is for persons who are 
eligible to receive certain levels of benefits under the federal Old Age Security programs.  The 
Junior Component is for low-income persons 55 years of age and over who are not eligible for 
federal Old Age Security benefits.  Eligibility for the Senior Component is determined from a 
person’s application for the federal Guaranteed Income Supplement.  An annual application is 
necessary for the Junior Component. 


During 2007/08, 55 PLUS benefits were provided to an average of 10,525 individuals per quarter.  
The majority (67.9 per cent) of these participants were single.  


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 
Caseload and Expenditures   
as at March 31 


Average Quarterly Number of 
Participants 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Senior Component 


Single* 6,763 6,470 6,113 


Married**  2,732 2,651 2,545 


Total 9,495 9,121 8,658 


Junior Component 


Single* 1,182 1,144 1,036 


Married**  964 902 831 


Total 2,146 2,046 1,867 


Program Total 11,641 11,167 10,525 


Total Expenditures ($000) 


Senior Component $3,422.2 $3,275.3 $3,106.3 


Junior Component 991.7 953.1 884.9 


Total $4,413.9 $4,228.4 $3,991.2 


*	 Single participants include those who have never been married, as well as those who are no longer married (i.e., 
widowed, divorced, or separated). 


**	 For married participants, in some cases both members of a couple receive 55 PLUS and in other cases only one 
spouse is a participant. 
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Manitoba Child Benefit 


In January 2008, the Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) replaced and enhanced the former Child 
Related Income Support Program (CRISP).  The MCB provides monthly benefits to low-income 
Manitoba families to assist them with the cost of raising their children.  A new application is required 
for each benefit year, which runs from July 1 to June 30.  


During 2007/08, MCB benefits were provided to an average of 783 families per month, representing 
1,668 children.  Of these families, 51.3 per cent were headed by single parents. 


Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB)* 
Caseload and Expenditures 
as at March 31 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Average Monthly Number of  Cases 


Single-Parent Family 573 446 402 


Two-Parent Family 420 382 381 


Total 993 828 783 


Average Monthly Number of Children 2,261 1,978 1,668 


Total Expenditures ($000) $771.8 $680.5 $698.6 


* The Manitoba Child Benefit replaced the Child Related Income Support Program in January 2008. 


Building Independence 


•	 Building Independence supports partnerships that promote job opportunities for EIA participants.  
It also supports projects that enhance the skills and employability of specific target groups. 


•	 Building Independence initiatives are designed to: 


- reduce barriers to employment by providing tools, such as child care and voice mail services; 

- provide job readiness assessments; 

- provide links to training and employment; and  

- support agencies to work in partnership with the EIA program. 
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Building Independence 

Number of Participants 

as at March 31 


Program 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Employment Partnerships 


Opportunities for Employment1 


School Crossing Guard2 


242 


3 


269 


2 


0 


0 


Wage Subsidy 


Manitoba Works3 52 54 44 


Employment Enhancement 


Community Home Services Program 256 241 256 


Northern Affairs Project (positions) 19 21 22 


Job Centre, EIA Intake (referrals)4 3,790 2,172 1,977 


Connect 2 Voice Mail5 1,060 813 950 


Individual Development Accounts (IDA)6 


• EIA participants 47 53 42 


• Non-EIA participants 122 131 103 


• Total 169 184 145 


North End Community Renewal 
Corporation – Planning Alternative 
Tomorrows with Hope (P.A.T.H.) Centre7 79 144 0 


1	 Effective April 1, 2007, fiscal responsibilities were transferred to the Department of Competitiveness, Training and 
Trade. 


2 	 Access for the Teacher’s Assistant program which was part of the School Crossing Guard program is available 
directly through the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade. 


3	 Effective November 2007, the wage subsidy program and rural jobs project were combined into Manitoba Works. 
Some information supplied by the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade. 


4 	 There has been a decrease in the number of participants who are ready for employment at the time of intake. 
5	 In use as of March 31, 2008 and includes EIA participants and low-income individuals. 
6	 Effective April 2005, Family Services and Housing assumed responsibility for administration of the IDA program for 


both EIA and Non-EIA participants. 
7	 Effective April 1, 2007, the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade assumed fiscal responsibility for the 


P.A.T.H. Centre. 
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Vocational Rehabilitation 


The Vocational Rehabilitation program assists eligible adults with a disability to pursue and secure gainful 
employment by providing a spectrum of vocational training, education and support services. 


Individual vocational training plans are submitted to the Vocational Rehabilitation program by Vocational 
Rehabilitation Counsellors employed by Community Service Delivery or grant funded agencies.  Based on 
these plans, funds are approved to assist individuals in accessing vocational training services. 


The objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation program are: 


•	 To provide vocational rehabilitation services to adults with a disability, to enhance their independence 
and ability to contribute socially and economically through employment in the competitive labour force. 


•	 To assist adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disability to prepare for, obtain and 
maintain employment through the provision of assessment, training, education and support services. 


Supported Employment 


Effective April 1, 2007 FSH assumed responsibility from Competitiveness, Training and Trade for 
Supported Employment programming which provides people with disabilities the supports required to 
participate in paid employment. In 2007/08, 719 people with disabilities received services from Supported 
Employment Agencies. 


The objectives of the Supported Employment program are: 


•	 To enable workers with disabilities to pursue employment opportunities and to physically and socially 
integrate in competitive employment settings. 


•	 To enable workers with disabilities to receive supports necessary to maintain employment. 


Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability	 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Physical Disability 1,011 782 728 
Psychiatric Disability 1,279 898 879 
Mental Disability 752 645 626 
Learning Disability 293 306 330 
Sight Disability 461 380 297 
Hearing Disability 247 207 204 


Total 	 4,043 3,218 3,064 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Region/Program/Agency 
as at March 31 


Region/Program/Agency 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Winnipeg 1,256 1,259 1,210 
Westman 202 190 226 
Eastman 119 771 771 


Central 103 332 492 


Interlake 48 41 27 
Parkland 92 78 60 
Northern   23 10 13 
Grant Funded Agencies 1,482 1,3413 1,2013 


Employment and Income Assistance 484 04  0 
Self Directed 23 20 16 
Reaching Equality Employment Services 2 5 7 
Mental Health  209 164 178 


Total 4,043 3,218 3,064 


1 Due to a partial reallocation of resources, the Region has experienced a reduction in Vocational Rehabilitation 
activities. 


2 A caseload review was completed and Mental Health (MH) participant cases transferred to MH workers.  Caseload 
numbers are expected to increase as cases on the waitlist are opened. 


3  CNIB conducted a comprehensive caseload review which resulted in closure of inactive files. 
4  Employment and Income Assistance cases only receiving transportation costs for programs not directly linked to 


employment plans were closed. 


Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Individuals Funded by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability  2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Physical Disability 398 365 324 
Psychiatric Disability 534 528 511 
Mental Disability 265 273 289 
Learning Disability 141 175 175 
Sight Disability 40 40 38 
Hearing Disability 94 95 83 


Total 1,472 1,476 1,420 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services Purchased by Type 
as at March 31 


Disability	 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Education – University 161 174 156 
Education – Community College 208 198 179 
Education – Special Colleges 62 55 58 
Education – School 43 43 40 
Education – Out of Province 13 16 14 
Work Assessment/Training 2,414 2,416 2,208 
Transportation 1,488 1,535 1,418 
Special Services 2,302 2,347 2,194 
Other 2 1 3 


Total 	 6,693 6,785 6,270 


As individuals usually access several services, the total number of services provided is always greater than 
the total number of individuals funded by disability. 


OFFICE OF THE VULNERABLE PERSONS’ COMMISSIONER 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure the rights of individuals with mental disabilities to make decisions affecting their lives are 
respected and protected through the implementation of the substitute decision making (SDM) provisions 
of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Develops and implements policies and practices related to the SDM provisions of the Act. 


•	 Conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of SDMs for vulnerable persons. 


•	 Establishes hearing panels to review applications and make recommendations to the Vulnerable 
Persons’ Commissioner as to whether the criteria for the appointment of a SDM are met, as well as 
the terms and conditions of any appointment. 


•	 Makes decisions on applications and where applicable, appoint SDMs. 


•	 Provide reasons for decisions upon request. 


•	 Maintains a register of SDM appointments. 


•	 Provides advice, consultation and training on the guiding principles and the SDM provisions. 


•	 Provides information to vulnerable persons, their families and friends and members of the general 
public. 
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09-3D  Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 380.3 


Total Other Expenditures 88.2 


FTE 



4.00 



Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. No. 


376.3 4.0 


124.5 (36.3) 1 


1. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to the lower than anticipated travel and related expenditures
   for hearing panels. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


• Made decisions on 88 applications for the appointment of a SDM for a vulnerable person. 


• Made decisions on 17 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a vulnerable person. 


• Issued 9 reasons for decision. 


• Maintained a register of SDM appointments for 1,648 vulnerable persons. 


•	 Reviewed and monitored the activities of 627 family members and friends who are SDMs for personal care 
and/or property for vulnerable persons. 


•	 Conducted reviews of 548 vulnerable persons whose appointment of a SDM was expiring to determine if 
the appointment should be renewed. 


•	 Continued the review and updating of forms and informational resources related to the SDM processes and 
practices. 


•	 Provided orientation training, or informational presentations to approximately 100 community service 
workers, service providers, panel members, parents of vulnerable persons, and students. 
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CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To work with Child and Family Services Authorities, community-based agencies, regional offices, 
community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and protected, assist people 
affected by family violence and family disruption, and promote the healthy development, well-being 
and inclusion of children and families. 


•	 To improve parents’ access to quality and affordable child care that assists in the healthy 
development of children and the social, economic and labour market participation of parents. 


•	 To support the development and maintenance of healthy relationships between parents and children 
and their extended family networks, address the needs of children in need of protection in alternative 
care, and assist people affected by family violence and family disruption. 


•	 To assist community organizations and communities to increase their capacity to support the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


•	 To provide policy, program, financial and other assistance and support to Child and Family Services 
Authorities, service providers and other organizations. 


•	 To work collaboratively with communities, community organizations, other governments, other 
funders, and other sectors to improve outcomes and results for children and families. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Administers The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act,  
  The Adoption Act, The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act and The Community Child Day 
  Care Standards Act. 


•	 Provides central program management of strategic initiatives for Child and Family Services Division 
programs and co-management of strategic initiatives for other divisions within the Department.  


•	 Provides program, policy and administrative direction and support for services to children in care, 
child protection and adoption services to communities and families in accordance with The Child and 
Family Services Act and The Adoption Act.  These services are delivered by child and family services 
agencies and regional offices.  As well, there are specialized services delivered by other agencies. 


•	 Licenses and provides program and financial support to child care facilities and provides subsidies on 
behalf of eligible families. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction and support to a wide continuum of 
community-based agencies which offer services to abused women, their children, and men with 
abusive behaviours. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of community-based agencies 
offering services to at-risk children and families and provides policy support to the Family Conciliation 
program. 
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Programs and services administered by the Division are directed and supported by four branches: 


•	 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
•	 Child Protection 
•	 Manitoba Child Care Program 
•	 Family Violence Prevention Program 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  


Objectives 


•	 To provide central program and policy management support for the Division and the programs 
delivered within the Division.  


•	 To co-manage implementation of major new initiatives and to ensure collaboration between the 
operational branches in the Division, as well as cooperation with other key departments. 


•	 To coordinate long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within the Department 
and across government. 


•	 To ensure fiscal accountability by assisting branches to manage financial resources and relationships 
with agencies. 


•	 To provide recommendations on legislative changes to support government initiatives and priorities. 


•	 To enhance the quality of divisional programs by conducting program evaluations and providing 
advice to the operational branches on how to incorporate best practice approaches into service 
delivery. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Develops an annual strategic plan for the Division in consultation with the operational branches. 


•	 Develops implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing services. 


•	 Provides inter-sectoral coordination of strategies for children across government departments. 


•	 Coordinates the financial management functions for the Division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditure, cash flow and variance analysis and maintains accountability for public funds 
administered through the Division. 


•	 Reviews legislation and regulations and makes recommendations on amendments. 


•	 Conducts or coordinates research and program evaluations and advises operational branches and 
agencies on best practice models. 


•	 Provides consultation on the development of standards for service delivery. 


•	 Participates in departmental initiatives such as Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Provides ongoing supports including classroom-based and itinerant training, computer hardware and 
Internet connectivity to support agencies to fulfill the obligation to use the Child and Family Services 
Applications (Intake Module and Child and Family Service Information System). 
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•	 Supports and directs the development of enhancements to the Child and Family Service Applications 
to increase the safety of children, improve information management and streamline administrative 
recording requirements. 


09-4A  Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2007/08 FTE 2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,274.8 19.00 1,291.4 (16.6) 


Other Expenditures 	 383.2 385.5 (2.3) 


Aboriginal Justice Inquiry- 372.8 730.0 (357.2) 
Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 


Total Expenditures  2,030.8 2,406.9 (376.1) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to a delay in initiating project work. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


During 2007/08, the Branch engaged in the following key activities: 


•	 Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare services resulting 
from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in 
cooperation with the four Child and Family Service Authorities: 


- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;
 
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;
 
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority; and the 

- General Child and Family Services Authority
 


The Authorities and the Department have also worked together in the stabilization of system changes. 


•	 Continued to participate in the implementation of the Changes for Children: Strengthening the 
Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan in response to the 290 recommendations contained in the 
external reviews commissioned to address concerns about the child welfare system.  The Manitoba 
government accepted the recommendations of the child welfare reviews and announced an initial 
investment of $42 million over three years in the following priority areas – workload relief, training and 
prevention.  The Action Plan work includes responding to recommendations referred from related 
reports of the Office of the Auditor General and the Office of the Children’s Advocate, for a total of 
290 recommendations. 


•	 Continued to support the Department’s response to the recommendations of the Office of the Auditor 
General on the Child and Family Services Division processes and practices that were in place prior to 
the devolution of child welfare services to the four Child and Family Services Authorities. 


•	 Provided support to the Division-wide strategic planning effort, with emphasis on enhancing the 
means to coordinate and collaborate in the management of initiatives, the development of policy, and 
in the timely response to issues. 


•	 Participated in the ongoing implementation of Manitoba’s commitments related to healthy child 
development, with a particular emphasis on the Early Childhood Development strategy.  This was 
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done by encouraging and supporting the development of the Manitoba Children’s Agenda, in 
partnership with the federal government, and by partnering with Healthy Child Manitoba initiatives.  


•	 Participated in the continuing implementation of Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Coordinated the financial management functions for the Division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditures, cash flow and variance analysis and processing of accounts. 


•	 Provided coordination of policy development consistent with government priorities, departmental 
objectives and available resources. 


Family Conciliation 


The Family Conciliation program is delivered through the Department’s Community Service Delivery 
Division, and is the social services component of the Court of Queen's Bench, Family Division.  Policy 
responsibility for Family Conciliation rests with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch, 
Child and Family Services Division. 


Family Conciliation services are provided in Winnipeg directly by Family Conciliation as part of the 
Winnipeg Services Branch, and in other areas of the Province by regional office staff, funded by the Rural 
and Northern Services Branch of the Community Service Delivery Division in the Westman, Parkland, 
Northern (Norman), and Northern (Thompson) regions.  


Family Conciliation’s objective is to ensure the availability of a range of high-quality dispute resolution 
services to families disrupted by separation or divorce, and where ongoing parenting of the children is of 
primary concern. 


Family Conciliation’s objective is achieved through the following activities: 


•	 administration of Family Conciliation services which provide social services support to the Family 
Division of the Court of Queen's Bench, including information/referral, court-ordered assessments 
including brief consultation, mediation, conciliation counselling, group programs, Grand Relations and 
the Parent Information Program; 


•	 development and monitoring of program policies and service standards across the Province;  


•	 provision of training, consultation, and leadership in the development of regional services; and 


•	 consultation with other agencies, professionals and the public. 


These activities involve the provision of the following services: 


•	 Information and Referral is an intake service.  Individuals and families are assisted in addressing 
issues and identifying possible solutions, informed of community and government services that may 
be appropriate to their situation, and are referred accordingly. 


•	 Conciliation Counselling is short-term, separation-related counselling focused on parents’ and 
children's adjustment to family reorganization after separation/divorce. 


•	 Mediation is a structured, short-term intervention to assist families undergoing separation/divorce in 
developing a parenting plan, to maintain a continuing relationship among children, parents, and 
extended family, and to protect children from parental conflict.  This is a preferred intervention for 
resolving custody/access conflicts.  Parents may also choose to mediate financial issues arising from 
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their separation (comprehensive mediation) regarding child support, spousal support, and division of 
marital property.  


•	 Court-Ordered Assessment Reports provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional 
opinions, and recommendations to the court concerning the best interests of children in custody, 
access, and guardianship matters.  This process serves as a vehicle for the resolution of custody/ 
access/guardianship disputes by providing information that can be used in settlement meetings, 
lawyer negotiations, or litigation as circumstances warrant.  It serves parents, children, lawyers, and 
the court by recommending courses of action and available resources that may serve to ameliorate 
the destructive impact of conflict on the families involved. 


•	 Brief Consultation Service provides brief consultation for families and children in a shorter time 
frame, focuses on the “voice of the child” for children ages 11 to 16, and offers additional information 
in a consultative format for issues related to time sharing, child developmental needs, parental 
communication, and other aspects of parenting plans for children of all ages. 


•	 The Parent Education Program, "For the Sake of the Children," educates and focuses parents on 
the needs of their children in the context of divorce.  It is designed to help all separating parents, and 
is an essential first step to mediation. 


•	 Children's Therapeutic Group for children ages 8 to 12, assists children experiencing trauma, loss, 
and reorganization after divorce. This ten-week session is designed for children living in families 
experiencing severe parental conflict. There is also a shorter information and education session for 
children older than 12 years of age.  


•	 Just for Teens, an information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents have separated.  This 
group program is aimed at helping this age group adjust to their parents’ separation and deals with 
family changes, feelings and grief, legal questions, questions facing teens and how to survive the 
separation of their parents. 


•	 Grand Relations, an initiative for improving access between children and extended family or 
significant others is supported by an amendment to Child and Family Services legislation, and will 
include a range of services, such as:  mandatory “For the Sake of the Children” program; First Choice 
– a pilot of an Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a court-ordered assessment; the 
development of an alternative Aboriginal model of dispute resolution for out of court settlements and 
the Grandparent Advisor.  The Grandparent Advisor provides direct service to grandparents who are 
seeking access with their grandchildren and was established in December 2006. 


•	 Staff presentations on children and divorce to community organizations, and participation in various 
community and government committees.  Presentations by the Grandparent Advisor to grandparent 
groups and others interested in Grand Relations services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


In 2007/08, the Family Conciliation program achieved the following accomplishments throughout the 
Province: 


•	 Provided high quality family conciliation services, which resulted in a total of 2,595 client service 
contacts and 4,941 clients served through the Parent Information Program, “For the Sake of the 
Children,” for which implementation and development has continued. 


•	 Provided conciliation counselling services (7 client service contacts). 


•	 Provided mediation services to 493 families. 
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•	 Completed a total of 241 court-ordered assessment reports. 


•	 Provided Brief Consultation Services to 143 families. 


•	 Delivered children's workshops, involving 90 children. 


•	 Provided Grand Relations services to 116 families regarding access between grandparents and their 
grandchildren (including 255 service contacts for information regarding Grand Relations). 


In addition to these accomplishments, ongoing activities in 2007/08 included: 


•	 Continued public information and education, through numerous presentations and meetings, to inform 
the public of the needs of divorcing families, and the services provided by Family Conciliation. 


•	 Continued education to describe the service to lawyers and the courts, to encourage more 
appropriate referral and utilization of the service. 


•	 Continued to review and determine effective educational programming for divorcing/separating 
parents and their children, such as the additional service for teens. 


•	 Continued development and review of program guidelines. 


•	 Continued use of focused assessment services to meet the differential needs of families experiencing 
separation and divorce. 


•	 Reviewed alternate dispute resolution services, such as First Choice an early neutral evaluation 
service, for possible incorporation into Family Conciliation services. 


•	 Continued the Brief Consultation Service to provide the court and families with consultation on 
matters before the court within a shorter time frame and with an emphasis on the “voice of the child” 
for children ages 11 to 16 and consultation in other matters related to children of all ages. 
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Family Conciliation Service Profile    


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Type of Service Wpg West – 
man 


Park-
land 


Thomp-
son 


Nor-
man 


Total Wpg West- 
Man 


Park-
land 


Thomp-
son 


Nor-
man 


Total Wpg West- 
Man 


Park-
land 


Thomp-
son 


Nor-
man 


Total 


Information and 
Referral 1,732 459 - 31 45 2,267 1,477 505 - 78 32 2,092 1,949 506 7 108 25 2,595 


Conciliation 12 6 - - - 18 12 2 - - 1 15 1 4 2 - - 7 
Counselling 


Mediation 387 65 - 14 15 481 381 81 - 17 14 493 377 73 3 15 25 493 


Court-Ordered 163 44 4 10 9 230 152 45 5 4 8 214 164 47 12 8 10 241 
Assessment Report 


Brief Consultation 128 - - - - 128 100 - - 1 - 101 142 1 - - - 143 
Service 


Children's Group 29 - - - - 29 48 - - - - 48 53 - - - 37 90 


Grand Relations 
  - Service - - - - - - 23 1 - - - 24 116 - - - - 116 
  - Information - - - - - - 153* - - - - 153 255* - - - - 255 
First Choice - - - - - - - - - - - - 4 - - - - 4
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Parent Education 
Program 


2,754 264 - 10 42 3,070 2,693 291 - 27 55 3,066 4,186 516 71 86 82 4,941 


TOTAL 5,205 838 4 65 111 6,223 5,039 925 5 127 110 6,206 7,247 1,147 95 217 179 8,885 
* Requests for information received in Winnipeg Region (telephone contacts). 


Family Conciliation Mediation Referral Sources  


Referral 
Source 


Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region Northern (Thompson) Region Northern (Norman) Region 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2005/06* 2006/07** 2007/08 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Court 19% 15% 16% 2% 7% 8% - - 33% 7% 6% -% -% 14% 4% 


Lawyer 23% 17% 22% - - -% 14% 14% 14% 4%4% 3% 3% 6% 7% 
-Self 77% 81% 80% 75% 73% 66% - 67% 72% 88% 93% 79% 58% 88% 


Other -% 1% 1% -% 3% 4% - - -% 7% -% -% 7% 14% 4% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% - - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


** Parkland Region clients served through other Regions in 2005/06 and 2006/07. 
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CHILD PROTECTION 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that the community and families provide for the safety and well-being of their children 
under The Child and Family Services Authorities Act, The Child and Family Services Act and 
The Adoption Act. 


•	 To manage, direct and support Branch programs to ensure effective service delivery within available 
budgetary and human resources. 


•	 To plan and develop a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the Province 
designed to support, supplement and, where necessary, substitute for parental care.  This 
responsibility includes administrative, program and funding support for the four Child and Family 
Services Authorities to provide high-quality services in accordance with provincial statutory 
requirements, policy direction and budgetary allocations. 


•	 To contribute to the promotion of the healthy social development of children, families and 
communities, and in particular, those at-risk, through the development and management of a 
continuum of early intervention and prevention services. 


•	 To provide funding and support to ancillary and related service organizations that provide a range of 
preventative and supportive services to children and families, including minor and single parents. 


The Branch’s programs include Child and Family Resources, Authority Relations, Adoption and Post-
Adoption Services. 


Responsibilities  


•	 In accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Adoption Act and The Child and Family 
Services Authorities Act, the Child Protection Branch oversees a comprehensive continuum of child 
and family services throughout the Province.  This includes providing policy direction and support to 
the four Child and Family Services Authorities that administer and provide for the delivery of child 
welfare services through the agencies they mandate.   


•	 Participates with Authorities and stakeholders in the development of strategic plans for the child and 
family services system. 


•	 Provides funding, program, and administrative support to Authorities and community-based agencies 
that provide early intervention and prevention programs and services to at-risk children, families, and 
communities including consultation and support to the Manitoba Foster Family Network. 


•	 Develops service purchase agreements, funding models, quality assurance mechanisms, reviews 
financial requirements and maintains accountability for public funds, with respect to Branch programs. 


•	 Administers and provides funding to the Financial Assistance for Adoption of Permanent Wards 
subsidy. 


•	 Identifies policy development issues; reviews and recommends changes to legislation and 
regulations; and implements approved policies, legislation and regulations. 


•	 Directs, coordinates and evaluates the development of program and service delivery options 
consistent with government and Department objectives and with changing needs. 
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•	 Establishes standards and licensing requirements for child care facilities, issues licenses and 
monitors and audits licensed facilities. 


•	 Licenses and monitors privately-licensed adoption agencies. 


•	 Establishes provincial standards for service delivery and monitors Authority compliance. 


•	 Promotes high-quality services delivered by child and family services agencies through consultation, 
training, research and evaluation. 


•	 Ensures service sites have the equipment, training and support necessary to use the Child and 
Family Services Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System; oversees system 
performance; addresses technology issues as they arise; monitors compliance by users and; in 
cooperation with the Authorities, implements system enhancements as resources allow. 


•	 Provides a range of competency-based training modules for child welfare professionals including 
caseworkers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster parents.  With the four 
Authorities, plans for the ongoing development of culturally-appropriate training programs.  


•	 Administers centralized provincial services including the Adoption, Post-Adoption, Paternity and Child 
Abuse Registries, CFSIS and Intake Module System, criminal risk assessments, service provider 
investigations, residential placements, intake and inquiry concerns, and interprovincial queries. 


•	 Establishes and maintains relationships with community-based agencies and the Community Service 
Delivery Division to manage and develop a continuum of early intervention and prevention services 
for at-risk children, families and communities within the context of an integrated service delivery 
system. 


09-4B Child Protection 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,206.4 


Other Expenditures 2,324.0 


Authorities and Maintenance of Children 245,373.0  


The Family Support Innovations Fund 885.4 


Total Expenditures  251,788.8  


FTE 



56.00 



Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


3,495.8 (289.4)  1 


1,591.2 732.8 2 


236,920.8 8,452.2 3 


886.0 (0.6) 


242,893.8 8,895.0 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to the delay in filling vacant positions. 
2. 	 The variance is primarily due to the Child and Family Services System Business Transformation 


Project and increased costs related to agency reviews and licensing concerns. 
3. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as 


increased costs in financial assistance for Child Maintenance. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


Continued transition of work through the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry–Child Welfare Initiative: 
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•	 Continued to work in partnership with Child and Family Services Standing Committee members in 
overseeing the implementation of the Changes for Children initiative responses to the 290 
recommendations from the 2006 External Reviews and the ongoing stabilization of the child and 
family services system.  This work included significant activity under each of the major theme areas of 
the initiative including the provision of suicide prevention resources and training to agencies/foster 
care providers; planning for the introduction of Differential Response; the development of over 900 
new foster placement resources and the reduction of hotel use other than for exceptional 
circumstances; the introduction of increases to basic foster care rates; the provision of funding to 
agencies for workload relief; a review of standards in accordance with a new protocol for such work; 
upgrades to the information system and planning related to the renewal of the system; extensive 
training for front line staff including critical incident debriefing; two one-day symposiums on trends and 
challenges in child and family services in Manitoba, maintenance of the website, regular status 
reports, and a Progress Report; the introduction of youth engagement, mentorship and youth 
development initiatives; the development of Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) focused 
resources and supports; the provision of resources to strengthen Authority capacity and overall 
system governance; and the development and introduction of legislation to transfer responsibility for 
Section 10 reviews to the Children’s Advocate from the Chief Medical Examiner.  Progress has been 
made on over 78 per cent of the recommendations. 


•	 Continued with work on revising provincial standards to ensure consistency with The Child and 
Family Services Authorities Act. Continued with work on developing Authority Standards and the 
development of a Quality Assurance Review process. 


•	 Continued to consult and communicate with the four Authorities on policy and program issues, 
monitoring of fiscal and program issues, and assisted the Authorities to further develop their agency 
relations functions including, training, advice, and support. 


•	 Continued to support the implementation of policy, program and financial initiatives to address the 
recommendations of the external reviews completed in 2006. 


•	 In cooperation with the Child and Family Services Authorities, undertook a six-month project (called 
Information Matters) at the beginning of March 2008.  Extensively consulted with Agencies and 
Authorities on such matters as confirming the foundational vision of child and family services, 
including Differential Response, and recommending how a modern computerized case management 
application can ease the administrative burden on workers while providing better and more timely 
information. 


Developed or continued with the following partnerships: 


•	 Continued to represent Manitoba on the National Directors of Child Welfare Committee and serve as 
the lead for Aboriginal issues at the table. 


•	 Under the umbrella of the National Directors of Child Welfare, Manitoba continued work on a project 
for the operational testing phase of National Outcomes Measures to collect information on outcomes 
for children involved with child welfare systems across Canada. 


•	 Continued to implement the Manitoba Strategy on Sexual Exploitation throughout the Province 
through the Multi-jurisdictional Team.  Activities included prevention strategies, such as a Student 
Buddy Support Program and utilization of child sexual exploitation awareness resources in the 
community and personal safety materials in the school, intervention strategies, such as an Outreach 
project aimed at reducing the number of runaway youth and a new specialized foster care program 
for sexually exploited children, legislative changes regarding mandatory reporting of child 
pornography, and research initiatives around the sexual exploitation of boys.   
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•	 Drafted legislation that will amend The Child and Family Services Act to require Manitobans who 
encounter child pornography on the Internet or in any other form to report it to Cybertip.ca, Canada’s 
National Tipline for reporting the online sexual exploitation of children.  


•	 Continued a partnership with the Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Centres and the 
Manitoba Foster Family Network to develop and deliver competency-based training to child and youth 
care and foster parent professionals. 


•	 Under the auspices of the Prairie Child Welfare Consortium, a joint venture of social work faculties 
and government ministries in the three prairie provinces, completed research into youth with FASD 
leaving foster care and the examination of their histories of care and their paths of transition.  The 
final report was completed in March 2008 and is available online through the Centre of Excellence for 
Child Welfare website. 


•	 Continued working with the Joint Training Unit, which involves training representatives from each 
Authority and the Child Protection Branch. 


•	 Provided funding to 26 community agencies, which deliver approximately 38 programs for children 
and families. 


•	 Coordinated the review, negotiations, revision and implementation of service purchase agreements 
with funded agencies. 


•	 Participated in the ongoing planning and implementation of the Department’s Integrated Service 
Delivery initiative. 


•	 Managed funding, community, and agency relations issues and requests regarding funded-agency 
programs and projects. 


•	 Participated on a number of inter-departmental and inter-governmental committees. 


Ongoing supports provided by the Branch included: 


•	 Delivered a series of core competency based training and specialized training modules to case 
workers and supervisors throughout the system.  The Branch also provided CFSIS and Intake Module 
training for the Authorities and their agencies.  In addition, the Branch completed improvements to the 
CFSIS application’s report capability and ease of use to support for AJI-CWI changes. 


•	 Continued to license and review residential placement resources for children, including group homes, 
emergency shelters, and child care treatment centres.  Continued to review and process applications 
for child care facilities.  In addition, the Branch processed and prioritized referrals to the residential 
care system and supported the Youth Emergency Crisis Stabilization System. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2006/07 2007/08 
Licensed Facilities1 


Licensed Beds 
Funded Beds 
Training 
  Caseworker  

  Culture and Diversity 

Youth Care



  Supervisor 

  Specialized Training Modules 

Registries 
Adoption 



  Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards2 



  Division 2 – Private Adoptions3



  Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions4



  Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions5



  Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions6



  Post-Adoption 

  Post-Adoption Registrations 

  Post-Adoption Reunions 



Child Abuse 

 Child Abuse Registrations

 Employers/Others Using Registry 

 Child Abuse Registry Checks 



Others
 Child Abuse Investigations7


 Criminal Risk Assessments 
 Repatriations 
 Inter-provincial Alerts 
 Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries 


119 122 
660 696 
245 245 


201 389 
97 104 


357 397 
252 142 
172 192 


44 41 
23 18 
51 60 
12 13 


4 2 


485 562 
268 372 


204 221 
410 437 


49,169 51,495 


1,535 2,250 
10,937 11,455 


9 9 
496 515 
650 1,354 


1   The data does not reflect proposals and child care facilities that are currently in the process of being licensed.
 
2 Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 

3 Child placed by biological parent. 

4 Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba.
 
5 Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least 2 years.  

6 Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least 6 months.
 
7 Includes investigations completed by provincial investigator. 
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Provincial Caseload by Category 
As at March 31, 2008 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


 Number of Children in Number of Families Number of Unmarried 
Service Providers Care Receiving Services Adolescent Parents Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 


593 
460 
279 
292 
235 
91 


889 
315 
268 
221 
283 
289 


67 1,549 
12 787 
36 583 
13 526 
5 523 


10 390 
Sub-Total 1,950 2,265 143 4,358 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 213 129 7 349 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  404 183 5 592 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network 50 152 0 202 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 585 277 23 885 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 155 329 10 494 
Peguis Child and Family Services 176 234 3 413 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 251 169 5 425 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services* 128 118 11 257 
Southeast Child and Family Services 1,023 462 26 1,511 
West Region Child and Family Services 592 578 21 1,191 
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Sub-Total 3,577 2,631 111 6,319 


GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 99 240 14 353 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 129 459 31 619 
Churchill Health Centre 18 9 1 28 
Eastman Region 149 311 6 466 
Interlake Region 62 134 0 196 
Jewish Child and Family Service** 18 318 0 336 
Northern Region 85 98 2 185 
Parkland Region 19 72 0 91 
Winnipeg Region 1,077 1,753 10 2,840 
Sub-Total 1,656 3,394 64 5,114 


METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 654 684 9 1,347 
Sub-Total 654 684 9 1,347 
TOTAL 7,837 8,974 327 17,138 


* Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
** Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare. 







 


 
 
Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status     
As at March 31, 2008 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)     
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 Service Providers Inuit Metis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status Not Aboriginal TOTAL  


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0 90 503 0 593 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 38 422 0 460 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 2 277 0 279 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 3 10 279 0 292 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 0 0 7 227 1 235 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 0 1 90 0 91 
Sub-Total 0 3 148 1,798 1 1,950 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 15 11 184 3 213 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 0 14 387 3 404 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network 0 5 2 33 10 50 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 1 26 558 0 585 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 4 151 0 155 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 27 147 1 176 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 1 0 33 218 0 251 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services* 0 0 8 120 0 128 
Southeast Child and Family Services 0 8 28 976 11 1,023 
West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 37 555 0 592 
Sub-Total 0 30 190 3,329 28 3,577 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 9 8 12 70 99 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 8 4 11 106 129 
Churchill Health Centre 9 2 0 7 0 18 
Eastman Region 0 21 5 25 98 149 
Interlake Region 0 8 4 7 43 62 
Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 18 18 
Northern Region 0 13 9 25 38 85 
Parkland Region 0 0 1 4 14 19 
Winnipeg Region 1 129 63 217 667 1,077 
Sub-Total 10 190 94 308 1,054 1,656 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 16 507 31 71 29 654 
Sub-Total 16 507 31 71 29 654 


26 730 463 5,506 1,112 7,837 
*  Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 







 


 
  


  
   


      
                        


 
                   


                


 


                


 


 


                
  


    


 


  
 


 
 
 


Number of Children In Care by Legal Status 
As at March 31, 2008  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 
Service Providers Wards VPA1 Other Total Wards VPA1 Other Total Wards VPA1 Other Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 283 61 143 487 259 100 142 501 309 140 144 593 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 266 13 87 366 311 23 105 439 280 16 164 460 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 147 37 20 204 150 38 51 239 151 40 88 279 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 171 40 44 255 194 46 37 277 213 35 44 292 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and         


Community Services 159 35 59 253 156 22 107 285 132 26 77 235 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 22 0 20 42 35 0 10 45 61 2 28 91 
Sub-Total 1,048 186 373 1,607 1,105 229 452 1,786 1,146 259 545 1,950 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 124 16 15 155 117 44 18 179 144 38 31 213 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  255 50 60 365 331 45 45 421 295 74 35 404 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network - - - - 1 0 19 20 0 0 50 50 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 458 71 114 643 463 73 110 646 455 35 95 585 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 106 17 19 142 95 18 40 153 114 11 30 155 
Peguis Child and Family Services 83 47 2 132 94 18 7 119 86 59 31 176 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 164 25 29 218 172 24 39 235 190 30 31 251 
Sandy Bay2 - - - - - - - - 87 16 25 128 
Southeast Child and Family Services 541 203 43 787 569 234 123 926 583 235 205 1,023 
West Region Child and Family Services 321 80 113 514 346 130 88 564 357 95 140 592 
Sub-Total 2,052 509 395 2,956 2,188 586 489 3,263 2,311 593 673 3,577 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 21 32 20 73 18 49 34 101 34 50 15 99 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 58 16 37 111 60 17 53 130 75 5 49 129 
Churchill Health Centre 8 7 1 16 8 2 7 17 9 2 7 18 
Eastman Region 53 55 25 133 67 64 27 158 64 54 31 149 
Interlake Region 20 16 10 46 36 15 13 64 39 20 3 62 
Jewish Child and Family Service 12 0 4 16 15 0 3 18 14 1 3 18 
Northern Region 42 11 30 83 47 8 38 93 58 4 23 85 
Parkland Region 7 3 9 19 12 3 5 20 7 3 9 19 
Winnipeg Region  521 335 193 1,049 569 269 179 1,017 611 238 228 1,077 
Sub-Total 742 475 329 1,546 832 427 359 1,618 911 377 368 1,656 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 316 40 164 520 383 60 131 574 448 80 126 654 
Sub-Total 316 40 164 520 383 60 131 574 448 80 126 654 
TOTAL 4,158 1,210 1,261 6,629 4,508 1,302 1,431 7,241 4,816 1,309 1,712 7,837 


1 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 
2 Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
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As at March 31, 2008 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)         


   


  


            
  
  
  


   
  
  
  
   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  


   
  
  
  
   
  
  
  
  


   
  


   
  
  


 
  


  


 
  


93 


Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 


Service Providers 
Foster  


Homes1 
Residential 


Care2 


Other 
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected 
Adoption 
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 356 14 171 0 52 593 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 118 50 207 2 83 460 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 177 36 0 0 66 279 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 220 20 41 2 9 292 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 152 10 51 0 22 235 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 45 11 32 0 3 91 
Sub-Total 1,068 141 502 4 235 1,950 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 118 0 92 0 3 213 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 276 10 101 0 17 404 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network 17 0 25 0 8 50 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 268 62 216 0 39 585 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 107 6 34 2 6 155 
Peguis Child and Family Services 147 4 24 0 1 176 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 
Sandy Bay5 


211 
71 


2 
11 


27 
32 


0 
0 


11 
14 


251 
128 


Southeast Child and Family Services 584 68 260 4 107 1,023 
West Region Child and Family Services 392 11 123 0 66 592 
Sub-Total 2,191 174 934 6 272 3,577 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 52 9 23 1 14 99 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 53 12 33 3 28 129 
Churchill Health Centre 8 8 0 0 2 18 
Eastman Region 81 7 44 1 16 149 
Interlake Region 25 7 18 0 12 62 
Jewish Child and Family Services 14 1 3 0 0 18 
Northern Region 50 7 12 0 16 85 
Parkland Region 8 0 1 3 7 19 
Winnipeg Region 669 72 235 32 69 1,077 
Sub-Total 960 123 369 40 164 1,656 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 383 42 196 3 30 654 
Sub-Total 383 42 196 3 30 654 
TOTAL 4,602 480 2,001 53 701 7,837 


1  Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 
2  Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 
3 Includes places of safety.
4 Includes St. Amant Centre, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities. 
5 Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 







 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 
 
 


 
 
 


 
 
 


 


 


 
 


 
  


 
     


 


 


 


  
 


     


 
 


 
 


  
     


      


  
 


     


 


 
 


 
 


  
 


      


       


      


Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2007/08 


Foster & Special Rate Care 


Residential 
Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total Care Total 
The General Child and Family Services Authority 
Agencies/Regions 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services Region
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 
Jewish Child and Family Service 
Churchill Health Centre 
Eastman Region 
Interlake Region 
Parkland Region 
Northern Region - Norman 
Northern Region - Thompson 


 110,333 
8,628 
8,992 


223 
260 


28,576 
13,136 


293 
7,535 
3,388 


227,970 
16,972 
23,418 
6,099 
3,472 


23,275 
5,856 
5,094 


10,116 
4,095 


338,303 
25,600 
32,410 


6,322 
3,732 


51,851 
18,992 


5,387 
17,651 


7,483 


22,855 361,158 
1,872 27,472 
4,798 37,208 


85 6,407 
1,884 5,616 
2,219 54,070 
1,548 20,540 


0 5,387 
868 18,519 


1,631 9,114 


181,364 326,367 507,731 37,760 545,491 Sub-Total 
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First Nations of Northern Child and Family Services 
Authority Agencies 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and   
   Community Services 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 


35,166 
19,671 
15,172 
14,302 


19,458 
1,644 


51,230 
68,296 
16,003 
36,338 


25,450 
11,732 


86,396 
87,967 
31,175 
50,640 


44,908 
13,376 


1,405 87,801 
2,759 90,726 
1,037 32,212 


759 51,399 


2,030 46,938 
105 13,481 


Sub-Total 105,413 209,049 314,462 8,095 322,557 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family 
Services Authority Agencies 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 
West Region Child and Family Services 
Southeast Child and Family Services 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 
Peguis Child and Family Services 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 
ANCR 
Sandy Bay 


57,866 
30,617 
32,293 


9,363 
36,622 
23,257 
12,073 
13,954 


1,269 
5,496 


85,970 
105,106 
133,525 
25,697 
70,665 
21,262 
64,635 
50,036 


4,488 
5,934 


143,836 
135,723 
165,818 
35,060 


107,287 
44,519 
76,708 
63,990 


5,757 
11,430 


4,233 148,069 
482 136,205 


2,722 168,540 
1,778 36,838 
2,027 109,314 


764 45,283 
687 77,395 
988 64,978 
29 5,786 


104 11,534 


Sub-Total 222,810 567,318 790,128 13,814 803,942 
The Metis Child and Family Services Authority
Metis Child and Family Services 89,869 117,206 207,075 8,163 215,238 


Sub-Total 89,869 117,206 207,075 8,163 215,238 
TOTAL 599,456 1,219,940 1,819,396 67,832 1,887,228 
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History of Funding ($000) 
2005/06 to 2007/08 
Service Provider 
The General Child and Family Services Authority/
Agencies/Regional Offices
General Child and Family Services Authority 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 
Jewish Child and Family Service 
Churchill Health Centre 
Eastman Region 
Interlake Region
Parkland Region 
Northern Region – Norman 
Northern Region – Thompson 


Sub-Total 
First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services
Authority/Agencies 
First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 


Sub-Total 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services
Authority/Agencies 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 
West Region Child and Family Services 
Southeast Child and Family Services 
Intertribal Child and Family Services
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 
Peguis Child and Family Services 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network 
Sandy Bay* 
Sub-Total 
Metis Child and Family Services Authority 
Directorate Programs 
MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL
Treatment Centres – Grants 
Residential Care 
Other Agencies/Programs 
Changes for Children – External Review 
TOTAL  


* Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 


2005/06 


$6,470.9 
47,293.8 


1,040.6 
1,895.4 


468.5 
298.3 


1,951.1 
1,130.1 


627.8 
1,138.3 
1,320.3 


63,635.1 


3,024.8 
2,527.6 
3,994.3 
1,170.7 
2,065.9 
2,120.0 


83.5 


14,986.8 


6,949.2 
5,530.1 
5,884.5 
7,226.2 
1,777.9 
4,471.9 
1,296.7 
2,805.5 
1,007.0 


-
-


36,949.0 
8,552.2 
1,792.8 


 125,915.9 
6,565.0 


19,518.5 
882.5 


-
$152,881.9 


2006/07 


$6,674.5 
45,683.8 


1,165.6 
1,656.7 


525.6 
279.1 


4,478.5 
1,198.2 


715.0 
1,430.0 


804.9 


64,611.9 


7,028.4 
3,493.6 
5,780.3 
1,668.2 
2,749.0 
2,632.3 


278.6 


23,630.4 


16,815.5 
6,298.3 
7,951.1 
9,993.1 
1,882.6 
6,019.6 
1,474.6 
3,565.2 
2,955.6 


**2,096.8 
-


59,052.4 
14,679.8 


2,369.9 
164,344.4 


6,677.7 
20,492.5 


9,910.9 
1,771.9 


$203,197.4 


2007/08 


$7,204.0 
45,545.0 


1,530.4 
1,802.1 


528.5 
372.3 


4,899.6 
1,634.0 


542.7 
1,709.2 


694.3 


66,462.1 


9,171.6 
5,227.5 
7,185.5 
1,672.1 
3,071.8 
3,422.6 
1,172.1 


30,923.2 


23,297.7 
7,669.9 
9,305.9 


11,908.5 
2,226.7 
6,675.3 
2,504.2 
4,961.7 
4,077.0 


214.5 
810.6 


73,652.0 
20,523.4 


3,592.6 
195,153.3 


7,074.4 
22,305.1 
11,094.9 


9,745.3 
$245,373.0 


** This amount is primarily made up of part year operating costs for 2006/07.  Agency operating dollars were paid directly to the Authority in 2007/08. 







 


  
 


 
 


 
  


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	 


	


	 


	 


	 



 


MANITOBA CHILD CARE PROGRAM 


Objectives 


•	 To promote sustainable, accessible, affordable, high-quality early childhood learning and care (ELCC) 
that supports the positive development of children and their families and to assist child care facilities 
to meet established standards of care.   


•	 To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents, to promote 
positive developmental care for children, including those with special needs and to support parental 
participation in early childhood care and education services.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Develops legislation, regulations, policies and standards relating to ELCC in Manitoba. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of over 1,100 community 
based ELCC facilities. 


•	 Supports safe, accessible and affordable high-quality ELCC. 


•	 Monitors compliance with standards and regulations. 


•	 Oversees the Subsidy program budget, which provides financial assistance to eligible families. 


•	 Assesses centres’ financial operations and provides grants to eligible facilities. 


•	 Assists families participating in employment and training to find and maintain suitable child care. 


•	 Supports inclusion of children with special needs in ELCC. 


•	 Reviews regulations, policies and systems to support continuous program development, through the 
Child Care Regulatory Review Committee. 


•	 Classifies all child care assistants and early childhood educators who work in licensed child care 
centres. 


•	 Provides competency-based training to enable child care assistants to obtain an Early Childhood 
Educator II classification. 


•	 Provides an annual training grant to newly licensed family child care providers and currently licensed 
family child care providers and child care assistants who successfully complete a relevant and 
accredited 40-hour course. 


•	 Implements the ELCC in Schools Policy in collaboration with the Public Schools Finance Board. 


•	 Administers the ELCC Capital Fund Program for ELCC centres. 


•	 Administers various training supports and initiatives for child care assistants, early childhood 
educators and family child care providers. 


•	 Administers the Recruitment Incentive Grant to attract early childhood educators back to the licensed 
ELCC system. 
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•	 Participates on various committees, including Healthy Child Manitoba’s Early Childhood Development 
Advisory Committee, the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee, the ELCC Fund Management 
Committee, Advanced Education and Training’s Child Care Education Program Approval Committee. 


09-4C-1 Child Care   


Actual Estimate* Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2007/08 FTE 2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,439.1 21.50 1,352.8 86.3 


Other Expenditures 	 648.5 651.0 (2.5) 


Financial Assistance and 84,618.8 95,306.9 (10,688.1) 
  External Agencies 


Total Expenditures 86,706.4 97,310.7 (10,604.3) 


* 	 The 2007/08 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department 
of Family Services and Housing as well as allocations in the Enabling Appropriations for increased program 
funding to support ELCC Initiatives - $9,000.0. 


1. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to factors including:  1,295 fewer children subsidized in 2007/08 
than projected; operating grants for new spaces effective April 1, 2007 were issued over the course of 
the year as these spaces were completed; some savings in operating grants due to underutilization of 
spaces; less than anticipated demand for grants for tuition and training supports; and delays in capital 
construction projects leading to slower than expected release of capital funds. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 The total budget for child care was increased to $97.3 million, an increase of $14 million, to continue 
initiatives to improve quality, accessibility and affordability.  


•	 The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review 
Committee to improve the ELCC system in Manitoba. 


Affordability 


•	 Maintained maximum parent fees at rates established in 2002. 


•	 Reduced non-subsidized portion of the daily fee from $2.40 to $2.00 effective April 22, 2007. 


•	 Adjusted income levels and allowable deductions so more low- and middle-income families are 
eligible; indexing of 13 per cent in 2007/08 as part of the Rewarding Work initiative. 


•	 Increased funding for the Subsidy program to cover cost increases and to support more subsidized 
children.  In 2007/08, an estimated 9,600 children received subsidized child care every four-week 
period. 


Accessibility and Universality 


•	 Funded an additional 574 centre spaces. 
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•	 Continued nursery school subsidy to support access by more low- and middle-income families 
including stay-at-home parents. 


•	 Initiated strategic planning capacity for further development of ELCC system. 


•	 Initiated centralized online waitlist development. 


Quality – Workforce Stabilization and Development 


•	 Increased financial assistance in the form of operating grants to child care facilities by two per cent to 
increase wages and incomes for service providers and to assist them to meet established standards 
of care. 


•	 Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign for early childhood 
education – “Growing Minds…Growing Opportunities.”  This fund is aimed at attracting more 
students to the field of early childhood education (ECE). 


•	 Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to further support the continued 
enrolment of students in approved ECE training programs. 


•	 Explored innovative training options using leading edge technology to video stream courses over the 
internet to students in rural communities to begin in 2008/09. 


•	 Continued funding for training supports including tuition support and staff replacement grant to 
support students in full-time day as well as workplace ECE diploma programs. 


•	 Continued to implement the $250.00 training grant for newly licensed family child care providers, as 
well as for existing providers and child care assistants, who successfully complete an approved 40
hour course in a recognized ECE training program. 


•	 Continued funding for Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to return to the field. 


•	 Transitioned ECE: International Education Qualifications Project (IEQ) to be a regular program at 
Manitoba Child Care Program effective April 1, 2008. 


•	 Continued funding to sustain the Manitoba Child Care Program’s competency-based training 
programs in order to enrol and graduate more trained ECEs. 


Quality – Learning Environments 


•	 Conducted Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale – Revised (ECERS-R) in a random sample of 
full-time preschool centres to establish baseline data to guide priorities and to establish inter-rater 
reliability of the assessors. 


•	 Continued to use ECERS-R by child care co-ordinators in their regional areas to improve program 
quality. 


•	 Trained four staff in Infant/Toddler Environment Rating Scale – Revised (ITERS-R) and began use in 
full-time infant centres. 


•	 Developed and distributed Infection Control Guidelines for ELCC Facilities and Healthy Practices 
Poster Series to all facilities to improve daily routine health practices. 


•	 Continued the ELCC in Schools Policy with a focus on the use of surplus school space as a first 
choice location for ELCC.  Capital fund priority is given to development of these spaces. 
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•	 Allocated $5.2 million (including $2.8 million for 2007/08) to 167 child care centres and nursery 

schools under ELCC Capital and Equipment Grants.
 


•	 Began development work and community consultations on provincial criteria for Curriculum
 
Framework. 



Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 
2006/07 to 2007/08 


2006/07 2007/08 


Centres 	 No. of Centres No. of Spaces No. of Centres No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  529 19,938 531 20,512 


Unfunded Non-Profit 25 1,400 34 1,964 


Private 29 1,139 30 1,068 


Total 583 22,477 595 23,544 


2006/07 2007/08 


Homes No. of Homes No. of Spaces No. of Homes No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 464 3,151 426 2,884 


Unfunded  87 747 92 761 


Total 551 3,898 518 3,645 


Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2008       


Region C


No. of 
Centres 


entres 


No. of 
Spaces 


H


No. of 
Homes 


omes 


No. of 
Spaces 


Total 


No. of 
Facilities 


No. of 
Spaces 


Winnipeg 302 13,970 179 1,187 481 15,157 


Westman 
73 1,846 104 730 177 2,576 


Eastman 45 1,293 40 259 85 1,552 


Central 45 1,466 26 162 71 1,628 


Interlake 23 705 48 332 71 1,037 


Parkland 24 589 15 111 39 700 


Northern 19 643 14 103 33 746 


Total 531 20,512 426 2,884 957 23,396 
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Private Centres 
as of March 31, 2008   


Region Total No. of Facilities Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 25 1,000 


Other Regions  5 68 


Total  30  1,068 


    Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2007/08 


Number of Licence
 
Facilities Licensing Orders*
 Suspensions/Refusals


 Non-profit centres 0 0 

Private centres 
 1 0 

 Homes 
 1 


Total 2 0 


* A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Day Care Standards Act when serious      
violations of licensing regulations occur. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE
 


2006/07 2007/08 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 
Total number of program sites: 1,134 1,113 
Program capacity (spaces) 26,375 27,189 
• spaces for preschool children 18,133 18,248 
• spaces for school age children 8,242 8,941 
• change in program capacity (spaces) +391 +814 
• change in program capacity (%) +1.5% +3.1% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years 1 174,900 174,100 
• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 75,100 77,400 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 99,800 96,700 


Percentage of Manitoba children for whom there was 
a regulated space 15.1% 15.6% 
• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 24.1% 23.6% 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 8.3% 9.2% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Total number of newly funded child care spaces in 
centres 2 750 560 
• spaces for preschool children 486 423 
• spaces for school age children 264 137 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based) 
• infant $28.00 $28.00 
• preschool $18.80 $18.80 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $9.60 $9.60 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based) 
• infant $20.40 $20.40 
• preschool $16.40 $16.40 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $9.60 $9.60 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $2.40 $2.00 
Average number of children receiving subsidized 
child care per 4-week period 10,172 9,600 
Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 
• one parent, one preschool child 


- full subsidy up to: $13,787 $15,593 
- partial subsidy up to: $24,577 $27,796 


• two parents, two preschool children 
- full subsidy up to: $18,895 $21,371 
- partial subsidy up to: $40,475 $45,777 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 
• infant space $8,320 $8,645 
• preschool space $2,912 $3,075 
• school age space $993 $1,080 
• nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $271 $286 


Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through parent 
fees and operating grants per space) $240 $245 
Parent fees as percentage of annual centre 
revenue 3 


• infant space 47% 45% 
• preschool space 63% 61% 
•  school age space 76% 74% 


101
 







 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


  


   
 


  


  


 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 


  
 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 



 


2006/07 2007/08 
AFFORDABILITY 
Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 
• infant space $1,613 $1,676 
• preschool space $728 $768 
• school age space  $471 $512 


QUALITY 
Regulated ratios (centre based) 
• infant 1:4 1:4 
• preschool 1:8 1:8 
• nursery school 1:10 1:10 
• school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  
• infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 
• school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within first 
year of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Minimum training requirement for family child care 
licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Centre staff by classification 
• Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for classification) 1,113 1,227 
• Number of ECE IIIs (degree required for classification) 858 894 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as ECE II or ECE III 
• number of enhanced homes 76 82 
• number of enhanced home spaces 532 582 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs 4 + 4.3% + 1.0% 
Change in income for FCC licensees  0.0% + 1.0% 
Percentage of centres that are non-profit 5 95% 95% 
Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 95% 96% 
Number of children served under Children with 
Disabilities (CWD) Program 1,438 1,396 
Percentage of facilities participating in CWD 
Program 
• Centres 56% 56% 
• Homes 16% 17% 


1 Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey. Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the 
Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in institutions. 


2 Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces. 
3 Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of eligible 


families. 
4 Based on salary analysis of Early Childhood Educator IIs in funded full-time centres. 
5 Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community Studies, 


August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care environments. 


102
 







 


 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 


  


 


 


 


 
 


 


 


  


  


   


 


  


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 


 


	 


	 









	 


	 


	 










	


	 


	 


	 



 


FAMILY VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAM 


Objectives 


•	 To promote the elimination of intimate partner violence through the development and support of a 
continuum of community-based services. 


•	 To provide policy and program direction, as well as funding, to specialized services for women, their 

children and men caught in the cycle of family violence.  These services are delivered by 33 

community-based agencies across the province.   



Responsibilities  


•	 Provides grants, monitors, and evaluates agencies’ financial operations to ensure accountability for 
public funds and monitor service quality and delivery. 


•	 Develops and implements policies and program standards for residential counselling and support 
services for women, children and men caught in the cycle of family violence. 


•	 Provides program consultation and support to external agencies. 


09-4C-2  Family Violence Prevention 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2007/08 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 538.3 


Other Expenditures 91.9 


External Agencies 11,574.2 


Total Expenditures 12,204.4 


FTE 



9.00 



Estimate Variance Expl. 
2007/08 


$000 
Over/(Under) No. 


571.4 (33.1) 


92.9 (1.0) 


10,682.4 891.8 1 


11,346.7 857.7 


1. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to increased funding relating to collective bargaining agreements 
between community agencies and their unions. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Provided increased funding to all Family Violence Prevention Program-funded agencies as part of a 
service stability initiative to improve worker recruitment and retention and strengthen volunteer board 
oversight of agencies.   


•	 Provided new funding to all shelters, four women’s resource centres and Wahbung Abinoonjiag to 
enhance programming for children who have been exposed to domestic violence. 


•	 Provided additional funding to four funded agencies in support of their emergent needs:  Ikwe 
Widdjiitiwin, Swan Valley Crisis Centre, Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc., and Women in 
Second Stage Housing.   
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•	 Along with Victim Services (Department of Justice) supported the Women’s Resource Centre 
Coalition of Manitoba in the organization of “The Silent Witness Project” during Domestic Violence 
Prevention Month.   


•	 Conducted security audits at shelter service agencies across the Province and distributed shelter 
security standards and framework documents. 


•	 Continued to participate in the “Stolen Sisters” provincial interdepartmental working group. 


•	 Expanded the toll-free clinical consultant service with an additional two consultants to provide more 
local expertise to Family Violence Prevention Program funded agencies as they deal with complex 
client cases. 


•	 Continued provision of ongoing consultation with service providers regarding policy issues and 
specific operational matters, and some assistance in complex client issues. 


•	 Continued the annual quality assurance reviews in support of services to women, children and men 
caught in the cycle of violence. 


•	 Monitored the implementation of recommendations in agency audit reviews. 


•	 Continued to ensure that all funded agencies have current, signed contracts/Service Purchase 
Agreements and corresponding program standards manuals. 


•	 Continued to work with key community stakeholders and other relevant government departments to 
identify existing gaps in services and develop program responses. 


•	 Continued to support Domestic Violence Prevention Month with the month-long promotional 
campaign titled “Domestic Violence Destroys Families” through the distribution of posters and 
pamphlets and advertisements in transit shelters. 


•	 Continued the focused effort to coordinate family violence policy, protocol, program guidelines and 
relevant legislation within government and with other levels of government. 


Range of Services 


Women’s Resource Centres 


Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and referral, outreach and 
support groups to women affected by domestic violence, as well as educational programs, volunteer 
training and community development activities. 


•	 Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
•	 Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
•	 Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
•	 North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
•	 Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
•	 Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc. 
•	 Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc. 
•	 The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
•	 Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 
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Women’s Shelters 


Ten Women’s Shelters provide emergency accommodations and supportive counselling to women and 
their children who are victims of family violence. 


•	 Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
•	 Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
•	 Nova House Inc. 
•	 Osborne House Inc. 
•	 Parkland Crisis Centre Inc. 
•	 Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
•	 South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
•	 The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
•	 Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
•	 Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 


Information/Crisis Lines 


A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible source of information 
and support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence in their families or in the families of 
someone they are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs 


Four Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs offer protective, affordable long-term housing and 
services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have extensive needs.  These programs also 
provide comprehensive emotional and practical support including individual and group counselling, 
parenting support and information. 


•	 Alpha House Project Inc. 
•	 L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
•	 Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
•	 Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H. 


Urban Support Programs 


Six Urban Support Programs located in Winnipeg provide individualized counselling, open and closed 
support groups, longer-term counselling services, training to other service providers and public education. 


•	 Evolve Program - Klinic Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
•	 Family Violence Counselling Program - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service - Nor’West Co-op Community 


Health Centre Inc. 
•	 The Laurel Centre Inc. 


Specialized Programs 


Eight Specialized Programs, including Supervised Access Services, Couples Counselling, the Men’s 
Resource Centre and programs for men and children affected by family violence. 


•	 Couples Counselling Program - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
•	 Men’s Resource Centre - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
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• Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
• Interlake/Eastman Visitation Centre 
• Brandon Access/Exchange Services 
• Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
• Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
• Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 


Number of Clients Served by Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2005/06 to 2007/08 


Type of Program 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Interim Housing* 126 147 191 

Long-Term Second Stage 147 152 151 



Total 273 299 342 


* Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 


Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2005/06 to 2007/08 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Urban Support  3,092 3,117 3,397 

Specialized*  1,354 1,641 1,773 



* Specialized Program data collected in this format beginning the 2005/06 fiscal year. 


Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2005/06 to 2007/08 


Type of Service 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Osborne House 8,215 7,272 6,202 
Ikwe Widdjiitiwin* 1,041 801 842 
Other Shelter Crisis Line Calls 6,554 5,869 5,998 


Total 15,810 13,942 13,042 


* 	 Ikwe receives calls through the provincial toll-free 1-877 crisis/information line as all Manitoba shelters do. Ikwe 
has also maintained its own line in support of enhanced access to services for women in rural Aboriginal 
communities. The reported decrease in calls received by Ikwe (and other shelters) is a result of the agency no 
longer counting administrative calls as crisis line contacts. 
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Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2005/06 to 2007/08 


Type of Agency 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Shelters 
Women’s Resource Centres 


40,298 
1,966 


40,164 
2,199 


40,460 
2,280 


Total 42,264 42,363 42,740 


Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2005/06 to 2007/08 


Type of Service 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential
   Non-residential 


1,587 
613 


1,462 
477 


1,424 
592 


Children’s Counselling* 1,916 1,872 1,797 


Follow-Up Counselling 533 655 729 


Total 4,649 4,466 4,542 


* Children’s Counselling includes residential and non-residential services.  


Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2005/06 to 2007/08 


2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 


Total* 35,492 34,982 36,511 


* Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 


History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000) 


Category 


Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


2005/06 


$4,349.1 
83.5 


608.5 
984.9 


2006/07 2007/08 


$4,369.0 $5,192.4 
95.6 112.9 


745.7 716.6 
988.2 927.9 


Shelter Sub-Total 6,026.0 6,198.5 6,949.8 


Second Stage 440.8 455.8 527.4 
Urban Support Program 1,829.8 1,882.7 1,687.1 
Women's Resource Centres 1,295.1 1,378.2 1,567.4 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 602.4 713.7 842.5 


Total $10,194.1 $10,628.9 $11,574.2 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE DELIVERY DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To develop and manage an integrated service delivery (ISD) system in order to better address the 
needs of Manitobans, and continually improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services 
provided by the Department. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


•	 Delivers most of the Department’s social services and income assistance programs to eligible 
citizens. 


The Division operates through six branches:  


•	 Service Delivery Support  
•	 Rural and Northern Services  
•	 Winnipeg Services  
•	 Provincial Services 
•	 Manitoba Developmental Centre 
•	 Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


SERVICE DELIVERY SUPPORT 


Objectives 


•	 To provide program expertise and support to service delivery management and staff in both Rural 
and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides day-to-day policy and cross-program consultation and program expertise to service delivery 
staff and management across the province. 


•	 Ensures that service delivery staff has up-to-date policy and program information. 


•	 Supports program and policy development by ensuring that the field perspective and needs faced by 
citizens using departmental services are communicated to the program divisions. 


•	 Investigates, analyzes and prepares briefing material on case-related issues or service delivery 
issues. 


•	 Coordinates communication between program branches and the regional service delivery system. 


•	 Assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining working relationships with partner 
agencies that provide services on the Department’s behalf. 


•	 Assists regions in managing program budgets. 


•	 Reviews and evaluates service delivery practices and workloads to support continuous improvement 
in service delivery. 
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•	 Provides business expertise to support integrated information technology initiatives. 


•	 Identifies and responds to new trends and issues resulting from creating and implementing an ISD 
system. 


•	 Coordinates training for divisional staff. 


•	 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and coordinates assistance to municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


09-5A  Service Delivery Support 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,950.2 


Total Other Expenditures 5,265.3 


FTE 



36.50 



Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


2,070.3 879.9 1 


5,276.4 (11.1) 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with divisional training, special projects 
related to Integrated Service Delivery and the Manitoba Developmental Centre Transition and  
Community Supports Project. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Continued to support the implementation of the new funding framework and financial management 
policies for Children’s Special Services. 


•	 Implemented various orientation sessions, training sessions and cross-learning opportunities for 
staff/managers in response to divisional needs and priorities such as integrated service delivery 
practices. 


•	 Collaborated with other departmental partners and external resources to offer orientation, training 
and developmental opportunities for a combined total of over 1,055 staff. 


•	 Supported the creation of the Family Choices multi-year agenda for child care, the implementation of 
the updated child care standards, and the implementation of the Early Childhood Rating Scale 
(ECERS-R) as well as collaborated on the Centralized Waitlist Advisory Group. 


•	 Established pilot sites for ISD and conducted a four week pilot to test the Inquiry and Needs 
Identification; the first two stages of the ISD case management model. 


•	 Continued to support the monitoring of agency operations and agency accountability for the 
Supported Living Program through the Agency Relations Unit and provided group and individualized 
training sessions on Financial Reporting Requirements to agencies across the Province. 


•	 Provided Emergency Social Services training to 365 individuals within 13 municipalities and to 96 

departmental staff. 



•	 Assisted with the development and execution of Reception Centre/Emergency Social Services 
exercises with two municipalities. 
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•	 Facilitated City of Winnipeg Emergency Social Services training for 98 departmental staff, as well as 
for two individuals who attended the advanced training at Canadian Emergency Management 
College. 


•	 Participated on and contributed to a national committee (Council of Emergency Social Services 
Directors) dealing with the establishment of a national framework on Emergency Social Services, 
with support from the Public Health Agency of Canada, and a review of the National Emergency 
Stockpile System (NESS). 


•	 Led the Department in the development of the Business Continuity Program, a government-wide 
initiative directed by the Deputy Ministers’ Committee on Public Safety and Emergency Management. 


•	 Supported the Transition and Community Supports Team leadership with the transitioning of 
individuals from the Manitoba Developmental Centre and by developing community capacity to 
support individuals with complex/multiple needs. 


•	 Supported the development of a human resource allocation model in Winnipeg Services to facilitate 
continuous improvements in the areas of access, outcomes, and human resource allocations across 
program and community areas and service delivery. 


•	 Supported the operationalization of the Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family Services 
(WRNCFS) Agency.  Developed a communication protocol to ensure the coordination of requests 
and responses for WRNCFS, and supported WRNCFS during the roll-out of the Changes for 
Children Action Plan. 


•	 Completed a review of the Family Preservation and Reunification Program model for Winnipeg Child 
and Family Services in view of the transition to Winnipeg Integrated Services. 


•	 Partnered with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division on the 
collaboration with the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade to develop a long-term 
integration plan for the delivery of employment and other labour market programming with particular 
focus on low-income children and families. 


•	 Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to 
develop and implement a range of Rewarding Work Initiatives which are designed to assist EIA 
participants by enhancing employability, encouraging work, easing the transition to employment and 
supporting employment retention. 


•	 Undertook an annual integrated business planning process with Winnipeg Integrated Services, Rural 
and Northern Services, Provincial Services, and Winnipeg Child and Family Services to establish a 
systematic, cyclical and integrated process for identifying and responding to community needs. 
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RURAL AND NORTHERN SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To deliver departmental social services, income assistance and child and family services to eligible 
Manitobans in rural and northern regions of the Province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, 
Parkland and Westman regions). 


Major program areas within each region include: 


•	 Employment and Income Assistance 
•	 Supported Living 
•	 Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
•	 Children’s Special Services 
•	 Child Care 
•	 Child and Family Services (only in Eastman, Interlake, Parkland and Northern regions) 
•	 Family Conciliation (only in Westman, Parkland and Northern regions) 
•	 Emergency Social Services 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


•	 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


•	 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


•	 Provides supports and services to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


•	 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


•	 Provides preventative services to families, to promote the well-being of the family unit through 
education and community development activities. 


•	 Delivers child protection services to children who are at risk of abuse or neglect, provides support and 
protective services to children in care. 


•	 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


•	 Ensures Emergency Social Services plans are in place and provides assistance to local municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 
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09-5B  Rural and Northern Services 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2007/08 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 20,493.4 


Total Other Expenditures 3,911.7 


FTE 
Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


343.61 20,967.5 (474.1) 


3,405.4 506.3 1 


1. The variance is primarily due to non-discretionary costs associated with direct service such as 
Accommodation Cost Recovery System (ACRS) and travel-related costs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Continued with the annual cycle of Business Planning in each region, which ties in with the annual 
Estimates process and the Department’s strategic planning process. 


•	 Continued to further integrate the delivery of services to Manitobans eligible for more than one of the 
Department’s programs. 


•	 Continued to participate in the government-wide Renewal Strategy focusing on recruitment and
 
retention. 



•	 Continued to participate in the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI), by 
strengthening and further enhancing partnerships with agencies and their respective authorities. 


•	 Trained staff and external partners where applicable to support and enhance service delivery.   


•	 Trained agency staff on The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act to establish a 
similar value base for assisting vulnerable persons. 


•	 Continued staff training in the Respectful Workplace initiative and leadership training. 


•	 Implemented and trained staff to support the Workplace Safety and Health legislation. 


•	 Participated in and supported the provincial Homeless Initiative and the Cross-Department 
Coordination Initiatives through a series of cross-departmental regional forums focused on housing 
supports. 


•	 Assisted with the beginning implementation of Rewarding Work, a multi-year strategy to help low-
income working families remain in the workforce and assist Employment and Income Assistance 
participants in moving from welfare to work. 


•	 Supported the regional development of marketAbilities projects, an initiative under Rewarding Work 
aimed at providing assistance for persons with disabilities to secure employment. 


•	 Continued to develop and support the Children’s Therapy Initiative, regional services and early years’ 
coalitions. 


•	 Continued to support and engage community partners regarding regional social service issues. 
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•	 Continued to deliver an expanded Parent Education Program:  For the Sake of the Children under 
the Family Conciliation program. 


•	 Implemented the updated child care standards and the Early Childhood Environment Scale (ECERS-
R), which has established a baseline assessment of licensed pre-school programs to assist with 
future enhancements. 


•	 Supported the creation of the Family Choices multi-year agenda for child care. 


WINNIPEG SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To deliver departmental social services and income assistance to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg, in 
partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 


Services are delivered by staff teams in the following community areas: 


- River East/Transcona 

- Inkster/Seven Oaks 

- Point Douglas 

- Downtown 

- St. Boniface/St. Vital 

- Fort Garry/River Heights 

- St. James Assiniboia/Assiniboine South 



Major program responsibilities within each community area include: 


- Employment and Income Assistance  

- Supported Living 

- Vocational Rehabilitation Services 

- Children’s Special Services 

- Child Care 

- Emergency Social Services 



The Branch also operates two city-wide service units: 


- The Centralized Services and Resources Unit, responsible for Residential Care Licensing and 
several other specialized services, as well as for coordinating respite, transportation services and 
other resources across community areas. 


- The Employment and Income Assistance Centralized Services and Intake Unit, to promote job 
opportunities and manage assistance for applicants who do not have a disability and who have 
no dependent children. 


In addition, the Branch operates Family Conciliation Services which provides referral, court-ordered 
assessment services, conciliation, and mediation services to families in dispute. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 
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•	 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


•	 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


•	 Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


•	 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


•	 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


•	 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and provides assistance to the City of 
Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


09-5C  Winnipeg Services 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2007/08 FTE 2007/08 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,283.3 490.50 29,060.3 223.0 


Total Other Expenditures 4,380.5 4,119.6 260.9 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


Winnipeg Integrated Services infrastructure development, in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional 
Health Authority 


•	 Continued to provide input into the Department’s annual planning process.  


•	 Initiated planning for new Access Centres to be located in the St. James Community Area and in the 
Downtown Community Area at Logan and Main Street. 


Work process improvements 


•	 Continued the implementation of integrated front-end processes to ensure that all walk-ins or call-ins 
are seen by on-call professional staff who have been trained in the basics of all the Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority and Family Services and Housing core programs at all co-located sites. 


•	 Implemented and trained staff from both partner organizations on a service coordination protocol to 
improve service delivery to clients requiring access to multiple services or programs. 


•	 Developed and implemented safe work assessments and developed safe work plans for staff 
providing direct services to clients while working alone. 


•	 Participated in the Department’s Renewal Strategy. 
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PROVINCIAL SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To administer income and housing benefits throughout the province. 


•	 To administer the delivery of Health Services benefits to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants and children in care.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides assessment and processing of subsidies for the following programs: 


- Income Benefits:

 Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) 

 55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 

 Child Care Subsidies  



- Housing Benefits: 

 Manitoba Shelter Benefit 

 School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus (STAT 55+) 

 Rent Supplement Program 

 Complementary Assistance Program (CAP) 



•	 Provides assessment and authorization for the delivery of Health Services benefits in accordance 
with approved fee schedules and/or letters of understanding to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants and children in care. 


09-5D  Provincial Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,039.9 52.00 2,119.2 (79.3) 


Total Other Expenditures 660.5 679.9 (19.4) 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Provided direct services to over 45,000 citizens across the province.  (For further information and 
statistics, please refer to the specific program sections under the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance and Child and Family Services Divisions.)  


•	 Implemented enhancements to the 55 PLUS Income Supplement Program, which saw a 45 per cent 
increase in the payable benefit to eligible Manitobans. 


•	 Launched the Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) in January 2008 which replaced the previous Child 
Related Income Support Program (CRISP) benefit.  The benefit was created to enhance and support 
the Department’s Rewarding Work Strategy.  This resulted in an increased income supplement for 
eligible families with dependent children in Manitoba. 
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•	 Built relationships with the community by offering orientation sessions and participating in community 
child care director meetings. 


•	 Continued to be committed to search and develop solutions to the challenges presented in providing 
services to Manitobans.  


•	 Provided support to the Child Abuse Registry through the receipt, recording and processing of fees 
related to Child Abuse Registry self checks. 


•	 Processed approximately 43,825 claims for dental, optical or chiropractic services on behalf of 
Employment and Income Assistance participants and children in care. 


MANITOBA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTRE 


Objectives 


•	 To provide long-term resident-centred care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with 
a mental disability from all regions of Manitoba. 


•	 To enhance the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Manitoba Developmental Centre 
(MDC) by focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality improvement. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides long-term residential care and programs in accordance with the vision shared by staff, 
residents, family and the community and in accordance with accepted accreditation standards in the 
long-term care field. 


•	 Provides services to MDC residents including medical, pharmaceutical, nursing, dental, 
physiotherapy, psychiatric, special diet, recreational, psychological and occupational therapy. 


•	 Provides developmental program supports, including client assessment, communication, literacy, art, 
pottery, music, personal development programs, chaplaincy services and vocational training. 


•	 Provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in transitioning and 
maintenance of discharged residents in the community. 


•	 Explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the residents. 


•	 Maintains positive relationships with families of residents and encourages families to actively 
participate in the residents’ care. 


•	 Provides orientation, training and ongoing education of staff targeted to MDC’s distinctive 
competencies, the development of leadership consistent with a team-based model of service delivery 
and progressive developments in the operation of MDC. 


•	 Manages authorized fiscal resources. 
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09-5E Manitoba Developmental Centre 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 28,535.2 586.00 30,509.1 (1,973.9) 


Total Other Expenditures 2,959.5 2,979.3 (19.8) 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an average daily 
population of 346 residents. 


•	 Completed Individual Planning for all residents as required by The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act; 99 per cent of MDC residents have a current Individual Plan. 


•	 Partnered with Supported Living agencies in the discharge of 12 residents to community placements.   


•	 Continued quarterly and annual incident/risk reports to Executive Management.  


•	 Accommodated 15 various student practicums (nursing, music, speech). 


•	 Partnered with Red River College whereby 13 Psychiatric Nursing Assistants at MDC completed the 
Foundations coursework in the College’s Developmental Services Worker Program. 


•	 Three psychiatric nursing assistants on Leave of Absence completed Licensed Practical Nurse 
training and returned to work at MDC. 


•	 Continued the commitment to sustainable development.  There were approximately 19.6 metric 
tonnes of product recycled in 2007/08.  


•	 One hundred per cent of staff in the Extended Care and Geriatric Programs received orientation to 
Eden Alternative Care Philosophy.   


•	 As part of the Redevelopment Plan, renovations to Elm Cottage commenced.   


•	 One MDC Residential Coordinator was elected to the College of Registered Psychiatric Nurses of 
Manitoba Board of Directors. 


•	 Tested the evacuation plan in all residential areas and used the knowledge gained from the 
experience to update the plan. 
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Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 
1994/95 to 2007/08 


ClosingFiscal Opening New Re- Total 
PopulationYear Population Admission Admission Admissions Discharges Deaths 


1994/95 
1995/96 
1996/97 
1997/98 
1998/99 
1999/00 
2000/01 
2001/02 
2002/03 
2003/04 
2004/05 
2005/06 
2006/07 
2007/08 


548 
539 
532 
518 
496 
482 
467 
454 
445 
422 
409 
395 
374 
356 


6 
4 
4 
2 
0 
2 
3 
1 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 


1 
4 
2 
2 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 


7 
8 
6 
4 
0 
2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
3 


9 
5 


10 
11 


6 
3 
6 
2 


12 
6 
7 
9 


11 
16 


7 
10 
10 
15 


8 
14 
11 


9 
15 
11 
11 
15 
11 
10 


539 
532 
518 
496 
482 
467 
454 
445 
422 
409 
395 
374 
356 
333 


WINNIPEG CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To provide a comprehensive continuum of child protection and family support services in Winnipeg in 
accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides protection services to children at risk of abuse and neglect. 


•	 Develops and provides basic and specialized placement services to meet the needs of children in 
care. 


•	 Provides preservation and reunification services to families.  


•	 Provides adoptive and post-adoptive services to children and families when reunification is no longer 
an option. 


•	 Partners with the community to provide supportive and preventative services to families.  
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09-5F  Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2007/08 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2007/08* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 25,588.4 441.35 23,173.7 2,414.7 1 


Total Other Expenditures 1,931.7 1,870.6 61.1 


* 	 The 2007/08 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures related to secondments and transition costs as a result 
of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative.  The variance also includes funding for vacant 
positions, increased workforce adjustment and after hours expenditures related to Child and Family 
Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network Inc. 


Activities/Highlights in 2007/08 


•	 The transfer of services and resources under the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative 
(AJI-CWI) was largely completed with the last component of service – Emergency Placement 
Resources and a portion of the In-Home Support Resources – yet to be transferred to the Child and 
Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR).  A quality assurance review of 
ANCR is currently underway and, once completed, discussions will begin on the transfer of the 
service. 


•	 As part of the AJI-CWI process, the Department made a commitment to accommodate all permanent 
employees through an employment commitment.  Permanent employment has been secured for 
approximately 70 per cent of these employees.  Alternate employment continued to be found for the 
remaining permanent employees within the Winnipeg Child and Family Services (WCFS) Branch, the 
Department of Family Services and Housing and other provincial departments. 


•	 Emergency Placement Resources (EPR) staff continued to work towards the reduction of hotel 
placement of children.  The use of hotels as emergency placements has been greatly reduced.  A 
Hotel Placement Provincial Standard was implemented in August 2007 as a guideline for 
authorization and use of hotel placements.   


•	 In early 2007 WCFS received approximately $851.9 to hire additional staff for workload relief allowing 
WCFS to expand its staffing complement by 12.5 FTEs.  These positions were filled and workloads 
rebalanced to include the capacity to provide appropriate services to newcomer families, permanent 
wards and foster care. 


•	 In further recognition of workload challenges, due to the number of clients choosing the General Child 
and Family Services Authority through the Authority Determination Protocol, WCFS received an 
additional eight positions (one supervisor, six direct service workers, and one administrative support).  


•	 WCFS continues to respond to the service needs of recent immigrant/refugee families.  The 
Newcomers Unit provides service to families and children who have recently immigrated to Canada 
and feature unique language and cultural considerations.  This unit is a family service unit that 
provides child and family protection and supportive services in much the same manner as the other 
family service units.  The Unit has developed resources and partnerships with collateral organizations 
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so that services are provided in as holistic and culturally sensitive a manner as possible. 


•	 WCFS representatives attend meetings with the Cross Cultural Resource Team for War Affected 
Families and the Manitoba Immigrant Settlement Sector Association. 


•	 Managers of the specialized, centralized programs at WCFS (Foster Care, Permanent Wards, Family 
Support, Independent Living, Volunteers and Transportation) continued to work with their 
counterparts in other regions and agencies to coordinate and strengthen these programs. 


•	 WCFS supervisors continued to participate on the leadership teams in each Community Area to 
advance plans for further integration of services. 


•	 WCFS continued to plan for its transition into the Winnipeg Integrated Services (WIS) environment.  A 
Steering Committee (co-chaired by the Chief Operating Officer and the Vice-President, Community 
Health Services, and the Assistant Deputy Minister, Community Service Delivery) and an 
Implementation Planning Committee (co-chaired by the Chief Executive Officer of the General Child 
and Family Services Authority and the Chief Executive Officer of WCFS) hired a Project Manager 
who began work on October 1, 2007.  The Project Manager has presented preliminary findings based 
on existing documents and interviews to WCFS management and staff.  


•	 WCFS continues to plan for the co-location of the Downtown/Point Douglas and the St. Boniface/St. 
Vital family service units. 


•	 The Service Delivery Support Branch hired two CFS Program Specialists to offer support to Rural and 
Northern CFS services and WCFS.  The Program Specialists advise, consult and provide support to 
field staff on “best practice” in such areas as service delivery, issues management and crisis 
resolution. The Specialists also assist in case consultations and reviews as well as develop 
responses to inquiries on behalf of WCFS and Rural and Northern Services. 


•	 WCFS provided field placement and supervision of five Bachelor of Social Work students from the 
University of Manitoba, Faculty of Social Work program. 


•	 WCFS continued to participate in the Renewal at Work initiative.  WCFS also continued to implement 
the Diversity and Employment Equity strategy to increase the representation of employment equity 
groups within the organization.  


•	 WCFS began to develop a training strategy for WCFS managers and staff that will identify WCFS’ 
short and long-term training needs.  WCFS will work in collaboration with the General Authority Joint 
Training Unit Coordinator and others to develop and access a broad range of training opportunities.  


•	 WCFS representatives continued to be part of the Department’s Workplace Health and Safety Policy 
Management Committee.  There are committees in place for WCFS worksites to address specific 
issues of safety through activities in education, building inspections and safe visit planning.  Staff in 
co-located sites with other FSH and WRHA personnel were encouraged to participate in those local 
Workplace Safety and Health Committees. 


•	 In June 2007, seven members of the WCFS Critical Incident Peer Support Team attended the 
Provincial Trauma Forum co-sponsored by Health Canada, Klinic and the Winnipeg Regional Health 
Authority. People from a number of organizations across Manitoba gathered at this forum with the 
goal to promote and facilitate systemic change in treating a myriad of mental, physical, social and 
health problems related to trauma. 


•	 The WCFS Foster Parent Training and Recognition Committee hosted a foster parent appreciation 
dinner in October 2007.  Foster parents were sponsored to attend a range of external training 
opportunities, including the Manitoba Foster Family Network Annual Conference.  A wide range of 
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foster parent training was also provided by WCFS Branch staff, including Attachment, Parenting the 
Child with Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder, Managing Stress, Non-Violent Crisis Intervention, Infant 
Care, Designing your Therapeutic Milieu and Foster Parent College. 


•	 Permanency Planning and Family Service Managers worked jointly to develop a process for 
transferring Aboriginal Permanent Wards in a timely fashion to allow for culturally appropriate 
planning to occur.  This process was implemented in February 2008. 


•	 WCFS continued to participate on the Advisory Committee of VOICES (Manitoba Youth in Care 
Network) and, through the Keith Cooper Scholarship Fund, assisted youth to attend post-secondary 
education. 


•	 WCFS developed a Business Continuity Plan which will be implemented in the event of an 
emergency or disaster which disrupts regular service delivery operations.  


•	 The service delivery structure continued to evolve, not only with the development of Winnipeg 
Integrated Service but also as the Department furthered its efforts to achieve an ISD framework, 
essentially shifting from a program-oriented structure to one that is service or thematic-based. WCFS 
supervisors and managers participated in business planning sessions in May 2007. 


•	 In May 2007 WCFS staff participated in a staff development team day on “Maintaining Morale in the 
Midst of Challenge and Change”. 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Revenue Summary by Source ($000's) 
For the year ended March 31, 2008 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 
2006/07 2007/08 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2007/08 2007/08 (Decrease) No. 


CURRENT OPERATING PROGRAMS 


Government of Canada: 
$4,506.9 $4,506.9 $0.0 (1) Labour Market Agreements for Persons with 


Disabilities 
$4,506.9 $4,506.8 $0.1 


164.6 


23,683.4 


164.6 


8,998.0 


0.0 


(14,685.4) 1 


(2) Child Centred 


(3) 


 Family Justice Fund (Parent 
Education Program) 
Child Care - Early Learning and Child Care 


164.6 


8,998.0 


164.6 


9,000.0 


0.0 


(2.0) 
$28,354.9 $13,669.5 ($14,685.4) Sub-Total 	$13,669.5 $13,671.4 ($1.9) 
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 $12,901.5 
1,378.5 
7,972.1 


209.8 
1,407.2 


$13,129.1 
1,378.4 
8,592.1 


209.9 
1,525.3 


$227.6 
(0.1) 


620.0 


0.1 
118.1 


Other Revenue: 
(1) Children's Special Allowance Recoveries 
(2) Cost Recovery from Municipalities 
(3) Income Assistance Recoveries 
(4) Levy for Local Government Welfare 


Purposes in Unorganized Territories 
(5) Sundry 


$13,129.1 
1,378.4 
8,592.1 


209.9 
1,525.3 


$15,273.4 
1,378.4 


11,868.7 


210.0 
1,346.2 


($2,144.3) 
0.0 


(3,276.6) 


(0.1)
179.1 


2 



3 



$23,869.1 $24,834.8 Sub-Total 	 $24,834.8 $30,076.7 
$965.7 	 ($5,241.9) 


$52,224.0 $38,504.3  ($13,719.7) Total Revenue 	 $38,504.3 $43,748.1 ($5,243.8) 


1. 	 The decrease in Child Care - Early Learning and Child Care over the 2006/07 Actual reflects a discontinuation of this Agreement with Canada on 
March 31, 2007, but Canada has provided a one-time payment for the Child Care Program in 2007/08. 


2. 	 The decrease in Children's Special Allowance Recoveries over the 2007/08 Estimate is primarily attributable to a delay in the receipt of revenue 
from Child and Family Services Authorities/Agencies.  


3. 	 The decrease in Income Assistance Recoveries over the 2007/08 Estimate is primarily due to lower than anticipated OAS/GIS/CPP recoveries 
resulting from lower Canada Pension Plan Disability approvals. 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Appropriation  
($000's) 
For the years ended March 31, 2004 - March 31, 2008 


Actual/Adjusted Expenditures* 


2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 
Appropriation FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ 


09-1 Administration and Finance 113.50 9,777.2 112.50 10,350.1 116.00 10,788.6 116.00 11,427.5 116.00 12,046.8 


09-2 Housing 7.00 34,723.3 4.00 36,071.4 4.00 36,238.6 4.00 49,108.0 4.00 53,246.7 


09-3 Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income 
Assistance  78.22 475,977.0 73.50 515,130.8 72.50 540,848.5 72.50 555,343.7 72.50 582,756.2 


09-4 Child and Family Services 100.00 239,391.4 102.00 252,615.2 105.50 275,347.1 105.50 310,958.7 105.50 352,730.4 


09-5 Community Service Delivery  2,032.86 105,187.3 2,034.26 108,364.7 2,008.26 114,533.0 2,014.26 120,533.6 1,949.96 127,999.6 


09-6 Costs Related to Capital Assets 4,393.0 5,117.4 5,493.0 5,642.7 6,229.2 


Total Family Services and Housing 2,331.58 869,449.2 2,326.26 927,649.6 2,306.26 983,248.8 2,312.26 1,053,014.2 2,247.96 1,135,008.9 


* Adjusted figures reflect historical data on a comparable basis in those appropriations affected by a reorganization, during the years under review. 



http:2,247.96

http:2,312.26

http:2,306.26

http:2,326.26

http:2,331.58

http:1,949.96

http:2,014.26

http:2,008.26
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2007/08 Estimates - Family Services and Housing 
 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
  







 


	


DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 



RECONCILIATION STATEMENT
 


2007/08 
DETAILS ESTIMATES 


$000 


2007/08 Main Estimates 1,126,614.1 


  Allocations of Funds From: 


- Enabling Appropriations 30,319.0* 


1,156,933.1 


* 	 Provides for increased salary costs related to unbudgeted severance costs  - $200.0; increased program funding for 
MHRC Transfer Payments - $21,000.0; increased software licensing - $119.0; and Early Learning and Child Care 
(ELCC) programming - $9,000.0. 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($00($000's0's)) 
For the fiscalFor the fiscal year endyear ended Med Maarch 31, 200rch 31, 20088 withwith compcomparative figures farative figures foor the previour the previouss yearyear 


EstimateEstimate 
2007/08a) Appropriation 


ActualActual 
2007/08 


ActualActual 
2006/07b) 


IncreasIncrease/e/ 
(Decrease) 


Expl.Expl. 
No. 
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$31.0 


666.0 
68.1 


351.0 
88.3 


1,544.4 
111.5 


1,184.1 
238.1 


1,826.3 
401.1 


2,910.6 
2,055.7 


308.5 
109.1 


915.6 
401.7 


09-1 Administration and Finance 


(a) Minister's Salary 


(b) Executive Support 
d Employee Benefits 


Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(c) Social Services Appeal Board 

d Employee Benefits 



Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(d) Human Resource Services 
d Employee Benefits 


Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(e) Policy and Planning 
d Employee Benefits 


Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(f) Financial and Administrative Services 
d Employee Benefits 


Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(g) 	Information Technology 
d Employee Benefits 


Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(h) 	Disabilities Issues Office 
d Employee Benefits 


Salaries an s 
Other Expenditure 


(i) 	Agency Accountability and Support Unit 
d Employee Benefits


Salaries an s 


$42.1 


664.6
66.2 


305.7 
89.9 


1,457.7112.6 


1,254.5274.7 


1,621.6
379.0 


2,833.2 
1,859.3 


285.6 


107.2 


488.7 
204.2 


$30.3 


629.9 
64.4 


303.4 
95.1 


1,405.6 
103.7 


1,101.1 
164.5 


1,626.4 
387.1 


2,854.1 
1,898.0 


273.8 
85.8 


348.8 
55.5 


$11.8 


34.7 


1.8 


2.3 
(5.2) 


52.1 


8.9 


153.4 
110.2 


(4.8) 


(8.1) 


(20.9) 
(38.7) 


11.8 
21.4 


139.9 
148.7 


1 
1 


Other Expenditure
$13,211.1 Total 09-1 	 $12,046.8 $11,427.5 $619.3 







   


 
  


  
 


      
  
      


    
   


  
   
          


      
     


 
 


   
      


Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2008 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2007/08a) Appropriation 2006/07b) (Decrease) No.2007/08


09-2 Housing 


(a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
$330.7     Salaries and Employee Benefits $331.3 


67.9     Other Expenditures 	 62.0 


(b) The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation 
51,540.4 	    Transfer Payments 47,680.4 


7,800.0    Shelter Benefits 5,173.0 


$314.5 
64.2 


44,109.3 
4,620.0 


$16.8 
(2.2) 


3,571.1 2 
553.0 3 


$59,739.0 Total 09-2 	 $53,246.7 $49,108.0 
$4,138.7 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2008 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2007/08a) Appropriation 2006/07b) (Decrease) No. 


2007/08 


$2,344.2 
2,845.9 


971.2 
474.3 


172,237.8  


21,455.6 
10,676.1 


1,651.5 
618.6 


286,423.1 
58,741.2 
18,397.7 


8,856.0 
5,382.3 
2,868.6 
3,153.6 


376.3 
124.5 


09-3 Disability Programs and Employment and 
Income Assistance 


(a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


(b) Disability Programs 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 
   Supported Living 
   Children's Programs 


  Children's Special Services 
  Community Services and Child Care 


(c) Employment and Income Support 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 
   Employment and Income Assistance 
   Health Services 
   Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 
   Vocational Rehabilitation 


55 PLUS   Building Independence 


Manitoba Child Benefit 


(d) Office of the Vulnerable Persons' Commissioner  
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


$2,089.7 
2,861.1 


1,011.1 
452.9 


174,022.1 


21,792.9 
11,195.5 


1,700.3 
892.2 


277,993.1 
55,892.2 
18,142.0 


8,513.5 
3,991.2 
1,039.3 


698.6 


380.3 
88.2 


$1,609.7 
2,372.7 


1,086.0 
405.8 


155,168.6 


20,141.5 
10,399.3 


1,427.6 
751.8 


276,037.7 
54,769.6 
16,698.4 


8,242.1 


4,228.4840.7 
680.5 


379.3 
104.0 


$480.0 
488.4 


(74.9)47.1 
18,853.5 


1,651.4 
796.2 


272.7 
140.4 


1,955.4 
1,122.6 
1,443.6 


271.4 
(237.2) 
198.6 


18.1 


1.0 


(15.8) 


4 
5 


6 


7 


8 


9 
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$597,598.5 Total 09-3 $582,756.2 $555,343.7 $27,412.5 







 
  
   


 


    
  


   


     
   
   
   


 
  


      
 


      
    


 
  
 


     


     
   
     
    


  
  
  


      
     


   
  
 


      
  


 






Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
for the fiscal year ended March 31, 2008 with comparative figures for the previous year 
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Estimate 
2007/08a) Appropriation 


09-4 Child and Family Services 


Actual 


2007/08 


Actual 
2006/07 b) 


Increase/ 
(Decrease) 


Expl. 
No. 


$1,291.4 
385.5 


730.0 


(a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support   
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 
   Aboriginal Justice Inquiry - Child Welfare 
   Initiative 


$1,274.8  
383.2 


372.8 


$1,148.1 
288.3 


606.8 


$126.7 
94.9 


(234.0) 


3,495.8 
1,591.2 


236,920.8 


886.0 


(b) Child Protection 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 
   Authorities and Maintenance of Children 
   The Family Support Innovations Fund - Mandated 
 Agencies 


3,206.4 
2,324.0 


245,373.0 


885.4 


3,075.0 
2,032.1 


209,207.2 


884.0 


131.4 
291.9 


36,165.8 


1.4 


10 


(c) Family and Community Support  


1,352.8 
651.0 


95,306.9 


(1) Child Care 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


 Financial Assistance and Grants 


1,439.1 
648.5 


84,618.8 


1,226.1 
635.4 


81,027.9 


213.0 
13.1 


3,590.9 11 


571.4 
92.9 


10,682.4 


(2) Family Violence Prevention 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 
   External Agencies 


538.3 
91.9 


11,574.2 


635.9 
90.9 


10,101.0 


(97.6) 
1.0 


1,473.2 12 


$353,958.1 Total 09-4 $352,730.4 $310,958.7 $41,771.7 







 
  
  
   


 


    
  


   


     
        
      
     


   
   


         
     


   
   


      
     


  
   


      
      


   
   


      
     


   
   


             
      
      


  
   


      
   


      
    


      
       






Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2008 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2007/08a) Appropriation 2006/07 b) (Decrease) No. 


09-5 Community Service Delivery 


(a) Service Delivery Support 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


(b) Rural and Northern Services 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


(c) Winnipeg Services 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


(d) Provincial Services 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 


(e) Manitoba Developmental Centre 
   Salaries and Employee Benefits 
   Other Expenditures 
   Recoverable from Other Appropriations 


(f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services 

   Salaries and Employee Benefits 

   Other Expenditures 



2007/08 


$2,950.2 
5,265.3 


20,493.4 
3,911.7 


29,283.3 
4,380.5 


2,039.9 
660.5 


28,535.2 
3,213.0 
(253.5) 


25,588.4 
1,931.7 


$2,674.3 
5,088.5 


19,288.3 
3,312.8 


27,027.1 
4,087.0 


1,986.3 
621.0 


27,844.1 
3,279.7 
(175.6)


23,457.9 
2,042.2 


$275.9 


176.8 


1,205.1 
598.9 


2,256.2 
293.5 


13 


53.6 
39.5 


691.1 
(66.7) 
(77.9) 


2,130.5 14 


$2,070.3 
5,276.4 


20,967.5 
3,405.4 


29,060.3 
4,119.6 


2,119.2 
679.9 


30,509.1 
3,150.7 


(171.4) 


23,173.7 
1,870.6 
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(110.5) 


$126,231.3 Total 09-5 $127,999.6 $120,533.6 $7,466.0 


$6,195.1 09-6 Costs Related to Capital Assets $6,229.2 $5,642.7 $586.5 


$1,156,933.1 Total Family Services and Housing $1,135,008.9 $1,053,014.2 $81,994.7 
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1. The variances reflect the expansion of the Branch in 2007/08. 
2. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the MHRC draw down required in 2007/08 for housing operations. 
3. The variance is due to the full-year impact in 2007/08 of benefits provided under the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program which 


was implemented on July 1, 2006.  The Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program incorporated the previous Shelter Allowances for 
Family Renters (SAFFR) and Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters (SAFER) programs combined with new benefits for 
persons with disabilities. 


4. The variance is primarily attributable to full-year salary and employee benefits for five additional staff to assist the Canada 

Pension Plan Disability Project.
 


5. The variance is primarily attributable to increased advertising, travel and related expenditures. 
6. The variance is primarily due to annualization of services approved part-year in 2006/07 in addition to new volume and price
 


increases implemented in 2008/09.
 
7. The variance is primarily attributable to a number of extended FTEs approved to meet workload and project demands. 
8. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in the cost per case, partially offset by a reduction in the caseload in the 



non-disabled categories.
 
9. The variance is primarily attributable to increased caseload and a $25.00/month increase in the monthly benefit effective the 



February 2008 benefit month.
 
10. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in the number of children in care, as well as increased costs for Child 


Maintenance.  Also, increased expenditures for the implementation of Changes for Children, relating to the Recommendations 
of the External Reviews. 


11. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in unit funding approved in 2007/08 and annualized funding for additional 
spaces effective September 1, 2007. 


12. The variance is primarily attributable to increased funding relating to collective bargaining agreements between community 
agencies and their unions. 


13. The variance is primarily due to the 2007/08 General Salary Increase as per the MGEU collective agreement, implementation 
of the Social Services Series, and increased costs as approved in the 2007/08 Estimates relative to workload relief and the 
Grandparents Access Initiative.  Additionally, there were increased severance pay requirements in 2007/08. 


14. The variance is primarily due to the 2007/08 General Salary Increase as per the MGEU collective agreement, implementation 
of the Social Services Series, an increase in severance pay, and the creation of a new unit (Point Douglas D) 
located at Jarvis. 


NOTES: 
a) The 2007/08 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of Family 


Services and Housing, as well as allocations from the Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to unbudgeted 
severance costs; increased program funding for MHRC Transfer Payments; increased software licensing; and Early Learning 
and Child Care (ELCC) programming.     


b) The 2006/07 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2007/08 appropriation structure. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS 
YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2008 


Revenue: 
Grants from the Province of Manitoba (note 14) 


Contributed services (note 15) 


Rental revenue (note 16) 


 Subsidy contributions 


Interest: 

Loans and mortgages 

Bank and other 



Sales of land - joint venture (note 9) 

Sales of land – Waverley West 

Other 



Expenses: 
Housing operations – excluding amortization and interest (note 16) 
Housing operations amortization (note 16) 
Housing operations interest (note 16) 
Rental subsidies – excluding amortization and interest (note 17) 
Rental subsidies – amortization (note 17) 
Rental subsidies – interest (note 17) 
Grants and subsidies (note 18) 
Interest expense 
Administrative services (note 15) 
(Gain) on sale of housing projects and land 
(Recovery) of provision for loss and write downs 
Cost of land sales - joint venture 
Cost of land sales – Waverley West 
Repair and renovation expense (note 15) 
Other 
Pension (note 19) 


Excess of revenue over expenses and comprehensive income 


2008 2007 


$ 59,205,645 $ 52,574,850 


1,583,200 2,094,200 


64,282,662 63,611,525 


55,880,228 62,876,098 


14,714,786 15,169,779 
136,960  99,702


 14,851,746  15,269,481 


5,074,181 4,755,762 
692,500 -


41,374  8,078 
201,611,536 201,189,994 


87,168,300 79,870,993 
7,071,561 7,424,865 


23,969,050 25,103,120 
32,104,755 32,735,203 


2,351,360 2,421,912 
10,700,769 9,974,406 


5,698,902 5,292,680 
14,677,778 15,130,855 
1,692,500 1,669,800 
(172,482) (185,833) 
(306,924) (13,120) 


2,059,084 2,099,952 
236,350 -


7,692,790 10,630,698 
582,369 593,926 


(324,673)  223,807 
195,201,489 192,973,264 


$ 6,410,047 $ 8,216,730 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION
 
STATEMENT OF FUND BALANCES
 


MARCH 31, 2008
 


2008 2007 


Manitoba Housing and Renewal Fund Deficit 
(Deficit) – beginning of year as previously stated $(240,653,884) $(243,889,744) 


Correction of error (Note 26) (878,142) (878,142) 


Change in accounting policy (Note 3) 10,151,936 5,171,066 
(231,380,090) (239,596,820) 


Excess revenues over expenditures 6,410,047 8,216,730 


Interfund transfer – MHDRF (3,678,735) -


Deficit at end of year $(228,648,778) $(231,380,090) 


Manitoba Housing Development and 
Rehabilitation Fund (MHDRF) – beginning of year $ - $ -


Interfund transfer – Deficit 3,678,735 -


MHDRF – end of year 3,678,735 -


Total Fund Balances (Accumulated Deficit) $(224,970,043) $(231,380,090) 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS 
YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2008 


2008 2007 
Cash provided by (used for): 


Operating activities: 
Excess of revenue over expenses $ 6,410,047 $ 8,216,730 


Add (deduct) items not involving cash: 
Amortization 9,422,921 9,846,777 
(Recovery) of provision for loss and write downs (306,924) (13,120) 
Gain on sale of housing projects and land (172,482) (185,833) 
Federal subsidies - housing projects (1,375,899) (743,433) 


7,567,616 8,904,391 


Net change in non-cash balances related to operations: 
Accounts receivable and accruals 9,232,918 1,244,611 


  Prepaid expenses (1,739,814) 267,519 
Accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals 2,038,650 1,835,418 


  Deferred revenue (1,579,755) 5,716,717 
  Deferred contributions 3,278,317 727,586 


Land development costs in joint venture (note 9) 411,816 (440,106) 
Land in joint venture (note 10) 184,744  198,301 


25,804,539 26,671,167 


Financing activities:
 Borrowings 29,750,809 6,007,987 


Additions to loans and mortgages (1,831,444) (510,477) 
Proceeds from repayment of loans and mortgages 7,727,762 3,447,579 
Repayment of borrowings (21,838,812) (15,870,701) 


13,808,315  (6,925,612) 


Investing activities: 
Additions to land and housing (27,538,404) (13,908,935) 
Proceeds from sale of housing projects and land 333,412  230,813


 (27,204,992) (13,678,122) 


Increase (decrease) in cash 12,407,862 6,067,433 


Cash at beginning of year 81,223,893 75,156,460 


Cash at end of year $93,631,755 $81,223,893 


Supplementary disclosure: 
Cash payments of interest received $ 4,469,047 $ 4,775,302 
Cash payments of interest paid $37,128,419 $38,397,637 


(see accompanying notes) 


4 







 
 


 
 
 


 


 


 


 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 


 


 
 


 
 


    


 
 


 





 


THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


1. Authority 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) operates under the authority of The Housing 
and Renewal Corporation Act, being Chapter H 160 Revised Statutes of Manitoba 1987.  The purposes 
and objects of the Act are: 


a) to ensure that there is an adequate supply of housing stock in Manitoba; 

b) to enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly
 


those of low and moderate income and those with specialized needs; 
c) to maintain and improve the condition of existing housing stock; and 
d) to stimulate and influence the activities of the housing market to the benefit of Manitobans as a 


whole. 


MHRC is under the management and control of a Board of Directors appointed by the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council. The board shall consist of not fewer than five members and not more than 13 
members and the Lieutenant Governor in Council may designate one of the members of the board as 
chairperson and one member as vice-chairperson. 


The Corporation is economically dependent on the Government of the Province of Manitoba. 


These financial statements include, in note 16, the operating results of MHRC owned properties which are 
managed by The Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA).  The MHA was established in 1992 as an agency of 
MHRC. 


2. Significant accounting policies 


a) Basis of accounting 


The Corporation's financial statements are prepared using Canadian generally accepted accounting 
principles. 


b) Loans and mortgages receivable 


Loans and mortgages receivable are valued at principal amounts less an allowance for loan 
impairment. 


c) Loan forgiveness 


Loan forgiveness for forgivable loans is approved in accordance with the terms of the loan 
agreements. The Corporation records an asset valuation allowance equal to the amount of the loan 
at the time the loan is granted.  As forgiveness conditions are met by the borrower, the Corporation 
records the annual forgiveness by reducing both the forgivable loan and the accompanying valuation 
allowance. 


d) Allowance for loan impairment 


The Corporation maintains an allowance for loan impairment, which reduces the carrying value of 
loans and mortgages receivable to their estimated realizable amounts.  Depending on the program 
under which the loan or mortgage is made, estimated realizable amounts are determined with 
reference to the Corporation’s historical loss experience on similar loans or the appraised value of the 
project financed by the loan or mortgage. 


Specific allowances are established for individual loans and mortgages for which the estimated 
realizable amount is less than the carrying value. The Corporation does not provide any additional 
non-specific, general provision for loan impairment. The Corporation’s Board of Directors has 
approved a policy which defines whether an individual mortgage or loan balance is to be considered 
impaired based on the time period that it has been in arrears. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


e) Housing projects and amortization 


i) Social housing projects are valued at cost less accumulated amortization. 
ii) Market housing projects are valued at the lesser of cost less accumulated amortization and net 


realizable value. 
iii) Cost includes direct construction costs, land acquisition costs and interest and other related 


carrying charges incurred during the period of construction. 
iv) Housing projects which are declared abandoned or surplus to the needs of the Corporation are 


valued at the lesser of cost less accumulated amortization and net realizable value. 
v) Housing projects are amortized on a straight-line basis over their estimated useful lives as 


follows: 

Wood buildings – 25 years 

Brick buildings – 40 years 

Betterments – 10 to 20 years 



f) Interest in joint venture 


The interest in joint venture is recognized using the proportionate consolidation method. Proportionate 
consolidation is a method of accounting and reporting whereby MHRC's prorata share of each of the 
assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses of the joint venture is combined on a line by line basis with 
similar items in MHRC's financial statements. 


g) Land 


Land is valued at the lower of cost and appraised value adjusted for estimated disposition costs, 
except for land leased to co-operatives.  Cost includes acquisition costs and related carrying costs. 
The carrying costs of the land, which include interest, planning and development costs, grants in lieu 
of taxes, less revenue derived from use of undeveloped land, were capitalized to land to March 31, 
1993. Effective April 1, 1993 the carrying costs are charged annually to operations. Cost for land 
acquired after March 31, 1993 consists of the original purchase price and the acquisition costs. 


Land leased to co-operatives is valued at original cost. The Corporation incurs no liabilities or 
obligations with respect to the lessees' buildings situated on the land.  The carrying costs of the land, 
net of lease revenue, are charged annually to MHRC operations. 


h) Land development costs 


Land development costs include interest, planning, development and administrative costs. These 
costs are capitalized as land development costs to the date of sale of the related land. 


i) Revenue recognition 


Grants are recognized as revenue when received or receivable if the amount to be received can be 
reasonably estimated and collection is reasonably assured.  Rental revenue is recognized in the fiscal 
period during which the service is provided.  Subsidy contributions are recognized on an accrual basis 
in the fiscal period to which they relate. Interest is recognized on an accrual basis in the fiscal period 
in which it is earned. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


j) Interest capitalization 


Interest costs on financing related to housing projects and housing investments are capitalized to the 
date of completion. 


k) Pension costs and obligations 


Current service contributions for MHA employees are recognized as operating expenses.  The 
Corporation has no further liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by MHA 
employees. 


The Corporation has a liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by the 
former Department of Family Services and Housing employees who were transferred to the 
Corporation on February 8, 2003. 


Current actuarial gains or losses are recognized as operating expenses. 


l) Contributed services 


Under an agreement entered into between The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation and the 
Department of Family Services and Housing, in 1984, the Department provides administrative 
services to MHRC at no cost.  The value of these contributed and administrative services is recorded 
as revenue and expenses. 


m) Use of estimates 


The preparation of financial statements in conformity with Canadian generally accepted accounting 
principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported amounts 
of assets and liabilities and disclosures of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the financial 
statements and the reported amounts of revenue and expenses during the reporting period. Actual 
results could differ from these estimates. 


3. Changes in Accounting Policy 


a) New Accounting Policies 
Effective April 1, 2007 the Corporation adopted the following new accounting standards issued by the 
Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants (CICA). 


 Accounting Changes 
Section 1506 requires that voluntary changes in accounting policies are made only if they result in the 
financial statements providing reliable and more relevant information.  Additional disclosure is 
required when the entity has not yet applied a new primary source of Canadian GAAP that has been 
issued but not yet effective, as well as when changes in accounting estimates and errors occur.  The 
adoption of this revised standard had no material impact on the Corporation’s financial statements for 
the year ended March 31, 2008. 


 Comprehensive Income 
Section 1530 of the CICA accounting standards requires the presentation of a statement of 
comprehensive income. Comprehensive income represents the change in equity of an enterprise 
during a period from transactions and other events arising from non-owner sources including gains 
and losses from changes in fair value of available for sale financial assets and changes in fair value of 
the effective portion of cash flow hedging instruments. The Corporation has not recognized any 
adjustments through other comprehensive income for the year ended March 31, 2008. Because the 
Corporation has no items related to other comprehensive income, comprehensive income is 
equivalent to net income. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


b) Financial Instruments 


i)	 Effective April 1, 2007 the Corporation adopted the accounting recommendations for Financial 
Instruments – Recognition and Measurement (Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants 
(CICA) Handbook Section 3855). Financial Instruments – Disclosure and Presentation (CICA 
Handbook Section 3861) and Hedges (CICA Handbook Section 3865) in accordance with the 
transitional provisions of the sections. These sections establish standards for the recognition, 
measurement, disclosure and presentation of financial assets, financial liabilities, non-financial 
derivatives and embedded derivatives, and describe when and how hedge accounting may be 
applied. 


Under the new standards, financial assets and liabilities are initially recorded at fair value. 
Subsequently, the Corporation classifies each of its financial instruments into one of the following 
categories: held for trading; held to maturity; loans and receivables; available for sale; and other 
financial liabilities. The classification depends on the purpose for which the financial instruments 
were acquired and their characteristics. 


Cash and cash equivalents are classified as held for trading and are measured at fair value. 
Loans receivable and accounts receivable are classified as loans and receivable and are 
measured at amortized costs using the effective interest method. Accounts payable, holdbacks 
and accruals and long term debt are classified as other financial liabilities and are measured at 
amortized costs using the effective interest method. 


These new standards were applied retroactively as of April 1, 2007. There were no changes to 
the financial statement accounts as a result of adopting these standards. 


Derivatives may be embedded in other financial instruments (the “host” instrument). Under the 
new standards embedded derivatives are treated as separate contracts when their economic 
characteristics and risks are not closely related to those of the host instrument, when the 
embedded derivative has the same terms as those of a stand-alone derivative and the combined 
instrument is not classified as held for trading or designated at fair value.  These embedded 
derivatives are measured at fair value with subsequent changes in the fair value recognized in 
operations. The Corporation selected April 1, 2004 as the transition date for embedded 
derivatives. As such, only contracts or other financial instruments entered into or modified after 
the transition date were examined for embedded derivatives. As at March 31, 2008 and 
March 31, 2007 the Corporation does not have any outstanding contracts or other financial 
instruments with embedded derivatives. 


ii) 	 Fair value – Financial Instruments 


The fair value of accounts receivable (excluding receivables related to pension and severance 
liability), accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals approximates their carrying values due to 
their short-term maturity. 


The carrying value of the Corporation’s pension and severance pay liabilities are based on 
actuarial valuations adjusted over time for the effect of interest and payouts since the valuations 
were performed. The carrying value of the liabilities approximates their fair values as the interest 
component is comparable to current market rates. The carrying value of the related pension and 
severance receivables approximates their fair value as their carrying value is derived from the 
related pension and severance liabilities. 


The fair value of loans receivable is determined using the present value of future cash flows 
under current funding agreements, based on the Corporation’s current estimated lending rate for 
loans with similar terms and conditions. The fair value of the loans receivable is $177,595,296 at 
March 31, 2008 ($188,271,048 at March 31, 2007). 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


The fair value of long-term debt is determined using the present value of future cash flows under 
current financing agreements, based on the Corporation’s current estimated borrowing rate for 
loans with similar terms and conditions. The fair value of the long-term debt is $603,197,970 at 
March 31, 2008 ($605,389,189 at March 31, 2007). 


c) Tangible Capital Assets Betterments 


Effective April 1, 2007 the Corporation initiated the following change in accounting policy: 


Previously, capital asset betterment costs were recognized as expenses in the period in which they 
were incurred. 


Effective April 1, 2007 the Corporation expanded it’s Tangible Capital Asset policy (TCA) to capitalize 
betterments. 


The effects of the above change in accounting policy, which has been retroactively applied with 
restatement of the balance sheet as at March 31, 2008, is to increase tangible capital assets for 
betterments by $20,043,517 (2007 - $10,605,789) and to increase amortization for betterments by 
$453,853 (2007 - $351,551). As a result of the above changes, the opening balance in The Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Fund Deficit as at April 1, 2008 has been decreased by $10,151,936 (2007 - 
$5,171,066). 


d) Future accounting changes - Financial instruments 


In December 2006, the CICA issued Section 3862, Financial Instruments - Disclosures; Section 
3863, Financial Instruments - Presentation; and Section 1535, Capital Disclosures. All three 
Sections will be applicable to financial statements relating to fiscal years beginning on or after 
October 1, 2007. Accordingly, the Corporation will adopt the new standards for its fiscal year 
beginning April 1, 2008. Section 3862 on financial instruments disclosures, requires the 
disclosure of information about: a) the significance of financial instruments for the entity's financial 
position and performance and b) the nature and extent of risks arising from financial instruments 
to which the entity is exposed during the period and at the balance sheet date, and how the entity 
manages those risks. Section 3863 on the presentation of financial instruments is unchanged from 
the presentation requirements included in Section 3861. Section 1535 on capital disclosures 
requires the disclosure of information about an entity's objectives, policies and processes for 
managing capital. 


The Corporation does not expect that the adoption of this new Section will have a material impact 
on its financial statements. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


4. Cash 


On deposit with the Minister of Finance: 
  Trust deposits 


Deferred Contributions (note 13) 
Mobile home loan guarantee program fund (note 24) 


Bank 

 Petty cash 



Cash 


5. Accounts receivable and accruals 


Canada Mortgage and Housing 

Corporation 



Government of the Province of 

Manitoba and its agencies 



Rent receivables - net of allowance of 

$6,350,703 (2007 - $6,090,113) 



Accrued interest on loans and 

  mortgages receivable 



City of Winnipeg - net of allowance of 

$67,927 (2007 - $67,927) 



Other - net of allowance of 

  $12,347 (2007- $12,347) 



Government of the Province of Manitoba 

- severance benefits(note 20) 

- pension recoverable (note 19) 



Accounts receivable and accruals 


2008 2007 


$80,512,075 $53,787,861 
12,070,497 10,848,859 


163,115  887,007
 92,745,687 65,523,727 


877,243 15,691,741 
8,825  8,425 


$93,631,755 $81,223,893 


2008 2007 


$4,240,935 $11,553,610 


4,133,689 7,153,090 


1,946,139 1,906,895 


461,194 514,440 


256,628 135,332 


9,914,552 8,598,015 


1,446,105 1,446,105 
5,556,772  5,881,445 


$27,956,014 $37,188,932 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


6. Loans and mortgages receivable 


a) Composition of loans and mortgages receivable 
2008 2007 


Federal/Provincial Housing: 
Private Non-Profit Housing Program $ 96,462,775 $ 98,623,505 
Rural and Native Housing Program 6,793 9,457 
Urban Native Housing Program 29,914,877  32,334,496 


126,384,445 130,967,458 
Market Rental Programs: 


Co-operative HomeStart Program 8,189,164 8,202,736 
Co-operative Index Linked Program 6,982,342 7,449,839 
Manitoba Rural RentalStart Program 264,034 273,887 
Manitoba Senior RentalStart Program 4,287,419  4,390,136 


19,722,959 20,316,598 


Other Programs: 
Community Residences Program 3,694,792 3,964,055 
Market Homeowner Programs 70,315 88,980 
Homeowner Rehabilitation Programs 234,017 2,664,384 
Other 2,784,666  1,092,960


 6,783,790  7,810,379 
152,891,194 159,094,435 


Less - allowance for loan impairment 5,735,096  6,042,019 
Loans and mortgages receivable $147,156,098 $153,052,416 


Loans and mortgages receivable bear interest at various rates between 0% and 14.25% with maturities at 
various dates to 2035. 


In addition to the loans and mortgages above, forgivable loans outstanding in the amount of $97,223,403 
(2007 - $82,613,781) have been approved in accordance with the terms of the loan agreements.  An asset 
valuation allowance equal to the amount of outstanding forgivable loans has been recorded by the 
Corporation. 


Principal repayments on the loans and mortgages maturing in the next five years are estimated as follows: 


2009 $227,914 
2010 11,110 
2011 37,524 
2012 2,553,196 
2013 2,760,752 


Subsequent to 2014 147,300,698 


$152,891,194 


b) Allowance for loan impairment 


The allowance for loan impairment is comprised of the following specific provisions: 


2008 2007 
Market rental programs $5,624,414 $5,860,840 
Other programs 110,682  181,179


 $5,735,096 $6,042,019 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


7. Housing projects 
2008 2007 


Housing Projects: 

Land $ 21,743,969 $ 21,734,065
 


Buildings 398,366,403 397,839,887 
Less - accumulated amortization 346,413,491 338,829,358 


Buildings – net book value 51,952,912  59,010,529 


Under construction 9,437,728 -


83,134,609 80,744,594 
Less - financing provided by CMHC 4,712,611  3,336,712 


Housing projects $ 78,421,998 $ 77,407,882 


8. Housing investment 


Housing investment represents MHRC's share in social housing projects, which until October 1, 1998 
were administered by CMHC and subsequently have been administered by MHRC, under the Rural and 
Native Housing Program. 


On September 3, 1998, MHRC and CMHC executed a Declaration of Trust by which CMHC has 
transferred their ownership interest in cost-shared and 100% CMHC funded Public Housing projects to 
MHRC, as trustee.  MHRC’s interest in these projects will be earned over the remainder of each project’s 
CMHC subsidy commitment period, in amounts which will correspond to the annual amortization of the 
assets. No increase in housing investment has been recorded by MHRC. 


9. Joint venture 


The Corporation contributed 179 acres of land, at appraised value, to a joint venture with Ladco Company 
Limited on May 11, 1989. The appraised value of the land at that time, adjusted for subsequent sales, 
was $1,174,157 (2007 - $1,358,901) and is included in joint venture land in note 10.  The joint venture 
activities include the servicing, development and sale of approximately 476 acres of land in the City of 
Winnipeg, Manitoba. In accordance with the terms of the agreement, the Corporation has provided loan 
guarantees for the purposes of the joint venture development in an amount not to exceed $2,400,000 
(note 24). 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


The following is a summary of the Corporation's pro rata share of the assets, liabilities, revenues and 
expenses of the Ladco Company Limited joint venture. 


Current Assets: 
Cash and short term investments 
Accounts receivable from land sales 


Long Term Assets: 
Development in progress 



Total Assets 



Current Liabilities: 

Accounts payable and accrued liabilities 



Net Assets 



Sales of land 

Cost of land sales 



Gross margin 



Expenses: 

Interest on bank indebtedness 

General 

Other 



Total expenses 



Net income for the year 



10. Land 


Future development or sale 



Leased to co-operatives 



 Joint venture 



Land 



11. Deferred revenue 


Manitoba Housing Authority tenant prepaid rent 


Other prepaid land lease and subsidy 
contribution received in advance 



Affordable Housing Initiative commitments 



 Deferred revenue 



2008 2007 


$ 619,498 $ 1,384,453 
4,146,937 3,887,450 
4,766,434 5,271,903 


1,054,938 1,466,754 


$5,821,373 $6,738,657 


16,636  80,772 


$5,804,737 $6,657,885 


$5,074,181 $4,755,761 
1,874,340 1,901,651 


3,199,841 2,854,110 


13,196 21,687 
58,615 90,794 


161,178  123,221 


232,989  235,702 


$2,966,852 $2,618,408 


2008 2007 


$ 9,555,965 $ 11,462,993 


1,659,792 1,734,392 


1,174,157  1,358,901 


$12,389,914 $14,556,286 


2008 2007 


$ 2,076,015 $ 1,968,853 


298,525 280,688 


10,346,656 12,051,410 


$12,721,196 $14,300,951 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


12. Long-term debt 
2008 2007 


Government of the Province of Manitoba: 


Advances, convertible to long-term 
advances, at prime interest rates $ 37,269,512 $ 13,237,893 


Long-term advances, at interest rates from 
4.75% to 13.375% maturing at various 
dates to 2029 and requiring annual 
principal and interest payments 
of $38,029,946 (2007 - $38,901,053) 294,533,899 305,557,467 


Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation: 


Long-term advances, at interest rates from 
5.67% to 8.625% maturing at various dates to 
2030 and requiring annual principal and interest 
payments of $15,022,602 (2007 - $14,988,984) 161,229,610 166,252,608 


Mortgages payable (assumed on property 
acquisitions), at interest rates from 5.125% 
to 10.50% maturing at various dates to 
2028 and requiring annual principal and interest 
payments of $325,260 (2007 - $325,260) 2,803,681  2,876,738 


Long-term debt $495,836,702 $487,924,706 


Principal repayments on the long-term debt are estimated as follows: 


2009 $ 17,405,405 


2010 18,780,128 


2011 20,297,450 


2012 21,933,005 


2013 22,776,614 


Subsequent to 2014 394,644,100 


$495,836,702 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


13. Deferred contributions 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement executed by MHRC and CMHC, CMHC will pay fixed annual 
contributions to MHRC for individual housing projects over the remainder of the CMHC subsidy 
commitment period. The Agreement took effect October 1, 1998 and has a funding expiration date of 
August 31, 2031. The Agreement provides that a specified amount of the annual federal contributions 
must be applied toward housing programs, which assist low income households, as defined in the 
Agreement.  The portion of federal contributions that may be applied toward other housing programs is 
similarly specified.  Unexpended federal contributions in the amount of $57,271,543 (2007 - $55,214,863) 
are carried forward by MHRC for future use, but such contributions must be fully used, in accordance with 
the Agreement, by the funding expiration date of August 31, 2031. 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement dated September 3, 1998 between CMHC and MHRC, CMHC 
made a one-time payment of $12,700,000 to MHRC in 1999.  This amount was provided for the purpose 
of mitigating future operating risks associated with MHRC’s financial responsibility for housing programs 
transferred from CMHC pursuant to the Agreement. This amount has been recorded as a deferred 
contribution and is increased by interest earned thereon and is reduced as the Corporation incurs 
expenses as a result of the identified risks. The unexpended balance related to these contributions at 
March 31, 2008 is $12,070,496 (2007 - $10,848,859). 


14. Grants from the Province of Manitoba 
2008 2007 


Department of Family Services and Housing: 
MHRC operating programs $46,986,549 $40,382,570 


 MHRC administration 7,103,851 6,962,530 
Grants and subsidies 5,172,982  4,620,951 


59,263,382 51,966,051 


Grants recovered from the Department of Finance: 
School Tax Assistance for Tenants 
55 Plus Program 266,936 384,992 


Pension recovery (note 19) (324,673)  223,807 


Grants from the Province of Manitoba $59,205,645 $52,574,850 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


15. Contributed services 


Administrative services provided by the Department of 
Family Services and Housing were allocated as follows: 


2008 2007 


- included in the Statement of Operations, 
Administrative Services $ 504,000 $ 553,500 


- included in administration expenses in note 16, 
Manitoba Housing Authority Housing Operations 636,500 1,052,500 


- included in administration expenses in note 16, 
Sponsor Managed Housing Operations 22,700 20,100 


- included in Rental Subsidies, note 17 319,000 396,600 


- included in Statement of Operations, 
Repair and renovation expense 101,000  71,500 


Total Department of Family Services and Housing 
administrative services provided $1,583,200 $2,094,200 


16. Housing operations 


The management and operation of all MHRC social housing projects are the responsibility of the Manitoba 
Housing Authority and sponsor managed groups. Their operating results are: 


 Manitoba Housing Sponsor 
Authority Managed Managed 2008 2007 


Revenue 


Rental revenue $51,559,298 $12,723,364 $ 64,282,662 $ 63,611,525 


Expenses 


Administration (note 15) 16,477,900 1,735,995 18,213,895 17,079,574 
Property operating 49,579,018 8,884,437 58,463,455 52,388,090 
Grants in lieu of taxes 9,057,670 1,433,280 10,490,950 10,403,329 
Amortization 5,840,954 1,230,607 7,071,561 7,424,865 
Interest 19,890,384  4,078,666  23,969,050  25,103,120 


100,845,926 17,362,985 118,208,911 112,398,978 


Operating loss $49,286,628 $ 4,639,621 $ 53,926,249 $ 48,787,453 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


17. Rental subsidies 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement executed by MHRC and CMHC on September 3, 1998 which 
took effect October 1, 1998, CMHC transferred its ownership interest in Public Housing Projects to MHRC 
in accordance with a Declaration of Trust, and MHRC has assumed sole responsibility for operating policy 
decisions relating to these projects. Previous agreements provided for the two parties to exercise joint 
control over operating policies. Rental subsidies are provided through agreements with third parties for 
which MHRC has assumed operating policy responsibility.  Their operating results are: 


Not for 
Profit Cooperative Private 


Housing Housing Landlord 
Revenue 


Rental revenue $8,411,329 $ - $ -


Expenses 


Administration 2,166,752 156,200 180,200 
Property 


operating 18,930,454 3,668,682 4,294,401 
Grants in lieu 


of taxes 1,193,755 - -
Amortization 2,268,519 - -
Interest 10,624,407 - -


35,183,887 3,824,882 4,474,601 


Operating loss $26,772,558 $3,824,882 $4,474,601 


18. Grants and subsidies 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit 

Shelter Allowance for Family Renters 

Shelter Allowance for Elderly Renters 

School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus 

Elderly & Infirm Persons Housing 

Co-op Homestart 



19. Pension obligations 


Property 

Management 



$2,835,221 


1,118,685 


10,736,780 


905,396 
82,841 
76,362 


12,920,064 


$10,084,843 


2008 2007 


$11,246,550 $10,955,086 


3,621,837 3,658,376 


37,630,317 37,940,110 


2,099,151 2,091,803 
2,351,360 2,421,912 


10,700,769 9,974,406 
56,403,434 56,086,607 


$45,156,884 $45,131,521 


2008 2007 


$5,172,982 $4,008,787 
- 233,687 
- 378,477 


266,936 384,992 
155,423 155,423 
103,561 131,314 


$5,698,902 $5,292,680 


Employees of the Corporation and MHA are eligible for pensions under the Manitoba Civil Service 
Superannuation Fund. This pension plan is a defined benefit plan, which requires MHA to contribute an 
amount approximately equal to the employees' contribution to the Superannuation Fund for current 
services. Such payments are charged to housing operations as incurred and MHRC has no further liability 
associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by MHA employees.  Pension expense 
recorded for MHA employees for the year ended March 31, 2008 is $597,669 (2007 - $594,114). 


The Corporation has a liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by the former 
Department of Family Services and Housing employees who were transferred to the Corporation on 
February 8, 2003.  The liability of $5,556,772 (2007 - $5,881,445) and the related recoverable amount  
from the Province of Manitoba of $5,556,772 (2007 - $5,881,445) are recorded in the financial 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2008 


statements.  As well, the decrease of $324,673 (2007 - increase of $223,807) in the liability and in the 
recoverable is recorded in the financial statements. Pension costs consist of the employer’s share of 
pension benefits paid to retired employees, as well as the increase in the unfunded pension liability during 
the fiscal year. This liability is determined by an actuarial valuation every three years with the balances for 
the intervening years being estimated by a formula provided by the actuary.  The most recent valuation 
was completed at December 31, 2004. 


2008 2007 


Balance at beginning of year $5,881,445 $5,657,638 

Experience (gain) loss (884,505) (331,663) 



 Benefits accrued 439,288 427,799 

Interest accrued on benefits 387,882 373,655 



 Benefits paid (267,338)  (245,984)
 


Balance at end of year $5,556,772 $5,881,445 


The key actuarial assumptions were a rate of return of 6.5% (2001 - 6.75%), 2.5% inflation (2001 -
2.75%), salary rate increases of 3.25% (2001 – 3.5%) and post retirement indexing at 2/3 of the inflation 
rate. The projected benefit method was used and the liability has been extrapolated to March 31, 2008 
using a formula provided by the actuary. 


20. Severance 


a) Severance pay liability 


Effective April 1, 1998, the Corporation commenced recording the estimated liability for accumulated 
severance pay benefits for its employees in The Manitoba Housing Authority.  The amount of this 
estimated liability is determined and recorded annually using the method of calculation set by the Province 
of Manitoba. 


Severance pay, at the employee’s date of retirement, will be determined by multiplying the eligible 
employee’s years of service (to a maximum of 22 or 15 years) by the employee’s weekly salary at the date 
of retirement. Eligibility will require that the employee has achieved a minimum of nine years of service 
and that the employee is retiring from the Corporation. 


The Corporation recorded a severance liability as at April 1, 2003 in the amount of $569,000 associated 
with the severance benefits earned by the former Department of Family Services and Housing employees 
who were transferred to the Corporation on February 8, 2003.  The amount of this estimated liability is 
determined and recorded annually using a method of calculation set by the Province of Manitoba.  The 
Corporation recorded, effective April 1, 2003, a receivable in the amount of $569,000 from the Province of 
Manitoba, which is an amount that is equal to the liability recorded for accumulated severance pay 
benefits at that date. 


b) Severance pay receivable 


The Province of Manitoba has accepted responsibility for the severance pay benefits accumulated to 
March 31, 1998 by the Corporation’s employees. Accordingly, the Corporation recorded, effective April 1, 
1998, a receivable of $877,105 from the Province of Manitoba, which was initially based on the estimated 
value of the corresponding actuarially determined liability for severance pay as at March 31, 1998. 
Subsequent to March 31, 1998, the Province provides annual grant funding for severance expense. As a 
result the change in the severance liability each year is fully funded.  The interest component related to the 
receivable is reflected in the funding for severance expense. The receivable for severance pay will be 
paid by the Province when it is determined that the cash is required to discharge the related severance 
pay liabilities. 


The amount recorded as a receivable from the Province for severance pay of $569,000 for former 
Department of Family Services and Housing employees was initially based on the estimated value of the 
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corresponding actuarially determined liability for severance pay as at April 1, 2003.  Subsequent to April 1, 
2003, the Province provides annual grant funding for severance expense.  As a result the change in the 
severance liability each year is fully funded.  The interest component related to the receivable is reflected 
in the funding for severance expense. The receivable for severance pay will be paid by the Province 
when it is determined that the cash is required to discharge the related severance pay liabilities. 


The carrying value of the receivables approximates its fair value as the interest component described 
above is comparable to current market rates. 


21. Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund 


On November 8, 2007, The Housing and Renewal Corporation Amendment Act provided for the 
establishment of a fund known as the “Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund”. 


The fund is to be credited with suburban land development profits realized by the MHRC in respect of land 
owned or developed by it or by a partnership or joint venture in which the MHRC is or was a participant. 
Interest earned on the amounts are to be credited to the fund.  Profits are transferred from The Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Fund Deficit to the Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund.  The fund may 
be used to provide support for housing projects in areas of need within a municipality in which the 
Corporation realized profits, including the development of new housing or the rehabilitation of existing 
housing. The fund has a balance of $3,678,735. 


22. Contingencies 


The Corporation is involved in legal proceedings arising in the normal course of business, the outcome of 
which cannot be predicted at this time.  In the opinion of management, the disposition of these cases will 
not materially affect the financial position of the Corporation.  Any settlement will be recognized in the 
year the settlement occurs. 


The Corporation provided the City of Winnipeg with a letter of credit under a development agreement.  At 
March 31, 2008 the letter of credit amounted to $1,389,120. 


23. Commitments 


The Corporation has the following commitments as at March 31, 2008. 


a) Housing project modernization and improvement $12,839,582 


b) Repair and renovation expenses $11,740,507 


c) Grants and subsidies: 


As a result of the Social Housing Agreement dated September 3, 1998, MHRC is now fully responsible for 
the funding commitments of all Social Housing Projects in Manitoba.  These commitments will expire on a 
staggered basis over the period ending 2031, concurrent with the Social Housing Agreement funding 
expiration date of August 31, 2031. An estimate of these commitments for each of the next five years is 
as follows: 


2008 $41,256,800 
2009 46,660,700 
2010 52,998,000 
2011 57,875,900 
2012 62,763,400 
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24. Guarantees 


The Corporation has guaranteed the repayment of mortgages and has issued letters of credit which 
guarantee the terms and conditions of land development agreements and construction contracts.  The 
outstanding guarantees are as follows: 


2008 2007 


Joint Venture Investment Guarantee (note 9) $2,400,000 $2,400,000 
Waverley West Letter of Credit 1,389,120 2,050,605 
Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program 163,115 360,684 
Affordable Housing Initiative Loan Guarantee Program 2,335,356 2,598,356


 Total guarantees $6,287,591 $7,409,645 


A guarantee fee of 2 1/2% is charged for each mortgage under the Mobile Home Loan Guarantee 
Program. The assets of the Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program as at March 31, 2008 are $163,115 
(2007 - $887,007) and are included in cash (note 4).  The trust fund liability is included in accounts 
payable. 


25. Risk Management 


i) 	Financial Risk 
Financial risk is the risk to the Corporation’s operations that arises from fluctuations in interest rates, 
and the degree of volatility of those rates.  The Corporation does not use derivative instruments to 
reduce its exposure to interest risk.  This risk is mitigated through the almost exclusive use of fixed 
rate terms for its mortgages and loans receivable and its long-term debt. 


ii) 	Credit Risk 
Credit risk arises from the potential that a counterparty to an agreement with the Corporation will fail 
to perform its obligations. The Corporation conducts an assessment of credit issues prior to 
committing to such agreements and it actively monitors the credit risks associated with its accounts 
receivable and loans and mortgages receivable on an ongoing basis. 


26. Prior Year Error 


During 2008 the corporation discovered an error in the investment in land for future development or sale 
related to prior years. The comparative figures for 2007 have been restated to correct this error.  The 
impact of the restatement on these financial statements is summarized below. 


Decrease in Land for Future Development or Sale 	 $878,142 


Increase in the MHRC deficit 	 $878,142 


27. Comparative figures 


Certain comparative figures in the financial statements have been restated to conform with the 
presentation of the current year. 
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Poverty Trends by Province - Charts 
 
 
The following charts show poverty trends for each province using: 
 
• After-tax low income cut-offs (LICOs) 
• Before-tax low income cut-offs (LICOs) 
• Market Basket Measure (MBM) 


 
 
 
 
Province 
 


Page 


Newfoundland and Labrador 2 
Prince Edward Island 3 
Nova Scotia 4 
New Brunswick 5 
Quebec 6 
Ontario 7 
Manitoba 8 
Saskatchewan 9 
Alberta 10 
British Columbia 11 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sources:  
 
Statistics Canada. Income Trends in Canada 1976 to 2007. Catalogue no. 13F0022XIE. Table 202-
0802. http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/13f0022x/13f0022x2007000-eng.htm
 
Human Resources and Skills Development Canada. Low Income in Canada 2000-2007: Using the 
Market Basket Measure. August 2009. 
http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/eng/publications_resources/research/categories/inclusion/2009/sp-909-07-
09/page00.shtml
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  Newfoundland and Labrador 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Prince Edward Island 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Nova Scotia 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  New Brunswick 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Quebec 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Ontario 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Manitoba 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Saskatchewan 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  Alberta 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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  British Columbia 
Poverty trends for all persons, 1976-2007  
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Montana Energy Service, Prices, and Programs: An AARP Survey      1 
 
 


Background 
 
 
Largely the results of an unsuccessful deregulation plan, Montanans have been experiencing 
steady and significant increases in their energy bills for the past six years.  Rather than creating 
a competitive market of energy suppliers and choices for consumers, the plan inadvertently 
produced an unregulated monopoly and a growing pool of customers who have retained default 
service from the incumbent utility company.  Since full deregulation, a rising debt and increase 
in demand has forced energy suppliers to charge consumers more for their service.  In fact, 
between July and December 2003, gas customers experienced two rate increases of 35 percent 
each, as well as a 15 percent increase in their electric rates – an increase of about $500 in 
energy rates for homeowners in Montana.1  While continued energy rate increases can 
adversely affect all consumers, some feel they have been particularly taxing this year on 
Montana’s low and fixed income families as well as on the state programs designed to help 
them pay their energy bills.     
 
Last year, LIEAP, the federally funded Low Income Energy Assistance Program, was 
estimated to have helped 17,550 Montanan households pay their energy bills, and in this year 
at least 25 percent more people have sought out state energy assistance programs.2  Another 
source of assistance in Montana is the Universal System Benefits Program (USB).  The funds 
for this program come from a proportion of all ratepayers’ bills – residential as well as large 
industrial customers.  However, the industrial class of customer pays less into USB than either 
residential or small business customers.  The charge is called the “universal system benefits” 
charge, and of the $8 million fund, about $1.8 million is dedicated to low-income energy 
assistance.  The rest of the fund is primarily used for conservation, weatherization, and 
renewable resource programs.  Currently there is no state-wide plan in place for the use of 
USB funds.  However, due to the increased demand for energy service, the increase in energy 
rates, and the increase in the number of residents unable to pay their energy bills, many policy 
makers and advocates feel these funds could be more effectively targeted to the growing 
number of Montanans seeking assistance to pay their energy bills.   
 
This report is part of a larger survey exploring two important issues facing Montanans:  energy 
rates and services and prescription drug costs.  This report explores the impact of energy rates 
on 800 Montanans age 18+ with regards to whether or not they have experienced a rate 
increase in the past year, how much their energy rates may have changed, and if they sought 
assistance to help pay their bills.  In addition, this survey gauges Montanans’ support for better 
targeting of USB funds to residential energy assistance programs. The data from the survey are 
weighted to reflect the age and gender of the general population in Montana ages 18 and older.  
How residents may differ in their opinion by age and income are discussed only where 
statistically significant differences exist.  For more information, please see the Methodology 
section at end of this report.  Appendix A includes tables to show income differences where 
discussed in the report and a full annotated survey is included in Appendix B.
                                                 
1 Energy Meltdown:  Impacts for Consumers and the Environment.  Montana Environmental Information Center. August 2003. 
2 Bottleneck for Aid:  More LIEAP Applications Cause Frustrations at Human Resource Council.  Ginny Merriam. Missoulian.com, News Online, 
February 14, 2004. 
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Highlights 
 


 
♦  The majority of Montanans indicate they are receiving their energy services from  
      Northwestern Energy and higher income residents are significantly more likely than 


those in the middle income category to say so.  Conversely, those respondents whose 
annual incomes are between $25,000 and $49,999 are significantly more likely than 
those with lower incomes to report getting their energy services from an electrical 
cooperative.  


 
♦  Most Montanans have experienced an increase in their energy bills over the past few 


years, and of those whose bills increased in the past six months, one in ten say their 
energy bills rose by $100 or more per month in the past six months, and nearly four in 
ten say they increased $50 to $100 per month.   


 
♦   Most Montanans are aware of energy assistance programs in the state, and about one in 


ten have applied for such assistance, primarily through LIEAP (Low Income Energy 
Assistance Program) in order to pay their bills.   


 
♦ Among those Montanans who are aware of energy assistance programs, almost two 


thirds of those who report annual incomes of less than $25,000 say they have not applied 
for any help.  


 
♦   Among those few Montanans who have applied for assistance, the majority (86%) have 


done so through LIEAP – the Low Income Energy Assistance Program, compared to 
about two in ten who have applied for assistance through Energy Share, and only 4 
percent through energy company discounts. 


 
♦ Most Montanans say it is very important to them that the state maintain energy 


assistance programs, and they support Montana re-directing some of the money currently 
allocated to industrial customers to program options designed to help lower income 
residents pay their energy bills. 


 
 







 


 
Montana Energy Service, Prices, and Programs: An AARP Survey      3 
 
 


Findings 
 
Nearly seven in ten Montanans receive their energy services from Northwestern 
Energy, and another one in five receives these services from an electric cooperative. 
 
The majority of Montanans indicate 
they are receiving their energy 
services from Northwestern Energy, 
and nineteen percent say that an 
electric cooperative provides their 
household with energy services.  
One in ten are customers of 
Montana-Dakota Utilities 
Company, and 5 percent of all 
Montanans say they use a company 
other than those listed in the survey 
for their energy service.3 
 
Across all income groups, at least 
six in ten Montanans report 
purchasing their energy services 
from Northwestern Energy.  
However, higher income residents 
are significantly more likely than 
those in the middle income 
category ($25,000 to $49,999) to use this company.  Conversely, middle income 
respondents are significantly more likely than those with lower incomes to report getting 
their energy services from an electrical cooperative (Table 1, Appendix A).    
 


                                                 
3 This was a multiple response question as Montanans can use more than one of these utility companies for various needs and service. Therefore 
proportions will add up to more than 100 percent. 
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How Much Energy Bills Increased in Past 6 Months 
Among Montanans 18+ 


(n=631) 
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Most Montanans say their overall energy bills increased over the past three 
years, as well as in the past six months.   
 
Montanans were first asked if overall, in the past three years or since 2001, their energy 
bills had increased, decreased, or stayed the same.  Eight in ten (80%) say their energy bills 
increased over the last few years, only 1 percent say their bills decreased, and slightly more 
than one in ten (14%) say their energy bills stayed the same.  In addition, eight in ten (79%) 
Montanans say their energy bills have increased in the past six months.4  While the majority 
of respondents across all income groups report seeing a recent increase in their energy bills, 
those with annual incomes greater than $50,000 are more likely than those with lower 
incomes to say so (see Table 2, Appendix A). 
 
Of those whose bills increased in the past six months, almost half say it rose 
by over $50 a month.   
 
If looking at only the majority who 
say the change in their energy bills 
was an increase over the past six 
months, the data show that four in 
ten of these Montanans indicate it 
rose by $51 to $100 per month, and 
half say it increased by an amount 
less than $50 per month.  However, 
one in ten say their energy bills rose 
by $100 or more per month in the 
past six months. 
 
Younger residents are more likely 
than those ages 50 and older to say 
their bills increased by less than $50 
per month (55% vs. 46%).  They are 
also less likely than older residents 
to say their bills increased between 
$51 and $100 per month (37% vs. 
42%).  With respect to any of the 
other possible increments tested in 
the survey, Montanans do not differ 
by age or income (see Table 3, Appendix A). 


                                                 
4 This proportion is of all 800 respondents.  Respondents were asked to think of the past six months and by how much their bills had 
simply changed – either increased or decreased and then asked to specify if the change was an increase or decrease (see Questions 27, 
28, and 29 in Annotated Questionnaire in Appendix B). 
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Most Montanans are aware of energy assistance programs in the state but 
few have applied for such assistance in order to pay their bills.   
 


Three-quarters (74%) of all Montanans are aware of assistance programs in the state 
intended to help people make their energy bills more affordable.  Of those who are aware of 
such programs (n=594), about one in six (17%) have applied for such assistance to pay their 
energy bills, but most (83%) have not.  Interestingly, among Montanans who are aware of 
energy assistance programs, nearly two-thirds of those who report incomes less than 
$25,000 say they have not applied for any such program (see Table 4, Appendix A).    
 
Finally, of those who are aware of state energy programs and have applied for such 
assistance (n=98), more than eight in ten (86%) have applied for help through LIEAP (Low 
Income Energy Assistance Program), and another one in five (20%) through Energy Share, 
a state program with funds available for eligible households to use in emergency situations. 
 
Applied for State Energy Programs Among 


Montanans Aware of Such Assistance 
 (N=594) 


Montanans Aware but Have Not Applied For  
State Energy Assistance by Income  


 (n=493) 
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Among those Montanans who have not applied for a state energy assistance program 
(n=493), most (76%) say it is mainly because they are not eligible, or they are able to pay 
their bills, or their income is not low enough (See Questions 23, 24, and 25, Annotated 
Questionnaire in Appendix B).  Another one in ten (11%) say they don’t ask for or need 
help from the government.
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Most Montanans say it is very important that the state maintain energy 
assistance programs, and they support re-directing money from industrial 
customers into program options to help lower income residents pay their 
energy bills. 
 
Seventy-one percent of Montanans say it is very important, and another quarter say it is 
somewhat important to them that the state maintain its energy assistance programs to help 
lower income residents pay their energy bills.  Furthermore, about eight in ten strongly or 
somewhat support the state using some portion of the money allocated to industrial 
customers for low income residential program options like rate discounts, crisis assistance, 
and weatherization to help these customers pay their monthly bills. 
 
Importance of State Energy Assistance Programs 


to Help Lower Income Residents  
Pay Their Bill 


(N=800) 


Support for Montana Redirecting Some 
Funding Allocated to Industrial Customers  


for Energy Assistance Programs 
(N=800) 
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Montanans 50 and older are just as likely as those younger to view state energy assistance 
programs as very important, and to support the state re-allocating a portion of the money for 
industrial customers to energy programs.  However, respondents with annual incomes less 
than $25,000 are more likely than those with higher incomes to feel that maintaining state 
energy assistance programs is very important and to strongly support redirecting some of the 
state funds allocated to industrial customers into program options for low income residential 
customers (see Table 5 and 6).   
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Conclusions 
 
Combined with the far-reaching and adverse consumer impacts resulting from Montana’s 
history with utility deregulation, the findings from this survey add further support for the 
implementation of more effective and efficient ways to meet the state’s increasing demand 
for service and expand energy assistance programs.  The data show that the majority of 
Montanans have experienced an increase in their energy bills over the past few years, and 
among those Montanans who have seen their energy bills increase over the past six months, 
about half indicate their bills rose by $50 or more per month.  Finally, among those residents 
who are aware of state energy programs, almost two-thirds who report annual incomes of 
less than $25,000 say they have not applied for any help in paying their bills.  This is 
noteworthy because many households earning an annual income of less than $25,000 may 
qualify for the state energy assistance programs. 
 
Montanans support the state finding additional revenues to maintain and expand energy 
assistance programs.  Most Montanans say it is very important to them that the state 
maintain its energy assistance programs to help lower income residents pay their energy 
bills.  Eight in ten strongly or somewhat support the state using some portion of the money 
currently allocated to industrial customers for low income residential program options.    


 
 


Methodology 
 
The interviewing for this survey took place between April 8th and April 18th, 2004.  This 
survey has a response rate of 26 percent and a cooperation rate of 44 percent.  The total 
sample of 800 respondents yields a maximum statistical error of plus or minus 3.5 percent.  
This means that in 95 out of 100 samples of this size, the results obtained in the sample 
would fall in a range of 3.5 percentage points of what would have been obtained if every 
resident age 18 or older in Montana had been surveyed.  Survey responses were weighted to 
reflect the distribution of age, gender, and education of residents age 18 or older in 
Montana.  Weighted responses to all survey questions are in the attached annotated 
questionnaire. 
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Respondent Demographics 
 


Within this respondent sample of 800, half were women (50%) and half were men (49%), 
and nearly six in ten reports they are currently married (59%).  Eighteen percent say they 
have never been married, and a similar proportion say they are either widowed (8%), 
divorced (8%), or separated (2%).  Three percent report living with a partner.   More than 
six in ten have completed a high school education (37%) or some college or technical 
training beyond high school (27%), and almost one in five have completed college (17%).  
Almost half are employed full-time (48%), and almost one in five are retired (19%).  Most 
of the sample identified themselves as Caucasian, and four percent say they are Native 
American.  Less than one percent identify themselves as Black or Asian. 
 
Nearly three in ten (29%) Montanans surveyed report incomes less than $25,000; about one 
third (32%) report incomes between $25,000 and $49,999; and, 23 percent report incomes 
greater than $50,000.  
 
Finally, over half say they always vote (57%), and another 21 percent say they sometimes 
miss one opportunity to vote.  One in ten (12%) say they never vote.
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Table 1:  Energy Companies Servicing Montanans* 
 
   By income 


 
Company 


Total % 


(N=800) 


Annual 
Income 


<$25,000 
(n=232) 


Annual 
Income 


$25K to $49.9K 
(n=255) 


Annual 
Income 


$50K or more 
(n=182) 


Northwestern Energy 68% 68% 63% 76% 
Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. 9% 9% 10% 9% 
An Electric Cooperative 19% 15% 24% 17% 
Other company 5% 7% 4% 4% 
Not sure 5% 8% 6% 1% 


:less than 1 percent or zero 
     * Multiple response question – columns may not add to 100%  


 
 
Table 2:  Direction of energy bills change over the past three years. 
 
   By income 


 
Direction of change in 
energy bills 


 


Total % 


(N=800) 


Annual 
Income 


<$25,000 
(n=232) 


Annual 
Income 


$25K to $49.9K 
(n=255) 


Annual 
Income 


$50K or more 
(n=182) 


Increase 80% 74% 82% 86% 
Decrease 1% -- 2% -- 
Stayed same 14% 17% 12% 12% 
Not sure 5% 8% 4% 2% 


     -- :less than 1 percent or zero 


 
 
Table 3: Amount of energy bills increase in the past six months. 
 
   By income 


Amount of increase in 
energy bills in last 6 
months 


 


Total % 


(N=631) 


Annual 
Income 


<$25,000 
(n=173) 


Annual 
Income 


$25K to $49.9K 
(n=212) 


Annual 
Income 


$50K or more 
(n=631) 


Less than $50 51% 48% 57% 44% 
$51 to $100 38% 43% 34% 43% 
$101 to $150 7% 6% 5% 10% 
$151 to $200 2% 1% 3% 2% 
More than $200 2% 2% 1% 1% 


     -- :less than 1 percent or zero 
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Table 4:  Applied for energy assistance. 
 
   By income 


 
Applied for Energy 
Assistance 


 


Total % 


(N=594) 


Annual 
Income 


<$25,000 
(n=168) 


Annual 
Income 


$25K to $49.9K 
(n=196) 


Annual 
Income 


$50K or more 
(n=146) 


Yes 17%    35% 10% 6% 
No 83% 63% 90% 64% 
Not sure -- 2% -- 0% 


      -- :less than 1 percent or zero 


 
 
Table 5:  Importance of state maintaining energy assistance programs. 
 
   By income 


 
Level of Importance 


 


Total % 


(N=800) 


Annual 
Income 


<$25,000 
(n=232) 


Annual 
Income 


$25K to $49.9K 
(n=255) 


Annual 
Income 


$50K or more 
(n=182) 


Very important 71% 84% 71% 62% 
Somewhat important 23% 13% 24% 31% 
Not that important 2% 1% 1% 4% 
Not at all important 1% 1% 1% 3% 
Not sure 2% -- 2% 1% 


     -- :less than 1 percent or zero 


 
 
Table 6: Support for Montana re-directing some money allocated to 


industrial customers into program options designed to help lower 
income residents pay their energy bills. 


 
   By income 


 
Level of Support: 


 


Total % 


(N=800) 


Annual 
Income 


<$25,000 
(n=232) 


Annual 
Income 


$25K to $49.9K 
(n=255) 


Annual 
Income 


$50K or more 
(n=182) 


Strongly support 40% 53% 42% 32% 
Somewhat support 42% 37% 46% 44% 
Somewhat oppose 6% 3% 5% 10% 
Strongly oppose 5% 4% 4% 8% 
Not sure 5% 3% 3% 6% 


     -- :less than 1 percent or zero 
 
 







 


 
Montana Energy Service, Prices, and Programs: An AARP Survey      12 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


APPENDIX B 
 


ANNOTATED QUESTIONNAIRE







AARP – Montana Legislative Issues Survey 
                                                      April 2004 – Questionnaire 
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INTRODUCTION/SCREENER 
Weighted N = 800; Sampling Error = 3.5%; Response Rate = 26% 


(Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.) 
Introduction 
Hello, my name is__________.  I’m calling on behalf of Alan Newman Research, a national opinion 
research firm.  We are conducting a study among Montana residents in order to get their opinions on 
two very separate but very important issues facing Montanan’s [MONN-TANN-ANZ]: prescription 
drug costs and utility costs.  To make our study more representative of those living throughout 
Montana, I need to speak with the youngest male who is at home right now and is at least 18 years old.  
May I speak to him?   
[INTERVIEWERS -- IF NECESSARY USE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:   
My name is ________.   
I’m calling from Alan Newman Research, a national opinion research firm located in Richmond, 
Virginia.  Let me assure you, this is NOT a sales call and you will NOT be asked to buy anything either 
now or later.  We are NOT telemarketers.   
You will not be asked to buy anything either now or later. All of your responses are kept entirely 
confidential.  Your views are important and we would greatly appreciate your participation.   
The survey should only take a few minutes (10 minutes) of your time depending on your answers. 
We ask to speak to the youngest male/oldest female or oldest male/oldest female to make our survey 
more representative of the California population.  Because of patterns in how people answer the phone, 
it is important that we randomly pick someone in each household to interview.  Asking for the 
youngest male first is an easy way to pick someone at random.] 
1) Person on phone is youngest male 
2) Other person is youngest male and is coming to phone  
3) Youngest male never available  
4) Youngest male not available right now 
5) DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
6) REFUSED  


FIELD USE ONLY 
  


Date: 
Interviewer: 
Start Time: 
End Time: 
# Minutes: 


Supervisor: 
Editor: 
Completed: 
Terminated: 
Validated: 


Telephone #:  (   )   -     


QUOTAS 


Non-institutionalized adults, 18 years old and older, living in Montana RDD 18+ 


Q#:____ ____ ____ ____ 
   


AARP -- Montana Legislative Issues 
Survey:  Lowering Prescription Drug 
Costs and Controlling Utility Costs 


April 2004 
 


#123-04  (JCF) 







AARP – Montana Legislative Issues Survey 
                                                      April 2004 – Questionnaire 
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Respondent Selection 
 


S1.  RECORD GENDER OF PERSON WHO ANSWERED PHONE: 
1) Male 
2) Female 


 
S2.  [IF INTRODUCTION = 1, SKIP TO S4; IF INTRODUCTION = 2, SKIP TO S3; IF INTRODUCTION = 6, 


TERMINATE AS REFUSAL]  Then may I speak to the oldest female who is at home right now and is at least 18 
years old? 
1) Person on phone is oldest female [SKIP  TO S4] 
2) Other person is oldest female and is coming to the phone [SKIP TO S3] 
3) Oldest female never available [TERMINATE AS SCREENED OUT] 
4) Oldest female is not available right now  [ARRANGE CALLBACK] 
5) DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE [ARRANGE CALLBACK] 
6) REFUSED [TERMINATE AS REFUSAL] 
 


S3. Hello, my name is__________.  I’m calling on behalf of Alan Newman Research, a national opinion research 
firm.  We are conducting a study among Montana residents in order to get their opinions on two very separate but 
very important issues facing Montanan’s [MONN-TANN-ANZ]: prescription drug costs and utility costs.  To 
make our study more representative of those living throughout Montana, I need to speak with the [SELECT 
APPROPRIATE REFERENCE BASED ON SKIP PATTERN: “youngest male” OR “oldest female”] who is at 
home right now and is at least 18 years old.  Are you [SELECT APPROPRIATE REFERENCE BASED ON 
SKIP PATTERN: “him” OR “her”]?  [INTERVIEWERS:  IF MALE IS ON PHONE AND IS OVER 18 AND IS 
THE ONLY MALE AT HOME AT THIS VERY MOMENT, EXPLAIN THAT THEY ARE 
AUTOMATICALLY THE YOUNGEST MALE WHO IS AT HOME RIGHT NOW, REGARDLESS OF THE 
AGE OF OTHER MALES WHO LIVE IN THE HOUSEHOLD.] 


1) Person on phone is youngest male/oldest female  
2) Other person is youngest male/oldest female and is coming to the phone [SKIP TO S3] 
3) Youngest male never available  [SKIP TO S2] 
4) Oldest female never available  [TERMINATE AS SCREENED OUT] 
5) Youngest male not available right now  [SKIP TO S2] 
6) Oldest female is not available right now  [ARRANGE CALLBACK] 
7) DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  [ARRANGE CALLBACK] 
8) REFUSED  [TERMINATE AS REFUSAL] 


 
S4. In order to save time and ensure I only ask you questions relevant to someone in your age group, could you 


tell me whether you are aged 50 or older, or are you under 50? 
1) Age 50 or older 
2) Under 50   [SKIP  TO Q1] 
3) DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE     [SKIP  TO Q1]  
4) REFUSED  [SKIP  TO Q1] 
 


S5. And are you currently a member of AARP? 
1) Yes   
2) No 
3) DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE   
4) REFUSED 
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Prescription Drugs 
 
1.  To begin, how concerned are you about being able to afford the cost of your prescription drugs 


over the next two years? Would you say you are….….[READ] (N=800) 
 


42%  Very concerned, 
24%  Somewhat concerned, 
19%  Not very concerned, 
15%  or would you say you are Not at all concerned about being able to afford the cost of 


 prescription drugs over the next two years? 
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE / REFUSED 


 
2.  Are you, yourself, now covered by any form of health insurance?  This would include any 


private or employee health insurance plan and government programs like Medicare or 
Medicaid. (N=800) 


 
77%  Yes 
23%  No   [SKIP TO Q4] 
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE   [SKIP TO Q4]  
  0     REFUSED   [SKIP TO Q4] 


 
3.  Does this health care plan(s) provide coverage for prescription medications(s)? (n=618) 
 


75% Yes 
23%  No 
  2%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  -     REFUSED 


 
4. Do you participate in any prescription drug discount programs or have a prescription discount 


card? [IF NECESSARY ADD:  “Discount prescription cards or programs such as those 
offered through a local drug store or pharmacy, a doctor’s office, a membership organization 
like AARP, a retailer like Walmart or Rite Aid, or a pharmaceutical company.”] (N=800) 


 
21%  Yes 
79%  No 
  -      DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0%  REFUSED 


 
5.  Have you taken any prescription medications in the last 12 months? (N=800) 
 


68%  Yes 
32%   No   [SKIP TO Q16] 
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE    [SKIP TO Q16] 
  0%  REFUSED   [SKIP TO Q16] 
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6. Are you currently taking prescription medications on a regular basis? [IF NECESSARY:  
“By regularly we mean any medication that you have to take daily, weekly, monthly for an 
extended period of time such as a year or more]. (n=543) 


 
78% Yes 
22% No   [SKIP TO Q16] 
  0% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE   [SKIP TO Q16] 
  0% REFUSED   [SKIP TO Q16] 


 
7.  Approximately how many different prescription medications do you take each day?  [DO NOT 


READ CATEGORIES] (n=424) 
 


30%  1 
37%  2 – 3 
19%  4 – 5 
13%  6 or more 
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  -     REFUSED  
  1%  Takes at least one medication regularly but less than once a day [VOLUNTEERED]. 


 
8. In the last three months or 90 days, approximately how much money did you spend out of your 


own pocket on  prescription drugs? (n=424) 
 


  9% Nothing 
  1%   Less than $10  
  6%   $10 but less than $25 
11%   $25 but less than $50 
10%   $50 but less than $75 
  9%   $75 but less than $100 
26%   $100 but less the $250 
16%   $250 but less than $500 
  4%   $500 but less than $750 
  2%   $750 but less than $1,000 
  2%   $1,000 or more 
  6%   DON’T KNOW / CAN’T REMEMBER  
   -     REFUSED 


 
9.  Would you say that paying for these prescription medications is a major financial problem, a 


minor financial problem, or not a financial problem for you? (n=424) 
 
32%  Major Financial Problem 
34%  Minor Financial Problem 
32%  Not a Financial problem 
  2%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
   -    REFUSED 
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10. In the past 12 months, have you cut back on other necessary items such as food or utilities 
to be able to afford a prescription medication   (n=424) 
 
18% Yes 
81%  No 
  1%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0%  REFUSED 


 
11.   In the past 12 months have you put off getting a prescription filled because you didn’t have 


enough money to pay for it?   (n=424) 
 


23%  Yes 
77%  No 
  1% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0%  REFUSED 


 
512.   In the past 12 months have you ordered prescription drugs by mail or over the Internet 


because they cost less?  (n=424) 
 


15% Yes 
84% No   [SKIP TO Q15] 
  1% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE    [SKIP TO Q15] 
   -     REFUSED   [SKIP TO Q15] 


 
13. Did you order your prescription medications either by mail or the Internet from another 


country like Canada or Mexico? (n=62) 
 


19%  Yes 
81%  No 
  0%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE/REFUSED  
 


14.   In the past 12 months have you traveled to Canada to buy prescription drugs because 
they cost less? (n=62) 


 
  5%  Yes 
93%  No 
  2%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0%  REFUSED 


 
 


                                                 
5 The skip pattern for question 12 is incorrect and should have taken respondents to Question 14 as well as Question 15.   
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15. How strongly do you support or oppose the federal government making it easier for 
people to buy prescription drugs from Canada if they can get them for a lower price?  
Would you say you…[READ] (n=424) 


 
66% Strongly support, 
20% Somewhat support, 
  4% Somewhat oppose,  
  5% or would you Strongly oppose the federal government making it easier to buy 
 Prescription drugs from Canada? 
  5%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0%  REFUSED 


 
16.   Some say that the proposal to legalize purchasing medication in Canada will enable many 


people to purchase their prescription drugs at lower prices.  Others say that it will lead to 
ineffective or unsafe drugs being imported into the country.  After hearing these 
arguments, how strongly do you now support or oppose the federal government making 
easier for people to buy prescription drugs from Canada  Would you say you…(N=800) 


 
53% Strongly support, 
25% Somewhat support, 
  9% Somewhat oppose,  
  6% or would you Strongly oppose the federal government making it easier to buy 
 Prescription drugs from Canada? 
  7%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
    -     REFUSED 


 
17. Would you be more or less likely to vote for a candidate who supported putting this 


program into effect? (N=800) 
 


59% More likely 
  9% Less likely  
24% Would NOT make a difference 
  8% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  -      REFUSED  


 
18. How important is it to you that the state of Montana make prescription drug costs more 


affordable to those most in need?  Would you say it is…[READ] (N=800) 
 


77%  Very important,    
17%  Somewhat important, 
  3%  Not that important, 
  1%  or would you say it is Not important at all to you that the state of  Montana make 


Prescription drug costs more affordable to those in need? 
  1% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
   -    REFUSED 
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19. How strongly would you support or oppose Montana offering a state prescription drug 
program even if you were not eligible to receive its benefits?   Would you say you…[READ] 
(N=800) 
 
 58% Strongly support, 
 28% Somewhat support, 
  5% Somewhat oppose,  
  5% or would you Strongly oppose the Montana offering a state prescription drug program, 


even if you were not eligible to receive its benefits? 
  4%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  -   REFUSED 


 
20. How strongly would do you support or oppose the state of Montana creating a prescription 


drug discount program for all residents regardless of their age or income?  Would you say 
you…[READ] (N=800) 


 
56%  Strongly support, 
27%  Somewhat support, 
  8%  Somewhat oppose,  
  6%  or would you Strongly oppose the state of Montana creating a prescription drug discount 
 program for all residents regardless of their age or income? 
  4%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
    -     REFUSED 


 
21.   In order to implement and maintain this type of state prescription drug discount program, 


Montana may need to generate revenue.  Please let me know how strongly you would 
support or oppose each of the following possible ways of funding this type of state program. 


  
 The first (next) possible way of funding this type of state program is….  (N=800) 
 
 a.  …Implementing a general sales tax on all items except for food and medicines. 


19%  Strongly support, 
22%  Somewhat support, 
13%  Somewhat oppose,  
44%  or would you Strongly oppose this way of funding this type of state program? 
  2%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
   -    REFUSED 


 
 b.  …Implementing a 5-cent user-fee on soft-drinks and bottled water. 


22% Strongly support, 
30% Somewhat support, 
17% Somewhat oppose,  
28% or would you Strongly oppose this way of funding this type of state program? 
  3%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  - REFUSED 
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 c. …Increasing the tax on cigarettes and tobacco products. 
50% Strongly support, 
18% Somewhat support, 
  8% Somewhat oppose,  
23% or would you Strongly oppose this way of funding this type of state program? 
  2% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
   -  REFUSED 


 
 d.  …Increasing the tax on alcohol and beer. 


47% Strongly support, 
26% Somewhat support, 
  9%  Somewhat oppose,  
18%  or would you Strongly oppose this way of funding this type of state program? 
  2%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
   -  REFUSED 


 
e.  … Charging a registration fee for the state prescription drug discounts programs. 


17% Strongly support, 
37% Somewhat support, 
18% Somewhat oppose,  
21%  or would you Strongly oppose this way of funding this type of state program? 
 7%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
   -    REFUSED 


 
Energy Utility Services 
 
22. Now I’d like to ask to you some questions about Montana energy utility services. Which of 


the following companies provide energy services to your household or residence?  (N=800) 
 


 68% Northwest Energy, 
  9% Montana-Dakota Utilities Co., 
19% An Electric Co-op,  
  5% or is there some other company that provides energy services to your household? 
  5% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
    -     REFUSED 


 
23. Are you aware of any assistance programs in Montana intended to help people make their 


energy bills more affordable.  (N=800) 
 


74% Yes 
25% No   [SKIP TO Q27] 
  1% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE   [SKIP TO Q27]  
    -   REFUSED  [SKIP TO Q27] 
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24. Have you ever applied for such assistance in order to pay your energy bills? (n=594) 
 


17%  Yes   [SKIP TO Q26] 
83%  No   
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE   [SKIP TO Q27]                          
  0     REFUSED   [SKIP TO Q27] 


 
25. Why have you never applied for such assistance?    [READ] (n=493) 
 


76% Not Eligible /Able to Pay Bills / Income Not Low Enough 
  1% Don’t Know Where To Go / Don’t Know Location of Office 
11% Don’t Ask For or Need Help From Gov’t 
  1% Get Help from Family When Needed 
  8% Some OTHER Reason [Specify: ____________________________] 
  2% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
    0    REFUSED 
 [SKIP TO Q27] 


 
 
26. Through which of the following have you applied for assistance?  Have you applied 


through….READ] (n=98) 
 


a.  LIEAP [LEAP] – the Low Income Energy Assistance Program, 
 
 
 


86% Yes 
  9%  No 
  6%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0% REFUSED 


 
b.  Energy Share, 
 
 
 


20% Yes 
72% No 
  8% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0% REFUSED 


 
c.  Utility Company Discounts 
 
 
 


  4% Yes 
90% No 
  6% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0% REFUSED 
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26. d. Some Other Program you have applied for in Montana to help make your 
energy utility bills more affordable [Please Specify: ____________________]  


 
 
 


10% Yes 
84%  No 
  6%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  0%  REFUSED 


 
27.   In the past three years, or since 2001, would you say your overall energy bills have 


increased, decreased, or stayed about the same? (N=800) 
 


 80% Increased 
   1% Decreased 
 14% Stayed About the Same  
   5%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
    - REFUSED 


 
28.   Now, in thinking about the past 6 months, by about how much per month has your energy 


bill either increased or decreased?  Would you say it has increased or decreased by…. 
       


46%  less than 50 dollars per month 
31%  about 51 to 100 dollars per month 
  5%  about 101 to 150 dollars per month 
  2%  about 151 to 200 dollars per month 
  2%  more than 200 dollars per month 
14%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE   [SKIP TO Q30] 
 1%  REFUSED   [SKIP TO Q30] 


 
29. And was this change an increase in your bills or was it a decrease in your bills? (n=685) 
 


92%  Increase 
  4%  Decrease 
  3%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE                         
  1%  REFUSED  


 
30. In your opinion, how important is it that Montana maintains its energy assistance programs 


that help low-income residents pay their energy bills?  Would you say it is…(N=800) 
 


71%  Very important,    
23% Somewhat important, 
  2% Not that important, 
  1% or would you say it is Not important at all for Montana to maintain its energy 
 assistance programs that help low-income residents pay their energy bills? 
  2% DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  1% REFUSED 
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31. In the past 12 months, utility customers in Montana have experienced energy rate increases in 
both natural gas and electric utilities.  While some customers are able to pay their energy bills 
despite the rate increases, others are not.  Since 1999, the state of Montana has allocated public 
benefit funds for use by residential customers and large industrial customers. The public benefit 
funds are intended for energy efficiency and assistance programs -- some of which help low-
income residents manage their monthly energy bills.  The public benefit funds allocated to the 
industrial customers are primarily intended for them to use for their own energy efficiency 
programs and operations.  One proposal to help more low-income residents pay their energy bills 
is to redirect some of the money allocated to industrial customers into program options like rate 
discounts, crisis assistance and weatherization for low income residential customers.   


 
How strongly do you support or oppose the state of Montana using some portion of the 
money that is allocated to industrial customers for their program options like rate 
discounts, crisis assistance and weatherization, to help more residential customers pay their 
monthly energy bills?   Would you say you…[READ] 


 
40%  Strongly support, 
42%  Somewhat support, 
  6%  Somewhat oppose,  
  5%  or would you Strongly oppose the  state of Montana using some portion of the money that 


is allocated to industrial customers to help more residential customers pay their monthly 
energy bills ? 


  5%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  1%  REFUSED 


 
 
Demographics 
 


 
Finally, the following few questions are for classification purposes only and will be kept entirely confidential. 
 
 
D1.   Record respondent’s gender 
 


49% Male 
51% Female 


 
 
D2.   What is your age as of your last  birthday?  (IN YEARS) __________ 
 


     13% 18-24 
 15% 25-34 
 22% 35-44 
 33% 45-64 
 18% 65+ 
   5% Refused/no answer 
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D3. What is your current marital status?  (READ LIST) 
      


59%  Currently Married   
  3%  Currently living with partner/significant other 
  8%  Widowed   
  8%  Divorced 
  2%  Separated 
18%  Never Married   
  0%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  3%  REFUSED 


 
D4. What is the highest level of education that you completed? (READ LIST) 
 


  7%  Less than high school 
37%  High school graduate or equivalent 
27%  Some college or technical training beyond high school 
17%  College graduate (4 years) 
10%  Post graduate or professional degree 
  1%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  3%  REFUSED 


 
D5. Which of the following best describes your current employment status? (READ LIST) 
    


48% Employed or self-employed full-time 
13% Employed or self-employed part-time 
19% Retired and not working 
  5% Unemployed and looking for work 
  6% Homemaker 
  4% Disabled 
  4% Student 
  0% Something Else (specify) 
   -    DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  2%  REFUSED 


 
D6.  Thinking about your state elections for Montana Governor and Legislators in the last ten 


years, which of the following best describes your voting behavior?  Would you say you 
always vote, sometimes miss one, rarely vote, or never vote?   


 
57% Always vote 
21% Sometimes miss one 
  7%  Rarely vote 
12%  Never vote 
  2%  DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE 
  2%  REFUSED 
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D7.  What was your annual household income before taxes in 2003? 
 


14%  Less than $15,000 ($14,999) 
15%  $15,000 to less than $25,000 ($24,999) 
15%  $25,000 to less than $35,000 ($34,999)    
17%  $35,000 to less than $50,000 ($49,999) 
14%  $50,000 to less than $75,000 ($74,999) 
  9%    $75,000 or more 
  4%    DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
12%  REFUSED 


                          
D8.   Are you of Hispanic, Spanish, or Latin origin or descent? 
  


  3%  Yes 
94%  No 
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
  3%  REFUSED 


 


D9.  What is your race? 
 


89% White / Caucasian 
  -    Black/African American 
 4%   Native America 
  -     Asian American 
 2%   Other [Please Specify: _______] 
  -     DON’T KNOW / NOT SURE  
 4%   REFUSED 


 
D10.    What is your 5-digit zip code?    ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 
 
That was our last question.  Thanks for taking the time to share your thoughts and 
opinions.  Have a good night! 
 
RECORD DATE AND TIME OF INTERVIEW COMPLETION 
 
Interviewer name:   ______________________ 
Interviewer gender: ______________________ 
Interviewer race: ______________________ 
Interviewer ID #: ______________________ 
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For more information please contact Jennifer H. Sauer (202) 434-6207 
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Inadequacy of shelter rates     1 


EIA statistics: Incidence and depth of shelter budget 
inadequacy (private rental housing units) 


 
Prepared by Lisa Bednar, Social Planning Council of Winnipeg 


Data provided to SPCW from MB Family Services and Housing EIA office, 
July 2008 
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Chart 1: number of units included in the analysis.  
 
The EIA figures here represent individual private rental housing units. In most cases, one 
unit equals one EIA case. However, where 2 or more persons with separate and 
individual EIA cases live in the same unit, this unit would represent more than one EIA 
case.     
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EIA shelter allowance deficits
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Chart 2: incidence of EIA shelter allowance deficit. 
 
This chart illustrates the percentage of private rental housing units (who are receiving 
EIA) where actual rent was more than the budgeted rent amount. This percentage has 
steadily increased in the past 2 years (2006 to 2008) from 72.5% to 77.3%. The term 
“budgeted rent” is used to refer to the shelter supplements and benefits received.  
 
The percentage of units experiencing a significant deficit ($100 or more) has also steadily 
increased. In only 2 years, this percentage has increased almost 10%: from 38.5% in 2006 
to 48.0% in 2008.  
 
Despite an overall reduction in units over this 2 year period (from 15,553 to 14,125 
cases) the number of units experiencing this deficit increased from 5988 in 2006 to 6780 
in 2008. 
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Chart 3: average rent deficit in dollars.  
 
The dollar value of the average rent deficit increased 24.4% in the past 2 years, from 
$112.10 in January 2006 to $139.40 by 2008. 
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Executive Summary


Canada Cannot and need not allow yet another generation of Indigen-


ous citizens to languish in poverty.


At a time when workforce replacement and skilled labour shortages oc-


cupy the attention of both business and government alike, the youngest and 


fastest growing demographic in the country struggles in poverty. But that 


poverty is neither inevitable nor immutable.


Transformative change is clearly possible, desirable and required. It is 


a question of will on the part of all Canadians. The will to learn the full his-


tory of this country and its legacy, to understand the positive role govern-


ments can play, and to advocate for an end to the poverty experienced by 


Indigenous children. It is up to all of us.


While direct investment to alleviate the burden of poverty is part of the 


answer, other solutions exist.


The wealth of natural resources and the jobs that go with development 


can be shared with far greater equity.


Entrepreneurial activity in Indigenous communities, already on the rise, 


can be nurtured.


First Nations can be supported in pursuing self-government, leading to 


better accountability.


Canada can enable economic growth and better governance for Indigen-


ous communities, empowering them to control their own destinies and to 


reach their full potential. Eliminating poverty among Indigenous children 


is a crucial step toward unlocking that potential.
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As the most vulnerable members of any community, children have a fun-


damental right to protection and survival. This right is broadly acknowledged.


For children living in poverty, the vulnerability runs much deeper. It is 


well established that poverty is linked to a variety of physical, social and 


economic disadvantages later in life. Children living in poverty require great-


er support to live and to fulfil their potential, a challenge that can only be 


met with assistance from the broader community.


Despite repeated promises from federal and provincial governments to 


address the issue — including a 1989 commitment by all Parliamentarians 


to eliminate child poverty by the year 2000 — Canada ranks 25th among the 


30 countries in the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develop-


ment with regard to child poverty. Recent modest declines in rates cannot 


hide the fact that over a million children in Canada still live in poverty.


More troubling, however, is the reality facing Indigenous children in Can-


ada. Based on data from the 2006 census, this study found that the average 


child poverty rate for all children in Canada is 17%, while the average child 


poverty rate for all Indigenous children is more than twice that figure, at 40%.


In fact, even among children living in poverty in Canada, three distinct 


tiers exist.


The first tier, with a poverty rate of 12%, excludes Indigenous, racial-


ized and immigrant children. This is three to four times the rate of the best-


performing oECd countries.


The second tier of child poverty includes racialized children who suffer 


a poverty rate of 22%, immigrant children whose poverty rate is 33%, and 


Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations children at 27%.


Most shocking, however, is that fully half — 50% — of status First Nations 


children live below the poverty line. This number grows to 62% in Manitoba 


and 64% in Saskatchewan.


Some of these differences in child poverty appear to be a matter of juris-


diction. The provinces provide social services to all but status First Nation 


children on reserve, children who fare considerably better than their counter-


parts under federal responsibility.


For status First Nations children living on reserves, the federal govern-


ment is responsible for funding social services, health care, education and 


income supports. Transfer payments for these social services on reserve 


have increased by a mere 2% per year since 1996, unadjusted for popula-


tion growth or need. The removal of this cap on funding growth and an ad-


justment of transfers for need could reduce the alarming rate of status First 


Nations households living in poverty. It is a matter of choice.
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The federal government can also have an impact on child poverty rates 


among children under provincial jurisdiction. Increasing the National Child 


Benefit Supplement (nCBS) so that the total benefit from the nCBS and the 


Canada Child Transfer total $5,400 for the first child would reduce that child 


poverty by approximately 14%.


To bring all children in Canada up to the poverty line would cost $7.5 bil-


lion, $1 billion of which is required for Indigenous children. Of that, $580 


million would be required to lift status First Nations children to the poverty 


line, which equates to 11% of the budget of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 


Development Canada for the comparable year.


Although these investments are significant, the cost of continuing neg-


lect is higher, both to Canada’s economy and to the children.


The Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples estimated “the cost of doing 


nothing” — representing lost productivity and increased remedial costs — at 


$7.5 billion annually back in 1996, a figure that would be much higher to-


day. And a study by the Centre for the Study of Living Standards projected 


a $115 billion cumulative benefit (2006–26) for federal and provincial gov-


ernments from equivalent educational attainment and labour market out-


comes for Indigenous people.


Indigenous children trail the rest of Canada’s children on practically 


every measure of wellbeing: family income, educational attainment, poor 


water quality, infant mortality, health, suicide, crowding and homeless-


ness. For example, Status First Nations children living in poverty are three 


times more likely to live in a house that requires major repairs compared to 


the non-Indigenous children of families with similar income levels, and five 


times more likely to live in an overcrowded house.


The failure of ongoing policies is clear. The link between the denial of 


basic human rights for Indigenous children and their poverty is equally clear. 


Failure to act will result in a more difficult, less productive, and shorter life 


for Indigenous children.


The choice is ours.
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Notes


On Terminology


Indigenous peoples are far from a homogeneous group. Personal identity, 


legal status, and national histories all play into a complex dynamic under 


this broad term.


For the purposes of this paper, we have used a blend of language to de-


scribe these different peoples, partly driven by Statistics Canada’s termin-


ology in the census, which is the principal source material for data.


Indigenous peoples in Canada include three broad groups with Aborig-


inal rights described in Canada’s constitution, First Nations (Indian), Métis 


and Inuit. First Nations people may include both status Indians and non-


status Indians. However, only status First Nations people are subject to the 


Indian Act and only their communities live on reserve. Because of these facts 


and the significantly different findings for this group of people, this paper 


discusses status First Nations separately and apart from the Métis, Inuit and 


non-status First Nations peoples, for whom there is no appropriate collect-


ive term. For reasons of statistical validity and ease of comprehension, we 


have grouped the Métis, Inuit and non-status Indian peoples together, and 


under the collective short-form term “MInsI” where necessary.


On Measuring Poverty in Canada


When assessing poverty rates, there are two main sets of data that can be 


used: the Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLId) and the census. 


The SLId reports yearly, but excludes persons living on reserve which makes 


it ineffective to study Indigenous child poverty. This report will use the 2006 


census because it does include persons living on reserves, even though there 


are some reserves that were not enumerated. The exclusion of some reserves 
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may have an impact on the aggregate child poverty rate (see Appendix 1 for 


a discussion of on reserve census enumeration).


This report uses the After Tax-Low Income Measure (at-LIM) poverty line 


to be consistent with international standards (see Appendix 2 for a discus-


sion of various poverty lines and the calculations involved in the at-LIM).


Child poverty in Canada as defined by the after tax Low-Income Meas-


ure (at-LIM) has been generally flat over past 35 years1 fluctuating between 


14% and 17%.


While the SLId reported child poverty in Canada at 15.7% in 2005, the 


2006 census reported child poverty at 17.0% in 2005 (incomes in the 2006 


census are from the 2005 calendar year). Given the fact that the census does 


include status First Nations children, its higher estimate of child poverty is 


likely closer to the truth.
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Introduction


ChILdrEn arE thE most vulnerable members of any community. They all 


require help to survive and to thrive, help that families and societies will-


ingly provide.


Children living in poverty are at even greater risk than others. Our ac-


tions as a society will impede or enable their prosperity.


This report reinforces the imperative and urgency to act if we want to 


prevent future generations from paying the price.


The fact that poverty trends and levels differ markedly across countries 


and regions tells us that poverty is neither inevitable nor immutable. Differ-


ent trajectories and rates of progress make it clear that the effects of poverty 


can be managed. National policy decisions can make a world of difference.


Poverty is deeply rooted in a country’s history, politics and governance. 


It manifests itself in a lack of resources, power, voice, agency and access 


to services.


As in many countries, poverty in Canada differentiates based on race, 


it disproportionately affects Indigenous people as well as immigrant and 


racialized Canadians.2


First Nations, Métis and Inuit children trail the rest of Canada’s children 


on practically every measure of wellbeing: family income, educational at-


tainment, crowding and homelessness, poor water quality, infant mortal-


ity, health and suicide.3


Poverty among Indigenous children is closely linked to the legacy of 


colonialism and to current underfunding of basic services, particularly on 
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reserves. Despite repeated warnings from various quarters, including Can-


ada’s Auditor General, progress in providing basic services for Indigenous 


peoples such as safe water, good-quality education and adequate housing 


remains disturbingly slow.


Ending child poverty requires a commitment to defend the rights of the 


poorest and most vulnerable children.


A focus on alleviating poverty must be augmented by a common com-


mitment to tackle inequities in both opportunities and outcomes.


A sustainable society requires a more inclusive approach to economic 


development and a more equitable approach to how the benefits of that de-


velopment are shared.


No matter the economic circumstance facing Canada, children only de-


velop once, and children living in poverty are much more likely to have poor 


outcomes as adults.


Canada must seize the opportunity to harness and develop its greatest 


resource, the potential of all its children.
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Key Findings


Three Tiers of Child Poverty


O verall, Indigenous child poverty rates are much higher than the average 


child poverty rate in Canada. Disaggregating the 17% child poverty rate for 


children in Canada, Indigenous children suffer a poverty rate of 40% com-


pared to 15% for all other children in the country. However, looking more 


deeply into these numbers reveals an even more telling story.


There are three clear tiers of child poverty in Canada.


The first tier, with a poverty rate of 12%, excludes Indigenous, racial-


ized and immigrant children.


The second tier of child poverty includes racialized children who suffer 


a poverty rate of 22%, first generation immigrant children whose poverty 


rate is 33%, and Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations (MInsI) children 


at a poverty rate of 27%.


The third tier is perhaps the most shocking, where is that fully half — 50% — of 


status First Nations children live below the poverty line.


Recalling that the provinces provide the bulk of social services to cit-


izens while the federal government maintains jurisdiction for “Indians and 


lands belonging to Indians,”4 the striking difference between poverty rates 


for status First Nations children compared to Métis, Inuit and non-status 


First Nations children suggests that the government jurisdiction under which 


they fall is a significant factor in the poverty of status First Nations children.
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On-reserve social services from health care to education, from housing 


to social assistance, are funded by the federal government with complex ar-


rangements as to how those services are delivered on the ground. The prov-


inces and territories provide most social services to the rest of the Canadian 


population including Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations citizens.


While Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations citizens fall under the same 


jurisdiction for social services and taxation as do all other Canadians, their 


child poverty rate is approximately twice that of non-Indigenous children.


Interestingly the poverty rate for Métis, Inuit and non-status First Na-


tions children is similar to that of other disadvantaged children who also 


fall under provincial jurisdiction.


The child poverty rate for first generation immigrants and refugees is 


33%, while child poverty among racialized children excluding first gener-


ation immigrants and refugees, sits at 22%. These are roughly equidistant 


from the MInsI child poverty rate of 27% and roughly twice the 12% poverty 


rate among Canadian children when Indigenous, immigrant and racialized 


children are excluded.


The divergence between status and other disadvantaged groups is likely 


due in part to the different jurisdictions they fall under for social services. 


FIgure 1 Child Poverty Among “Disadvantaged” Groups in Canada
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However, the similarity between Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations 


children and other disadvantaged children may be due to the challenges 


their caregivers face obtaining good employment. Racism in Canada has an 


economic impact that is not sufficiently discussed in Canadian society and 


insufficiently addressed by policy at all levels of government.


The federal government has been alerted frequently to the fact that the 


quality of education, support for adequate housing, and the provision of 


basic services for status First Nations is insufficient. What the comparison 


of poverty rates between First Nations and other children and the analysis 


of jurisdictional responsibility would suggest is that the lack of equity in 


the funding levels between federal and provincial jurisdictions is reinfor-


cing inequalities between First Nations children and all other children in 


Canada, while the complicated structures built around accountability and 


responsibility do little to improve results on the ground with the funds that 


are available.


An International Perspective


The Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development (oECd) tracks 


child poverty rates internationally. The oECd originally reported Canada’s 


child poverty rate at 15% for 2005. However, they appeared to be using the 


SLId data that excludes children living on reserve. Using the 2006 census 


data that includes children on reserves and the accordingly adjusted child 


poverty rate of 17%, Canada finds itself in 25th out of 30 countries.5


Canada compares particularly unfavourably to Nordic countries like Den-


mark, Sweden, Finland and Norway which have 4% or fewer of their chil-


dren living below the poverty line, while performing slightly better than the 


United States, Mexico and Turkey.


If disadvantaged groups and Indigenous children are excluded, Can-


ada’s child poverty rate is still at 12%. Even excluding the worst examples 


of child poverty in the country, Canada exactly matches the oECd average 


and has a child poverty rate three to four times higher than that of the Nor-


dic countries.


However, the status First Nation child poverty rate of 50% is off the chart 


when compared to any other oECd country’s general child poverty rate, 


including that of the worst performer, Turkey, where 25% of children live 


below the poverty line. Even the MInsI child poverty rate of 27% is worse 


than Turkey’s.
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Regional Variations in Child Poverty


While Indigenous people represent only 3.8% of the total Canadian popu-


lation in the 2006 census, Indigenous children make up 6.2% of all chil-


dren in the country.


The geographical distribution of Indigenous children in Canada is differ-


ent from that of non-Indigenous children. Roughly the same percentage of 


Indigenous children live in Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Alberta, BC and On-


tario. Fewer Indigenous children live in Quebec and the North, with relative-


ly small numbers living in the Maritimes. The majority of non-Indigenous 


children live in Ontario and Quebec with Alberta and BC well behind. The 


balance of the provinces and territories have quite small child populations.


It is notable that the prairies (Alberta, Saskatchewan and Manitoba) as 


well as the North have a significantly higher proportion of Indigenous to 


non-Indigenous children.


While child poverty rates for Indigenous children vary by identity and 


status, there are also substantial regional differences. The national non-In-


FIgure 2 OECD Child Poverty Rates6


Child Poverty Rate (%) Child Poverty Rate (%)


Denmark 3 OECD — Total 12


Sweden 4 Luxembourg 12


Finland 4 Greece 13


Norway 5 Japan 14


Austria 6 New Zealand 15


France 8 Italy 16


Iceland 8 Germany 16


Hungary 9 Ireland 16


Switzerland 9 Canada 17


Belgium 10 Portugal 17


United Kingdom 10 Spain 17


Czech Republic 10 United States 21


Korea 11 Poland 22


Slovak Republic 11 Mexico 22


Netherlands 12 Turkey 25


Australia 12


Source Organization of Economic Co-operation and Development AT-LIM
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digenous child poverty rate is relatively consistent when broken down by 


province with two exceptions; Alberta having a lower rate of 11% and BC 


with a slightly higher rate at 17%. There is much less provincial consistency 


for Indigenous child poverty rates.


By far the worst area in the country for status First Nation child poverty 


is the prairie provinces of Manitoba and Saskatchewan where almost two-


thirds live below the poverty line (62% and 64% respectively). This com-


pares to the non-Indigenous child poverty rate of 15% and 16% respective-


ly in those provinces.


Similar to Alberta, the status First Nations child poverty rates in Mani-


toba and Saskatchewan are about four times higher than the non-Indigenous 


rates, while in Ontario, Alberta and BC they are approximately 3 times higher.


The large variance in Alberta is in part due to that province’s standing 


in Canada as the jurisdiction with the lowest non-Indigenous child poverty 


rate. Lower non-Indigenous child poverty in Alberta is no doubt related to 


the resource boom allowing more parents to be employed. However, the im-


FIgure 3 Child Location in Canada (Map)


British Columbia
Indiginous Children | 17%


Non-Indigenous Children | 12%


Alberta
Indiginous Children | 16%


Non-Indigenous Children | 11%


Saskatchewan
Indiginous Children | 15%


Non-Indigenous Children | 3%


Manitoba
Indiginous Children | 16%


Non-Indigenous Children | 3%


Ontario
Indiginous Children | 18%


Non-Indigenous Children | 41%


Quebec
Indiginous Children | 8%


Non-Indigenous Children | 24%


North
Indiginous Children | 5%


Non-Indigenous Children | 0%


Source 2006 Census Individual Public Use Microdata file (PUMF)
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pact of resource development that benefits many non-Indigenous children 


has entirely evaded status First Nations, despite the fact that reserves are 


often much closer to resource extraction points.


Quebec has the lowest concentration of status child poverty at 33%, al-


though this is double the non-Indigenous child poverty rate in that province 


of 15%. It should be noted though that Quebec contains a relatively small 


proportion (8%) of the Indigenous child population.


MInsI child poverty rates follow a similar geographic pattern to those of 


status First Nation child poverty rates, although they are lower, with Sas-


katchewan and Manitoba having the worst results at just over 30%. BC and 


Ontario are next with rates just under 30%.


Interestingly the lowest MInsI child poverty rates are found in Alberta 


and Quebec at 23% and 20% respectively. As above, there are relatively few 


of these children living in Quebec compared to other provinces.


In contrast to the situation with status First Nations children in Alberta, 


it appears that Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations children are doing 


proportionally better in Alberta than in most other provinces. This may mean 


that Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations parents have been better able 


FIgure 4 Regional Child Poverty in Canada7


0%


10%


20%


30%


40%


50%


60%


70%


80%


Quebec Ontario Manitoba Saskatchewan Alberta British Columbia


Non-Indigenous Status First Nations MinsI


Source 2006 Census Individual Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM
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to take advantage of the Alberta resource boom than status First Nations 


parents, or it may be a reflection that the eight Métis Settlement Areas in 


Alberta are functioning to greater advantage. Unfortunately, the data does 


not allow for greater precision on this question, though it may be a valu-


able area for additional study.


Depth of Poverty


The poverty rate only determines what proportion of the population is below 


the poverty line. In that way it is binary and can only be either true or false. 


It does not reveal how far families are below the poverty line and how much 


additional income it would take to get them over the poverty line. Two addi-


tional measures, the depth of poverty and the poverty gap, attempt to an-


swer those questions.


The poverty gap is a measure of what percentage a given family is below 


the poverty line. As the poverty line adjusts for family size, a percentage dif-


ference from the adjusted poverty line is the preferred measure compared to 


an absolute difference in dollars. However, the data shows no statistically 


significant differences between the groups measured on this issue.


And while there may be substantially more Indigenous versus non-In-


digenous children that live below the poverty line (i.e. a higher poverty rate), 


depth of poverty analysis also shows the amount that Indigenous children 


live below the poverty line is not consistently different from that for non-


Indigenous children (i.e. a similar poverty gap).


The total depth of poverty for children in Canada is $7.48 billion. Of that 


$1.0 billion applies to Indigenous families below the poverty line. This means 


with an additional $7.48 billion in income, whether through employment or 


from government transfers, all families with children could be brought up to 


the poverty line. It should be noted that this figure only applies to families 


with children and does not estimate the amount needed to bring all Can-


adians up to at least the poverty line (including low-income seniors, fam-


ilies without children and individuals).


To lift only status First Nations households with children above the 


poverty line would cost $580 million. Indian and Northern Affairs Canada8 


spent $5.14 billion for the comparable year of 2005–06.9 Therefore, an in-


crease of departmental spending of 11% devoted specifically to child poverty 


would lift all status children out of poverty.
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Other Elements of Indigenous Child Poverty


Poverty is not solely a question of income levels. Status First Nations chil-


dren, in addition to a higher poverty rate, often live in communities that are 


without comparison in Canada when it comes to the impoverishment of ser-


vices and infrastructure. This has as deep an affect on the lives of these chil-


dren as the amount of money their parents earn.


Indigenous children trail the rest of Canada’s children on practically every 


measure of wellbeing: family income, educational attainment, crowding and 


homelessness, poor water quality, infant mortality, health and suicide.10


Status First Nations children living in poverty are three times more likely 


to live in a house that requires major repairs compared to the non-Indigen-


ous children of families with similar income levels and five times more like-


ly to live in an overcrowded house.


More than half of all water systems on First Nation reserves pose a risk 


to those using them.11


Many Indigenous children face nutritional challenges due not only to 


a lack of income, but also due to the loss of traditional foodstuffs and the 


high cost of imported foods in remote and northern communities. One of the 


effects of this circumstance is an age-adjusted rate of diabetes 3 to 5 times 


higher for First Nations than for the general population.12


First Nations youth suffer suicide rates that are five to seven times high-


er than those for non-aboriginals.13


The Canadian Human Rights Tribunal is currently hearing a case con-


cerning the 22% deficiency in funding for First Nations child welfare servi-


ces compared to other Canadian children.14


A closer examination of education and housing data helps to elucidate 


the issue.


FIgure 5 Depth of Poverty by Group


Group Depth of Poverty ($mil)


Status Indian Children $580


MInsI Children $420


Non-Indigenous Children $6,470


Total All Children $7,470


Source 2006 Census Individual Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM
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Examining the education levels of adults that live in low-income house-


holds with children, there is a striking difference between Indigenous and 


non-Indigenous education levels.


Almost 60% of status First Nations parents do not have even a high school 


education. The situation is almost as bad with Métis, Inuit and non-status 


First Nations parents, where 50% do not have a high school education. In 


contrast, among non-Indigenous adults from low-income households with 


children, approximately one quarter do not have a high school education.


At the opposite end of the spectrum, 5% or less of low-income Indigen-


ous parents had a bachelor degree or better. This compares to almost 20% 


of non-Indigenous adults with children in low-income households that have 


a university education.


That so many low income parents of Indigenous children have no high 


school diploma will likely make continued efforts at raising incomes through 


employment difficult. To address the immediate crisis, focus on developing 


income opportunities for adults living on remote reserves and on-the-job 


training for low income Indigenous parents who have access to the general 


job market is one avenue that may help to overcome the very low levels of 


FIgure 6 Highest Education Level of Adults With Low-Income Children
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basic education. We also must address the education and opportunity gap 


today for the adults of tomorrow.


Improving access, relevance, cultural appropriateness and the quality 


of education available to Indigenous children is necessary to ensure that 


the opportunities of Indigenous children are equitable.


Indigenous children have dreams no different from non-Indigenous chil-


dren. To fulfill those aspirations and to ensure that youth are not forced to 


leave their communities in order to receive a decent education or to find digni-


fied work requires a holistic approach. The underlying causes of poverty, 


including access to education and employment opportunities, training in 


entrepreneurship and ending racism among the non-Indigenous population 


must all be tackled if we are to end Indigenous child poverty.


To consider the housing issue, we must begin by looking at the size and 


make-up of households. Indigenous households below the poverty line tend 


to be larger than non-Indigenous households in the same circumstances. 


With more people in a family, more income is required to support them and 


the poverty line adjusts accordingly.


In all of the major provinces where Indigenous children live, low-income 


Indigenous families have more children than low-income non-Indigenous 


families.15 In both Ontario and Quebec the margin of error on the estimated 


number of children is large enough that the Indigenous and non-Indigen-


ous averages are not distinguishable. The spread is largest in the prairies 


where low-income Indigenous families have 0.5 more children than low-in-


come non-Indigenous families. It is also in the prairies where Indigenous 


child poverty is the highest.


When more than one adult caregiver lives in a household, there is a great-


er possibility of more market income, at least in regions where there is a vi-


able job market. In terms of the number of adults17 in low-income households 


with children, there does not appear to be a consistent pattern between In-


FIgure 7 Number of Children Per Low-Income Household


Indigenous Non-Indigenous


Quebec 2.016 1.8


Ontario 2.2 1.9


Prairies 2.3 1.9


British Columbia 2.2 1.8


Source 2006 Census Hierarchical Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM
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digenous and non-Indigenous households. In Quebec, low-income Indigen-


ous households with children have more adults than low-income non-In-


digenous households. However in Ontario and BC, there are slightly fewer 


Indigenous adults in low-income households with children than in non-In-


digenous families. In the prairies where Indigenous child poverty rates are 


the highest, the number of adults is the same between Indigenous and non-


Indigenous low-income households.


Whether Indigenous or not, a large proportion of low-income house-


holds with children are headed by a single adult, the situation is similar 


between low-income status children and low-income non-Indigenous chil-


dren. However, this number is higher for Métis, Inuit and non-status First 


Nations children, 56% of whom have only one parent at home.


The other stark difference between low-income Indigenous and non-In-


digenous children is the number of families living under one roof. A total of 


11% of low-income status First Nations children live in households with more 


than one family. This compares to only 2% of low-income non-Indigenous 


children. Low-income status First Nations children are over 5 times more 


likely to live in a house with multiple families. Low-income Métis, Inuit and 


FIgure 9 Proportions of Low-Income Households by Household Type


Status Indian Children MInsI Children Non-Indigenous Children


One Family Married Couple 20% 20% 43%


One Family, Common-law 21% 18% 10%


On Family Lone Parent 46% 56% 43%


More Than One Family in the Household 11% 5% 2%


Source 2006 Census Individual Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM


FIgure 8 Number of Adults Per Low-Income-Household With Children


Indigenous Non-Indigenous


Quebec 1.718 1.6


Ontario 1.4 1.8


Prairies 1.6 1.6


British Columbia 1.7 1.8


Source 2006 Census Hierarchical Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM
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non-status First Nations children also experience this crowding effect, al-


though to a somewhat lesser degree, with 5% living in these circumstances.


Having a higher number of families in a house is likely an indicator of 


overcrowding. Children growing up in such households are not only ex-


periencing poverty but overcrowding affects other aspects of their lives, 


like finding the space to study and complete homework for instance. Even 


in the case where non-Indigenous children experience poverty, they don’t 


experience overcrowding at nearly the same rate.


Indigenous children in poverty are much more likely to live in houses 


that require “major repairs” compared to low-income non-Indigenous chil-


dren.19 The situation is worse for status First Nations children, almost 40% 


of whom live in houses that require major repairs. This compares to only 


13% of non-Indigenous low-income children who live in housing in need 


of major repairs, meaning that status First Nations children are three times 


more likely to live in housing in need of major repairs. Low-income Métis, 


Inuit and non-status First Nations children fare somewhat better, being only 


twice as likely to live in housing in need of major repairs.


FIgure 10 Proportion of Low-Income Children by Household Repairs Needed


Status Indian Children MInsI Children Non-Indigenous Children


Only Regular Maintenance 30% 39% 56%


Minor Repairs Needed 32% 35% 31%


Major Repairs Needed 38% 26% 13%


Source 2006 Census Individual Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM


FIgure 11 Proportion of Low-Income Children in Houses Requiring “Major Repairs”


Status Indian Children Non-Indigenous Children


Quebec 25% 15%


Ontario 33% 12%


Manitoba 43% 14%


Saskatchewan 41% 16%


Alberta 43% 12%


British Columbia 32% 11%


Source 2006 Census Individual Public Use Microdata file (PUMF) AT-LIM
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The housing quality disparity is worse in the prairies with more than 40% 


of low-income status children in Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta liv-


ing in houses requiring major repairs. For low-income non-Indigenous chil-


dren in those provinces, only 16% or fewer live in poor quality houses. The 


disparity is smaller in Ontario, Quebec and BC where 33% or less of status 


First Nations children live in poor quality homes. However, even in these 


better performing provinces, the likelihood of low-income status First Na-


tions children living in poor quality homes is two to three times that of low-


income non-Indigenous children.


Both the overcrowding and poor quality housing are additional bu-


rdens that low-income Indigenous children bear, in addition to financial 


poverty. These do not affect low-income non-Indigenous children at near-


ly the same rate.
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Analysis and 
Recommendations: 
What Can be Done?


Métis, Inuit and Non-Status First Nations Children


Canada has little to be proud of in a child poverty rate of 17%, nor can the 


12% rate for children in poverty that excludes Métis, Inuit and non-status 


First Nations children, racialized children, and immigrant and refugee chil-


dren, be considered an accomplishment when it is three to four times high-


er than the child poverty rate in some other countries of the oECd.


For children in the first and second tiers of poverty, the responsibility 


for most such programs falls to provincial and territorial governments, the 


federal government can also make a difference. Campaign 200020 has ad-


vocated for an increase in the combined nCBS/CCtB total to $5,400 for the 


first child by increasing the nCBS portion. Based on tax modelling, this 


change in 2005 would have reduced immigrant child poverty from 31% to 


27% in that year.21


Unfortunately, the tax modelling does not allow for a specific examina-


tion of the impact on Indigenous child poverty.22 The tax modelling explicit-


ly excludes status First Nations children and does not separately identify 


Métis, Inuit and non-status First Nations children. Examining the provinces 


with large Indigenous populations may provide some indication of the im-
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pact of improving the nCBS, particularly for Métis, Inuit and non-status 


First Nations children, but with limited specificity.


Using these tax modelling changes to nCBS, Alberta would see the lar-


gest reduction in general child poverty of 22% and 16% respectively. How-


ever, these two provinces had the lowest MInsI child poverty to begin with. 


Manitoba and Saskatchewan which have the highest MInsI child poverty 


would see smaller improvements of 10% and 13% respectively. These pre-


liminary results of changes to the nCBS model are not particularly promis-


ing when it comes to addressing MInsI child poverty.


Beyond improving government transfers to low-income children through 


nCBS for instance, barriers to improved market income and therefore job 


prospects need particular attention. The gap between Métis, Inuit and non-


status First Nations children and the general population remains, even in-


cluding changes to the nCBS. The labour market challenges can be quite 


varied. For Indigenous people (whether status or not), limited education-


al attainment remains a significant impediment to improved employment 


prospects.


Child poverty in the general population (excluding Indigenous, immigrant 


and racialized children), remains significantly above Nordic countries like 


Denmark where rates are at or below 4%. The nCBS changes above would re-


duce this child poverty from 12% to 10%, or slightly below the oECd average.


As such, targeted government support programs can only go so far in 


lifting children up and over the poverty line in Canada. Larger trends, like 


growing income inequality, declining social assistance and the shift towards 


more precarious employment all likely playing a role in making it harder for 


families with children, whether Indigenous or not, to stay out of poverty.


FIgure 12 Improvement in Child Poverty Rates After NCBS Change23


Child Poverty Before NCbs Change Child Poverty After NCbs Change % Change in Child Poverty Rate


Ontario 15% 13% -12%


Manitoba 19% 17% -10%


Saskatchewan 22% 19% -13%


Alberta 11% 9% -16%


British Columbia 19% 17% -9%


Canada 15% 13% -14%


Source SPSD-M AT-LIM
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Beyond this, the federal government has other responsibilities toward 


the Métis, the Inuit and non-status First Nations citizens.


Regarding the Inuit, there are four comprehensive claims agreements 


covering traditional Inuit territories and the vast majority of the population. 


It has been noted by Inuit organizations on many occasions that these agree-


ments are not being implemented as anticipated, and steps to do so could 


assist in addressing child poverty among the Inuit.


For both the Métis and for non-status First Nations citizens, the recent 


decision of the Federal Court of Canada in Daniels v. The Queen directly 


challenges the federal government’s historic insistence that programs and 


services these people are strictly a provincial responsibility. That decision 


is now under appeal and could have a significant affect on the relationship 


between Canada and both of these groups of citizens in the future.


More broadly, there are some federal services, such as funding to friend-


ship centres that address the reality for urban Indigenous people in Can-


ada. These too can be sources for action to help alleviate the burden of a 


27% child poverty rate.


Status First Nations Children


Most of the measures that might help other children living in poverty in Can-


ada will not help status First Nations children living in the third tier of child 


poverty, particularly those living on reserve. For one thing, the administra-


tion of social services is completely different. Beyond that, however, is a set 


of larger issues pertaining to the historic struggles of First Nations in Canada.


The administration of services like health care and education are pro-


vided by First Nation governments on-reserve, funded and directed by the 


federal government. Provincial income supports are not available on-re-


serve. Many federal income supports administered through tax benefits, 


while they may be available, have low take up rates on reserve as they are 


linked to filing taxes which isn’t required for those living and working on-


reserve. As such, modification to federal programs like CCtB or nCBS that 


focus on low-income children will have little effect on status First Nations 


children. Instead, the immediate focus for the worst child poverty in Can-


ada must be on social transfers to First Nations.


Since 1996, transfers for core services to reserves have been capped at 


2%. While this matches inflation, it does nothing to keep up with popula-


tion growth and is unadjusted for need. Under such constraints, there is lit-
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tle that First Nations can do to ameliorate conditions, outside of limited op-


portunities for own-source income.


Federal programs like CCtB adjust for increased need in areas like child 


poverty. A hard cap of 2% on transfers for core social services on-reserve 


does not adjust for need. The introduction of “workfare” on reserves in the 


most recent federal budget will likely further restrict access to income sup-


ports. Moving to a system that adjusts core transfers based on need instead 


of a hard cap will go much further to addressing status First Nations child 


poverty.


The absolute cost of lifting all status children out of poverty is not pro-


hibitive. With an 11% increase in Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Develop-


ment Canada’s budget, the worst child poverty among status First Nations 


children could be completely eliminated in Canada. In fact, these costs are 


more than offset by the benefits to Canada’s economy from investing in bet-


ter outcomes for Indigenous children.


The Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples estimated “the cost of doing 


nothing” — representing lost productivity and increased remedial costs — at 


$7.5 billion annually back in 1996,24 a figure that would be much higher to-


day. And a study by the Centre for the Study of Living Standards projected 


a $115 billion cumulative benefit (2006–26) for federal and provincial gov-


ernments from equivalent educational attainment and labour market out-


comes for Indigenous people.25


While direct investment to alleviate the burden of poverty must be part 


of the answer, other solutions also exist. There are ways to enable econom-


ic growth and better governance for Indigenous communities. The wealth 


of natural resources and the jobs that go with development can be shared 


with far greater equity. Entrepreneurial activity in Indigenous commun-


ities, already on the rise, can be cultivated. First Nations can be supported 


in pursuing self-government, leading to greater electoral and financial ac-


countability. Indigenous communities can be empowered to take control 


of their destinies.


At a time when workforce replacement and skilled labour shortages oc-


cupy the attention of both business and government alike, the youngest and 


fastest growing demographic in the country struggles in poverty. Almost half 


(48%) of Indigenous people are under the age of 25. The population is grow-


ing six times faster than that of the non-Indigenous population. Indigen-


ous youth will be maturing and entering the workforce. As such, equipping 


them with the tools for success — or withholding those tools — will deter-
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mine either the contribution or the costs associated with young Indigen-


ous populations seeking work as adults.


Sustainable economic development requires improved educational out-


comes and measures to increase market incomes. Improved, accessible, cul-


turally relevant education, more local employment and entrepreneurship 


opportunities, and better infrastructure must be available to on-reserve fam-


ilies if we are to end poverty for these children.


Adults in low-income status First Nation households have a woefully low 


level of education, with 60% lacking a high school diploma. As such, any 


programs to increase labour force participation will likely need to be paired 


with a substantial focus on on-the-job training both on an upfront and on-


going basis to overcome the barriers of low education levels.


Given the proximity of many reserves to resource extraction sites, par-


ticularly in the prairie provinces where status Indian child poverty is the 


highest, opportunities exist for better labour market integration as well as 


longer term revenue sharing agreements.


Impact-benefit agreements are becoming more common when resource 


extraction overlaps with First Nation communities. These agreements be-


tween private industry and First Nation governments often specify that a 


certain proportion of the workforce for new extraction sites will come from 


First Nation communities and can provide an opportunity for employment. 


Unfortunately, it is all too common for there to be escape clauses whereby, 


if sufficiently well trained Indigenous workers are not found, non-Indigen-


ous workers are substituted. Given that development is occurring now, in 


circumstances where education levels are so low, such agreements frequent-


ly provide few, if any jobs. Impact benefit agreements usually also fail to 


address other concerns such as co-management to address environmental 


impact and remediation, and they provide little long-term funding, lasting 


a portion of the lifetime of a particular development project.


A longer term fix for chronic underfunding of social services on-reserve 


is through resource revenue sharing for those communities that consent to 


development where Indigenous rights or title are implicated. In contrast to 


impact-benefit agreements, resource revenue sharing involves federal, prov-


incial and First Nations governments in cooperative agreements that can pro-


vide equity interests and other long term funding, enabling improved health 


care, education, housing and other social services. The effects of resource 


sharing are long-term, and properly negotiated, they can provide “social li-


cense” to outside actors for resource extraction in First Nations territories.
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Another area for focus is support to the welcome growth in Indigenous 


entrepreneurial endeavours. The Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business 


says that, “According to the 2006 Census, there are more than 37,000 First 


Nations, Métis and Inuit persons in Canada who have their own businesses, 


a significant increase of 85 percent since 1996.”26 Interestingly, women own 


over half of these businesses in whole or in part, a higher proportion than 


in the broader Canadian public.27 They provide jobs to Indigenous workers 


with employers who understand the challenges facing those workers, as 


well as the opportunities such investment provides.


Along with direct investment in transfers, support for business develop-


ment and resource sharing agreements, all of which can increase the level 


of funding available to address poverty among status First Nations children, 


there must be a new approach to governance and accountability that helps 


to make government transfers more effective.


Existing accountability structures fail because those with authority pay no 


consequences for bad decisions and gain no benefits from poor ones. Those 


who write the legislation, develop the policies, set the level of funding, and 


determine the administrative and accountability structures for First Nations 


are disconnected from the communities for whom they are making deci-


sions. These facts have been a driving factor in decades of poor governance.


Excepting the 18 First Nations with completed self-government agree-


ments28 (modern treaties), the federal government considers First Nations 


governments as subordinate levels of government to the federal authority 


and determines the legislative, policy, and accountability structures in place 


for administering the funding that it determines will be available.


Without personal or political consequences for decisions that impact 


the community, whether negatively or positively, the accountability of the 


federal government is extremely limited.


Similarly, without the authority over the decisions they administer, First 


Nations governments have limited accountability for the results of those 


decisions. The accountability mechanisms that are in place focus on com-


mand and control over spending authorities. Reporting goes from First Na-


tion governments to the federal government, leaving the citizens out of the 


accountability relationship. Limited information on results is collected, 


meaning that performance measurement and evaluation cannot be done ef-


fectively, which makes improvements difficult to identify and implement.29


The net result of this dysfunctional accountability structure amplifies 


the negative consequences of the underfunding to programs and services 


discussed earlier.
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To raise status First Nations children above the poverty line will re-


quire that federal, provincial, territorial and First Nation governments work 


together. Tackling the underlying conditions that lead to multi-generation-


al poverty certainly will require policy change, but to take that change from 


words on paper to lived reality requires non-Indigenous Canadians to join 


in this national project.
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Conclusion


aLL ChILdrEn havE basic rights, including the right to live free from poverty. 


Their development can be thwarted by a collection of circumstances. A hun-


gry child won’t learn much in school, and she won’t stay there long enough 


to benefit if she has to work to help support her sick mother. She has a right 


to her heritage and culture that will give her the foundation on which she 


can build her future.


While action on all child poverty is needed urgently, the mere existence 


of three distinct tiers of poverty should give impetus to focused action with 


regard to Indigenous child poverty and the poverty experienced by racial-


ized and immigrant communities more broadly.


In Canada, Indigenous children are at greater risk than any others. In 


the case of status First Nations children, at an elevated rate that makes their 


circumstance wholly unique. There is a demonstrable link between Indigen-


ous child poverty and government policies, policies that have failed. More-


over, this situation is a denial of basic human rights for Indigenous children.


The risk to another generation of Indigenous children and to Canada 


as a whole is clear.


Direct investment is needed, but other solutions exist and merit pursuit. 


Eliminating poverty among Indigenous children is a crucial step toward un-


locking their potential and can be achieved.


To end child poverty in Canada and ensure that the rights of Indigen-


ous children to life, education, health and opportunity, a holistic approach 


that strengthens all determinants of success must be taken.
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This report is a first step in understanding some of these interconnected 


and interdependent issues. It points toward concrete action that can and 


must be taken for the sake of the country and for the sake of the children.
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Appendix 1
Indigenous Peoples Excluded From the 2006 Census


SEvEraL rESErvES arE excluded from the 2006 Census because those 


bands refused access to Statistics Canada data collectors and other challen-


ges reaching those communities with the census. The exclusion of these re-


serves may affect the conclusions in this report, along with any other con-


clusions about Indigenous people based on the 2006 Census. Despite this 


exclusion, Statistic Canada has provided model-based estimates for popu-


lation size on the excluded reserves. The total population estimates then 


yield estimates of the child population in the same year. Given that the fig-


ures in the “Excluded Reserve Populations” table below are estimates, con-


clusions based on this information should be made with caution.


If the child poverty rate of the excluded Indigenous children on-reserve 


is substantially different than the general status First Nations population, 


the child poverty rate for First Nations and Indigenous peoples generally 


may be incorrect.


For example, one of the largest excluded reserves in Ontario is Six Na-


tions of the Grand River. It is located in south-eastern Ontario close to ma-


jor population centers. This would likely result in lower child poverty due to 


increased access to employment for those residents. Excluding Six Nations 


children from the census could therefore over-estimate the true status First 


Nations child poverty in Ontario and potentially the country if the number is 


large enough and the location has a disproportionate impact on child poverty.
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The majority of the excluded children are in Quebec and Ontario at 41% 


and 38% respectively. Alberta contains 18% of the excluded children. The 


other provinces with large Indigenous child populations: Manitoba, Saskatch-


ewan and BC have few if any excluded children. As the children being exclud-


ed are by definition on-reserve, it is assumed that they are status Indians.


Quebec has proportionally the highest estimated excluded children with 


an estimated 24% of status children missing from the census figures. Com-


pared to the larger Indigenous child population, a smaller 16% of Indigen-


ous children are missing due to excluded reserves.


BC is second highest with 15% of status children excluded, while in On-


tario an estimated 11% of status children are not in the census. However, 


where status Indian child poverty rates are the highest, in Manitoba and 


Saskatchewan, essentially all status children are included in the census.


FIgure 13 Excluded Reserve Populations


Number of 
Excluded Reserves


Total On-Reserve 
Excluded Population


 Excluded On-Reserve 
Children (Estimated)


Quebec 7  16,600  6,477


Ontario 10  15,392  6,005


Saskatchewan 1  739  288


Alberta 3  7,271  2,837


British Columbia 1  113  44


Total 22  40,115  15,651


Source Statistics Canada30 and author’s calculations31


FIgure 14 Indigenous Children Included and Excluded From the 2006 Census


 Excluded On-Reserve 
Child Estimate


First Nations Child 
Population Census


% of First Nations 
Children Excluded


Indigenous Children 
2006 population


% Indigenous 
Children Excluded


Quebec  6,477  20,939 24%  34,183 16%


Ontario  6,005  56,861 10%  78,650 7%


Saskatchewan  288  44,948 1%  69,772 0%


Alberta  2,837  38,918 7%  62,225 4%


British Columbia  44  48,278 0%  69,439 0%


Canada  15,651 274,093 6% 425,512 4%


Source Author’s calculations
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Across the country an estimated 6% of First Nations children were ex-


cluded from the census. For the larger Indigenous population, that amounts 


to 4% missing due to excluded reserves.


As such, there is little probability that the estimates of status Indian child 


poverty in Manitoba and Saskatchewan would be affected by children liv-


ing on excluded reserves. However, the estimates of status child poverty in 


Quebec, Ontario and Alberta may be affected by missing children if poverty 


rates are substantially different there.
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Appendix 2
Poverty Lines in Canada


In Canada, thErE is no official “poverty line” below which Canadians are 


“low-income” that is published by Statistics Canada. Instead, the agency 


publishes “low income lines [that] are to provide some indication of the ex-


tent, nature, and evolution of persons with low-income who may be said 


to be at-risk of poverty.”32 As a measure of poverty is an inherently political 


concept, Statistics Canada attempts to stay agnostic as to when Canadians 


and their families are officially “low-income”.


Nonetheless, Statistics Canada publishes two measures of “low income” 


that stand in for measures of poverty for Canadians and their families. The 


first is called the “Low Income Cut-off” (LICo) below which a family devotes 


a larger share of its income to necessities of food, shelter and clothing than 


the average family.33 The LICo is adjusted yearly by the value of inflation 


and is calculated for various community and family sizes. The LICo is cal-


culated both before and after taxes.


However, the last time it was “rebased” or the basket of goods that fam-


ilies are purchasing was updated was in 1992 making it an outdated meas-


ure of low-income.34 In the past, rebasing was more frequent, usually every 


5 years, thereby keeping pace with “the average family.” However, the LICo 


hasn’t been rebased in 20 years. If previous rebasing provides any indica-


tion, a rebasing today would likely push the LICo up by approximately 


20%.35 In other words, the current 1992 based-LICo is approximately 20% 
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below what a 2010 based-LICo would be. The LICo is available in the Cen-


sus microdata file.


Statistics Canada also published the “Low Income Measure” (LIM) whose 


threshold is 50% of the “adjusted” median income of Canadian households. 


Income is “adjusted” for the number of people in the household.36 The LIM 


is the more common measure of poverty internationally as it simplifies the 


data requirements. It is recalculated yearly thereby eliminating the rebasing 


issues present in the LICo and Market Basket Measure. The LIM is calculat-


ed for household before tax income and after tax income. While the LIM is 


not available in the Census microdata file, it is relatively easy to calculate.


The Human Resources and Skills Development department of the fed-


eral government calculates its own low income threshold named the Mar-


ket Basket Measure (MBM) which is similar to the LICo measure in that it 


represents a basket of goods. The MBM was more recently rebased in 2008 


and includes a finer differentiation between geographical locations. Its ref-


erence family is for two adults aged 25–49 and two children (aged 9 and 13) 


and the MBM is calculated based on after-tax disposable income only.37 The 


MBM is not available in the census microdata file and its requirement of de-


tailed community size data makes it impossible to calculate from the cen-


sus Public-Use Microdata file.


In this report, child poverty is represented by the after-tax low income 


measure (at-LIM) given its simpler structure and international compar-


ability. The Low-Income Cut Off (LICo), although more widely used in Can-


ada, cannot be compared to rates in other countries. Given that its basket 


of goods hasn’t been rebased (or updated) in 20 years, it doesn’t correctly 


represent a current basket of goods for an average Canadian family. Final-


ly, the MBM isn’t included in the census Census Public Use Micro-data files 


(PUMF) and cannot be calculated given its requirement for detailed com-


munity size information.


While the methodology for the LIM is straightforward, two different Sta-


tistics Canada surveys can be used to estimate it. The Survey of Labour and 


Income Dynamics (SLId) is a yearly survey of income and other variables. 


While it is executed yearly, it explicitly excludes reserves making it a poor 


measure for Indigenous poverty. As well, the sample size for the SLId is rela-


tively smaller than that of the long-form census.


Additional complications emerge in the two formats of the 2006 PUMF 


the individuals file and the hierarchical file. In each the income data is de-


rived from the 2005 calendar year.
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The individual file has more records than the hierarchical file and there-


fore leads to lower coefficient of variation (CV) values for smaller subgroups, 


like Indigenous children. The individual file has an age breakdown that 


matches the under 18 requirement for international child poverty compari-


sons. However, the after-tax household income in that file is not the actual 


income value but instead is a set of ranges, each between $2,000 and $5,000 


at lower incomes. Since the at-LIM is not pre-calculated in the PUMF, trans-


forming this income range into a specific income by record requires addi-


tional calculations and assumptions.


For this report, each individual in the individual file is assigned the mid-


point of the after-tax household income range for at-LIM calculation. This 


could be problematic if more individuals are at the upper or lower end of 


the income range instead of evenly spaced. To test out these possibilities 


several alternative methodologies are also examined below.


The hierarchical PUMF does allow for the calculation of the exact dol-


lar value of after-tax income for a household. However, its age ranges force 


the definition of “child” from <18 years old, the international standard, to 


<20 years old. As such, at-LIM poverty rates based on this file are slightly 


different from both the SLId and the individual PUMF.


at-LIM child poverty as estimated by SLId is 15.7%, the lowest of the 


three estimates. This is to be expected as it excludes on-reserve children 


and has a smaller sample size that is less likely to correctly represent small 


populations, like Indigenous children that have higher poverty rates. There 


is good agreement between the individual file (with income ranges repre-


sented by the midpoint) and the hierarchical file at 17% and 16.9% respect-


ively; this despite the fact that the hierarchical at-LIM estimate includes 


slightly more youth and so the population size is slightly larger.


In order to determine if using the midpoint of the income range as the 


income in the individuals file is best, several other possibilities are exam-


FIgure 15 Comparison of After-Tax LIM (2005)


Measure Number Below lIm Total Population Poverty Rate


SLID (<18 yrs)38 1,063,000 6,770,701 15.7%


Census (<18 yrs) Individuals (Range represented by midpoint) 1,167,956 6,871,113 17.0%


Census (<20 yrs) Hierarchical 1,273,863 7,532,253 16.9%


Census (<18 yrs) Individual (Range represented by hierarchical median) 1,279,753 6,871,113 18.6%


Census (<18 yrs) Individual (Range represented by upper bound of range) 1,002,590 6,871,113 14.6%
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ined. Using the upper-bound of the income range in the individuals file as 


the income for that record results predictably in a poverty rate that is like-


ly too low at 14.6%, below the SLId at-LIM rate despite the census having 


better sampling and including children on reserve.


Using the hierarchical file it is possible to determine the median for each 


of the income ranges in the individuals file. Then the hierarchical median 


is used as the income for the individual files with that income range. This 


approach produces a child poverty rate of 18.6%, substantially higher than 


hierarchical estimate, the individuals file estimate (range represented by 


the midpoint) and the SLId. As such, income ranges in the individuals file 


are represented by the midpoint of those ranges for the at-LIM calcula-


tions in this report.
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Notes


1 The low-income measure calculates a household size adjusted line that is 50% below the medi-


an household income.


2 For the purposes of this paper, “racialized” is equivalent to the “visible minorities” definition 


in the 2006 Census


3 Assembly of First Nations, “Fact Sheet: The Reality for First Nations in Canada”. Available on-


line at http://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCYQFjAA


&url=http%3A%2F%2F64.26.129.156%2Fcmslib%2Fgeneral%2FRFNC.pdf&ei=uvFNULWJLMv


yyAHXnoHYCw&usg=AFQjCNFQ_9M-cDaNWtKOfflXmmfEQg-z1A


4 Canada, Constitution Act, 1867, S.91(24).


5 The reported oECd poverty rate for Canada in 2005 was 15.0%. This appears close to the SLId 


AT-LIM child poverty rate for the same year of 15.7%. Unfortunately, the SLId does not capture 


persons on Indian reserves. The census, with on-reserve sampling is more likely to fully capture 


children in poverty including Indigenous. Within the table, Canada has been re-ranked given 


its Census AT-LIM ranking.


6 The oECd child poverty rates uses the after-tax LIM methodology as the basis for their meas-


urement that is 50% of median income of households adjusted for household size (http://stats.


oecd.org/OECDStat_Metadata/ShowMetadata.ashx?Dataset=CWB&Lang=en&Coords=[INDI


CATOR].[MATERIAL_IND2]). Children are from the ages of 0–17. Figures in this table are from 


2005. See http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=20190


7 The Atlantic provinces are excluded from regional comparisons as their Indigenous popula-


tions are small and the CV on such calculations often spikes above 16.5%.


8 The equivalent department at the time of writing is named Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 


Development Canada.


9 Public Accounts of Canada, 2005–06, Indian Affairs and Northern Development pg 15.17


10 Assembly of First Nations, “Fact Sheet: The Reality for First Nations in Canada”. Available 


on-line at http://www.google.ca/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CCYQF







42 Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives


jAA&url=http%3A%2F%2F64.26.129.156%2Fcmslib%2Fgeneral%2FRFNC.pdf&ei=uvFNULWJL


MvyyAHXnoHYCw&usg=AFQjCNFQ_9M-cDaNWtKOfflXmmfEQg-z1A


11 Auditor General of Canada “Status Report: Chapter 4: Programs for First Nations on Re-


serves”, 2011, pg 15.


12 Public Health Agency of Canada, “Diabetes in Canada — Second Edition”, Chapter 6, http://


www.phac-aspc.gc.ca/publicat/dic-dac2/english/50chap6-eng.php


13 Public Health Agency of Canada, http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/fniah-spnia/promotion/suicide/


index-eng.php


14 First Nations Child and Family Caring Society of Canada, “Wen: De” report, 2005, pg. 115.


15 Children here are defined as those under 20 years old given age definitions in the hierarch-


ical PUMF.


16 This figure has a CV of 16% approaching the high end of Statistics Canada acceptability range.


17 Adults here are defined as those 20 years or older


18 This figure has a CV of 16% approaching the high end of Statistics Canada acceptability range.


19 http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-645-x/2010001/c-g/c-g007-eng.htm


20 Campaign 2000, Needed: A Federal Action Plan to Eradicate Child and Family Poverty in Can-


ada, 2012 report card on child and family poverty, Family Service Toronto, November 2012


21 This analysis is based on Statistics Canada’s Social Policy Simulation Database and Model 


(SPSd-M). The assumptions and calculations underlying the simulation results were prepared 


by David Macdonald and the responsibility for the use and interpretation of these data is entire-


ly that of the authors. SPSd-M data is based on the SLId survey. SPSd-M and the census define 


immigrant children with the census counting over 500,000 children as immigrants or refugees. 


SPSd-M counts only 98,000 children as immigrant. However the poverty rates in both cases are 


similar at 33% and 31% respectively.


22 The lack of Indigenous data is due to SPSd-M’s database being derived from SLId data that 


does not track Indigenous identity or status. Furthermore SLId explicitly excludes all persons 


on reserves thereby skipping the worst instances of child poverty.


23 Note that figures in this table are based on SPSd-M’s population database derived from the 


SLId. All figures are from 2005. As the underlying micro-data derives from a different source, this 


table differs from the “Regional Child Poverty in Canada” table above which is based on the more 


inclusive Census 2006 Individual PUMF.


24 Canada, Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, 1996, volume 5, chapter 2.


25 Centre for the Study of Living Standards, The Effect of Increasing Aboriginal Educational At-


tainment on the Labour Force, Output and the Fiscal Balance, May 2009, pg. vii.


26 http://www.ccab.com/uploads/File/CCAB-businessurvey-F2-singles.pdf


27 http://business.financialpost.com/2013/01/11/we-are-businessmen-first-nations-entrepreneurs-


far-from-idle/?__lsa=5b96-8c83


28 http://www.aadnc-aandc.gc.ca/eng/1100100016293/1100100016294


29 http://www.oag-bvg.gc.ca/internet/english/parl_oag_201106_04_e_35372.html


30 Incompletely enumerated Indian reserves and Indian settlements, Census 2006, Appendix 3, 


http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2006/ref/notes/Indigenous-autochtones-eng.cfm
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31 The child population is estimated at 39% of the total population utilizing the First Nation 


national ratio of children to total population as seen in table “Indigenous Children and Adults 


by identity” above


32 Brian Murphy, Xuelin Zhang and Claude Dionne, “Low Income in Canada: a Multi-line and 


Multi-index Perspective, ” Statistics Canada, March 2012.


33 Specifically that it devotes 20 percentage points more than the average family on food shelter 


and clothing. For more detail see Statistics Canada, “Low Income Lines, 2009–2010,” 75F0002M 


(002), 2011. Pg 7.


34 Re-basing means that the 20 percentage points more than the average family calculation is 


performed anew based on the rebasing year’s expenditure figures. Re-basing would ideally occur 


every several years to keep up with changes in the basket of goods and of the average income of 


families of various types. However, that rebasing hasn’t happened now for 20 years.


35 Richard Shillington, “Defining Poverty and Determining the Number of Poor — Long-Term 


Trends”, Tristat Resources, September 2011, pg 12.


36 Specifically, the Low Income Measure’s income threshold is 50% of the median adjusted in-


come where income is adjusted by the square root of the number of persons in the household. For 


more details see: Statistics Canada, “Low Income Lines, 2009–2010,” 75F0002M (002), 2011. Pg 10.


37 See Statistics Canada, “Low Income Lines, 2009–2010,” 75F0002M (002), 2011. Pg 11.


38 Cansim 202-0802 (http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a26?lang=eng&retrLang=eng&id=202


0802&paSer=&pattern=&stByVal=1&p1=1&p2=37&tabMode=dataTable&csid=)
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W I D E  R A N G E  O F  P O V E R T Y  R A T E S 
A C R O S S  P R O V I N C E S  I N  2 0 0 7


The lowest poverty rate was found in Prince 
Edward Island (5%*) while the highest rate was  
in British Columbia (11.1%).


British Columbia, Quebec (10.7%) and Manitoba 
(9.8%) had rates above the Canadian average.


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE REPORTS
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Provincial rankings can change when 
different measures are used


Provincial poverty rankings using the Market 
Basket Measure are very different than those  
using low income cut-offs. Notably, Quebec  
and Manitoba move from having some of the 
highest rates to some of the lowest. 


Two provinces’ rankings change very little.  
British Columbia still has the highest rate, while 
Alberta still has one of the lowest.


P R O V I N C I A L  T R E N D S ,  1 9 7 6 - 2 0 0 7


H i g h s  a n d  l o w s


During the 31 years covered in the time series, the 
highest poverty rate was 20.2% in Newfoundland 
and Labrador in 1983. The lowest rate was 5%*  
in Prince Edward Island in 2007.


P o v e r t y  t r e n d s  i n  
B r i t i s h  C o l u m b i a  s t a n d  o u t


Most provinces follow the national trend quite 
closely. Between the mid-1990s and 2007, poverty 
rates followed a steady downward trend in nearly 
all provinces. In Alberta and Newfoundland and 
Labrador, rates have dropped faster than the 
national average since 2004. This was likely  
driven by strong economic growth.


Highlights


•	Poverty	trends	are	similar	in	most	


provinces, but rates vary widely.


•	Provincial	poverty	rankings	can	change	


when different measures of poverty  


are used.


•	Recent	trends	in	British	Columbia	 


stand out.


Note that data is not available for the 
three territories. 


After-tax low income cut-offs are used 
to measure poverty in this bulletin, 
unless otherwise noted. For details on 
methodology and data sources, see the 
Methodology, Definitions and Information 
Sources bulletin.


No.3


For some provinces, the sample sizes are 
small and the estimates should be used 
with caution. In these cases, the data is 
marked with an asterisk (*). 
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Prince Edward 
Island*


Alberta


  Newfoundland
and Labrador


Saskatchewan


New Brunswick


Nova Scotia


Ontario


Canada


Manitoba


Quebec


British
Columbia


Poverty rates vary across the country


6.1%


6.5%


8.2%


7.3%


8.2%


8.8%


Poverty rates (%) for 2007 using after-tax LICOs.


5.0%


9.8%


9.2%


10.7%


11.1%


* Use estimates with caution.


Alberta


  Quebec


Manitoba


Canada


Prince Edward
Island


Ontario


Saskatchewan


Newfoundland
and Labrador


Nova Scotia


New Brunswick


British
Columbia


Poverty rankings change using the Market Basket Measure


8.5%


8.7%


10.3%


10.1%


10.3%


11.3%


Poverty rates (%) for 2007 using the Market Basket Measure (MBM).


7.4%


13.3%


12.3%


13.3%


13.4%







T h e  m o s t  r e c e n t  r e c e s s i o n  
w i l l  l i k e l y  a f f e c t  p o v e r t y  
r a t e s  i n  s o m e  p r o v i n c e s  
m o r e  t h a n  o t h e r s


The impact of the recession that started in late 
2008 was felt across Canada. Based on previous 
recessions, we would expect to see poverty 
rates rise across the country. Given that Ontario, 
Alberta and British Columbia were hit particularly 
hard, we may see sharper jumps in their poverty 
rates. Time will tell if those provinces with poverty 
reduction strategies will weather the recession 
better than others.
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The trend for British Columbia in recent years 
stands out. In 1999, as the national poverty rate 
fell, the rate in British Columbia jumped up to 
16.4%, making it the highest in Canada for the  
first	time.	Even	though	the	rate	eventually	fell,	 
it remains the highest in the country. This  
occurred despite strong economic and 
employment growth in the province during  
these years.


O v e r a l l  t r e n d s  r e m a i n  
t h e  s a m e  u s i n g  t h e  
M a r k e t  B a s k e t  M e a s u r e


Trends using the Market Basket Measure are 
available from 2000 to 2007. It shows the same 
overall trends in the provinces as the low income 
cut-offs, even though some provinces move from 
being ranked below the national average to 
above, or vice versa.


Why do rates differ by province?


There are some important differences from province to province that are closely linked with the 
strengths and weaknesses of different provincial economies. In the past, for example, Ontario had 
the largest and often the most robust economy and generally had low poverty rates. More recently, 
Alberta’s strong economic growth coincided with record low poverty rates.


Provincial	social	programs	may	also	influence	poverty	rates.	For	example,	a	number	of	provinces	
offer income supports to low-income seniors. These provincial programs supplement federal 
programs and have helped to lower poverty rates over the years.


Many provincial governments have strategies in place for addressing poverty or they are actively 
working toward introducing strategies. This is a relatively new development in Canada. At the  
time of this writing, these provinces are Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, 
Quebec, Ontario, and Manitoba.
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H A V E  W E  M A D E  P R O G R E S S ?


Over the past 30 years, there has been a small 
improvement in the poverty rate for Canada.  
We see some different patterns when we  
break it down by province.


•	Eight	provinces	reached	record	low	
poverty rates in 2007. Only Ontario 
and British Columbia did not.


•	The	most	dramatic	declines	over	the	past	
30 years can be seen in Newfoundland 
and Labrador and Prince Edward Island. 


•	The	least	amount	of	change	in	poverty	
rates between 1976 and 2007 can be 
found in British Columbia and Ontario.


www.ncwcnbes.net


January 2010


Detailed tables and charts showing 
poverty trends for each province (using 
LICOs and MBMs) are available on our 
website at http://www.ncwcnbes.net/en/
research/poverty-pauvrete.html 
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Abstract


In order to provide a holographic or complete picture of low income, Statistics Canada implements an approach 
that uses three complementary low income lines: the Low Income Cut-offs (LICOs), the Low Income Measures 
(LIMs) and the Market Basket Measure (MBM). While the first two lines were developed by Statistics Canada, the 
MBM is based on concepts developed by Employment and Social Development Canada. Though these measures 
differ from one another, they give a generally consistent picture of low income status over time. None of these 
measures is the best. Each contributes its own perspective and its own strengths to the study of low income, so 
that cumulatively, the three provide a better understanding of the phenomenon of low income as a whole. These 
measures are not measures of poverty, but strictly measures of low income. 


The LICOs are based on the relationship between the incomes and the consumption patterns of Canadian 
households as observed in 1992. The LICOs have been very widely used in Canada since the 1970s. On the other 
hand, the LIM is based solely on the distribution of household income across the Canadian population and is 
intended as a reference for international comparisons. Statistics Canada has been producing the LIMs since 1991 
and they are aligned with the latest international standard. Finally, the MBM defines low income in relation to the 
cost of a predefined set of goods and services. The price of this “basket” of goods and services takes regional 
differences in the cost of living into account.


This publication incorporates a detailed description of the methods used to arrive at each of these measurements. 
It also explains how base years are defined and how LICOs are updated using the Consumer Price Index. Because 
the LICOs only depend on the annual Consumer Price Index, they can be produced as soon as the CPI is available 
(January following the reference year). The LIMs and the MBM depend on other survey products that are available 
much later. Consequently, they can only be produced about 18 months after the end of the reference year. For 
these reasons, this report contains LICOs up to 2013, but LIMs and MBM up to 2012 only.
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Introduction 


Statistics Canada has a long history of publishing data on the low income of Canadians. The low income cut-
offs (LICOs) were first published in 1967 as part of the 1961 Census monograph series and are by far Statistics 
Canada’s most established and widely recognized approach to estimating low income cut-offs. LICOs are income 
thresholds below which families devote a larger share of income to the necessities of food, shelter and clothing 
than the average family would. 


Following the practice of many international organizations, Statistics Canada began to publish before- and after-
tax low income measures (LIMs) in 1991. LIMs are particularly convenient for making international comparisons, 
since estimating the cut-offs requires only data on household incomes within a country. As such, they require no 
adjustments using exchange rates or purchasing power parity indexes as would be necessary to make meaningful 
comparisons of absolute levels of income between countries.


The Market Basket Measure (MBM) was developed by Employment and Social Development Canada1 (ESDC) 
to represent a standard of living that is a compromise between subsistence and social inclusion that reflects 
differences in living costs across the country (Hatfield, Pyper and Gustajtis 2010). The thresholds are produced for 
a reference family of two adults and two children for all sizes of area of residence in each province and for several 
cities. While ESDC is responsible for defining the components of the basket and the related concepts, Statistics 
Canada is responsible for the costing of the components and producing low income statistics.


Media, researchers and policy-makers interested in measures of low income are typically concerned with the 
extent to which individuals in the population are living in poverty. Unfortunately, defining poverty is far from 
straightforward. The underlying difficulty is that poverty is a question of social consensus, defined for a given 
point in time and in the context of a given country. Decisions on what defines poverty are subjective and ultimately 
arbitrary (Statistics Canada, 1999 and Skuterud et al., 2004). Given this, Statistics Canada has always referred 
to the low income lines as indicators of the extent to which some Canadians are less well-off than others, based 
solely on income and, as such, are low income and not poverty measures. 


Other statistical organizations are also sensitive to the use of the word ‘poverty’. Eurostat refers to its measure 
(similar to the LIM) as an ‘at risk of poverty’ measure. In the United States, where an official poverty measure 
exists, the poverty rates are qualified as being calculated according to a specified definition, allowing that other 
measures are possible.


The purpose of this document is to provide the dollar cut-offs used to define the low income population. Low 
income status can be determined using family or household income. The family concept used is the economic 
family, that is, all persons living in the same dwelling and related by blood, marriage, common-law relationship or 
adoption. A household is defined as a person or group of persons residing in a dwelling.


Low income cut-offs


What are the LICOs?


The low income cut-offs (LICOs) are income thresholds below which a family will likely devote a larger share of 
its income on the necessities of food, shelter and clothing than the average family. The approach is essentially 
to estimate an income threshold at which families are expected to spend 20 percentage points more than the 
average family on food, shelter and clothing.2 The first set of published LICOs used the 1959 Family Expenditure 
Survey to estimate five different cut-offs varying between families of size one to five. 


Today, Statistics Canada continues to use precisely this approach to construct LICOs, with the exception that cut-
offs now vary by 7 family sizes and 5 different populations of the area of residence.3 This additional variability is 
intended to capture differences in the cost of living amongst community sizes.4


1. Formerly Human Resources and Skills Development Canada.
2. Twenty percentage points are used based on the rationale that a family spending 20 percentage points more than the average would be in “straitened circumstances”. 
3. As of the Low Income Lines 2009-2010 release, a new naming convention for the geographic classification was introduced for the LICOS grouping them by five community sizes according to 
Rural areas outside of Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) and Census Agglomerations (CAs), and size of CMAs and CAs. The MBM uses these same sizes on a provincial level in addition to several 
CMAs and CAs. Please refer to Tables A and B of the Low Income Lines 2009-2010 release (Statistics Canada, 2011b). 
4. The LICOs were revised in early 2005 to incorporate revised weights from the 1992 Family Expenditure Survey, which were part of the 2003 Survey of Household Spending historical revision.
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How are LICOs calculated?


As mentioned previously, a LICO is an income threshold below which a family will likely devote a larger share of 
its income to the necessities of food, shelter and clothing than an average family would. According to the most 
recent base for LICOs, the 1992 Family Expenditures Survey, the average family spent 43% of its after-tax income 
on food, shelter and clothing. Figure 1 shows the calculation of a LICO using the example of a family of four living 
in a community with a population between 30,000 and 99,999. The 63% line represents the average proportion 
of after-tax income that all families (regardless of size) spent on food, shelter and clothing in 1992 (i.e. 43%) plus 
the 20 percentage point margin. The dots on the chart show the actual observed proportion of income spent by 
four-person families in that community size on necessities, according to the 1992 Family Expenditure Survey. A 
regression line is fitted to this distribution and the intersection of that curve and the 63% line gives the LICO—in 
this case, $21,359.5 6 7


This process is carried out for seven family sizes and five community sizes and results in a table of 35 cut-offs. 
This operation is done twice: once for before-tax cut-offs, once for after-tax cut-offs.


After-tax income in dollars


% of income spent on food, shelter and clothing


Figure 1
Calculation of an after-tax LICO


Source: Survey of Family Expenditures (Famex), 1992.


percent=63%


LICO = $21,359


average spending = 
43%


0


20


40


60


80


100


0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000


20 
percentage
points


5. The model is the following: the logarithm of spending on food, shelter and clothing is a function of the logarithm of income, family size, population of the area of residence and region.
6. It can clearly be seen that as income increases, the proportion spent on food, shelter and clothing decreases. In this case, points to the left of the intersection point between the regression 
curve and 63% line represent situations where more than 63% of after-tax income is spent on necessities.
7. All dollar values are expressed in current dollars.
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Rebasing and indexing the LICOs 


Over time, Canadian families have spent a smaller percentage of their income on the necessities of food, shelter 
and clothing. This relationship between families’ income and spending is associated with a specific point in time, 
i.e. the year of the expenditure survey used to derive the cut-offs. That particular year is referred to as the base 
year for the set of cut-offs. In order to account for changing spending patterns, Statistics Canada has in the past 
recalculated new LICOs after each subsequent Family Expenditure Survey. This process is referred to as rebasing 
and includes recalculating new LICOs using the method described in “How are low income cut-offs calculated?” 
and the new spending data. In addition to the 1992 base, LICOs have also been based on the 1986, 1978, 1969 
and 1959 Family Expenditure Surveys; although cut-offs based on 1992 are the most commonly used and are 
available for the income reference years from 1976 onwards.8


After having calculated LICOs in the base year, cut-offs for other years are obtained by applying the corresponding 
Consumer Price Index (CPI) inflation rate to the cut-offs from the base year – the process of indexing the LICOs. 
The CPI are provided at the end of this document. For example, continuing with the 1992 after-tax LICO for a 
family of four living in a community with a population between 30,000 and 99,999; to calculate the corresponding 
LICO for 2013, the Consumer Price Index is used as follows: 


LICO2013 = LICO1992 x CPI2013 / CPI1992 = 21,359 x 122.8 / 84.0 = 31,225 


Thus for 2013, the 1992 based after-tax LICO for a family of four living in a community with a population between 
30,000 and 99,999 is $31,225, expressed in current dollars.


Because the LICOs only depend on the annual Consumer Price Index, they can be produced as soon as the CPI is 
available, that is January following the reference year. 


Note that using the CPI to update the cut-offs takes inflation into account, but does not reflect any changes that 
might occur over time in the average spending on necessities. 


Use of after-tax and before-tax LICOs


The average proportion of income that families spend on food, shelter and clothing, which figures prominently in 
the low income cut-offs, is undoubtedly a useful gauge of economic well-being no matter which income concept 
is used. The choice of after-tax income, total income or market income depends on whether one wants to take into 
account the added spending power that a family gets from receiving government transfers or its reduced spending 
power after paying taxes. 


Statistics Canada produces two sets of low income cut-offs and their corresponding rates—those based on total 
income (i.e., income including government transfers, before the deduction of income taxes) and those based on 
after-tax income. Derivation of before-tax versus after-tax low income cut-offs are each done independently. There 
is no simple relationship, such as the average amount of taxes payable, to distinguish the two types of cut-offs. 


Although both sets of low income cut-offs and rates continue to be available, Statistics Canada prefers the use of 
the after-tax measure. 


The choice to highlight after-tax rates was made for two main reasons. First, income taxes and transfers are 
essentially two methods of income redistribution. The before-tax rates only partly reflect the entire redistributive 
impact of Canada’s tax/transfer system because they include the effect of transfers but not the effect of income 
taxes. Second, since the purchase of necessities is made with after-tax dollars, it is logical to use people’s after-
tax income to draw conclusions about their overall economic well-being.


8. In 1997, the Family Expenditure Survey was replaced by the Survey of Household Spending, an annual survey. Therefore, theoretically new rebased LICOs could be produced annually (see 
Cotton, Webber, Saint-Pierre (1999) for more details). 
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Differences in after-tax and before-tax rates


The number of people falling below the cut-offs has been consistently lower on an after-tax basis than on a 
before-tax basis. This result may appear inconsistent at first glance, since incomes after tax cannot be any 
higher than they are before tax, considering that all transfers, including refundable tax credits, are included in 
the definition of “before-tax” total income. However, with a relative measure of low income such as the LICO, this 
result is to be expected with any income tax system which, by and large, taxes those with more income at a higher 
rate than those with less. These “progressive” tax rates compress the distribution of income. Therefore, some 
families in low income before taking taxes into account are relatively better off and not in low income on an after-
tax basis. 


Low income measures


What is the LIM?


For the purpose of making international comparisons, the LIM is the most commonly used low income measure. 
In simple terms, the LIM is a fixed percentage (50%) of median adjusted household9 income, where “adjusted” 
indicates that household needs are taken into account. Adjustment for household sizes reflects the fact that a 
household’s needs increase as the number of members increases. Most would agree that a household of six has 
greater needs than a household of two, although these needs are not necessarily three times as costly.


The LIMs are calculated three times for each year; with market income, before-tax income, and after-tax income 
drawn from an annual survey of household income.10 Because a new set of LIMs is calculated each year using new 
data, they do not require updating using an inflation index. Unlike the low income cut-offs, which are derived from 
an expenditure survey and then compared to an income survey, the LIMs are both derived and applied using a 
single income survey.


How is the LIM calculated?


In order to calculate the LIMs11, first calculate “equivalent household income” for each household by dividing 
household income by its “adjusted size”, that is the square root of the number of persons in the household. Next, 
assign this adjusted household income to each individual in the household. Then, determine the median of this 
“equivalent household income” over the population of individuals; that is, the amount where half of all individuals 
will be above it and half below. The LIM for a household of one person is 50% of this median “equivalent 
household income”, and the LIMs for other sizes of households are equal to this value multiplied by their 
“equivalent household size”. 


Market Basket Measure (2011 base)


What is the MBM?


The MBM is a measure of low income based on the cost of a specific basket of goods and services representing a 
modest, basic standard of living. It includes the costs of food, clothing, footwear, transportation, shelter and other 
expenses for a reference family of two adults aged 25-49 and two children (aged 9 and 13). It provides thresholds 
for a finer geographic level than the LICO, allowing, for example, different costs for rural areas in the different 
provinces. These thresholds are compared to disposable income of families to determine low income status.


9. A household is defined as a person or group of persons residing in a dwelling. 
10. Starting with reference year 1998, the Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID) replaced the annual SCF as the major source of information on family income. Over the 1993 to 1997 
period, the two surveys were run in parallel: estimates for this period are produced by combining both samples. Starting with the 2012 reference year, annual individual and family income data is 
produced by the Canadian Income Survey (CIS).
11. The methodology utilized for calculating the LIMs changed substantially beginning with the release of “Low Income Lines, 2008-2009” and the 2008 SLID. These changes relate to the 
accounting unit utilized, the unit of analysis and the equivalence scale. For a complete description of the changes, please see “Low Income Lines, 2008-2009”.
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MBM Region2 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


Current dollars


Newfoundland and Labrador


Rural 3,102 3,131 3,066 3,032 2,956 2,915 2,716 2,710 2,920 3,034 3,180


Less than 30,000 3,045 3,042 2,947 2,877 2,766 2,702 2,452 2,421 2,637 2,741 2,887


St. John’s 3,177 3,221 3,174 3,143 3,072 2,976 2,658 2,601 2,847 2,959 3,129


Prince Edward Island


Rural 3,186 3,191 3,062 2,979 2,991 2,997 2,936 3,113 3,330 3,399 3,476


Less than 30,000 3,104 3,086 2,923 2,798 2,783 2,774 2,694 2,884 3,130 3,209 3,296


Charlottetown 3,552 3,535 3,368 3,236 3,235 3,227 3,140 3,348 3,613 3,700 3,797


Nova Scotia


Rural 3,628 3,725 3,738 3,814 3,812 3,751 3,624 3,672 3,780 3,804 3,853


Less than 30,000 3,166 3,171 3,089 3,076 2,971 2,869 2,689 2,719 2,818 2,825 2,856


30,000 - 99,999 3,780 3,844 3,819 3,863 3,825 3,751 3,608 3,653 3,762 3,785 3,831


Halifax 4,376 4,459 4,451 4,511 4,471 4,355 4,160 4,204 4,327 4,350 4,400


Cape Breton 3,190 3,202 3,127 3,121 3,024 2,926 2,751 2,783 2,882 2,891 2,923


New Brunswick


Rural 3,018 3,085 3,057 3,071 3,045 3,056 3,028 3,052 3,140 3,216 3,265


Less than 30,000 2,800 2,843 2,784 2,693 2,757 2,756 2,710 2,719 2,812 2,892 2,944


30,000 - 99,999 2,511 2,571 2,574 2,532 2,544 2,631 2,705 2,754


Fredericton 4,570 4,718 4,757 4,831 4,858 4,866 4,835 4,865 4,989 5,100 5,177


Saint John 2,785 2,848 2,807 2,799 2,744 2,735 2,681 2,684 2,781 2,865 2,921


Moncton 3,702 3,783 3,755 3,758 3,717 3,712 3,666 3,677 3,789 3,889 3,957


Québec


Rural 2,525 2,507 2,502 2,497 2,511 2,461 2,378 2,371 2,446 2,473 2,480


Less than 30,000 2,109 2,065 2,040 2,016 2,011 1,940 1,832 1,813 1,889 1,908 1,904


30,000 - 99,999 2,281 2,309 2,360 2,416 2,495 2,429 2,325 2,311 2,393 2,419 2,422


100,000 - 499,999 2,456 2,464 2,496 2,530 2,589 2,517 2,406 2,391 2,477 2,503 2,505


Québec City 2,656 2,713 2,795 2,880 2,991 2,919 2,806 2,792 2,886 2,917 2,923


Montréal 2,495 2,562 2,662 2,766 2,901 2,810 2,671 2,649 2,751 2,779 2,778


Ontario


Rural 4,039 4,080 3,996 3,944 3,881 3,858 3,744 3,774 3,833 3,845 3,883


Less than 30,000 3,674 3,671 3,537 3,439 3,325 3,291 3,161 3,183 3,234 3,237 3,266


30,000 - 99,999 3,970 3,960 3,815 3,707 3,582 3,550 3,421 3,445 3,500 3,505 3,537


100,000 - 499,999 4,435 4,462 4,349 4,271 4,178 4,143 4,007 4,033 4,094 4,102 4,142


Ottawa 5,442 5,555 5,519 5,513 5,499 5,464 5,319 5,354 5,429 5,447 5,503


Hamilton/Burlington 4,280 4,303 4,182 4,092 3,991 3,941 3,785 3,805 3,859 3,862 3,896


Toronto 6,255 6,261 6,106 5,975 5,833 5,789 5,631 5,665 5,742 5,759 5,818


Manitoba


Rural 2,450 2,554 2,544 2,581 2,590 2,569 2,500 2,605 2,800 2,804 2,834


Less than 30,000 3,111 3,198 3,164 3,168 3,151 3,118 3,045 3,166 3,390 3,397 3,435


Brandon 3,283 3,401 3,397 3,428 3,441 3,409 3,337 3,466 3,702 3,713 3,755


Winnipeg 3,202 3,403 3,476 3,578 3,667 3,612 3,519 3,655 3,918 3,920 3,960


Table A
Market Basket Measure ‘mortgage-free owners’ difference in expenditures’, which is added to their disposable income, for 
reference family of two adults and two children1, by MBM region
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MBM Region2 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


Current dollars


Saskatchewan


Rural 2,371 2,386 2,292 2,264 2,203 1,877 1,611 1,914 2,285 2,380 2,502


Less than 30,000 2,652 2,638 2,509 2,442 2,345 1,951 1,623 1,955 2,369 2,468 2,602


30,000 - 99,999 2,674 2,681 2,574 2,532 2,461 2,054 1,718 2,062 2,490 2,594 2,734


Saskatoon 3,206 3,177 3,027 2,934 2,815 2,335 1,942 2,331 2,818 2,934 3,095


Regina 3,029 3,041 2,934 2,888 2,818 2,342 1,953 2,342 2,826 2,943 3,103


Alberta


Rural 3,705 3,921 3,972 4,088 3,880 3,810 4,043 4,317 4,297 4,228 4,287


Less than 30,000 4,212 4,437 4,487 4,593 4,317 4,213 4,468 4,778 4,746 4,664 4,731


30,000 - 99,999 5,023 5,260 5,313 5,423 5,182 5,148 5,466 5,798 5,761 5,683 5,764


Edmonton 4,302 4,574 4,663 4,807 4,527 4,386 4,650 4,983 4,945 4,854 4,923


Calgary 5,673 5,826 5,778 5,781 5,357 5,256 5,577 5,940 5,895 5,800 5,884


British Columbia


Rural 5,191 5,233 5,176 5,135 5,059 5,115 5,188 5,440 5,635 5,734 5,880


Less than 30,000 4,644 4,667 4,585 4,517 4,410 4,449 4,503 4,771 4,973 5,068 5,225


30,000 - 99,999 4,935 5,025 5,010 5,007 4,963 5,006 5,070 5,355 5,567 5,672 5,839


100,000 - 499,999 5,916 6,076 6,128 6,179 6,188 6,237 6,322 6,652 6,897 7,024 7,222


Vancouver 6,566 6,600 6,520 6,430 6,290 6,328 6,408 6,775 7,040 7,176 7,397


1 To convert to other family sizes, divide these values by 2 (the square root of the reference family size of four persons) and then multiply by the square root of the desired family size. For 
example, if the MBM threshold for a given region is $27,500 for the reference family of two adults and two children, to convert this threshold to a three-person family, the following calculation 
is made: ($27,500 ÷ 2) × (square root of 3) ==> $13,750 × 1.732 ==> $23,816 
To convert the threshold to a two-person family, the following calculation is made: ($27,500 ÷ 2) × (square root of 2) ==> $13,750× 1.414 ==> $19,445 
To convert the threshold to a single-person family, the following calculation is made: ($27,500 ÷ 2) × (square root of 1) ==> $13,750 × 1 ==> $13,750


2 Rural: rural areas located outside a Census Metropolitan Area or Census Agglomeration. Can include some small population centres. 
Less than 30,000: Census Agglomeration or population centres less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
30,000 - 99,999: Census Agglomeration between 30,000 - 99,999 inhabitants. 
100,000 – 499,999: Census Metropolitan Area between 100,000 – 499,999 inhabitants. 
Specific city name refers to the population within the CMA or CA.


Disposable income is defined as the sum remaining after deducting the following from total family income: 
total income taxes paid; the personal portion of payroll taxes; other mandatory payroll deductions such as 
contributions to employer-sponsored pension plans, supplementary health plans, and union dues; child support 
and alimony payments made to another family; out-of-pocket spending on child care; and non-insured but 
medically prescribed health-related expenses such as dental and vision care, prescription drugs, and aids for 
persons with disabilities.


The MBM, including its definition of disposable income, was designed by a working group of Federal, Provincial 
and Territorial officials, led by ESDC between 1997 and 1999 (Hatfield 2002; Michaud, Cotton and Bishop 2004). 
During 2009 and early 2010, the MBM underwent a comprehensive review of both content and methodology 
(Hatfield, Pyper and Gustajtis 2010). Though led by ESDC, the consultation process involved officials from 
Provincial and Territorial governments, other federal departments and agencies including Statistics Canada and 
a panel of experts in low income measurement. This review process led to a rebased series of thresholds (MBM 
2008 base) which was revised historically to 2000, the beginning of the MBM time series. Among the changes to 
the MBM resulting from the comprehensive review was the revision of the shelter component to include the costs 
of homeowners without mortgages. This revision recognized that, in a given year, homeowners without mortgages 
may pay less for shelter than they would if they were renting. 


During 2012, ESDC officials re-examined the methodology for including homeowners without mortgages in order 
to better implement the conceptual decision to reflect these costs in the MBM. Following this re-examination, a 


Table A (concluded)
Market Basket Measure ‘mortgage-free owners’ difference in expenditures’, which is added to their disposable income, for 
reference family of two adults and two children1, by MBM region
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revised methodology was adopted that adjusts the MBM disposable income of homeowners without mortgages 
to account for the potential differences in their shelter-related expenses. Specifically, the disposable income is 
adjusted in the following manner:


1. Shelter cost for mortgage-free owners is calculated, based on the median shelter cost for all two- and 
three- bedroom mortgage-free dwellings in each MBM region. These shelter costs reflect the actual 
distribution of two- and three-bedroom mortgage-free units in each MBM region.


2. Mortgage-free owners’ difference in expenditures is calculated as the difference in the median shelter cost 
calculated in 1. above and that of renters (i.e. the cost of the shelter component)


3. Disposable income of owners without mortgages is adjusted by adding the mortgage-free owners’ 
difference in expenditures prevailing in their MBM region to their MBM disposable income. Table A provides 
detailed information of the amounts of these adjustments in each MBM region.


The shelter thresholds themselves are exclusively a reflection of the median costs for all two- and three-bedroom 
rental units in each MBM region, weighted to take into account the actual distribution of such units. 


The revision took effect in 2011 and included an historical revision back to 2002 (the first year in which housing 
tenure information is available in SLID).


How are MBM thresholds calculated?


The MBM thresholds are calculated as the cost of purchasing the following items:


• A nutritious diet as specified in the 2008 National Nutritious Food Basket (Health Canada 2009).


• A basket of clothing and footwear required by a family of two adults and two children.


• Shelter cost as the median cost of two- or three-bedroom rental units including electricity, heat, water and 
appliances. Shelter cost of mortgage-free owners is no longer reflected in the thresholds, but rather in the 
disposable income of individual reference families for whom it applies.


• Transportation costs, using public transit where available or costs associated with owning and operating a 
modest vehicle where public transit is not available.


• Other necessary goods and services. 


Low income rate and low income gap ratio


To determine whether a person is in low income, the appropriate low income line (LIL) is compared to the income 
of the person’s family12 (or household)13. If their income is below the cut-off, the individual is considered to be in 
low income. In other words, “persons in low income” should be interpreted as persons who are part of low income 
families (or households), including persons living alone whose income is below the cut-off. Similarly, “children 
in low income” means “children who are living in low income families (or households)”. Overall, the low income 
rate for persons can then be calculated as the number of persons in low income divided by the total population. 
The same can be done for various sub-groups of the population; for example, low income rates by age, sex, or 
province.


After having determined that an individual is in low income, the low income gap ratio can be analysed by using the 
amount that the person’s family (or household) income falls short of the relevant low income cut-off, expressed as 
a percentage of the relevant low income cut-off14. For example, an individual living in a family (or household) with 
an income of $15,000 and a low income cut-off of $20,000 would have a low income gap of $5,000. In percentage 
terms, the “gap ratio” would be 25%.15 The average (or median) gap ratio for a given population is the average (or 
median) of these values as calculated for each person.


12. The family concept used is the economic family, that is, all persons living in the same dwelling and related by blood, marriage, common-law relationship or adoption. 
13. When using the LICO or the MBM, the economic family is the appropriate unit. When using the LIM, the household is the appropriate unit
14. See “What you should know” section of the 2009 Income in Canada release for a more detailed explanation (Statistics Canada, 2011a)
15. For the calculation of this low income gap, negative incomes are treated as zero.
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Tables


Table 1
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) after tax


Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants  


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1992


1 person 8,848 10,126 11,296 11,439 13,526


2 persons 10,769 12,325 13,749 13,922 16,462


3 persons 13,410 15,346 17,120 17,336 20,499


4 persons 16,729 19,146 21,359 21,628 25,574


5 persons 19,050 21,802 24,322 24,628 29,121


6 persons 21,127 24,179 26,974 27,313 32,296


7 or more persons 23,204 26,556 29,625 29,998 35,471


1993 


1 person 9,017 10,319 11,511 11,657 13,784


2 persons 10,974 12,560 14,011 14,187 16,776


3 persons 13,665 15,638 17,446 17,666 20,889


4 persons 17,048 19,511 21,766 22,040 26,061


5 persons 19,413 22,217 24,785 25,097 29,676


6 persons 21,529 24,640 27,488 27,833 32,911


7 or more persons 23,646 27,062 30,189 30,569 36,147


1994


1 person 9,027 10,331 11,525 11,671 13,800


2 persons 10,987 12,574 14,027 14,204 16,795


3 persons 13,681 15,657 17,466 17,687 20,914


4 persons 17,068 19,533 21,791 22,066 26,092


5 persons 19,436 22,243 24,814 25,126 29,710


6 persons 21,555 24,668 27,520 27,866 32,950


7 or more persons 23,674 27,093 30,225 30,605 36,189


1995


1 person 9,227 10,560 11,780 11,929 14,106


2 persons 11,231 12,853 14,338 14,519 17,168


3 persons 13,985 16,004 17,854 18,079 21,378


4 persons 17,446 19,967 22,274 22,555 26,670


5 persons 19,866 22,736 25,364 25,683 30,369


6 persons 22,032 25,215 28,130 28,484 33,680


7 or more persons 24,198 27,694 30,895 31,284 36,991
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants  


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1996


1 person 9,364 10,717 11,955 12,106 14,315


2 persons 11,397 13,044 14,551 14,734 17,422


3 persons 14,192 16,241 18,119 18,347 21,695


4 persons 17,705 20,263 22,605 22,890 27,066


5 persons 20,161 23,074 25,741 26,065 30,820


6 persons 22,359 25,589 28,547 28,906 34,180


7 or more persons 24,558 28,105 31,353 31,748 37,540


1997


1 person 9,522 10,898 12,157 12,311 14,557


2 persons 11,589 13,264 14,797 14,983 17,716


3 persons 14,432 16,515 18,424 18,657 22,061


4 persons 18,004 20,605 22,986 23,276 27,522


5 persons 20,501 23,463 26,175 26,504 31,340


6 persons 22,737 26,021 29,029 29,394 34,757


7 or more persons 24,972 28,579 31,882 32,284 38,174


1998


1 person 9,617 11,006 12,278 12,433 14,701


2 persons 11,705 13,396 14,944 15,132 17,893


3 persons 14,575 16,680 18,608 18,843 22,280


4 persons 18,183 20,810 23,215 23,508 27,797


5 persons 20,706 23,697 26,436 26,768 31,652


6 persons 22,963 26,280 29,318 29,687 35,103


7 or more persons 25,221 28,864 32,200 32,605 38,554


1999


1 person 9,785 11,199 12,493 12,651 14,959


2 persons 11,910 13,631 15,206 15,397 18,206


3 persons 14,831 16,972 18,934 19,173 22,671


4 persons 18,501 21,175 23,622 23,920 28,284


5 persons 21,068 24,112 26,899 27,237 32,206


6 persons 23,365 26,741 29,832 30,207 35,718


7 or more persons 25,663 29,370 32,764 33,176 39,229


2000


1 person 10,049 11,500 12,829 12,991 15,362


2 persons 12,231 13,998 15,615 15,811 18,696


3 persons 15,230 17,429 19,443 19,689 23,281


4 persons 18,999 21,744 24,258 24,563 29,045


5 persons 21,635 24,761 27,623 27,970 33,073


6 persons 23,994 27,460 30,635 31,020 36,679


7 or more persons 26,353 30,160 33,646 34,069 40,285


Table 1 (continued)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) after tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants  


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


2001


1 person 10,302 11,790 13,152 13,318 15,748


2 persons 12,538 14,350 16,008 16,209 19,166


3 persons 15,613 17,867 19,933 20,184 23,867


4 persons 19,477 22,291 24,868 25,181 29,775


5 persons 22,180 25,384 28,318 28,674 33,905


6 persons 24,598 28,151 31,405 31,800 37,602


7 or more persons 27,016 30,919 34,492 34,926 41,298


2002


1 person 10,533 12,055 13,448 13,618 16,102


2 persons 12,820 14,673 16,368 16,574 19,598


3 persons 15,964 18,269 20,381 20,638 24,404


4 persons 19,915 22,793 25,427 25,748 30,445


5 persons 22,679 25,955 28,955 29,319 34,668


6 persons 25,151 28,785 32,112 32,515 38,448


7 or more persons 27,624 31,614 35,268 35,712 42,227


2003


1 person 10,828 12,392 13,824 13,999 16,553


2 persons 13,179 15,083 16,826 17,038 20,146


3 persons 16,411 18,781 20,952 21,216 25,087


4 persons 20,473 23,431 26,139 26,469 31,298


5 persons 23,314 26,681 29,765 30,140 35,639


6 persons 25,855 29,590 33,011 33,426 39,524


7 or more persons 28,397 32,499 36,255 36,712 43,410


2004


1 person 11,028 12,621 14,080 14,258 16,859


2 persons 13,423 15,362 17,137 17,353 20,519


3 persons 16,715 19,128 21,339 21,608 25,551


4 persons 20,852 23,864 26,622 26,958 31,876


5 persons 23,744 27,175 30,316 30,697 36,297


6 persons 26,333 30,137 33,621 34,044 40,255


7 or more persons 28,922 33,100 36,925 37,390 44,212


2005


1 person 11,271 12,899 14,389 14,571 17,230


2 persons 13,718 15,700 17,514 17,734 20,969


3 persons 17,082 19,548 21,808 22,083 26,112


4 persons 21,310 24,388 27,207 27,550 32,576


5 persons 24,266 27,772 30,982 31,371 37,095


6 persons 26,912 30,799 34,360 34,792 41,139


7 or more persons 29,557 33,827 37,737 38,212 45,183


Table 1 (continued)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) after tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants  


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


2006


1 person 11,492 13,152 14,671 14,857 17,568


2 persons 13,987 16,008 17,857 18,082 21,381


3 persons 17,417 19,932 22,236 22,516 26,624


4 persons 21,728 24,867 27,741 28,091 33,216


5 persons 24,742 28,317 31,590 31,987 37,823


6 persons 27,440 31,404 35,034 35,474 41,946


7 or more persons 30,138 34,491 38,477 38,962 46,070


2007


1 person 11,745 13,441 14,994 15,184 17,954


2 persons 14,295 16,360 18,250 18,480 21,851


3 persons 17,800 20,370 22,725 23,011 27,210


4 persons 22,206 25,414 28,352 28,709 33,946


5 persons 25,287 28,940 32,285 32,691 38,655


6 persons 28,044 32,095 35,805 36,255 42,869


7 or more persons 30,801 35,250 39,324 39,819 47,084


2008


1 person 12,019 13,754 15,344 15,538 18,373


2 persons 14,628 16,741 18,676 18,911 22,361


3 persons 18,215 20,845 23,255 23,548 27,844


4 persons 22,724 26,007 29,013 29,378 34,738


5 persons 25,876 29,614 33,037 33,453 39,556


6 persons 28,698 32,843 36,640 37,100 43,869


7 or more persons 31,519 36,072 40,241 40,747 48,181


2009


1 person 12,050 13,791 15,384 15,579 18,421


2 persons 14,666 16,785 18,725 18,960 22,420


3 persons 18,263 20,900 23,316 23,610 27,918


4 persons 22,783 26,075 29,089 29,455 34,829


5 persons 25,944 29,692 33,124 33,541 39,660


6 persons 28,773 32,929 36,736 37,198 43,984


7 or more persons 31,602 36,167 40,346 40,854 48,308


2010


1 person 12,271 14,044 15,666 15,865 18,759


2 persons 14,936 17,094 19,069 19,308 22,831


3 persons 18,598 21,283 23,744 24,043 28,430


4 persons 23,202 26,554 29,623 29,996 35,469


5 persons 26,421 30,237 33,732 34,157 40,388


6 persons 29,301 33,534 37,410 37,881 44,791


7 or more persons 32,182 36,831 41,087 41,604 49,195


Table 1 (continued)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) after tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants  


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


2011


1 person 12,629 14,454 16,124 16,328 19,307


2 persons 15,371 17,592 19,625 19,872 23,498


3 persons 19,141 21,905 24,437 24,745 29,260


4 persons 23,879 27,329 30,487 30,871 36,504


5 persons 27,192 31,120 34,717 35,154 41,567


6 persons 30,156 34,513 38,502 38,986 46,099


7 or more persons 33,121 37,906 42,286 42,819 50,631


2012


1 person 12,819 14,671 16,366 16,573 19,597


2 persons 15,602 17,857 19,920 20,170 23,850


3 persons 19,429 22,233 24,804 25,117 29,699


4 persons 24,237 27,739 30,945 31,335 37,052


5 persons 27,600 31,587 35,238 35,681 42,191


6 persons 30,609 35,031 39,080 39,571 46,791


7 or more persons 33,618 38,475 42,921 43,461 51,391


2013


1 person 12,935 14,803 16,514 16,723 19,774


2 persons 15,743 18,018 20,100 20,353 24,066


3 persons 19,604 22,434 25,028 25,344 29,968


4 persons 24,456 27,990 31,225 31,618 37,387


5 persons 27,849 31,872 35,556 36,004 42,572


6 persons 30,886 35,347 39,433 39,929 47,214


7 or more persons 33,922 38,822 43,309 43,854 51,855


1 Can include some small population centres.
2 Includes population centres with less than 10,000 inhabitants.


Table 1 (concluded)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) after tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between 
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants or 


more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1992


1 person 11,236 12,783 13,970 14,057 16,322


2 persons 13,988 15,913 17,391 17,499 20,320


3 persons 17,196 19,563 21,380 21,513 24,981


4 persons 20,879 23,753 25,959 26,120 30,330


5 persons 23,680 26,940 29,442 29,624 34,400


6 persons 26,708 30,384 33,206 33,412 38,797


7 or more persons 29,735 33,828 36,970 37,199 43,195


1993


1 person 11,450 13,026 14,236 14,325 16,633


2 persons 14,254 16,216 17,722 17,832 20,707


3 persons 17,524 19,936 21,787 21,923 25,457


4 persons 21,277 24,205 26,453 26,618 30,908


5 persons 24,131 27,453 30,003 30,188 35,055


6 persons 27,217 30,963 33,838 34,048 39,536


7 or more persons 30,301 34,472 37,674 37,908 44,018


1994


1 person 11,463 13,042 14,253 14,341 16,652


2 persons 14,271 16,235 17,743 17,853 20,731


3 persons 17,544 19,959 21,813 21,948 25,487


4 persons 21,302 24,234 26,484 26,649 30,944


5 persons 24,159 27,485 30,038 30,224 35,096


6 persons 27,249 30,999 33,878 34,088 39,582


7 or more persons 30,337 34,513 37,718 37,952 44,069


1995


1 person 11,718 13,331 14,569 14,659 17,022


2 persons 14,587 16,595 18,136 18,249 21,191


3 persons 17,933 20,401 22,296 22,435 26,052


4 persons 21,774 24,771 27,072 27,239 31,630


5 persons 24,695 28,095 30,704 30,894 35,874


6 persons 27,853 31,686 34,629 34,844 40,460


7 or more persons 31,009 35,278 38,554 38,793 45,046


1996


1 person 11,891 13,529 14,785 14,877 17,274


2 persons 14,804 16,841 18,405 18,520 21,505


3 persons 18,199 20,704 22,627 22,768 26,438


4 persons 22,097 25,139 27,473 27,644 32,099


5 persons 25,061 28,512 31,159 31,352 36,407


6 persons 28,266 32,156 35,143 35,361 41,060


7 or more persons 31,470 35,801 39,127 39,369 45,715


Table 2
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) before tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between 
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants or 


more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1997


1 person 12,092 13,757 15,034 15,128 17,566


2 persons 15,054 17,125 18,716 18,832 21,868


3 persons 18,506 21,054 23,009 23,152 26,884


4 persons 22,470 25,563 27,937 28,110 32,641


5 persons 25,484 28,993 31,685 31,881 37,021


6 persons 28,743 32,699 35,736 35,958 41,753


7 or more persons 32,001 36,405 39,787 40,033 46,486


1998


1 person 12,212 13,894 15,184 15,279 17,740


2 persons 15,204 17,296 18,902 19,020 22,086


3 persons 18,690 21,263 23,238 23,383 27,152


4 persons 22,693 25,817 28,215 28,390 32,966


5 persons 25,738 29,281 32,001 32,198 37,390


6 persons 29,029 33,025 36,092 36,316 42,169


7 or more persons 32,319 36,768 40,183 40,432 46,949


1999


1 person 12,426 14,137 15,450 15,546 18,051


2 persons 15,470 17,599 19,234 19,353 22,473


3 persons 19,018 21,636 23,645 23,792 27,628


4 persons 23,091 26,270 28,709 28,887 33,544


5 persons 26,189 29,794 32,561 32,763 38,045


6 persons 29,538 33,603 36,724 36,952 42,908


7 or more persons 32,885 37,412 40,887 41,140 47,772


2000


1 person 12,761 14,518 15,866 15,965 18,537


2 persons 15,886 18,073 19,751 19,874 23,078


3 persons 19,530 22,218 24,282 24,433 28,371


4 persons 23,713 26,977 29,482 29,665 34,446


5 persons 26,894 30,596 33,438 33,644 39,069


6 persons 30,333 34,508 37,713 37,946 44,062


7 or more persons 33,770 38,419 41,987 42,247 49,057


2001


1 person 13,082 14,883 16,265 16,366 19,003


2 persons 16,286 18,527 20,248 20,374 23,658


3 persons 20,021 22,777 24,892 25,047 29,085


4 persons 24,309 27,655 30,224 30,411 35,313


5 persons 27,570 31,366 34,279 34,491 40,051


6 persons 31,096 35,376 38,661 38,901 45,171


7 or more persons 34,620 39,385 43,044 43,310 50,291


Table 2 (continued)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) before tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between 
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants or 


more


Size of family unit Current dollars


2002


1 person 13,376 15,218 16,631 16,735 19,431


2 persons 16,652 18,944 20,704 20,832 24,190


3 persons 20,471 23,289 25,452 25,611 29,739


4 persons 24,856 28,277 30,904 31,095 36,107


5 persons 28,190 32,071 35,050 35,267 40,952


6 persons 31,795 36,171 39,531 39,776 46,187


7 or more persons 35,399 40,271 44,012 44,285 51,423


2003


1 person 13,751 15,644 17,097 17,203 19,975


2 persons 17,119 19,474 21,283 21,415 24,868


3 persons 21,045 23,941 26,165 26,328 30,572


4 persons 25,552 29,069 31,769 31,966 37,118


5 persons 28,980 32,969 36,031 36,254 42,099


6 persons 32,686 37,184 40,638 40,890 47,480


7 or more persons 36,390 41,399 45,244 45,524 52,862


2004


1 person 14,005 15,933 17,413 17,521 20,344


2 persons 17,435 19,834 21,677 21,811 25,327


3 persons 21,434 24,384 26,649 26,814 31,137


4 persons 26,024 29,606 32,356 32,557 37,804


5 persons 29,515 33,579 36,697 36,924 42,877


6 persons 33,290 37,871 41,389 41,646 48,358


7 or more persons 37,063 42,164 46,080 46,366 53,839


2005


1 person 14,313 16,283 17,795 17,906 20,791


2 persons 17,818 20,270 22,153 22,290 25,884


3 persons 21,904 24,920 27,234 27,403 31,821


4 persons 26,596 30,257 33,067 33,272 38,635


5 persons 30,164 34,316 37,504 37,735 43,819


6 persons 34,021 38,703 42,298 42,561 49,420


7 or more persons 37,877 43,090 47,093 47,384 55,022


2006


1 person 14,593 16,603 18,144 18,257 21,199


2 persons 18,168 20,668 22,588 22,728 26,392


3 persons 22,334 25,409 27,769 27,941 32,446


4 persons 27,118 30,851 33,716 33,925 39,393


5 persons 30,756 34,990 38,240 38,476 44,679


6 persons 34,689 39,463 43,128 43,396 50,390


7 or more persons 38,620 43,936 48,017 48,314 56,102


Table 2 (continued)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) before tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between 
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants or 


more


Size of family unit Current dollars


2007


1 person 14,914 16,968 18,544 18,659 21,666


2 persons 18,567 21,123 23,084 23,228 26,972


3 persons 22,826 25,968 28,379 28,556 33,159


4 persons 27,714 31,529 34,457 34,671 40,259


5 persons 31,432 35,760 39,081 39,322 45,662


6 persons 35,452 40,331 44,077 44,350 51,498


7 or more persons 39,470 44,903 49,073 49,377 57,336


2008


1 person 15,262 17,364 18,976 19,094 22,171


2 persons 19,000 21,615 23,623 23,769 27,601


3 persons 23,358 26,573 29,041 29,222 33,933


4 persons 28,361 32,264 35,261 35,480 41,198


5 persons 32,165 36,594 39,992 40,239 46,727


6 persons 36,278 41,272 45,105 45,385 52,699


7 or more persons 40,390 45,950 50,218 50,529 58,673


2009


1 person 15,302 17,409 19,026 19,144 22,229


2 persons 19,050 21,672 23,685 23,832 27,674


3 persons 23,419 26,643 29,118 29,299 34,022


4 persons 28,435 32,349 35,354 35,573 41,307


5 persons 32,250 36,690 40,097 40,345 46,850


6 persons 36,374 41,380 45,223 45,504 52,838


7 or more persons 40,496 46,071 50,350 50,661 58,827


2010


1 person 15,583 17,729 19,375 19,496 22,637


2 persons 19,400 22,070 24,120 24,269 28,182


3 persons 23,849 27,132 29,652 29,836 34,646


4 persons 28,957 32,943 36,003 36,226 42,065


5 persons 32,842 37,363 40,833 41,086 47,710


6 persons 37,041 42,140 46,054 46,339 53,808


7 or more persons 41,240 46,916 51,274 51,591 59,907


2011


1 person 16,038 18,246 19,941 20,065 23,298


2 persons 19,966 22,714 24,824 24,978 29,004


3 persons 24,545 27,924 30,517 30,707 35,657


4 persons 29,802 33,905 37,053 37,283 43,292


5 persons 33,800 38,454 42,025 42,285 49,102


6 persons 38,122 43,370 47,398 47,692 55,378


7 or more persons 42,443 48,285 52,770 53,097 61,656


Table 2 (continued)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) before tax
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Community size


Rural areas  
outside  


CMA or CA1


Census Agglomeration (CA) Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between 
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants or 


more


Size of family unit Current dollars


2012


1 person 16,279 18,520 20,240 20,366 23,647


2 persons 20,266 23,055 25,196 25,353 29,440


3 persons 24,914 28,343 30,976 31,168 36,193


4 persons 30,250 34,414 37,610 37,843 43,942


5 persons 34,308 39,031 42,656 42,920 49,839


6 persons 38,695 44,021 48,109 48,408 56,209


7 or more persons 43,080 49,010 53,562 53,894 62,581


2013


1 person 16,426 18,688 20,423 20,550 23,861


2 persons 20,449 23,263 25,424 25,582 29,706


3 persons 25,139 28,599 31,256 31,450 36,520


4 persons 30,523 34,725 37,950 38,185 44,340


5 persons 34,618 39,384 43,041 43,307 50,290


6 persons 39,045 44,419 48,544 48,845 56,718


7 or more persons 43,470 49,453 54,047 54,381 63,147


1 Can include some small population centres.
2 Includes population centres with less than 10,000 inhabitants.


Table 2 (concluded)
Low income cut-offs (1992 base) before tax
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Table 3a 
Low income measures by income concept, for household size of four persons1,2, 1976 - 2011


Income concept


Market income Before tax After tax


Current dollars


1976 8,492 9,160 7,914


1977 9,290 10,044 8,736


1978 10,162 10,978 9,578


1979 11,408 12,248 10,594


1980 12,746 13,686 11,854


1981 14,144 15,264 13,132


1982 14,994 16,444 14,208


1983 15,188 16,894 14,628


1984 16,360 18,056 15,558


1985 17,438 19,188 16,440


1986 18,714 20,460 17,220


1987 19,750 21,650 18,020


1988 21,332 23,256 19,292


1989 22,798 25,000 20,700


1990 22,840 25,518 21,030


1991 22,512 25,612 21,136


1992 22,574 26,022 21,652


1993 22,408 25,894 21,604


1994 22,728 26,164 21,822


1995 23,348 26,680 22,266


1996 23,502 27,028 22,560


1997 24,390 27,780 23,136


1998 25,548 28,938 24,158


1999 27,062 30,346 25,508


2000 28,566 31,876 26,716


2001 29,338 33,058 28,340


2002 30,154 33,954 29,254


2003 30,978 34,888 30,066


2004 31,968 36,078 31,020


2005 33,216 37,380 32,326


2006 34,232 38,806 33,578


2007 35,906 40,630 35,512


2008 37,736 42,596 37,336


2009 37,300 42,500 37,562


2010 37,920 43,544 38,322


2011 39,682 45,440 39,860


Notes: 1. To convert to other household sizes, divide these values by 2 (the square root of the household size of four persons) and then multiply by the square root of the desired household size. 
 2. The LIMs were calculated using SCF for 1976 to 1992, a combination of SCF and SLID from 1993 to 1997 and SLID from 1998 to 2011. 
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Table 3b 
Low income measures by income concept, for household size of four persons1,2, 2012


Income concept


Market income Before tax After tax


Current dollars


2012 41,624 47,208 41,568


Notes: 1. To convert to other household sizes, divide these values by 2 (the square root of the household size of four persons) and then multiply by the square root of the desired household size. 
2. Beginning in 2012, the LIMs were calculated using CIS.


Table 4
Market Basket Measure thresholds (2011-base) for reference family of two adults and two children1, by MBM region
MBM Region2 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


current dollars


Newfoundland and Labrador


Rural 27,453 27,642 28,371 29,170 30,151 30,763 32,247 33,523 35,153 37,117 38,438


Less than 30,000 27,941 28,127 28,849 29,642 30,616 31,229 32,720 34,006 35,654 37,638 38,976


St. John’s 26,260 26,742 27,262 28,026 29,455 29,804 31,237 33,260 34,010 35,660 36,724


Prince Edward Island


Rural 26,485 26,741 27,516 28,507 29,711 29,981 31,301 32,978 34,163 35,744 37,426


Less than 30,000 27,180 27,452 28,238 29,237 30,463 30,742 32,065 33,759 34,956 36,544 38,234


Charlottetown 27,941 28,226 29,018 30,024 31,271 31,562 32,886 32,869 33,716 35,206 36,700


Nova Scotia


Rural 27,189 27,559 28,125 29,328 30,344 31,134 32,714 34,058 35,122 37,269 38,668


Less than 30,000 27,503 27,839 28,364 29,528 30,507 31,298 32,881 34,227 35,293 37,443 38,844


30,000 - 99,999 25,798 26,157 26,574 27,545 28,780 29,377 30,915 32,817 33,549 35,480 36,436


Halifax 27,291 27,749 28,372 29,204 30,353 30,901 32,157 34,036 34,575 36,272 37,145


Cape Breton 25,044 25,386 25,902 26,697 27,848 28,415 29,790 31,636 32,650 33,856 34,323


New Brunswick


Rural 27,067 27,645 28,076 28,937 30,084 30,155 31,546 33,210 34,446 36,202 37,819


Less than 30,000 27,540 28,101 28,513 29,414 30,603 30,678 32,076 33,745 34,988 36,751 38,374


30,000 - 99,999 28,898 30,076 30,147 31,539 33,202 34,439 36,195 37,813


Fredericton 26,811 27,372 27,879 28,922 30,307 30,806 32,325 34,159 34,838 36,875 37,901


Saint John 25,320 25,593 26,121 26,993 28,496 28,504 29,994 31,999 32,694 34,241 35,342


Moncton 25,771 26,032 26,463 27,291 28,810 29,101 30,554 32,238 32,727 34,342 35,374


Québec


Rural 24,300 24,250 24,808 25,796 26,693 27,042 28,700 30,201 30,874 32,693 34,237


Less than 30,000 24,449 24,382 24,922 25,893 26,773 27,123 28,782 30,283 30,957 32,777 34,323


30,000 - 99,999 22,681 22,693 23,133 23,959 25,119 25,399 26,981 28,931 29,282 30,908 32,013


100,000 – 499,999 23,320 23,357 23,890 24,740 25,856 26,167 27,731 29,680 30,053 31,684 32,827


Québec City 23,907 24,149 24,656 25,442 26,646 26,986 28,508 30,200 30,559 32,101 33,115


Montréal 23,968 24,322 25,073 25,940 27,221 27,617 29,137 31,010 31,588 33,146 34,247
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MBM Region2 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012


current dollars


Ontario


Rural 26,639 26,973 27,920 29,084 29,894 29,819 31,169 32,308 32,810 34,503 35,330


Less than 30,000 26,549 26,860 27,780 28,922 29,706 29,631 30,980 32,117 32,618 34,309 35,134


30,000 - 99,999 24,924 25,140 25,994 27,228 28,176 27,698 28,628 30,055 30,402 31,939 32,471


100,000 – 499,999 26,447 26,776 27,372 28,124 29,101 29,050 30,455 31,824 32,068 33,657 34,596


Ottawa 28,878 29,057 29,594 30,472 31,354 31,263 32,595 34,324 35,109 36,886 37,940


Hamilton/ Burlington 25,914 26,285 26,896 27,592 28,774 28,623 30,475 31,926 32,727 34,011 34,694


Toronto 30,117 30,508 31,013 31,706 32,789 33,062 34,641 36,135 36,861 38,313 39,254


Manitoba


Rural 24,701 25,371 25,877 26,867 27,535 28,259 29,608 31,296 31,450 33,141 34,361


Less than 30,000 25,880 26,547 27,046 28,031 28,698 29,442 30,821 32,539 32,721 34,439 35,685


Brandon 23,815 24,636 25,097 25,845 26,778 27,536 28,588 30,687 30,719 32,427 33,280


Winnipeg 24,928 25,438 26,065 26,810 27,975 28,505 29,807 31,868 32,019 33,614 34,641


Saskatchewan 


Rural 24,670 25,336 26,049 26,634 27,603 28,311 30,124 32,081 32,538 34,328 35,790


Less than 30,000 25,480 26,147 26,855 27,439 28,411 29,137 30,996 33,009 33,510 35,330 36,824


30,000 - 99,999 23,124 23,857 24,597 24,973 26,109 26,721 28,412 30,745 30,997 33,029 34,220


Saskatoon 25,252 25,749 26,275 26,605 27,822 28,335 30,026 32,506 33,061 34,897 36,307


Regina 24,606 25,055 25,612 26,036 27,198 27,863 29,506 31,583 31,877 33,667 34,917


Alberta


Rural 26,906 27,697 27,985 28,262 29,390 30,658 32,758 34,452 34,744 36,055 37,418


Less than 30,000 27,902 28,735 29,054 29,360 30,532 31,871 34,050 35,783 36,064 37,374 38,756


30,000 - 99,999 26,795 27,599 27,833 27,942 29,281 30,533 32,659 34,750 34,862 36,242 37,331


Edmonton 26,452 27,126 27,578 28,284 29,596 30,335 32,424 34,474 34,079 35,462 36,235


Calgary 28,104 28,872 29,061 29,803 30,997 32,182 34,091 36,114 35,812 37,145 38,284


British Columbia


Rural 28,233 28,117 29,352 29,989 30,651 31,169 32,563 34,002 34,621 36,421 38,282


Less than 30,000 28,203 28,098 29,344 29,993 30,665 31,183 32,578 34,016 34,636 36,436 38,297


30,000 - 99,999 26,218 26,263 27,470 27,960 28,907 29,225 30,501 32,242 32,574 34,285 35,761


100,000 – 499,999 27,947 28,726 29,285 29,842 31,183 31,772 33,178 34,997 35,331 36,922 38,175


Vancouver 29,532 30,012 30,507 31,142 32,325 32,696 34,380 36,019 36,522 37,663 38,524


1 To convert to other family sizes, divide these values by 2 (the square root of the reference family size of four persons) and then multiply by the square root of the desired family size. For 
example, if the MBM threshold for a given region is $27,500 for the reference family of two adults and two children, to convert this threshold to a three-person family, the following calculation 
is made: ($27,500 ÷ 2) × (square root of 3) ==> $13,750 × 1.732 ==> $23,816 
To convert the threshold to a two-person family, the following calculation is made: ($27,500 ÷ 2) × (square root of 2) ==> $13,750× 1.414 ==> $19,445 
To convert the threshold to a single-person family, the following calculation is made: ($27,500 ÷ 2) × (square root of 1) ==> $13,750 × 1 ==> $13,750


2 Rural: rural areas located outside a Census Metropolitan Area or Census Agglomeration. Can include some small population centres. 
Less than 30,000: Census Agglomeration or population centres less than 10,000 inhabitants. 
30,000 - 99,999: Census Agglomeration between 30,000 - 99,999 inhabitants. 
100,000 – 499,999: Census Metropolitan Area between 100,000 – 499,999 inhabitants. 
Specific city name refers to the population within the CMA or CA.


Table 4 (concluded)
Market Basket Measure thresholds (2011-base) for reference family of two adults and two children1, by MBM region
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Annex: Historical low income cut-offs (LICOs) for the base years 1959 (for 1969),  
1969, 1978, and 1986


Table A.1
Low- income cut-offs (LICOs), 1959 base, before tax


All areas
(no distinction by community size)


Current dollars


Size of family unit 1 person 2 persons 3 persons 4 persons 5 or more persons


1969 1,894 3,157 3,788 4,420 5,051


Note: The 1959-based low- income cut-offs were published only starting with 1969.


Table A.2
Low- income cut-offs (LICOs), 1969 base, before tax


Community size


Rural areas  
outside CMA 


or CA1


Census Agglomeration  
(CA)


Census Metropolitan Area  
(CMA)


Less than  
30,000 


inhabitants2


Between 
30,000 and 


99,999 
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants 


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1969


1 person 1,890 2,174 2,363 2,434 2,599


2 persons 2,741 3,152 3,426 3,529 3,769


3 persons 3,498 4,022 4,372 4,503 4,809


4 persons 4,159 4,783 5,199 5,355 5,719


5 persons 4,650 5,347 5,812 5,986 6,393


6 persons 5,104 5,870 6,380 6,571 7,018


7 or more persons 5,596 6,435 6,995 7,205 7,695


1 Can include some small population centres.
2 Includes population centres with less than 10,000 inhabitants.
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Table A.3
Low- income cut-offs (LICOs), 1978 base, before tax


Community size


Rural areas  
outside CMA 


or CA1


Census Agglomeration 
(CA)


Census Metropolitan Area 
(CMA)


Less than  
30,000  


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and


99,999  
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants 


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1978


1 person 4,400 4,900 5,300 5,650 5,950


2 persons 5,750 6,450 6,950 7,450 7,850


3 persons 7,700 8,650 9,300 9,950 10,500


4 persons 8,900 10,000 10,750 11,500 12,100


5 persons 10,350 11,600 12,450 13,350 14,100


6 persons 11,300 12,650 13,600 14,550 15,400


7 or more persons 12,450 13,950 15,000 16,050 16,950


1 Can include some small population centres.
2 Includes population centres with less than 10,000 inhabitants.
Note: After-tax LICOs were never published on a 1959 base, 1969 base, or 1978 base.


Table A.4
Low-income cut-offs (LICOs), 1986 base, before tax


Community size


Rural areas  
outside CMA 


or CA1


Census Agglomeration 
(CA)


Census Metropolitan Area 
(CMA)


Less than  
30,000  


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and


99,999  
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants 


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1986


1 person 8,065 9,266 10,165 10,405 11,847


2 persons 10,933 12,561 13,779 14,105 16,059


3 persons 13,896 15,966 17,514 17,928 20,412


4 persons 15,999 18,382 20,164 20,641 23,501


5 persons 17,480 20,084 22,031 22,552 25,677


6 persons 18,974 21,800 23,914 24,479 27,871


7 or more persons 20,408 23,448 25,721 26,329 29,977


1 Can include some small population centres.
2 Includes population centres with less than 10,000 inhabitants.







Statistics Canada – Catalogue no. 75F0002M              27


Low Income Lines, 2012-2013


Table A.5
Low-income cut-offs (LICOs), 1986 base, after tax


Community size


Rural areas  
outside CMA 


or CA1


Census Agglomeration 
(CA)


Census Metropolitan Area 
(CMA)


Less than  
30,000  


inhabitants2


Between  
30,000 and


99,999  
inhabitants


Between 
100,000 and 


499,999 
inhabitants


500,000 
inhabitants 


or more


Size of family unit Current dollars


1986


1 person 6,414 7,532 8,381 8,607 10,045


2 persons 8,696 10,212 11,364 11,669 13,620


3 persons 11,258 13,220 14,711 15,107 17,632


4 persons 13,242 15,550 17,304 17,769 20,739


5 persons 14,407 16,919 18,826 19,333 22,565


6 persons 15,399 18,083 20,123 20,664 24,118


7 or more persons 16,372 19,226 21,394 21,969 25,641


1 Can include some small population centres.
2 Includes population centres with less than 10,000 inhabitants.


Annual consumer price index (CPI) for Canada, all items (2002=100)
1960 15.5 1980 44.0 2000 95.4


1961 15.7 1981 49.5 2001 97.8


1962 15.9 1982 54.9 2002 100.0


1963 16.1 1983 58.1 2003 102.8


1964 16.4 1984 60.6 2004 104.7


1965 16.8 1985 63.0 2005 107.0


1966 17.5 1986 65.6 2006 109.1


1967 18.1 1987 68.5 2007 111.5


1968 18.8 1988 71.2 2008 114.1


1969 19.7 1989 74.8 2009 114.4


1970 20.3 1990 78.4 2010 116.5


1971 20.9 1991 82.8 2011 119.9


1972 21.9 1992 84.0 2012 121.7


1973 23.6 1993 85.6 2013 122.8


1974 26.2 1994 85.7


1975 29.0 1995 87.6


1976 31.1 1996 88.9


1977 33.6 1997 90.4


1978 36.6 1998 91.3


1979 40.0 1999 92.9


Source: CANSIM Table 326-0021
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 INTRODUCTION


In May of 2008 the local media were only 
too happy to report that Manitoba was 
losing the label of child poverty capital of 
Canada, in response to Statistics Canada 
data and announcements from the provincial 
government.   A message that was no doubt 
met with optimism by Manitobans.  At the 
time, the province was doing extraordinarily 
well economically and the idea that good times 
were having a positive effect on rates of child 
poverty only served to infer that poverty in 
Manitoba was on the decline.  


Less than a year later, the world is sinking into 
a recession and public confidence is waning. 
Although the economies of Manitoba, Alberta, 
and Saskatchewan are expected to continue 
to grow, the rest of the nation is only narrowly 
going to miss sliding into recession.


In this increasingly gloomy time with 
economic storm clouds on the horizon, the 
Social Planning Council of Winnipeg, as local 
partner to Campaign 2000, has produced its 
annual publication: the Manitoba Child and 
Family Poverty Report Card.  


This year’s report card will look at the details of 
poverty in Manitoba for the previous year and 
will determine if the ebullience of last May’s 
declaration that Manitoba was gaining ground 
in the fight on poverty was warranted.


The statistics that follow indicate that, in fact, 
there has been little significant difference 
in the rate of poverty in Manitoba over the 
last nine years, nine years that have seen 
unprecedented economic growth.  The 
statistics also show that the wealth generated 
in those years overwhelmingly ended up in 
the pockets of the richest Manitobans and has 
done little to lift people out of poverty.     


Due to the economic crisis facing the world 
and the continued prevalence of poverty in the 
province, Manitoba is at a crossroads.  


We must ask ourselves, if the unprecedented 
economic growth of the last decade did not 
serve to lift poor children and families in 
Manitoban out of poverty, what will we do 
now?  With the economic forecast worsening 
and consumer confidence waning, what will 
we do now?  Will we continue to relay on 
market forces to pull people out of poverty and 
wait?  Or will we follow the growing Canadian 
trend and join Quebec, New Foundland and 
Labrador, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, 
and Ontario and formulate a comprehensive 
provincial plan to tackle the problem? 


Manitoba is at a crossroads.       


And, as always, the Social Planning Council 
will provide recommendations to address the 
problems of poverty in our province.              


CHILD POVERTY IN MANITOBA


Statistics Canada produces two sets of low 
income indicators, the first based on before-
tax income and the second based on after-tax 
income. The before tax indicator is a measure 
of income from market sources and transfers 
delivered outside the taxation system. The 
after tax indicator is a measure of disposable 
income. There is about a 5 percentage point 
difference in child poverty rates between these 
two measures. Both indicators reveal that there 
has been little change in child poverty rates 
over the years in Manitoba.


The structural rate of child and family poverty 
in Manitoba remains unacceptably high. In 
2006 Manitoba ranked 3rd highest amongst 
the provinces (and above the Canadian 
average) according to both before and after tax 
measures. 


The rate of child and family poverty in 
Manitoba fell slightly from 2005 to 2006. The 
before-tax rate declined from 20.1 to18.7 per 
cent, the after-tax rate from 14.1 to 12.4 per 
cent. This minor decrease is consistent with 
historical year to year variations and provides 
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no comfort to the 47,000 children in Manitoba 
(before tax) who still lived in poverty in 2006. 
The economic cycle has since peaked and is 
now in the midst of a downturn, meaning the 
rate and  depth of child and family poverty 
in Manitoba are likely to be on the rise 
unless governments’ respond rapidly and 
comprehensively.


These numbers do not include children living 
in First Nations communities. If it did the rate 
of child and family poverty would likely be 
significantly higher.


Since 1980, there has been some movement up 
and down, but no significant declining trend. 
The pattern is the same in the before and after 
tax rates.  While the Manitoba government 
celebrates small changes in the overall rate, a 
few years of small decreases and larger changes 
for some sub-groups, the overall picture is one 
of stagnation, market and public policy failure. 
This is indicated by the flat trend lines below.  
The average year to year change in the child 
poverty rate is less than -0.0018  per year for 
the before-tax rate, and less than -0.0885 per 


year for the after-tax rate between 1980 and 
2006.  This is not a record to brag about.


CHILD POVERTY BY fAMILY TYPE


There has been significant improvement in 
the situation of female led lone parent families 
in Manitoba. At 39.5 per cent, the rate in 
Manitoba fell below the Canadian average of 
42.6 per cent in 2006. This is far below the 
1989 level when more than two thirds (67.1 
per cent) of female lone parent families lived in 
poverty in Manitoba.  However, almost forty 
per cent of children in single parent families 
living in poverty should not evoke pride.


However, the rate of poverty among two 
parent families with children in Manitoba has 
remained virtually the same over the short and 
long term. The 2006 rate of 15 per cent was 
almost identical to the 2004 and 2005 rates 
of 15.6 and 15.2 per cent respectively. In fact, 
the rate has only decreased 1 per cent since 
1989 (16 per cent). The rate of poverty for two 
parent families with children in Manitoba is 
well above the Canadian average of 11.2 per 
cent.
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The trend is the same in regards to the depth 
of poverty, the amount a family or individual 
needs to reach the poverty line, among 
children and families in Manitoba. The depth 
of poverty among female lone parent families 
decreased significantly from 1989 to 2006, 
from $13,100 to $8,500. At the same time the 
depth of poverty among two parent families 
has remained constant, barely moving from 
$10,400 to $10,200 over the same period.
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From 2005 to 2006, the average depth of 
poverty among two parent families declined 
from $12,000-$10,400 while the average 
depth of poverty among female lone parent 
families decreased from $8,700 to $8,500. The 
Canadian averages in 2006 were $10,300 and 
$9,600 for two parent families and lone parent 
families respectively.
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CITY Of WINNIPEG


The rate of child poverty is consistently higher 
in Winnipeg than for Manitoba as a whole. The 
latest Census data indicates that more than one 
in five children in Winnipeg lived in poverty 
in 2005, the highest rate among the mid sized 
cities in Canada. 


Source: Statistics Canada (2007). 2006 Community 
Profiles. 2006 Census. 


Many Canadian cities have established 
committees or task forces to address the issue 
of poverty in their communities. The best 
example may be the Hamilton Roundtable 
for Poverty Reduction (HRPR) which was 
co-convened by The City and the Hamilton 
Community Foundation. The HRPR is a 
multi-sectoral collaborative body working to 
reduce the number of persons and families 
living in poverty and to prevent future 
generations from living in poverty. The 
Roundtable established a clear aspiration 
statement of: “Making Hamilton the Best 
Place to Raise a Child”. The City continues to 
be a leader and allocates an ongoing operations 
grant from its core budget. 


Another example exists right here in Manitoba. 
The City of Brandon has a standing Poverty 
Committee which ensures that poverty issues 
are always on Council’s agenda. One concrete 
action resulting from the committee’s work 
includes bus passes for social assistance 
recipients during off peak hours in Brandon. 
The Mayor, two Councillors and three 
representatives from the Brandon Social 
Planning Council comprise the committee. 


 
Currently there is no voice of those living 
in poverty at City Hall in Winnipeg and no 
accountability to them. The City of Winnipeg 
must play an active and leadership role in 
contributing to equity and social inclusion 
by ensuring high quality and accessible 
public goods and services. The importance 
of inclusive policy and programming is 
becoming more and more important 
given the demographic composition of the 
city. Winnipeg has the highest Aboriginal 
population of any city in Canada. Winnipeg 
is also welcoming the majority of newcomers 
being recruited to the province through 
Manitoba’s Provincial Nominee Program. 
More newcomers are arriving from 
nontraditional source countries and are more 
likely to belong to racailized communities 
than in the past. These populations continue 
to be overrepresented among those living 
in poverty. The City of Winnipeg has made 
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the commitment to taking an active role in 
assisting new Aboriginal residents in their 
transition to life in the city via Municipal 
Aboriginal Pathways (MAP), but progress thus 
far has been limited.


RECOMMENDATIONS


Create a standing poverty committee or 
broaden the mandate of Citizen Equity 


Committee to consider the effects of city policies 
and decisions on those living in poverty.


Ensure that all low income Winnipegers, 
including participants in the Employment 


and Income Assistance program, have access 
to public transportation through the provision 
of free bus passes during off-peak hours, or are 
eligbile for a special low income rate.
  


Ensure recreation is universally and locally 
available to children in low income 


families.
 


Establish living wage by-laws to govern 
service contracting. This would legislate 


payment of a living wage as a criterion in 
selecting contractors.


SOME CHILDREN MORE AT RISK 
THAN OTHERS


Children of lone parents (especially females), 
recent immigrants, Aboriginal peoples (both 
on reserve and off reserve), visible minority, 
and children with disabilities continue to be at 
greater risk of poverty and disproportionately 
represented among the poor.


According to the latest Census, the percentage 
of Aboriginal children living off reserve less 
than six years of age in Manitoba living in 
poverty in 2005 was 56 per cent, the highest 
of all provinces, and well above the provincial 
average of 41 percent(1). Meanwhile, 19 per 
cent of non-Aboriginal children less than six 
years of age in Manitoba lived in poverty in 
2005(2).


68 per cent of First Nations children less than 
six years of age living off reserve in Manitoba 
lived in poverty in 2005, again the highest of 
all provinces, and well above the provincial 
average of 49 per cent(3). In fact, Manitoba 
and Saskatchewan were the only provinces 
with rates above 60 per cent (4).


INCOME (IN)SECURITY


Manitoba’s Employment and Income Assistance program is failing to ensure an acceptable standard of 
living for recipients regardless of which measure is used. 


Adequacy of Welfare Incomes, Manitoba, 2006


Total Income* Income as % of 
Before tax LICOs


Income as % of After 
tax LICOs


Income as % of 
Market Basket 


Measure 


Single Employable $5,822 27 33 44


Person with a 
Disability $8,814 42 (second lowest in 


Canada)
50 (second lowest in 


Canada) 67


Lone Parent, One 
Child $14,262 54 67 (lowest in Canada) 83


Couple, Two 
Children $21,096 54 64 80


Source: National Council of Welfare, Welfare Incomes 2006
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Income support rates have withered under 
inflationary pressures since the cuts in the 
early 1990’s. Recipients saw a decrease in the 
value of their benefits of 10.5 per cent and 36.8 
per cent, depending on category, from 1992 to 
2006) (5). As part of their poverty reduction 
strategies, Quebec and Newfoundland and 
Labrador increased social assistance rates and 
indexed them to inflation to ensure that the 
incomes of recipients are not eroded over time.


The cost of living in Manitoba has been 
increasing at a faster than normal rate, meaning 
that the situation the poor are facing at present 
is very likely worse than the data from 2006 
suggests. The Consumer Price Index increased 
3.4 per cent from August 2007 to August 
2008(6). Increases in the costs of necessities 
(on which low income families spend a 
greater proportion of their incomes) rose even 
faster with food, shelter, and transportation 
increasing 4.5 per cent, 4.9 per cent and 6.4 per 
cent respectively (7). 


RECOMMENDATIONS


PROVINCIAL


Increase basic EIA allowance rates 
immediately to 1992 levels (in 2008 


constant dollars) for all categories, and index 
annually to inflation.
 


Increase liquid asset and earnings 
exemption of EIA recipients.


End the claw back of child support 
payments from lone parents and their 


children receiving EIA.


Create and support a community-
government initiative to review EIA and 


implement recommendations for reform.


Enhance the Manitoba Child Benefit by: 
 • Extending to EIA recipients.  


 • Increasing the maximum monthly  
 benefit.


 • rising eligibility thresholds and   
indexing them to increases in the      


   cost of living.


Integrating with the Canada Child Tax 
Benefit.


fEDEraL


Increase the National Child Benefit 
Supplement to create a full child benefit for 


low income families of $5,100 per child per 
year (in 2007 constant dollars). 


Establish a basic income system for persons 
with disabilities.


HOUSING


The lack of quality, appropriate, and affordable 
housing has become an issue of serious 
concern in Manitoba. The supply of both social 
and rental market housing has been on the 
decline, leading to critically low vacancy rates, 
while average rents in the province have been 
increasing at a greater rate than the incomes of 
those living in poverty.


The federal and provincial governments 
abandoned the creation of social housing units 
as an affordable housing strategy, putting the 
onus on the private sector to the detriment 
of the poor. As of spring 2008 the rental 
vacancy rate in all of Manitoba’s urban centres 
(including Winnipeg) had declined to 1.0 per 
cent (8).


The Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation, has cited high levels of 
immigration as an influencing factor in the 
tightening rental market (9). Manitoba 
now recruits 10,000 newcomers every 
year, a number expected to rise to 16,000 
by 2016. Surprisingly, housing is not part 
of Manitoba’s Settlement Strategy, despite 
the critical need for affordable housing 
for newcomers who have lower average 


6







2008Manitoba Child and Family Poverty Report Card 


Page 


incomes and higher rates of poverty. This 
situation serves as another glaring example of 
interdepartmental disconnection, where two 
separate departments are failing to work in a 
complimentary fashion.


The increasing gap between the shelter 
support of EIA recipients and their actual 
cost for shelter forces them to make difficult 
budgetary choices. Quite often this means 
taking money from their food budgets in order 
to pay rent. A single parent with one child, 
for example, receives a maximum monthly 
shelter allowance of $387 per month, but the 
average rent in Manitoba is $592 and $746 for 
one bedroom and two bedroom apartments 
respectively, leaving families with a monthly 
shortfall of between $205-$359. A two parent 
family with two children receives a maximum 
monthly shelter allowance of $471 to pay 
for an average rent between $746 and $906, 
leaving a shortfall of $275-$435.


This situation is getting worse. As of March 
2008, among persons receiving EIA and who 
rent privately in Manitoba:
 


• Over 77 per cent had a rent deficit, 
up from 72.5 per cent only two years 
earlier (10). 
• The average rent deficit was $139.40 
per month, up from $108.00 two years 
earlier (11).
• The percentage of EIA households 
experiencing a deficit of at least 
$100.00 rose to 48 per cent from 39.3 
per cent two years earlier (12).


Prior to 1993, the shelter component of social 
assistance was indexed to increases in the 
Manitoba Rent Increase Guideline. The Rent 
Increase Guideline will increase another 2.5 
per cent in 2009, bringing the total cumulative 
increase since 1993 up to 25 per cent. In 2008 
Premier Doer publically acknowledged that re-
indexing the allowances to the guidelines was 
a “sensible” idea, despite this there has been no 
formal announcement that the government is 
moving towards re-indexation. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


PROVINCIAL 


Increase the number of units of affordable 
housing by increasing funding for public 


and private housing infrastructure. The target 
should be to create 1,000 new units of social 
housing per year for ten years across the 
province. 


Improve conditions in available housing by 
repairing Manitoba Housing units as well 


as available units in the private rental market.


Increase shelter rates to reflect average rents 
in local housing markets and increase 


annually according to the Manitoba Rent 
Increase Guideline.


Broaden eligibility for the Manitoba 
Shelter Benefit to include all participants 


in the EIA program and to assist more 
working poor families obtain affordable 
housing.


Coordinate housing and immigration 
policies.


fEDEraL 


Fund a national housing program with 
major investments into housing and 


homelessness and for the the creation of more 
social housing.


WORKING fAMILIES REWARDED 
WITH POVERTY


The Government of Manitoba announced 
Rewarding Work in 2007. The message from 
The Government of Manitoba has been 
consistent and clear: that a job is the solution 
to poverty. The evidence simply does not 
back this up. In 2006, almost 62 per cent of 
poor children in Manitoba lived in families in 
which family members together worked the 
equivalent of one full time full year position. In 
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fact, 10.2 percent of all children in Manitoba 
who lived in families where family members 
worked the equivalent of one full time full 
year position were poor. Manitoba was second 
worst in this regard.


61.7


38.3


Percentage of Low Income Children in 
Families by Full Time Employment Status, 


2006


With FTFY


Without FTFY


The Government of Manitoba is putting all 
its eggs into the Rewarding Work basket, a 
strategy delivered by the Department of Family 
Services and Housing. The initiative does 
contain some positive policy measures, such as 
portable benefits for those moving from EIA to 
the workforce, but it is at its essence a strategy 
to move people from welfare to work. It is 
but one piece of what is necessary, delivered 
through one governmental department 
without coordinated and complimentary cross 
departmental initiatives and oversight.  


A meaningful and comprehensive strategy 
would include a balance of active labour 
market policies combined with benefits 
sufficient to ensure an acceptable living level 
for those with a limited ability to participate 
in the labour market, and supplements to 
lift working poor families out of poverty. 
Additionally, it is essential that any strategy 
aimed at moving persons from welfare to work 
must exist alongside a complimentary labour 
market strategy to ensure that high quality 
jobs are being created, and that persons have 
the appropriate educational and skills training 
options available to move into these good jobs. 


Rewarding Work has been rolling out in 
phases since 2007; therefore it is premature to 
evaluate precisely how those living in poverty 
in Manitoba will benefit. Although the carrot 


approach is better than that of the stick, the 
province must set loftier goals than simply 
moving persons from welfare to work into 
potentially low paying precarious jobs that 
keeps them in poverty. Ultimately policies 
should be designed to facilitate long term 
attachment to the labour market, and therefore 
enhanced self sufficiently, as well as movement 
out of poverty by giving people who are able to 
work the opportunity to move into good jobs. 
Rewarding Work does provide some small 
supplements to those moving from welfare to 
work but these are simply not enough.


Manitoba has had one of the lowest 
unemployment rates (4.3 per cent in 
October of 2008) and highest labour market 
participation rates in Canada. The fact is 
Manitobans are working and poverty cannot 
be eliminated solely through welfare to work 
policies. 


MINIMUM WAGE A POVERTY WAGE 
IN MANITOBA


The province can ensure that work is rewarded 
by establishing a minimum wage sufficient 
to lift a single full time worker with no 
children out of poverty, integrated federal and 
provincial child benefits should be sufficient to 
close the remaining low income gap of families 
with children.


Manitoba’s minimum wage has been increasing 
faster than the rate of inflation and improving 
relative to other provinces since 1999. Still, the 
current minimum wage of $8.50 per hour does 
not guarantee a full time worker freedom from 
poverty and continues to lag behind levels of 
three decades ago.


A single person with no children working 
full time for the minimum wage in Winnipeg 
would have to work 50 hours per week to 
reach the poverty line (based on the before tax 
LICO). A single parent would have to work 
58.5 hours per week. To raise a single worker 
above poverty, the minimum wage would need 
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to be $10.87 in a 37.5 hour work week.


The minimum wage in Manitoba is not 
indexed to the Consumer Price Index (as 
in the Yukon) or adjusted yearly to average 
wages (as in Alberta),  and increases are done 
on an ad hoc basis. There has yet to be an 
announcement on a potential increase for 
2009 but the Premier has publicly committed 
to raising the minimum wage ever year.


The lack of indexation of the minimum wage 
is problematic to both workers experiencing 
rising costs of living and employers looking for 
predictability. The contention that increasing 
the minimum wage kills jobs is simply not 
evidence based. Studies on the effects of 
increasing minimum wage on employment 
levels are inconclusive at best (13). 


Despite recent gains, Manitoba continues 
to be a low wage economy, ranking ahead of 
only Nova Scotia and PEI in terms of average 
weekly earnings.
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RECOMMENDATIONS


PROVINCIAL


Increase the minimum wage to $10.87/
hour in 2008 dollars and index to inflation 


or adjust annually to average weekly wage 
increases.


Enhance supplements for working poor 
families.


Implement a labour market strategy with a 
“good job” creation plan. 


Expand initiatives to recognize foreign 
credentials in partnership with 


community groups and other stakeholders.


Establish living wage legislation to govern 
service contracting by government, cities, 


municipalities, hospitals and universities so 
contracts can only be awarded to companies 
paying a living wage to workers.


FEDERAL 


Restore broad eligibility for Employment 
Insurance and increase benefit levels.


Increase federal work tax credits to $2,400 
per year.


Establish a federal minimum wage of $10 
per hour (in 2007 dollars).


ECONOMIC GROWTH


“After 20 years of continuous decline, both 
inequality and poverty rates have increased 
rapidly in the past 10 years, now reaching 
levels above the OECD average.”(14) 


Economic growth has failed to meaningfully 
reduce child and family poverty. The rewards 
of economic growth are simply not being 
distributed equitably, with the well off 
overwhelmingly reaping the majority of the 
benefits. The long term trend in Manitoba, as 


in the rest of Canada, continues to be a widening gap between the rich and the poor. It is clear that we 
cannot rely on economic growth alone to solve poverty.


The income of the richest 10 per cent of families with children in Manitoba was more that 8.7 times that 
of the poorest 10 per cent in 1989. In 2006 the richest 10 per cent of families with children in Manitoba 
had incomes 10 times that of the poorest. From 1989 to 2006, the wealthiest families in Manitoba saw 
their incomes grow 21.9 times as much as the poorest. 
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GOVERNMENT TraNSfERS


“Canada spends less on cash benefits such as 
unemployment benefits and family benefits 
than most OECD countries.”(15) 


Government transfers such as Employment 
Insurance, the Canada Child Tax Benefit and 
Employment and Income Assistance, play an 
important role in reducing child and family 
poverty. Without transfers the child and family 
poverty rate in Manitoba would have been 


29.9 per cent in 2006, meaning transfers had 
the effect of decreasing the rate by 36.6 per 
cent. Despite the substantial effect of transfers, 
Manitoba is not doing as well as other 
provinces, ranking forth lowest just ahead of 
Ontario. Since federal transfers are consistent 
throughout Canada, the problem must be 
with provincial transfers. The two provinces 
with poverty reduction plans, Quebec and 
Newfoundland and Labrador, are doing a 
better job at reducing child and family poverty 
through social investment.
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CHILD CARE


Manitoba is among the leaders in Canada 
in the area of Early Learning and Childcare. 
Manitoba’s previous five year plan for childcare 
was successful in increasing the quality and 
availability of care in the province. In 2008, 
the province unveiled Family Choices, its new 
childcare plan for Manitoba that intends to 
build on this momentum. Credit must be given 
to the Government of Manitoba for continuing 
to make strong investments into early learning 
and childcare despite contraction of federal 
funding.


Despite the progress that has been made 
gaps still remain. Child Care Centres report 
one to two year waiting lists for all age 
groups. However, the critical shortage of 
Early Childhood Educators and Child Care 
Assistants must be addressed if Manitoba is 
to remain a leader and achieve the goals of 
the new Five Year Agenda. In addition, even 
families who are eligible for a full subsidy may 
still pay a surcharge of $2.00 per day per child.


Although there was an overall increase in the 
number of spaces for children ages 0-12, the 
percentage of Manitoba children ages 0-5 for 


57.5


36.6


24.4


38.8


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


NF PEI NS NB QC AB MB ON SK BC


Pe
rc


en
t (


%
)


Percentage of Children Prevented From Poverty by 
Government Transfers, 2006


Canada


whom there was a regulated space actually 
decreased slightly from 24.1 per cent in 
2007/2008 from 23.6% in 2006/2007. (16) 
In 2003 45,700 children age 0-5 had mothers 
in the paid work force (17). 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


PROVINCIAL 


Increase and expand the supply of child 
care spaces throughout the province, 


particularly for infants and for non-
traditional hours.
 


Fund competitive compensation for the 
child care workforce and provide a 


continuum of training.


Increase subsidy eligibility levels and index 
on a yearly basis.


 


Eliminate the $2.00/child/day surcharge.


fEDEraL 


Invest major federal funding dedicated to 
a national program of early childhood 


education and care.
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fOOD BANK USAGE: A CLEAR 
INDICATOR Of DEPRIVATION


Food bank usage is a clear indicator that 
government policy and the labour market 
are failing to provide citizens with the basic 
necessities. The Canadian Association of 
Food Banks will be releasing Hunger Count 
2008 in the near future which will shed light 
on whether the situation has gotten better or 
worse since 2007. Last year it was reported 
that in March of 2007, 43,563 Manitobans 
relied on food banks and 47 per cent of users 
were children (18). At 3.7% of the provincial 
population, Manitoba ranked in second place 
nationally for the highest rate of food bank use.


Manitoba has been acknowledged by Guinness 
World Records for the most food donated 
(176 tons) over a twenty-four hour period 
during Winnipeg Harvest’s World Record 
Food Drive in October of 2007. This is both a 
testament to the generosity of Manitobans and 
an indictment of the public sector’s inability 
to provide the basic necessities for the most 
vulnerable (19).


NEED fOR A PLAN


Through nine years of economic growth 
The Government of Manitoba failed to put 
into place the comprehensive architecture 
necessary to prevent and alleviate poverty. 
The personal and societal costs of this inaction 
are potentially dramatic. With an uncertain 
economic future it is more important than 
ever that both the provincial and federal 
governments show leadership and move 
forward on complimentary comprehensive 
poverty reduction strategies. 


Government investment in times of economic 
slowdown or recession is crucial. If the public 
sector fails to step up and deliver, the rate and 
depth of poverty for children and families is 
likely to worsen and the modest improvements 
witnessed since the late 1990s could be 
undone. We are seeing governments mobilize 


and take swift and decisive action in bailouts 
to large corporations, banks and other financial 
institutions, but that they have yet to commit 
to a strategy that includes measures to protect 
the economic security of children and families 
is unacceptable.


We have some important decisions to 
make regarding how we move forward. 
The provinces of Saskatchewan and British 
Columbia have already chosen the path of 
accelerating tax cuts, which will result in 
eroded capacity to address the circumstances 
of the most vulnerable and ensure a healthy, 
well educated and trained workforce for the 
future. We do not want Manitoba to take this 
route. 
The existence of child poverty is a denial of 
healthy and nurturing physical and social 
conditions, and of the opportunities that 
enable children to reach their full potentials. 
The imperative to act is not simply a moral 
one, investing in poverty reduction costs 
society less than doing nothing. A recent study 
conservatively estimated the cost of child 
poverty in the United Kingdom to be around 
25 billion pounds per year (20). Poverty 
reduction is important for the strength of our 
economies and enhances population health. 
The Manitoba Centre for Health Policy reports 
that children with lower socioeconomic 
status are more likely to have poorer health 
outcomes, one clear and sobering example are 
the almost three fold higher infant mortality 
rates of the poorest children compared to the 
richest. (21)


We urge the Government of Manitoba to 
develop a comprehensive provincial poverty 
reduction strategy with goals, targets, 
timelines, and reporting requirements that 
would encompass initiatives in the area of 
child care, education and training, housing, 
labour market development, and income 
security, and that would involve other levels of 
government and sectors, including business, 
labour, and community organizations. Public 
commitment to eliminate poverty and social 
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exclusion must also be enshrined in provincial 
legislation.


Quebec, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova 
Scotia, New Brunswick and Ontario have or 
are working on provincial strategies. Together 
these jurisdictions represent more than two 
thirds of the population of Canada. Premier 
Gary Doer has committed in principle to a 
comprehensive approach to poverty reduction, 
but there has been no official announcement 
that a comprehensive strategy for Manitoba is 
on the horizon. 


Premier Doer took a leadership role in putting 
forth a plan, with targets, to cut greenhouse 
gas emissions in Manitoba but has thus far 


been unwilling to be a leader in poverty 
reduction. The Premier’s public statements 
on the reasoning for not moving forward 
with a formal strategy have referred to the 
jurisdictional issue concerning First Nations 
peoples, and concerns over setting targets with 
appropriate measures. 


The jurisdictional issue is a typical red herring 
thrown out when there exists an absence 
of political will and commitment. This is 
unfortunate. There is no lack of precedent 
for the provincial and federal governments 
to work together with First Nations peoples 
to enhance economic security and living 
conditions on reserves in Manitoba, one 
example being in providing pre natal 
benefits. Manitoba and The Government of 
Canada have also recently agreed to Jordan’s 
Principle, and its broad application would be 
a considerable step forward.  First Nations 
people, however, need to be fully involved 
with the planning and implimentation process.  
Both governments must work together with 
Aboriginal peoples and adopt specific poverty 
reduction targets, timelines, indicators for 
Aboriginal families with intergovernmental 
coordination and accountability to First 
Nations on reserves.


The premier has also tried to sidetrack the 
issue into an endless debate about poverty 
measurement. It is true that LICO cannot be 
applied in First Nations communities, but 
other measures can. It is important to note 
that no one measure can accurately capture 
all aspects of the complex situation that is 
poverty; a robust set of measures is required. 
Current measures such as the before and 
after tax LICOs, the Market Basket Measure 
(MBM), and the Acceptable Living Level 
(A.L.L.) can be used in tandem to provide a 
much richer understanding of the different 
aspects of poverty. The province must 
work with First Nations leaders to develop 
additional measures for use in First Nations 
communities. The Low Income Measure 


14







2008Manitoba Child and Family Poverty Report Card 


Page 


(LIM) can be used to set a baseline and track 
progress in the meantime. The LIM is similar 
to the measure used in the European Union 
and can be applied to every Canadian family.


All levels of government must work together. 
A national poverty reduction strategy, which 
supports and compliments provincial initiatives, 
is essential if we are to ensure significant and 
sustainable gains. It is worth noting that four 
out of the five major federal parties put forth 
poverty reduction strategies during the last 
election and together these parties garnered 
63 percent of the popular vote. The City of 
Winnipeg must be more proactive and learn 
from the examples being set by other municipal 
governments across Canada who are taking 
the lead to ensure healthy and accessible social 
infrastructure for all citizens. 


A comprehensive poverty reduction strategy 
can be quickly developed on the basis of 
concerted consultation with a broad range 
of stakeholders. However, there is no need 
to start from scratch. Make Poverty History 
Manitoba has put forth a discussion document 
outlining key areas where action must be 
taken as put forward by Manitobans at several 
public consultations held over the past four 
years. While it is by no means exhaustive, it is a 
starting point from which to move forward. 


We expect the Government of Manitoba to 
officially announce their commitment to a 
formal strategy and for the next provincial 
budget to contain a significant initial 
investment.


Manitobans are looking for their government 
to show leadership on poverty reduction. 
The Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives 
(22) recently released the results of a survey 
indicating among Manitobans:


 • 87 per cent believe that if other   
                countries can reduce poverty we can         
 too.


• 87 per cent believe it is time for     


 strong leadership.


• 86 per cent believe governments   
 should set concrete targets   
 and timelines.   


• 87 per cent would be proud if their  
 Premier took leadership on poverty  
 reduction


• 73 per cent believe a recession makes  
 it more important than ever to reduce  
 poverty.


There will not be substantive progress without 
political will to reduce poverty. Poverty among 
seniors was made a public priority and the 
situation of seniors has improved dramatically. 
The poverty rate of seniors in Manitoba 
decreased from 38.5 per cent in 1976 to 6.4 
per cent in 2006 (after tax).  We can achieve 
the same comparable gains for children and 
families in Manitoba.
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APPENDIX: 


Measurement of Poverty in Canada 


While there are a number of poverty measures, Canada does not have an official poverty line. In the absence 
of a definition, discussions about poverty in Canada too often become a debate about how it is measured 
or understood. The Low Income Cut-Off (LICO) is the measure most commonly used by those reporting 
on poverty in Canada. The before-tax indicator is a measure of income from market sources and transfers 
delivered outside the taxation system. The after-tax indicator is a measure of disposable income. This report 
uses the Statistics Canada before-tax LICO as opposed to the after-tax LICO, except where otherwise 
noted. 


Low Income Cut-offs 2006 (1992 Base) Before Tax


Size of family Community Size
 Rural Areas Urban Areas


  Less than 30,000 30,000 to 99,999


100,000 
to 
499,999


500,000 
and 
over


1 person $14,593 $16,603 $18,144 $18,257 $21,199
2 persons $18,168 $20,668 $22,588 $22,728 $26,392
3 persons $22,334 $25,409 $27,769 $27,941 $32,446
4 persons $27,118 $30,851 $33,716 $33,925 $39,393
5 persons $30,756 $34,990 $38,240 $38,476 $44,679
6 persons $34,689 $39,463 $43,128 $43,396 $50,390
7 or more persons $38,620 $43,936 $48,017 $48,314 $56,102
Source: Statistics Canada - Low Income Cut-offs for 2007 and Low Income Measures for 2006, June 2008
http://www.statcan.ca/english/research/75F0002MIE/75F0002MIE2008004.pdf


Low Income Cut-offs 2006 (1992 Base) After Tax


Size of family Community Size
 Rural Areas Urban Areas


  Less than 30,000 30,000 to 99,999


100,000 
to 
499,999


500,000 
and over


1 person $11,492 $13,152 $14,671 $14,857 $17,568
2 persons $13,987 $16,008 $17,857 $18,082 $21,381
3 persons $17,417 $19,932 $22,236 $22,516 $26,624
4 persons $21,728 $24,867 $27,741 $28,091 $33,216
5 persons $24,742 $28,317 $31,590 $31,987 $37,823
6 persons $27,440 $31,404 $35,034 $35,474 $41,946
7 or more persons $30,138 $34,491 $38,477 $38,962 $46,070
Source: Statistics Canada - Low Income Cut-offs for 2007 and Low Income Measures for 2006, June 2008
http://www.statcan.ca/english/research/75F0002MIE/75F0002MIE2008004.pdf


Low Income Measure


The Low Income Measure (LIM) is a measure of relative income deficiency. Families with incomes below 
50 per cent of median income are said to be of low income. A LIM is established for a single adult and 
equivalency scales are used according to household size.
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Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable  
Employment and a Stronger Labour Market


Manitoba’s economy continues to grow at a 
steady pace in the face of global economic 
decline. From 2006 to 2011, Manitoba’s average 
annual growth rate was 1.9 per cent, the second 
highest in Canada. During the same timeframe, 
the national average rate was 1.2 per cent. 


Coupled with steady growth, Manitoba has 
experienced relatively low unemployment rates 
over the past number of years that have resulted 
in skilled labour shortages throughout most 
employment sectors and regions in the province. 
Employers consistently report that their biggest 
challenge is finding and hiring enough skilled and 
unskilled workers to fill jobs.


At the same time, some Manitobans are not 
currently included in the workforce or reaching 
their full potential in the labour market. Among 
these individuals are persons with disabilities, 
Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) 
recipients and others who are economically 
disadvantaged. Many of these Manitobans 
have the ability and desire to enter, re-enter or 
advance in the labour market. But they also 
face challenges. A renewed focus on helping 
people gain knowledge, skills, qualifications, and 


supports to succeed in the workforce will help meet 
growing demand for labour in coming years. At the 
same time, it will increase the financial and social 
well-being of individuals and their communities, 
contributing to a higher overall quality of life in our 
province. 


Work is healthy and, for those who are able, is the 
best way out of poverty. The Manitoba government, 
in partnership with its labour market stakeholders, 
recognizes the importance of investing in programs 
and services to help people with some challenges 
find and keep good jobs. Significant progress 
has been made through initiatives like Rewarding 
Work. We now have an opportunity to make further 
progress by delivering services and providing 
supports that maximize the potential of Manitoba’s 
untapped pool of workers.


Employers need workers with specific skills 
and abilities, and many Manitobans need 
sustainable, meaningful employment. 
This strategy is about connecting these 
two complementary priorities, to build a 
prosperous future for the entire province.


Enabling Independence and Realizing Manitoba’s Workforce Potential
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A New Approach 


In 2012, the Manitoba government merged 
its income support programs with workforce 
development services for individuals and 
employers. The new Workforce Development and 
Income Support Division falls under Manitoba 
Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, the 
department with lead responsibility for labour 
market development. 


The change is an important step toward helping EIA 
participants and other economically disadvantaged 
Manitobans find and keep good jobs and toward 
helping employers access skilled workers. By more 
closely aligning income support programs with 
employment and skills training, there is opportunity 
to capitalize on the human resource potential of 
the entire population.


This strategy involves building upon existing 
partnerships with employers, industry, training providers, 
adult learning centres and community agencies, as well 
as other government programs. Moving forward, we 
will also be looking to ensure that partnerships respond 
to community needs. We will be looking to cooperative 
models that create employment and generate income 
for those in need, while also investing in the community 
and supporting social goals. Strengthening these 
partnerships ensures public and private investments 
and activities respond to labour market needs. It also 
involves shifting the focus of the EIA program so it 
provides a pathway to independence for participants 
who are able to work, while continuing to provide 
financial assistance to those who need it most.


Modernizing Manitoba’s system of income 
support will enable our safety net to act like a 
spring board, helping people realize their own 
independence and social inclusion.


Modernizing Manitoba’s Employment and Income  
Assistance Program 


The EIA program provides financial help to 
Manitobans who are unable to support themselves 
or their families, on a temporary or longer term 
basis. For those who are unable to work, income 
assistance is essential to meet basic needs like food, 
shelter and participation in community life to the 
greatest extent possible. For those who have the 
capacity to work and be financially independent, 
short-term reliance on income support can turn into 
long-term dependency and poverty without active 
planning and support. 


While EIA must provide a safety net for people 
when they are out of work, shifting the program to 
focus on labour market re-entry, where possible, 
will benefit individuals, families, communities 
and the economy as a whole. It will provide more 
Manitobans with healthier, sustainable options to 
meet their personal and family needs while also 
addressing a growing need to build the provincial 
workforce.


This shift focuses on providing people with  
challenges the support they need to move off 
assistance. Policies and programs must ensure  


that people who have the potential to work are always 
better off if they are working or training for work. 
Income assistance policies will shift to promote 
labour market entry and attachment, commencing 
with the Rentaid Transition Bonus announced in 
Budget 2013. This will assist non-disabled adults 
without children, who are renting in the private 
market, with $110 per month for two years after they 
leave welfare for work or training. Policies, practices 
and service delivery systems will focus on building 
people’s strengths, fostering financial independence 
and aligning individual skill development with 
pathways to real jobs. 


Over the long term, savings that result from  
EIA participants moving into the workforce can be 
re-invested into enhancing portable benefits, better 
supporting transitions to financial independence.
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Strategy Principles


• Co-ordination and Partnerships 
 Working in partnership with employers, service 
providers, training institutions and community 
agencies is critical to ensure co-ordinated, 
complementary, effective efforts to get people 
into meaningful jobs. 


• Enabling Independence 
The longer people are out of work, the more 
difficult it can be to recover their financial 
independence. The sooner people can get back 
on their feet, the less likely they will come to 
depend on income assistance. 


• Work is Healthy 
In addition to generating income, work provides 
a sense of identity and purpose, structure to 
daily life, social relationships and opportunities 
for personal growth. Policies that encourage 
and support work, whenever possible, help 
Manitobans reach their full potential and build 
healthier, stronger communities. 


• Mutual Responsibility 
Eligibility criteria must be clear and individuals 
must be advised of their responsibilities while 
receiving benefits. Higher expectations for 
participants must come hand-in-hand with 
greater supports. 


• Focus on Capacity 
Recognize individual strengths as a foundation 
for job success rather than assuming people 
cannot work due to disability or other life 
circumstances. Assess capacity and connect 
individuals to opportunities that maximize their 
potential, while providing support to help deal 
with challenges they face. 


• Building Pathways to Employment  
Personal action plans must be based on accurate, 
current information about Manitoba’s labour market 
needs and in line with individual abilities, career 
goals and personal situations. With supports and 
training, some EIA participants will quickly be ready 
to take advantage of work opportunities. For others, 
work experience will be a first step. And for others, 
part-time work may be the best solution over the 
long term. 


• Focus on Employer Needs to Ensure Long-term 
Employment Outcomes 
At the core of this strategy is the need for close 
collaboration with employers and industry. Training 
and employment must be directly tied to real labour 
market needs and opportunities for long-term 
success. 
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Strategy Objectives 


1. Develop a comprehensive system to connect 
EIA participants to sustainable employment.  
$3 million was added in Budget 2013 to enhance 
training and pre-employment programming 
and develop wrap-around supports to ensure 
income assistance participants can move 
into sustainable employment and achieve 
financial independence. EIA participants who 
are able to work can successfully move into 
sustainable employment and away from future 
welfare dependency when the right services 
and supports are in place to assist them. These 
services and supports include: 


• a new service model with single window access 
to provincial workforce development services, 
including a “one stop” service centre in 
Winnipeg 


• identifying needs, readiness to work and 
personal goals through better screening and 
assessment tools (ex: essential skills and 
employability assessments) 


• a new team of service specialists to support 
individuals by ensuring appropriate supports 
and plans are in place for participants 


• a range of programming that includes basic skills, 
job readiness skills, counselling, job placement,  
on-the-job and technical training, as necessary,  
to help individuals overcome challenges to  
being employed


• this new approach incorporates best practices 
of providing client focused services with post-
employment supports, while playing an intermediary 
role, linking training providers and employers


• financial help including wage subsidy or a living 
allowance will be available to more EIA participants 
as they participate in employment development 
activities 


• internships and work experience opportunities to 
help participants gain needed experience and move 
towards employment


• job retention and post-employment supports  
for new hires and employers to ensure long-term 
success 


• third-party service provider investments that 
effectively complement participant and labour 
market needs 
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2. Engage employers to match qualified 
candidates with available jobs.  
Close connections with employers are essential 
to understanding and meeting their human 
resource requirements. Manitoba’s strategy for 
sustainable employment and a stronger labour 
market will: 


• support industry and sector-specific projects 
that provide direct connections to employers 
and career advancement prospects for workers 


• increase work incentives, wage subsidies, 
internship opportunities and human resource 
planning and development supports for 
employers 


• assist employers to invest in workforce skills 
training and development to create entry-level 
openings for new hires and advancement 
opportunities for existing workers 


3. Simplify the income support system so 
it focuses on enabling people to become 
independent through employment while also 
meeting their basic needs. 
Making income assistance rules and regulations 
less cumbersome to administer will allow 
program staff to invest more time helping 
clients move into good jobs and gain financial 
independence. Manitoba’s strategy will address 
this by:


• working towards restructuring the EIA benefit 
system so it focuses on enabling participants to 
achieve self-sufficiency while continuing to help 
those unable to work to meet their basic needs 


• redesigning program rules to ensure more staff 
time is spent on supporting individuals to move 
into work


• helping more participants become independent by 
expanding employment planning activities


• continue to develop policies that aid labour force 
entry (or re-entry)


4. Improve co-ordination and supports for those who 
cannot work due to complex needs or multiple 
challenges.  
Underlying this strategy is the recognition that 
some Manitobans must continue to rely on income 
assistance due to complex needs or multiple 
challenges. For individuals who are unable to work, 
Manitoba’s strategy will improve the co-ordination 
of supports that enhance personal well-being and 
stability (ex: health, housing, finance, addiction 
treatment). 
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Key Actions


This strategy builds on our greatest  
assets: our strong economy and our 
people. While some actions can be 
achieved in the shorter term, many are 
complex, requiring substantial change  
over the longer term. 


2013


• Engage stakeholders in identifying what works 
to help connect disadvantaged people to 
sustainable employment 


• Build a new integrated service model, 
including expanded programs/supports for 
EIA participants 


• Review and shift program delivery activities 
so staff can focus more time on working with 
individuals to move them into training or work


• Develop supports for EIA participants who 
are assessed as employment/training ready 
(ex: pre-employment services, job retention 
supports, work experience opportunities, 
an alternate living allowance for those 
participating in training, Rewarding Work 
health benefits)  


• Develop new approaches to support single 
parents with young children in preparing for 
and succeeding in the workplace 


• Develop a new funding model for third-party 
training agencies that aligns with this strategy 
and emphasizes results 


• Provide more opportunities to gain valuable 
experience within the provincial government 
for Manitobans who have challenges 
accessing employment 


2014 


• Explore collaborative ways to engage youth 18 and 
older leaving the child welfare system, and those 
whose families receive income assistance, to 
help guide these young people towards work and 
independence


• Explore opportunities for a new definition of 
disability with programming focused on capacity 
rather than deficit; at the same time, provide 
improved supports for those unable to work due to 
severe, prolonged disability


• Work to ensure that the decisions made regarding 
eligibility for disability benefits are made in a 
consistent fair and efficient manner 


• Continue to develop partnerships with business, 
labour, non-profits and government to help people 
with disabilities access meaningful employment 


• Explore opportunities to adapt the apprenticeship 
model to address the needs of varied clients and 
target more disadvantaged Manitobans 


2015 and beyond


• Begin developing a simplified income security 
framework that enables employment while 
providing for those who are not able to work 


• Streamline and simplify EIA benefits, with savings 
achieved through efficiencies and lower caseloads 
supporting the development of enhanced portable 
benefits, such as portable rent supplements. 


• Examine options to adjust income tests for 
government programs to allow individuals a 
smooth transition from assistance to independence


• Increase collaboration and co-ordination with labour 
market services that support newcomers, Aboriginal 
Manitobans and youth 
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The Way Forward 


We recognize the success of this strategy will depend on strong, continued partnerships with all labour 
market stakeholders, including employers, industry, individuals, community service providers, training 
institutions and other levels of government, particularly the Government of Canada. Working together, we  
can ensure that Manitoba has the workforce required to build a prosperous future for all. 


The best route out of poverty is through a well-paying job. Expanding job, education and training 
opportunities are key priorities of the Manitoba government. Helping people get and keep good jobs so they 
can provide for themselves is a fundamental element of AllAboard, Manitoba’s poverty reduction and social 
inclusion strategy. 


Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market is our action plan focused on 
“building blocks for employment,” one of seven key priority areas identified in the AllAboard strategy. There 
is tremendous potential for success in combining the philosophy behind AllAboard with addressing the need 
for a more robust skilled labour force. Connecting these two mutually reinforcing goals, Manitoba’s new 
strategy for sustainable employment and a stronger labour market will help our economy continue to grow 
and ensure that all Manitobans benefit. 







Manitoba’s Strategy  
for Sustainable  


Employment and a 
Stronger Labour Market


:
Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy


Available in alternate formats upon request.
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___Manitoba Poverty Progress Profile___   


 


OVERVIEW 


ALLAboard is Manitoba’s poverty reduction and social inclusion strategy which was released in 2009. 


This Poverty Action Plan (PAP) has focused on building partnerships with federal and municipal 


governments, community organizations, businesses and citizens. The strategy even includes legislation - 


The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act - which became law in June 2011. The PAP emphasizes that solutions 


to poverty lies with all Manitobans working together for a strong, successful province.1 According to 


Statistics Canada Low Income Cut Off (LICO), in 2011 an estimated 105,000 Manitobans were living in 


low income, which is down from 107,000 in 2010.2 Despite the estimated overall decrease, there are an 


alarming number of children living in poverty in the province: 54,000, or about 20%, which was reported 


in the most recent Child and Family Poverty Report Card.3 This number grows to 62% for Aboriginal 


children.4 The government has also received criticism for their 2013 budget, as well as the processes 


they have used during consultations with the public.  


 


Plan Components and Highlights 


The ALL Aboard framework and vision focused on four pillars to “reduce poverty and promote 


prosperity”: 


 


1. Safe, affordable housing in supportive communities 


2. Education, jobs and income support 


3. Strong, healthy families 


4.  Accessible, co-ordinated services5 


 


For more details of the four pillars please see our 2012 Manitoba Poverty Progress Profile or visit 


Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction Strategy at http://www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/index.html. 


 


Community Engagement in Plan Development and Implementation 


 


In early 2013, more than 500 Manitobans participated in an ALL Aboard public survey and over 140 


participated in the consultation process in-person.6 The consultations included 10 public meetings in six 


regions, an online/print survey and a request for written submissions, with the aim of learning what is 


working well, what needs improvement and what initiatives are recommended.7  


 


In August 2013, the provincial government released the results of the consultations in a report titled All 


Aboard: What We Heard. The news release stated that the government is renewing its commitment to 


help end poverty for Manitobans and will move forward with the guidance of consultations.8  The report 


summarizes key findings that emerged from the process, which prioritized housing and food security, as 
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well as training and employment opportunities. The government also noted that any next steps must be 


an inclusive process and that much work lies ahead.9  


 


 


MEASURING PROGRESS 


 


Statistical Indicators of Poverty in Manitoba (unofficial measurement tools) 


 


 


 LICO10 
Low Income Cut-off 


After-tax 


LIM11 
Low-Income 
Measurement 


MBM12 
Market Basket 
Measure 


Food Bank 
Usage13 


Welfare 
Caseloads14 


2000 144,000, 13.4% 155,000, 14.4% 117,000, 10.8% - 59,026 


2005 139,000, 12.7% 161,000, 14.7% 127, 000, 11.6%- 46,161, 3.9% 37,933 


2009* 101,000, 8.8% 172,000, 15.0% 132,000, 11.5% 47,925, 3.9% 32,147 


2010 107,000, 9.2% 165,000, 14.3% 124,000, 10.7%  57,966, 4.7% 32,829 


2011 105,000, 8.9% 164, 000, 14.0% 134,000, 11.5% 55, 575, 4.5% 34,418 


2012  - - 63,482, 5.1% 35,427 


* PAP came into place 


Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Act – (enacted June 2011) 


Purpose  


To establish the government’s responsibility to implement a long-term strategy to reduce poverty 


and increase social inclusion, including to establish indicators to measure progress and provide 


annual progress reports to the public. 


Key provisions  


• Outlines the seven areas of need that the PAP must address (education, training, employment, 


income support, housing, communities, and family), stipulates that the PAP must be targeted at 


groups particularly vulnerable to poverty, and addresses that the PAP should be coordinated 


across government ministries.  


• Establishes the formation of a Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Committee that consists of 


Ministers, a member of the Premier’s Advisory Council on Education, Poverty, and Citizenship 


(who is a regular citizen), and three community members.  


• Committee provides advice on the content of the PAP, progress indicators, and proposed 


programs or policies. The Committee monitors PAP implementation, including coordination 


across government and community involvement, but is not responsible for distributing funds.  


• Requires the government to include the PAP in the annual budget. Requires the Minister and 


Committee to prepare and table an annual report on PAP implementation and progress. 


Requires the PAP to be reviewed and updated every five years. 







Manitoba Poverty Progress Profile Update 


Canada Without Poverty, 2013  


 


3 


 


*It is important to note that many income-based indicators are not available on reserves, which excludes 


a significant portion of Manitoba’s Aboriginal population from reported data. 


 


The Manitoba Government’s Success Indicators 


 


In the All Aboard strategy, the Manitoba Government stated they will track key indicators from the four 


pillars to measure progress on poverty reduction. The government released a report in March 2013 


which summarized 21 indicators to monitor progress. The indicators covered key areas such as: 


 


• Safe Affordable Housing in Supportive Communities: 


o The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) will monitor the units of social 


and affordable housing, new households benefiting from programs and services, and 


households in core housing need, such as by Aboriginal Status.15 Social housing refers to 


rental accommodation for low-income households with rates charged on a rent-geared-


to-income (RGI) scale. Affordable housing refers to units with rent set at or below 


median market rent.16 


o Commitment of 1,500 new affordable housing units in 5 years (2009-2014). As of 


January , 2013 1,132 new affordable units added. 17 As of March 31, 2013, MHRC 


supported 35,826 units of social and affordable housing (including personal care home 


beds).18 


o Sense of community belonging to local community.19 This indicator measures social 


attachment to the community and is related to social exclusion, as well as physical and 


mental health.20   


• Education, Jobs and Income Support: 


o High school graduation rates, post-secondary education and participation rates, and 


participation in adult learning centres. 


o Employment rates and average weekly earnings, minimum wage and consumer price 


index, as well as Manitobans in low-income. 


o Another indicator was income inequality as measured by Gini coefficient.21  


• Strong, Healthy Families: 


o Early childhood development index scores, regulated child care spaces, percentage of 


children in Child and Family Services (CFS) care, and teen birth rates. 


o Potential years of life lost by factors such as rural and urban income quintiles and First 


Nations status. 


o Percentage of population with selected chronic diseases.22 


• Accessible, Co-ordinated Services: 


o Persons receiving coordinated home care services, continuity of care and the number of 


people using Access centres.23  


 


For the detailed summary, please visit: 


http://www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/pubs/disaggregated_data_on_allaboard_indicators.pdf?cap=p94.7 
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Progress to Date & Notes on Critical Thematic Areas  


 


The Manitoba government reports that progress over the past decade has led to 16,000 fewer 


Manitobans living in poverty from 2000-2010. They highlight that the passing of the Poverty Reduction 


Strategy Act in 2011 has been a major step forward. The legislation has required the government to set 


indicators to measure progress and the act recognizes that certain populations are at greater risk.  It also 


ensures that programs and initiatives are accessible to everyone.  The strategy is linked to the annual 


provincial budget and establishes the All Aboard Committee, which consists of cabinet ministers and 


community representatives.24
 


 


1. Income Support: On October 1, 2012, the minimum wage was increased 25 cents to $10.25 an 


hour.25
 In 2012, the government began increasing the Basic Income Tax Exemption for low-


income individuals by $1,000 over four years; once this measure is fully implemented, 22,000 


Manitobans will not pay provincial income tax.26 In 2013, basic income tax exemptions will 


increase by $250, removing another 5,500 low income Manitobans from income tax rolls.27  


 


2. Housing:  In 2013, the government introduced a new, three-year commitment that includes 


$114.3 million for 500 new social housing units and $25 million for 500 affordable housing units. 


These are in addition to the commitment to establish 1,500 new affordable housing units and 


1,500 social housing units between 2009 and 2014. The government will also invest $100 million 


annually to restore and redevelop housing units, as well as $34 million annually to repair and 


provide quality home environments. 


 


A new Residential Housing Construction Tax Credit was introduced; this 8% tax credit will be 


available for construction of new rental units where at least 10% of the units have rents at, or 


below, affordable rental rates. The RentAid shelter benefits have been increased for all 


recipients by $240 per year, and income and rent thresholds have been increased and 


simplified, allowing more people to qualify. The RentAid Transition Bonus was introduced, a 


benefit of $110 per month for up to two years for Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) 


recipients in private rental situations transitioning into training or employment, who are 


otherwise ineligible for RentAid. This has resulted in over $6.3 million new, annualized benefits 


for low income Manitobans. Also, the Seniors’ Education Property Tax Credit will increase from a 


maximum of $1,025 in 2012, to $1,100 in 2013, for seniors with household incomes up to 


$40,000. An estimated 31,000 seniors’ households will receive an average $151 above their 


basic $700 Education Property Tax Credit.28  


 


3. Education: In 2012, the government limited university tuition fee increases to the rate of 


inflation and capped fee increases at colleges at $150, as well as committing multi-year funding 


to universities with 5% operating increases until 2013/14.29 In 2013, the province will be 


increasing funding for schools by $27.2 million or 2.3% in order to provide continued, stable 
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funding.30  In their annual strategy report, the government reported that the high school 


graduation rate has risen from 79% in 2008 to 84.1% in 2012, which is a key indicator when 


looking at income disparity.31 


 


4. Early Childhood Education and Care: The government has announced an investment of $25 


million to build new or expand existing child-care facilities and additional funding for 2,000 


child-care spaces by 2015. Funding will be provided for 386 new child-care spaces in 2013/14 as 


well as approximately 1,000 new child-care spaces that are expected to open in the next fiscal 


year.32 


 


5. Health:  In 2013, a new Mental Health Crisis Response Centre, the first of its kind in Canada, was 


opened as a central access point for adults experiencing mental health issues.33 Effective in 


2013, families gained more access to medication as the result of 153 new drugs to the provincial 


pharmacare formulary, which will lower prescription drug costs and provide more treatment 


options.34 


 


6. Community Building/Investment: In 2013 the government will invest $29 million into 241 


community projects across Manitoba including funding for community centres, swimming pools, 


parks and libraries.35 The government also announced the Sports Opportunity Program, which is 


providing community-based sport and recreation organizations with two levels of grants- 


$10,000 and $2,500. The government sees the program as contributing to crime prevention by 


providing youth healthy positive options after school.36 


 


7. Aboriginal Manitobans: As of March 2013, the government has invested $45 million into 


Aboriginal communities, as well as provided job opportunities and skills training to 


approximately 200 Manitobans. Community Benefit Agreements have been signed with 13 


Eastside First Nations, nine community-owned construction companies have received contracts, 


and job priority for local residents is being encouraged.37 


 


Views From Outside the Manitoba Government  


 


The 2013 budget announced several measures to address affordable housing. Despite these measures, 


governments have been told that the current number of units available for the lowest-income earners in 


Manitoba is not enough to meet the need. The Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (CCPA) offers 


suggestions and refers to the campaign by Make Poverty History Manitoba to increase the rental 


allowance to 75% of the median market rent, which was signed by over 145 organizations across 


Manitoba. CCPA also states that in order to have success in education and employment, which the 


government focused on in the budget, there needs to be safe and affordable housing.38 The Social 


Planning Council of Winnipeg (SPCW) agrees, stating that the budget only allocates limited resources for 


the poverty reduction strategy. They are concerned the government has not delivered on commitments 


for consultation on the action plans, as well as evaluation tools, target and timelines.39   
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In August 2013, the provincial government released a report of the findings from public consultations in 


June. The Social Planning Council of Winnipeg acknowledges that it is positive that the government is 


seeking to communicate with the public and activists, and that the report clearly states community 


engagement is essential; however, they argue that the consultation only confirmed the importance of 


reaching out to the community on how to roll-out the strategy. The SPCW highlighted specific failures 


with the process as being the poor turnouts for consultation events, the inability to rate the different 


issues by importance, not knowing what criticisms were said about the government at the events, and 


the inability to discuss and develop views.40  


 


 


THE BOTTOM LINE 


 


Poverty rates in Manitoba remain some of the worst in the country.  Manitoba faces the second highest 


rate of Aboriginal child poverty in the country at 62% (compared to 50% nationally), 41 tied for the 


highest child poverty rate in the country with BC,42 and sits in the bottom three in terms of an overall 


poverty rate between provinces and territories.43 With factors such as the implementation of 


Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction Strategy Act, and the continued communication with the public, anti-


poverty advocates are agreeing that the Manitoba government is making positive steps in the right 


direction. However, they argue that the government could have had a more comprehensive 2013 


budget, more effective strategies for engaging public support and input, as well as greater attention to 


the alarming rate of child poverty.  Much work is still left to be done. 


 


FOR MORE INFORMATION 


 


Canada Without Poverty 


251 Bank Street, 2nd Floor 


Ottawa, ON K2P 1X3 


613-789-0096 (1-800-810-1076); info@cwp-csp.ca 
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P A I D  W O R K  A N D  P O V E R T Y


I M P O R T A N C E  O F  P A I D  W O R K


Paid work is an important protection  
against poverty.


Having no earners in a family practically 
guarantees high poverty rates


For families and unattached individuals without 
any earners, poverty rates in 2007 ranged from 
76% for unattached men to 26%1 for couples 
without children.


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE REPORTS


P O v E R T y  P R O F I L E  2 0 0 7


When one member of the family has income  
from paid work, poverty rates nose-dive. The  
rates fall further still when there are two earners  
in the family.


Over the years, families with more than one 
earner have always had low poverty rates.


M o r e  w e e k s  o f  w o r k  l e a d s  
t o  l o w e r  p o v e r t y  r a t e s


Poverty rates were highest for those families and 
unattached individuals with less than 20 weeks  
of paid work. 


For example, the poverty rate was 79% for 
unattached individuals who worked one to nine 
weeks in 2007. Compare that to the low poverty 
rate of 7% for those who worked 49 to 52 weeks.


F u l l - y e a r ,  f u l l - t i m e  w o r k  l e a d s 
t o  l o w e r  p o v e r t y  r a t e s


Looking at patterns of work, the highest poverty 
rates occurred in part-time, part-year work.


These poverty rates were 7 to 14 times higher 
than for those working at a full-time job over the 
full year in 2007.


L I M I T A T I O N S  O F  P A I D  W O R K


We have just shown that having at least one 
earner in the family, working more weeks, or 
working full-time, helps protect you against 
poverty. So is a job a guaranteed ticket out  
of poverty? The short answer is no.


1 Small sample size. Use estimate with caution.


Highlights


•	Paid	work	keeps	many	Canadians	out	 


of poverty.


•	For	others,	having	a	job	isn’t	a	ticket	out	


of	poverty.	It’s	simply	admission	into	the	


ranks of the working poor. 


After-tax low income cut-offs are used 
to measure poverty in this bulletin, 
unless otherwise noted. For details on 
methodology and data sources, see the 
bulletin Methodology, Definitions and 
Information Sources.


Data used in this bulletin are for 
unattached individuals less than 65 years 
old and for families where the major 
income earner is less than 65 years old.


No.7
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M a n y  p e o p l e  w o r k  h a r d ,  b u t  s t i l l 
l i v e  i n  p o v e r t y


Plenty of jobs do not pay enough to support a 
family. Even a full-time job may not pay enough 
to stay out of poverty. In addition, many jobs are 
increasingly unstable with the rise in temporary, 
part-time, contract and seasonal jobs.


How can it be that someone 
working at a full-time job in 
Canada can still be poor? 


Canada is a low wage country. It has 
one of the highest proportions of low-
paid workers among similarly industrialized 
countries.2


An increasing number of people work in 
the service class in Canada. These jobs are 
characterized by very low wages, limited 
job	security,	few	employment	benefits	and	
a lack of control over the labour process.3


Families that depend on a low-paid worker 
face a high risk of poverty. That risk goes up 
with the number of children in the family.


No Earner


One Earner


Two Earners


Poverty rate(%)


in 2007


Unattached


Men


Female Lone-


Parent


Families


Unattached


Women


Two-Parent


Families with


Children


Couples


without


Children


100%


Families without an earner have 
the highest poverty rates


80%


60%


40%


20%


0%


2 Sébastian LaRochelle and Claude Dionne. “International 
differences in low-paid work,” Perspectives on Labour and 
Income, Autumn 2009. Catalogue no. 75-001-X.


3 Martin Prosperity Institute. “Supersized and Precarious: The 
Service Class in Canada.” Rotman School of Management, 
University of Toronto. November 16, 2009.


4 For families, the number of weeks worked is calculated by 
adding together the number of weeks worked by the major 
income earner and their spouse.


E v e n  s t e a d y  w o r k  d o e s  n o t  a l l o w 
e v e r y o n e  t o  e s c a p e  p o v e r t y


Many of those living in poverty worked all year. 
In 2007, 194,000 families living in poverty reported 
having at least 49 to 52 weeks of work, the 
equivalent of a full year of work.4 This was more 
than the number of poor families that had zero 
weeks of work.


Many poor unattached individuals also worked 
49 to 52 weeks - 306,000 in 2007.


M a n y  p o o r  f a m i l i e s  h a v e  
f u l l - t i m e  w o r k e r s


In poor families where someone worked during 
the year, close to half of the major income 
earners had full-time work throughout 2007. The 
average income of these families was $23,500.


Among poor unattached individuals who 
worked, about 28% worked full-time, full-year. 
Their average income was only $10,400.
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I t ’ s  h a r d e r  t o  g e t  b y  w i t h  j u s t 
o n e  p a r e n t  w o r k i n g


Avoiding	poverty	is	more	difficult	for	two-parent	
families with one earner than it used to be. In 
1978, their poverty rate was 11%. Over time,  
the rate has slowly risen, sitting at 19% in 2007. 


M a n y  l i v i n g  i n  p o v e r t y  a r e 
w o r k i n g  p o o r


In	Canada,	there	is	no	official	definition	of	the	
working poor.


One way to look at this issue is to see how many 
of those living in poverty rely on paid work for at 
least	half	of	their	incomes.	Using	this	definition,	
148,000 families and 434,000 unattached 
individuals were considered working poor in 2007.


A study using the Market Basket Measure of 
poverty for 2007 estimated that working poor 
families accounted for:


•	 43%	of	poor	children;	and	


•	 31%	of	poor	families,	including	 
unattached individuals.


In	this	case,	working	poor	families	were	defined	 
as those whose major income earner worked for 
at least 910 hours during the year.5


R E A L I T I E S  O F  W O R K  
A N D  P O V E R T Y


There is a large gap between the working poor 
and other working families. One study found that 
the average income of working poor families in 
2002 was only 30% that of other working families.6


Poverty


rate %
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0%


30%


20%


 Poverty rates for two-parent families with 
one earner have been slowly increasing


One earner


Two earners


5 Human Resources and Skills Development Canada. Low 
Income in Canada: 2000-2007. Using the Market Basket 
Measure. Gatineau, Quebec. August 2009. Catalogue  
no. SP-909-07-09E. 


6 Dominique Fleury, Myriam Fortin, and May Luong. What 
Does It Mean to be Poor and Working? Policy Research 
Institute Working Paper Series. September 2005.
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W o r k i n g - p o o r  f a m i l i e s  w e r e 
g e n e r a l l y  n o  b e t t e r  o f f  t h a n 
o t h e r  p o o r  f a m i l i e s 


Although their incomes were slightly higher, 
working-poor families:


•	 had	more	mouths	to	feed;


•	 had	more	expenses	related	to	work	(such	
as transportation, clothing and Employment 
Insurance	contributions);	and


•	 had	less	access	to	subsidized	housing.


In addition, the working poor often have no 
access	to	health	and	drug	benefits	through	their	
employers or through government programs. This 
includes items such as prescription drugs, dental 
and vision care, and other health services. 


www.ncwcnbes.net
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F a m i l i e s  a n d  
u n a t t a c h e d  i n d i v i d u a l s


Poverty trends for unattached individuals and 
families tend to rise during bad economic times 
and fall during good economic times.


The big difference between the two groups is the 
level of their poverty rates. the poverty rates for 
unattached individuals are always three to four 
times higher than the rates for families.


NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE REPORTS


P O v E R T y  P R O F I L E  2 0 0 7


The poverty rate for families has been falling 
faster than the rate for individuals in recent years. 
This means that in 2007, the poverty rate for 
unattached individuals was 4.7 times higher than 
for families – a record high. 


No.2


highlights


•	There	are	noticeable	differences	in	


poverty rates and trends when broken 


down by family type.


•	Some	family	types	have	poverty	rates	four 


times higher than others.


•	There	have	been	lasting	improvements	


in poverty trends for senior families, and 


more recently, improvements for female 


lone-parent families.


After-tax low income cut-offs are used to 


measure poverty in this bulletin. For details 


on methodology and data sources, see the 


Methodology, Definitions and Information 


Sources bulletin.


What do we mean by families and 
unattached individuals?


We use the term “family” to refer 
to	Statistics	Canada’s	definition	of	
economic families. Economic families are 
households of two or more persons where 
everyone is related by blood, marriage 
or adoption. They also include couples in 
common-law or same-sex relationships.


unattached individuals are people living 
on their own or with non-relatives – such 
as a roommate or lodger.


For a detailed description of family types, 
see the Methodology, Definitions and 
Information Sources bulletin.


Poverty


rate (%)
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Unattached individuals have
higher poverty rates than families


Unattached individuals


Families


The gap between poverty rates has always been large.







W o r k i n g - a g e  F a m i l i e s


We see differences in poverty trends when we 
break down families by type. The most eye-
catching trend is the sharp drop in poverty rates 
for female lone-parent families.


Most working-age families depend on 
employment for their income, tying their poverty 
trends to the state of the economy. As a result, 
we would expect to see an increase in their 
poverty rates in 2008 and beyond, especially as 
job losses for those aged 25-54 have occurred at 
a far faster rate compared to the recessions in 
the 1980s and 90s. 


B i g  d r o p  i n  p o v e r t y  r a t e s  f o r 
f e m a l e  l o n e - p a r e n t  f a m i l i e s


Over the years, female lone-parent families 
always account for 80% or more of lone-parent 
families in Canada. They make up more than 90% 
of those living in poverty. 


For many years, poverty rates for female lone-
parent families were 40 to 50%. Then, from 1996 
to 2001, the rate dropped from 52.1% to 33.8%. 
It jumped back up to 39.4% in 2002 before 
beginning another downward trend. By 2007, the 
rate had fallen to a record low of 23.6%. 


even at this record low, the poverty rate for 
female lone-parent families is far higher than 
rates for other working-age families.


The number of female lone-parent families living 
in poverty has dropped 57% – from 311,000 in 
1996 to 135,000 in 2007.
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Although the gap between the two groups 
was at a record high, the poverty rates for both 
groups hit record lows in 2007.


Families and unattached individuals  
living in poverty, 2007


 number Poverty rate


Families 525,000  5.8%


Unattached  
individuals 1,309,000 27.4%


Why are poverty rates for unattached 


individuals always higher?


The main reason is that families often have 


more than one breadwinner. For example:


•	many	younger	couples	have	both	


partners in the paid labour force; and


•	many	senior	couples	have	both	partners	


drawing pensions, whether private 


pensions or government pensions such as 


Old Age Security.


Unattached	persons,	by	definition,	depend	


on only one income. If they become ill 


or lose their job, for example, there is no 


second income to fall back on. This may 


mean that they could be hit hard by the 


recession that started in 2008.


A working-age family is a family where the 


major income earner is less than 65 years old. 
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Why have poverty rates for female lone-parent families fallen?


The	drop	in	poverty	rates	reflects	an	upward	trend	in	market	income.	This	trend	is	driven	by	higher	


earnings and an increase in the number of female lone parents with earned income.1


•	About	6	in	10	female	lone-parent	families	had	earnings	in	1996.	By	2006,	it	had	increased	to	8	in	10. 


•	Average	market	income	increased	68%	between	1996	and	2007,	from	$19,700	to	$33,100.


One study concludes that most of the employment and earnings gains were the result of  


population change.2


Looking at the years 1980 to 2000, researchers observed that the better-educated baby boomers 


began entering their forties and replaced earlier generations of lone mothers. Most of the gains in 


these years went to the older, more educated mothers. Few of the gains went to younger mothers. 


Government policies may have also contributed. The federal government, for example, estimated 


that	the	National	Child	Benefit	prevented	23,200	lone-parent	families	from	living	in	poverty	in	2004.3


It remains to be seen if the changes in education, employment and government policies will shield 


female lone-parent families from the effects of the recession that began in 2008.


1 Statistics Canada. Income in Canada, 2004 and 2005 editions. Catalogue no. 75-202-XWE.
2 John Myles, Feng Hou, Garnett Picot and Karen Myers. “Why Did Employment and Earnings Rise Among Lone Mothers During the 


1980s and 1990s?”  Analytical Studies Branch Research Paper Series (June 2006). Statistics Canada, Catalogue no. 11F0019MIE — 
No. 282. http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/11f0019m/11f0019m2006282-eng.pdf


3 Federal-Provincial-Territorial Ministers Responsible for Social Services. The National Child Benefit: Progress Report 2006. January 2008. 
http://www.nationalchildbenefit.ca/eng/pdf/ncb_progress_report_2006.pdf







C o u p l e s  w i t h o u t  c h i l d r e n  h a v e 
t h e  l o w e s t  p o v e r t y  r a t e s  f o r 
w o r k i n g - a g e  f a m i l i e s 


Couples without children typically follow the 
same trends as two-parent families. Their  
poverty rate is slightly lower than the rate for  
two-parent families.


The highest poverty rate for couples was 8.6% in 
1997. It has gradually fallen to stand at 4.7% in 
2007, the lowest rate since 1980. 


Working-age families living in poverty, 2007


 number Poverty rate


Two-parent families 146,000 5.1%


Female lone- 
parent families 135,000 23.6%


Couples without  
children 105,000 4.7%


Male lone- 
parent families* 14,000 10.8%


*Small sample size. Use estimate with caution.


W o r k i n g - a g e  u n a t t a c h e d 
i n d i v i d u a l s


L a c k  o f  l o n g - t e r m  p r o g r e s s 
h a s  l e f t  t h e i r  p o v e r t y  r a t e s  t h e 
h i g h e s t  o f  a l l  f a m i l y  t y p e s


In the 1970s and early 80s, the poverty rates 
for working-age unattached individuals sat far 
below those of unattached seniors and female 
lone-parent families. Over time, the rates for 
seniors and lone-parents have fallen, leaving 
unattached working-age individuals with the 
highest poverty rate of all family types.
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L o w e r  p o v e r t y  r a t e s  f o r  m a l e 
l o n e - p a r e n t  f a m i l i e s


The poverty rate for male lone-parent families 
is usually less than half the rate for female lone-
parent families. 


The highest poverty rate for male lone-parent 
families was 26.5% in 1994. It has been on a 
downward trend since then, setting a record  
low of 7.2% in 2006. 


T w o - p a r e n t  f a m i l i e s  h a v e 
a l w a y s  h a d  l o w  p o v e r t y  r a t e s


Two-parent families have much lower poverty 
rates than lone-parent families. Since 2001, their 
poverty rate has stayed below 7%. In 2007 it 
reached a record low of 5.1%. 


Two-parent families are the most common 
working-age family type – 2.9 million in 2007. This 
means that they make up the largest number of 
families living in poverty, despite having one of 
the lowest poverty rates.


The data for male lone-parent families 
tends to be a bit erratic from year to year 
because of the relatively small number 
of families. The estimates should be used 
with caution as the sample sizes are small.  


lone-parent families and two-parent families 


have children under 18 years old. couples 


without children are those without children 


under 18 years old. 







G r e a t e r  n u m b e r s  l i v e  i n  p o v e r t y 
t h a n  e v e r  b e f o r e


Between 1976 and 2007, the number of working-
age unattached individuals living in poverty more 
than doubled – from 458,000 to 1.1 million. 


This group steadily increased from 15% of all 
people living in poverty in 1976 to 39% by 2007. 
This was far greater than their share of the total 
population – 6% in 1976 compared to 11% in 2007.


P o v e r t y  r a t e s  a r e  h i g h e r  f o r 
u n a t t a c h e d  w o m e n


Over the time series from 1976 to 2007, poverty 
rates for unattached working-age women  
are always higher than those for men. Since  


1988, this group of women had either the  
highest or second highest poverty rate of all  
the family types.


The gap between men and women has ranged 
from a maximum of 12.9 percentage points in 
1980 to a mere 3.6 points in 1982. It has been 
more or less declining since 2000 to sit at 5.4 
percentage points in 2007.


The recent narrowing of the gap is mainly due to 
a combination of falling rates for women and a 
short period of rising rates for men. 
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Falling poverty rates for seniors over the 
past 30 years means that today most poor 
unattached individuals are less than 65 
years old.


 1976 2007


Less than 65 years old 57%  87%


65 years old or more 43% 13%
Poverty 
rate (%)
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Working-age unattached individuals  
living in poverty, 2007


 number Poverty rate


Total 1,141,000 32.0%


Men 615,000  29.7%


Women 526,000 35.1%


 
s e n i o r  c o u P l e s  a n d 
u n a t t a c h e d  s e n i o r s


The poverty rates for senior couples and 
unattached seniors have been going steadily 


down since the introduction of government 
programs like Old Age Security. Other changes, 
such as the increased participation of women 
in the workforce and marital property sharing 
legislation, have also played a part in the fall of 
poverty rates for senior women.


However, there remain large differences in the 
level of poverty rates between couples and 
unattached individuals.


L o w  p o v e r t y  r a t e s  f o r  
s e n i o r  c o u p l e s


The poverty rate for senior couples has been the 
lowest of all the family types since 1982. In 2007, it 
hit a record low of 0.9%. 


The difference in poverty rates between 


unattached women and men is largely 


a function of the disadvantaged position 


of women in the paid labour force. The 


earnings of women are traditionally lower 


on average than those of men. Women 


also tend to have relatively fewer full-time 


jobs and more part-time jobs than men.


The sample size for senior couples living 
in poverty is small. Estimates should be 
used with caution. The sample size was 
too small in 2007 to provide a reliable 
estimate of the number of senior couples 
living in poverty.


Poverty 
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Big difference in poverty rates between senior
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*Use estimates with caution
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P o v e r t y  r a t e  f o r  u n a t t a c h e d 
s e n i o r s  i s  1 5  t i m e s  h i g h e r  
t h a n  f o r  c o u p l e s


The poverty rates for unattached seniors, like all 
the other poverty statistics for seniors, are down 
sharply since the time series began in 1976.


Despite the drop, poverty rates for unattached 
seniors were 15 times higher than for couples  
in 2007.


Unattached senior women had a poverty rate  
of 68.1% in 1976. It dropped to 14.3% by 2007.  
The poverty rates for unattached senior men also 
fell dramatically over that time period –  
from 55.9% to 13%. 


Poverty rates for women have always been 
higher than men’s, but the gap has shrunk  
over time. The largest gap was 18.8 percentage 
points in 1982, while the smallest gap was  
1.3 points in 2007.


The number of unattached seniors who live in 
poverty is relatively small. However, the number 
of unattached senior women living in poverty 
was almost three times the number of men.


number of unattached seniors  
living in poverty, 2007


 number Poverty rate


Total 168,000 13.9%


Women 123,000 14.3%


Men 44,000* 13.0%


*Small sample size. Use estimate with caution.


Part of the explanation for the gap in 


poverty rates between men and women 


seniors is the lower average earnings of 


women. This difference carries over into 


retirement for seniors who receive pension 


benefits	that	are	based	on	their	previous	


earnings. Another reason is that women, 


on average, live longer than men, making 


them more likely to use up their savings 


over time.


seniors and low  
income cut-offs


This bulletin uses low income cut-offs 
based on after-tax income to measure 
poverty. Statistics Canada also produces 
cut-offs using before-tax income. 


Using the before-tax measure shows 
the same poverty trends. However, the 
poverty rates are somewhat higher for all 
age groups and family types. but by far, 
the biggest difference is seen for seniors. 


The after-tax measure shows a poverty 
rate for seniors in 2007 of 4.8%, or 201,000 
seniors living in poverty. The before-tax 
rate is higher at 12.5% or 524,000 poor 
seniors. Of these, more than half (303,000) 
are unattached women.
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h a v e  W e  m a d e  P r o g r e s s ?


Looking back over the past 30 years, we see 
that poverty rates for families have gone down 
somewhat. Rates for unattached individuals have 
also fallen slightly, but remain extremely high.


T h e  b i g  p i c t u r e  d o e s n ’ t  t e l l  t h e 
w h o l e  s t o r y


To understand the whole story, we need to break 
things down. In this case, we looked at poverty 
trends for different family types. Compared to 30 
years ago, we have seen:


•	 little	change	for	most	working-age	families;


•	 improvements	for	female	lone-parent	families	
(although rates are still high);


•	no	change	for	working-age	unattached	
individuals (in fact, men are even worse off 
than before); and


•	 lasting	improvements	for	senior	couples	and	
unattached individuals (although a large gap 
remains between the two).


www.ncwcnbes.net


November 2009












A French translation of the Annual Report for the year 2006/07 can be obtained by contacting the 
French Language Services Coordinator, 219 – 114 Garry Street, Winnipeg MB R3C 4V6.  
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PREFACE PREFACE 


REPORT STRUCTURE 


The Annual Report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services and Housing 
appropriation structure as set out in the Main Estimates of Expenditure of the Province of Manitoba for the 
fiscal year ending March 31, 2007. 


The report includes information at the Main and Sub-Appropriation levels related to the department's 
objectives, actual results, financial performance and variances.  A five-year adjusted historical table of 
staffing and expenditures is provided.  In addition, expenditure and revenue variance explanations are 
provided. 


VISION, MISSION, GOALS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 


Vision 
The Department of Family Services and Housing is committed to: 


•	 improving the quality of life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market 
inclusion of all citizens.  We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted and 
valued, and live with dignity and security.  We work with the community to support Manitoba children, 
families and individuals to achieve their fullest potential. 


Mission 
Family Services and Housing supports citizens in need to achieve fuller participation in society and 
greater self-sufficiency and independence.  We help keep children, families and communities safe and 
secure and promote healthy citizen development and well-being.  Our mission is accomplished through:   


•	 provision of financial support;  
•	 provision of services and supports that assist individuals improve their attachment to the labour 


market; 
•	 provision of supports and services for adults and children with disabilities;  
•	 provision of child protection and related services; 
•	 assistance to people facing family violence or family disruption;  
•	 provision of services and supports to promote the healthy development and well-being of children and 


families; 
•	 assistance to Manitobans to access safe, appropriate and affordable housing; 
•	 fostering community capacity and engaging the broader community to participate in and contribute to 


decision-making; and 
•	 respectful and appropriate delivery of programs and services. 


Goals 
The Department of Family Services and Housing has established the following goals for its programs and 
services: 


•	 to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income; 
•	 to increase participation in the labour market and community; 
•	 to increase the self-sufficiency, independence and inclusion in society for children and adults with a 


disability; 
•	 to increase the safety and well-being of persons who are vulnerable or at risk; 
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•	 to improve the healthy development of children, families and communities; 
•	 to increase the availability of safe, affordable and appropriate housing; 
•	 to improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the department; and 
•	 to increase community capacity and opportunities for community involvement and input.  


Guiding Principles 
The department’s work is guided by the following principles: 


•	 diversity is valued, individual difference is supported, respected and developed to encourage both 
independence and interdependence; 


•	 opportunities are provided for equal access to valued outcomes, self-determination, meaningful 
involvement and valued roles; and 


•	 community capacity exists to sustain and build upon achievements. 


OVERVIEW 


The Department of Family Services and Housing is organized into five divisions.  The Administration and 
Finance division provides centralized financial, administrative and information systems support to the 
department.  Three divisions, Employment, Income and Housing; Services for Persons with Disabilities; 
and Child and Family Services, focus on policy and program development, budgeting, setting standards, 
monitoring, quality assurance and evaluation.  The Community Service Delivery Division is responsible for 
all of the integrated delivery of the department’s programs and services.   


The Human Resource Services branch and the Policy and Planning branch provide executive support to 
the Minister and Deputy Minister.  In addition, two quasi-independent bodies report to the Minister of 
Family Services and Housing: the Social Services Appeal Board and the Disabilities Issues Office.  It 
should be noted that the Disabilities Issues Office reports to the Minister in his capacity as Minister 
responsible for Persons with Disabilities.   


The department’s Organization Chart and maps that illustrate the regional service delivery structure follow 
this Overview.   


The statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Family Services and Housing are as follows: 


The Adoption Act; 

The Child and Family Services Act; 

The Child and Family Services Authorities Act; 

The Community Child Day Care Standards Act; 

The Elderly and Infirm Persons’ Housing Act;

The Employment and Income Assistance Act; 

The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act;

The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act;

The Parents Maintenance Act (Section 10); 

The Social Services Administration Act; 

The Social Services Appeal Board Act; and 

The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 



The Employment and Income Assistance Act, The Social Services Administration Act, and The Housing 
and Renewal Corporation Act require the Minister to report annually to the Legislature.  These reporting 
requirements for 2006/07 are met by this Annual Report.   


12 








Family Services and Housing 
Organizational Chart 
March 31, 2007 
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Minister of Family Services and Housing 
Gord Mackintosh 


Social Services Appeal Board 
Director 


Heather Hamelin 


Disabilities Issues Office* 
Executive Director 


David Martin 
Deputy Minister 
Martin Billinkoff 


Human Resource Services 
A/Director 


Lori Grandmont 


Administration and Finance 
A/Assistant Deputy Minister 


Sheila Lebredt 


Employment, Income and Housing 
Assistant Deputy Minister 


CEO of MHRC** 
Joy Cramer 


Services for Persons with Disabilities 
Assistant Deputy Minister 


Grant Doak 


Child and Family Services 
A/Assistant Deputy Minister 


Carolyn Loeppky 


Community Service Delivery 
Assistant Deputy Minister 


Peter Dubienski 


Financial and 
Administrative Services 


Information Technology 


Agency Accountability 
and Support Unit 


Employment and Income 
Assistance Programs 


Housing Programs 


Strategic Initiatives 
and Program Support 


Strategic Initiatives 
and Program Support 


Adult and Children's Programs 


Office of the Vulnerable Persons' 
Commissioner 


Strategic Initiatives 
and Program Support 


Child Protection 


Manitoba Child Care Program 


Service Delivery Support 


Rural and Northern Services 


Winnipeg Services 


Provincial Services 


Manitoba Developmental Centre 


Winnipeg Child and Family 
Services 


Portfolio Administration 


Manitoba Housing Authority 


Land Development 


Corporate Services Finance/Administration and 
Program Budgeting 


Family Violence 
Prevention Program 


Policy and Planning 
Executive Director 


Jan Forster 


* Reports to the Minister in the capacity of Minister responsible for Persons with Disabilities 
** Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation 
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Family Services and Housing 
Winnipeg Regional Service Delivery Structure 


(at March 31, 2007) 


15 







SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 


Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are required to 
integrate into their annual reporting processes information about their progress made at incorporating 
sustainable development into their activities.   


Family Services and Housing recognizes that incorporating sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into departmental activities and planning cycles will be incremental over time.  
Notwithstanding, the department has made significant progress in developing and participating in more 
sustainable, environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.   


The department continued to encourage staff to participate in the annual Commuter Challenge, a 
Canada-wide event that encourages daily commuters to leave their car at home and use alternative forms 
of transportation.  In the 2006/07 event, 87 department staff registered and traveled over 8,500 
kilometers.  As a result of the green kilometers traveled, approximately 2,194 kilograms of greenhouse 
gases were not emitted into the atmosphere.  


In 2006/07, the Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA) hired an Energy Manager to identify and oversee 
project planning and the delivery of energy management activities.  The MHA is currently involved in a 
number of energy management initiatives, including the Centennial Greening Pilot Project, the Federal 
EcoEnergy Program, and the Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Program. 


Under the Centennial Greening Pilot Project, a community-based program, 70 houses have been 
retrofitted for increased efficiency with plans to complete 20 more by the end of September 2007.  The 
retrofits include water conservation, air sealing, and increased insulation thereby reducing the tenant 
costs for utilities. 


Under the New Federal EcoEnergy Program, a Pilot Energy Audit performed in the Centennial area, 20 
homes are in the planning stage for receiving an energy audit and the program is projected to be eligible 
for between $10,000 - $15,000 in federal grants. Capital projects are being planned to capitalize on 
federal grants available under this program. 


Under the Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Program, projects currently on the five-year plan are being 
designed to meet strict power smart guidelines.  Since 2001, Power Smart applications of $347,000 have 
been applied for. 


In addition, the MHA has completed or is nearing completion of several other projects.  The Blake Street 
complex which qualified for a $78,000 Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Rebate is in the process of 
completing the installation of 15 new high efficiency boilers.  The Gilbert Park complex received an 
exterior retrofit at three of the 32 buildings including increasing insulation, adding a new air barrier and 
replacing the exterior envelope with hard board siding.  The upgrades will increase the efficiency of the 
buildings resulting in additional Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Rebates.    


With respect to future initiatives, the MHA is in the planning stages to undertake the following activities: 
tenant awareness on energy efficiency; maintenance staff training on energy efficiency; developing 
energy efficiency policies and guidelines; certifying buildings with existing programs, such as Leadership 
in Energy and Environmental Design, Building Owners and Managers Association; and water 
conservation. 


The MHA also followed the guidelines of the Green Building Policy during restoration of a home which 
underwent mould remediation.  The energy savings over the next five years are expected to be recovered 
to offset the estimated 10 per cent cost increase to retrofit the home. 
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Through the department’s Affordable Housing Initiative, all new single-family homes being constructed 
are built to Manitoba Hydro Power Smart/R-2000 standards.  Under the Northern Housing Strategy, the 
department and the Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) continued to target northern 
communities to participate in the construction of energy efficient northern housing.  The department 
continued to offer a homeowner and tenant training program in northern Manitoba that includes training to 
improve energy efficiency. 


The MHRC/MHA are partnering with Science, Technology, Energy and Mines, Manitoba Hydro and the 
Centennial neighbourhood on an energy efficiency and community economic development initiative pilot 
project that involves the basic weatherization of rental units and owner-occupied homes in the Centennial 
neighbourhood.  The initial phase of the project is targeting to insulate 120 housing units, including 90 
units owned by the MHRC.   


The MHRC is planning to implement a social housing portfolio energy efficiency initiative based on a 
three-pronged policy involving new construction, rehabilitation and procurement.   


The department continued to make progress on reducing fuel consumption and usage.  By continuing 
with fuel efficiency guidelines and an “Idle Free” approach, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s fleet 
vehicle fuel consumption has been reduced by 21,101 litres (seven per cent) over 2005/06 levels.  This 
amounts to a seven per cent decrease in fuel consumption each year for the past two fiscal years. 


Progress continues to be made in the area of recycling.  In 2006/07, the department continued to 
implement the Waste Stream Services recycling program in most of its buildings across the province, 
which included mini-bins for desk side refuse, desk side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central 
bins for aluminium, plastic and non-confidential paper.  This program endorsed the continued use of 
Government Records Boxes for destruction of confidential paper.  There is a commitment to maintaining 
this program in the future and audits were conducted to identify areas for improvement in recycling.  The 
current program has expanded by introducing additional materials to be collected and recycled, and by 
providing recycling educational opportunities. 


In 2006/07, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning Recycling Program collected and 
processed 36,392 pounds or 16.51 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.  The MHA continues to operate 
its recycling program for all tenants across Manitoba.  In child welfare, under the management of the 
Child and Family Services division, the Child and Family Services Information System transformation 
project will support the reduction of paper-based records. 


As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the department remains committed to 
developing strategies and policies to facilitate the integration of sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into its ongoing activities. 
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FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 


Performance Measurement 


The following section provides information on key performance measures for the department for the 2006-07 reporting year. This is the second 
year in which all Government of Manitoba departments have included a Performance Measurement section, in a standardized format, in their 
Annual Reports. That process began in 2005 with the release of the document, Reporting to Manitobans on Performance, 2005 Discussion 
Document, which can be found at www.gov.mb.ca/finance/mbperformance/index.html. 


Performance indicators in departmental Annual Reports are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with meaningful and 
useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and its citizens. 


Family Services and Housing is committed to reporting accurate and reliable information that illustrates progress towards the department’s 
objectives.  Over the coming years, the nature of the measures reported on will change as the department’s capacity to collect the data required to 
support the measures increases.  Your comments on performance measures are valuable to us. You can send comments or questions to 
mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2006/2007 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Reducing the Incidence and Depth of Poverty 
Dependency on 
Income Assistance 


Per cent of 
population 
(excluding First 
Nations people on 
reserve) receiving 
income assistance.  


A low percentage 
may show positive 
results for the 
provincial economy 
and government 
policies. 


5.2% (2001/02) 5.2% (2006/07) Manitoba 
consistently has 
among the 
lowest 
percentage of the 
population 
receiving income 
assistance in 
Canada.  This 
indicator has 
remained largely 
unchanged since 
2001/02. 


The department has had success in 
helping participants find jobs through 
existing measures such as Building 
Independence and continues to partner 
with Competitiveness, Training and Trade 
to increase labour market participation.  
However, while there has been success in 
assisting individuals from welfare to work, 
there has also been an increase in the 
persons with disabilities case category 
which may explain why the percentage 
remains unchanged. 


There is recognition that many existing 
participants face multiple barriers to 
employment and the department, through 
the implementation of the Rewarding Work 
initiative, hopes to address some of those 
barriers. 


The province has seen decreases in the 
percentage of people living below 
Statistics Canada after-tax Low Income 
Cut-Offs (LICOs).  Decreases in several 
categories have occurred since 1999, 
including all persons (from 14.7% to 
12.6%), children (from 18.9% to 14.1%) 
and lone parent families (from 46.3% to 
26.3%)1 . 


1 The latest (2005) figure for Lone Parent families living below the after-tax LICOs are unreliable due to small sample size and should be read with caution. 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2006/2007 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Addressing the Need for Safe, Affordable and Appropriate Housing 
Families in core 
housing need 


Per cent of 
households in core 
housing need2 . 


Measuring core 
housing need 
provides a single 
indicator reporting 
on houses in need 
of major repair, 
houses which are 
overcrowded and 
houses which are 
unaffordable (more 
than 30% of pre-tax 
income spent on 
dwelling costs). 


All households 
14.7% (1996) 


Lone parents 
37.9% (1996) 


Aboriginal 
34% (1996) 


Seniors 
16.2% (1996) 


All households 
11.6% (2001) 


Lone parents 
33.3% (2001) 


Aboriginal 
25.8% (2001) 


Seniors 
11.5% (2001) 


Decreasing 
percentage of all, 
lone parent, 
Aboriginal and 
senior 
households in 
core housing 
need. 


In 2001, 
Manitoba had the 
fourth lowest 
percentage of all 
households in 
core housing 
need in Canada 
and was below 
the national 
average of 
13.7%. 


Manitoba has committed 2,418 units 
through its Affordable Housing 
Initiative (531 units were committed in 
2006/07).  In addition, since 2001/02, 
170 energy efficient infill homes have 
been completed. 


The department is also participating 
in the Winnipeg Housing and 
Homelessness Initiative that will 
contribute to the repair, renovation or 
construction of more than 3,700 units 
and 204 rooms (e.g. rooming houses, 
transitional housing). 


Other housing programs, such as the 
Residential Rehabilitation Assistance 
Program (RRAP), aim to address low-
income housing in need of repair.  In 
2006/07, 334 owned or rented units 
qualified for homeowner or rental 
RRAP. 


2 Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Canadian Housing Observer 2001. 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2006/2007 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Expanding Early Learning and Child Care 
Availability of child 
care 


Per cent of children 
age 12 and under 
for whom there is a 
regulated child care 
space3 . 


The availability of 
regulated child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of how 
Manitoba is 
progressing with 
respect to access to 
supports for 
children, families 
and communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
11% (2000) 


Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
15.2% (2000) 


School age 
Ages 6-12: 
3.7% (2000) 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
14.2% (2006) 


Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
17.9% (2006) 


School age 
Ages 6-12: 
6.1% (2006) 


Since 1999, 
funding has been 
provided for 
more than 7,160 
spaces. 


There has been 
an increase in 
regulated spaces 
for both 
preschool and 
school aged 
children in 
Manitoba.  


Other accomplishments include: 
increases to wages for early 
childhood educators by 15% since 
2002/03, increased funding for 
training and recruitment, increased 
number of early childhood educators 
graduating from 43 in 2002/03 to 78 
in 2006/07, maintenance of the Early 
Learning and Child Care (ELCC) 
Capital Fund program, new funding 
for nursery schools and the fulfillment 
of Manitoba’s Five-Year Plan for 
Child Care. 


The number of children with 
disabilities receiving child care under 
the Children with Disabilities program 
has also been steadily increasing 
over time. Since 1999/00, the 
number of children receiving services 
has increased 48.2% (to 1,438 
children). 


  Total child populations were calculated using the Manitoba Health Population Reports for 2000 and 2006.  Preschool and school age calculations include 
centre-based care only. 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2006/2007 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report 
Links 


Performance 
Measure 


Components of 
the Measure 


Enhancing Services and Supports for Persons with Disabilities 
Supported Living 
Supports 


Active caseload of 
people assisted by 
the Supported 
Living program (this 
includes individuals 
who received some 
type of funded 
service as well as 
individuals who 
received assistance 
through case 
management 
activities). 


An increase to this 
measure may 
demonstrate 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in the 
community. 


Total 
3,527 (1999/00) 


Total 
4,569 (2006/07) 


Since 1999, the 
Supported Living 
total active 
caseload has 
increased by 
29.5%. During 
the same time, 
the budget for 
programs 
supporting 
community living 
has increased by 
$111.6 million or 
184.2%. 


Since 1999, individuals funded for 
Day Services (including special rate 
services) increased by 52% (from 
2,549 to 3,887) and individuals 
funded for Residential Services 
increased by 70% (from 1,680 to 
2,854). 


These supports allowed over 4,500 
adults with a mental disability to 
safely live and participate as active 
members of the community, with over 
4,700 expected by the end of 
2007/08. 
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What is being measured and using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2006/2007 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the 
trend over 


time?Performance 
Measure 


Components of the 
Measure 


Supporting the Well-Being of Children and Families 
Child Protection Children in care as 


a percentage of 
children in Manitoba 
ages 17 and under.  


An increase of 
children in care may 
indicate that more 
families are 
struggling to care 
and provide safety 
for their children. 


1.87% (2000/01) 2.56% (2006/07) The rate of 
children in care 
has increased 
steadily over the 
measured time 
period.   


Increases in this figure may be due to 
societal changes, breakdowns in 
community and other supports for 
families. This measure can inform the 
department of supports that are 
required to protect and assist in the 
growth and development of children, 
youth and families.  


A number of departmental initiatives 
aim to address the increasing number 
of children in care.  The ‘Join the 
Circle of Care’ initiative aims to 
increase the number of available 
foster care spaces by 300 in 2006/07.  
In October 2006, the province 
announced a $6.1 million strategy 
that will see rates for foster parents 
increase more than 23% over 14 
months starting January 1, 2007.  
This is a complement to the hotel-use 
reduction strategy. 







MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT  MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 


MINISTER’S SALARY 


Objectives 


•	 To provide overall policy direction and central support services for the department. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides overall policy direction to the department pertaining to program and financial matters and 
central support services for the provision and delivery of services by the department.    


09-1A Minister’s Salary 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2006/07 FTE 2006/07 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   30.3 1.00 30.4 (0.1) 


EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 


Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 


Objectives 


•	 To provide leadership to the department on program matters, policy development and resolution of 
policy issues. 


•	 To advise the Minister on all policy and program matters related to departmental services. 


•	 To manage the activities of the department. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Interprets and implements government policy through the delivery of departmental programs. 


•	 Ensures effective and efficient management of departmental programs. 


•	 Safeguards the public interest through enforcement of legislation and regulations. 


•	 Ensures effective development and management of the department’s human resources. 
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09-1B Executive Support 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   629.9 10.00 


Total Other Expenditures 64.4 -


Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


630.3 (0.4) 


68.1 (3.7) 


* The 2006/07 Estimate reflects an allocation from Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to the 
General Salary Increase. 
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SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD  SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that Manitobans have access to a fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions 
relating to the various social services and programs administered by the department.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various financial assistance programs, 
licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons with disabilities, private adoption agencies and 
residential care facilities under the provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


•	 Convenes hearings throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation and 
provides a written decision within 15 working days of the hearing. 


•	 Acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in legislation, issues arising 
out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board by the Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 


•	 Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the Appeal Board 
has produced its annual report separate from the department of Family Services and Housing's 
annual report.  The Social Services Appeal Board's independent report includes: 


-	 a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
-	 an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
-	 financial information; 
-	 statistics of the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
-	 a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
-	 samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 


The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2006/07 can be obtained at the Appeal 
Board’s offices at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8; telephone (204) 945-3003. 
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HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICESHUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To provide the department with a comprehensive range of human resource services that support and 
enable managers and employees in their efforts to deliver effective programs to Manitobans. 


•	 To encourage the effective use of human resources in achieving departmental objectives and to 
ensure that the department is an efficient and supportive workplace. 


•	 To assist the department in managing and maximizing the availability and quality of human services.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Conducts recruitment, selection and payroll activities according to departmental needs and Civil 
Service Commission policy. 


•	 Conducts position classification assessments and makes appropriate decisions and 
recommendations to departmental management and the Treasury Board Secretariat. 


•	 Facilitates organizational design and development to meet the program objectives of the department. 


•	 Facilitates resolution of grievances, participates in arbitrations, assists managers in interpreting 
collective agreements and related legislation, participates in contract negotiations and develops 
policies related to employee relations issues.  


•	 Facilitates the identification and implementation of human resource programs, policies and 
procedures relating to the current and future workforce renewal needs of the department including 
staff training and development. 


•	 Assures the achievement of Employment Equity and Diversity goals through integration of 
Employment Equity and Diversity considerations in staffing, retention and employee development 
activities, in partnership with management. 


•	 Implements integration of human resource services of the departments of Health and Family Services 
and Housing. 


09-1D Human Resource Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    1,405.6 24.50 1,405.6 -


Total Other Expenditures 103.7 111.5 (7.8) 
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Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 The branch continued to be heavily involved in the secondment and workforce adjustment process  
of Child and Family Services staff affected by the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative. 


•	 Participated in negotiations of an Employee Transition Agreement for staff transitioning to the Child 
and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network.  


•	 Participated in the negotiation of the Manitoba Government Employees’ Master Agreement with the 
Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union (MGEU) in the renewal of the master 
agreement with the province. 


•	 Participated in the negotiation of the three Manitoba Housing Authority Collective Agreements with 
the MGEU and International Union of Operating Engineers in the renewal of contracts.  Participating 
in the negotiation of the Direct Service Workers Collective Agreement with the MGEU. 


•	 Designed a new classification series and point-rating tool, to support the department’s Integrated 
Service Delivery model.  Review of position descriptions and slotting of approximately 1,250 
positions in the new series was completed.  The Branch participated in the negotiation of pay scales 
for the new series with the MGEU. 


•	 Continued to develop Recruitment Guidelines for Management.  


•	 Continued work in leading a payroll systems review for the Manitoba Housing Authority to identify an 
alternate system or upgrade to the current Automatic Data Processing system to meet Manitoba 
Housing Authority business requirements. 


•	 Continued to be involved in integrating Diversity and Employment Equity policies and department-
specific practices in staffing, retention and development activities.  Participated in career fairs and 
Diversity and Employment Equity events to further opportunities for target group members to enter 
the civil service. 


•	 Continued the implementation of the “Diversity Within” program for Family Services and Housing 
including Valuing Diversity/Duty to Accommodate workshops for managers/supervisors, Valuing 
Diversity workshops for frontline staff, and “Diversity Challenge,” an interactive quiz show format 
presentation in Brandon.  The “Diversity: Building a Diverse Workforce” program has been 
developed as the next phase for the department.  This program focuses on managers and human 
resource staff working together to identify strategies to increase representation within individual 
divisions and branches, targeting outreach activities, coordinating events to raise awareness of 
diversity and employment equity groups and continuing ongoing diversity training, such as Valuing 
Diversity and Aboriginal Cultural Awareness.  Examples of special events coordinated include:  on-
line quizzes and lunch and learn sessions for staff in recognition of International Day of Disabled 
Persons, International Day for Elimination of Racial Discrimination and National Aboriginal Day. 


•	 As Chair of the Departmental Training Committee, developed and implemented the 2006/07 
Departmental Training Plan, conducted a needs assessment and continued work towards finalizing 
the 2007/08 Plan. 


•	 Continued to be a key participant in the development of the department’s annual Renewal Plan, 
taking a lead role in implementing a number of initiatives, particularly those related to diversity, 
training, development and succession planning.  
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•	 Participated as a key member on human resource committees relating to a number of major 
departmental and government-wide initiatives including: 


- Corporate Renewal Committees 
- Departmental Labour Management Committees 
- Information and Communications Technology Restructuring Initiative Committee 
- Winnipeg Integrated Service Committee with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority 
- Business Continuity Planning 
- The Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative Labour Management Committee 
- Departmental Integrated Service Delivery Implementation Committee 
- Departmental Integrated Services Advisory Group 
- Sector Diversity and Employment Equity Coordinators Committee 
- Career Fair/Outreach Committee 


•	 Participated in the delivery of the Departmental Orientation Program. 


•	 Participated in the development of a variety of Human Resource policies for the Manitoba Housing 
Authority. 
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POLICY AND PLANNING 


Objectives 


•	 To provide leadership, coordination and support on policy issues that impact the department and the 
delivery of social services to Manitobans. 


•	 To lead intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities involving the department. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Undertakes strategic planning, social policy research and analysis, policy development and 
coordination; conducts program and data review and analysis and program evaluation; provides 
corporate support to executive and divisional management; provides support for legislative debate 
and Estimates review; undertakes interprovincial comparisons and prepares policy papers.  


•	 Represents the department in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral discussions 
related to a broad range of social issues. 


•	 Coordinates the department’s policy development, staff training, and responses to requests for 
access to information under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The 
Personal Health Information Act. 


09-1E Policy and Planning 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,101.1 16.50 1,107.0 (5.9) 


Total Other Expenditures 164.5 138.1 26.4 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects an allocation from Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to the  
General Salary Increase.  


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided analysis of existing and emerging policy and program-related social services issues, trends 
and research in support of departmental and divisional strategic and program planning and policy 
development. 


•	 Provided support and participated in the preparation of legislation and regulations related to new 
policy initiatives or amendments. 


•	 Coordinated program evaluations and reviews. 


•	 Coordinated departmental strategic planning and performance management activities. 


•	 Participated on working groups examining policy issues surrounding the implementation of an 
integrated service delivery system. 


•	 Participated on a number of intra- and interdepartmental committees. 
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•	 Represented the department on federal/provincial/territorial (F/P/T) working groups including the 
National Child Benefit, Early Childhood Development, Early Learning and Child Care, Benefits and 
Services for Persons with Disabilities, Senior Housing Officials and the Support Committee of 
Officials responsible for providing support to F/P/T Ministers and Deputy Ministers of Social Services. 


•	 Provided support for executive correspondence, legislative debate, the budget process and Estimates 
review. 


•	 Coordinated timely and accurate departmental responses to requests for access to information 
consistent with the requirements of The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
The Personal Health Information Act. 


•	 Provided project management and support for the development and implementation of new and/or 
cross-divisional policy initiatives. 


•	 Coordinated a policy network for departmental policy staff to share information and best practices.  


•	 Developed and coordinated the department’s Annual Report. 
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• ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To maintain an active comptrollership and administrative support function by ensuring that financial 
and administrative policies, services and reporting systems are developed and administered 
effectively. 


•	 To provide technical expertise in the development and maintenance of computer systems in support 
of departmental and Healthy Child Manitoba Office programs and services. 


•	 To improve the department’s accountability framework. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


•	 Provides centralized financial, administrative and information technology support services to the 
department.  This is accomplished through the division’s three branches: 


-	 Financial and Administrative Services 
-	 Information Technology 
-	 Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


The division is also responsible for coordinating the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery.  The 
goal of Integrated Service Delivery is to reduce service fragmentation and to provide citizens with 
improved access to coordinated services.  As part of Integrated Service Delivery, the department 
continues to deliver the majority of its services through a single division - Community Service Delivery. 


Through Winnipeg Integrated Services, the department continues to work collaboratively with the 
department of Health and the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority to integrate social services and health 
services, including primary care, at the community level.  With its partners, the department continues to 
develop community access centres that will provide integrated health and social services within the 
community.  Two centres have been opened to date, including ACCESS River East and ACCESS 
Transcona. ACCESS Inkster is also planned for development, in partnership with the Nor’West 
Community Health Centre. 


FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To maintain an active comptrollership function, by ensuring that financial and administrative policies, 
services and reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet the 
needs of the department in the financial control, accountability, reporting and the safeguarding and 
protection of financial and physical assets. 


•	 To provide central financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 


•	 To provide a broad range of operational and administrative support services to the operating 
divisions.  
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Responsibilities 


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates departmental financial administration and management activities 
comprising comprehensive budget Estimates planning and support services, financial forecasting and 
reporting, disbursements and revenue accounting, appropriation control and provision of functional 
direction on financial and administrative policies and operational procedures and practices to 
divisional staff. 


•	 Manages the French Language Services policies throughout the department and for a number of 
outside agencies that deliver services on the department’s behalf. 


•	 Coordinates the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery. 


09-1F Financial and Administrative Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,626.4 30.00 1,730.6 (104.2) 


Total Other Expenditures 387.1 400.3 (13.2) 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the department's fiscal status, to executive 
management and central government. 


•	 Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program management 
issues and monitoring to ensure that control and accountability systems are in place. 


•	 Provided ongoing coordination of the department's annual Estimates exercise, including the 
production of the Supplementary Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates 
briefing material. 


•	 Provided ongoing review of the department's financial and administrative control systems and 
controllership activities. 


•	 Continued implementation of changes and refinements as part of Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Coordinated French Language Services both within the department and a number of external 
agencies which deliver services on behalf of the department.   


•	 Provided administrative support to the Vulnerable Persons' Hearing Panel, including the coordination, 
attendance, and scheduling of hearings. 
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 


Objectives 


•	 To provide information technology leadership and expertise, consulting services and solutions to the 
department and related clients to promote efficient use of information in support of the department’s 
business strategy and goals. 


•	 To provide strategic and tactical information technology planning, information systems analysis, 
design, implementation and ongoing support to the users of existing systems.  


Responsibilities 


•	 Plans long-term information systems strategies, facilitates the annual departmental information 
technology plan and develops detailed project plans in support of new initiatives. 


•	 Develops information systems in support of departmental programs and assists in the development of 
necessary training material. 


•	 Reviews and revises systems development standards, procedures and policies in support of the 
strategic information technology direction of government. 


•	 Assists divisions and branches in designing effective technical solutions to meet their business 
needs. 


•	 Ensures the security of departmental information technology assets and continuity of services. 


•	 Refines the manner in which the department manages and utilizes information technology. 


•	 Manages the outsourcing of certain departmental information technology resources including 
hardware, software and local/wide area network support. 


09-1G Information Technology 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2006/07
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,854.1 


Total Other Expenditures 1,898.0 


FTE 



14.00 



 Estimate 
 2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


2,808.1 46.0 


2,031.7 (133.7) 


* 	  The 2006/07 Estimate reflects an allocation from Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to 
the General Salary Increase. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 On January 15, 2007, Information and Communications Technology Services Manitoba assumed 
responsibility for all application development/maintenance and for all Information 
Communications and Technology (ICT) infrastructure services and operations that were formerly 
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managed in departments.  As a result, the former Information Technology branch for Family 
Services and Housing became the Innovation, Information and Technology Branch (IITB). The 
new IITB is responsible for planning long-term information systems strategies, facilitating the 
annual departmental information technology plan, and developing detailed business cases, 
proposals and project plans in support of new initiatives.  The IITB also ensures the security of 
departmental information assets, as well as the continuity of ICT-related services, and provides 
oversight of outsourced departmental ICT resources including software, hardware and local/wide 
area network and desktop computer support services. 


•	 The branch is currently providing project management, business architecture and business 
process re-engineering advisory services to the Integrated Services Delivery team and the team's 
executive sponsors. 


•	 A number of efforts were undertaken to comply with the new Canadian Payment Association 
cheque imaging standards. 


•	 The Child Care Online system received significant enhancements in the areas of subsidies and 
grants; licensing and qualifications; and reports. 


•	 The Child and Family Services Applications benefited from continued automation of formerly 
manual (paper-based) processes and improved system integration.  


•	 The Integrated Financial and Case Tracking (inFACT) Phase VI capital project addressed 
program objectives by strengthening the audit and control practices and enhancing security.  
Additional reports were developed and features were introduced that reduce staff workload and 
minimize duplication of effort.    


AGENCY ACCOUNTABILITY AND SUPPORT UNIT 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that agencies which receive funding from the department are operating under a clear and 
effective accountability framework, including regular and useful financial reporting. 


•	 To build the capacity of the department to effectively monitor agency financial performance, and to 
take corrective action when necessary. 


•	 To support agency and board development by providing advice and assistance on agency operations 
and financial management. 


•	 To mitigate the administrative burden on agencies by coordinating departmental requirements with 
the requirements of other Manitoba government departments and agencies, as well as with other 
jurisdictions. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Leads negotiations of Service Purchase Agreements. 


•	 Develops and enhances Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Monitors agency compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 
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•	 Examines financial performance of agencies and investigates areas of concern. 


•	 Develops the capacity of the department to link financial performance and program performance of 
agencies. 


•	 Develops the capacity of agencies to meet Service Purchase Agreement terms and conditions, 
including Financial Reporting Requirements.   


09-1I Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 348.8 6.00 413.1 (64.3) 


Total Other Expenditures 55.5 62.2 (6.7) 


* 	  The 2006/07 Estimate reflects an allocation from Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to 
the General Salary Increase. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Continued to renew Service Purchase Agreements that expired in 2006/07.   


•	 Implemented an updated standard Service Purchase Agreements’ template for not-for-profit and for-
profit service providers.   


•	 Continued to incorporate transportation agreements as schedules in existing Service Purchase 
Agreements. 


•	 Continued the development of a for-profit surplus and deficit policy. 


•	 Implemented new, streamlined Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP)-Consistent 
Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Implemented report screening tools to assist staff in reviewing and monitoring agency financial 
reports to ensure compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 
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DISABILITIES ISSUES OFFICE DISABILITIES ISSUES OFFICE 


The Disabilities Issues Office was established in December 2002 in response to Full Citizenship: A 
Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability. The office reports directly to the Minister responsible for 
Persons with Disabilities who is also the Minister of Family Services and Housing.  Manitoba Family 
Services and Housing provides administrative support and a budgetary home for the Disabilities Issues 
Office. 


Objectives 


•	 To act as a centralized resource for all government departments to assist with the coordination of 
initiatives that have implications for persons with disabilities. 


•	 To support communication between the disability community and government regarding disability 
policy and program issues. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides coordination across departments to ensure a consistent approach to disability policies. 


•	 Acts as a central resource to assist with the development and review of initiatives for persons with 
disabilities. 


•	 Facilitates consultations with the community and government on various disability-related issues and 
develops a reporting process to identify priority disability issues for consideration. 


•	 Informs provincial departments, crown corporations and related agencies about the needs and 
concerns of Manitobans with disabilities. 


•	 Liaises with other Canadian and international jurisdictions on disability issues. 


09-1H Disabilities Issues Office 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   273.8 4.00 288.8 (15.0) 


Total Other Expenditures 85.8 87.1 (1.3) 


* 	  The 2006/07 Estimate reflects an allocation from Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to   
the General Salary Increase. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Sponsored two community consultations to identify priority issues of concern to people with 
disabilities who live outside the City of Winnipeg.  One consultation occurred in The Pas and the other 
took place in Morden. 
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•	 Consulted with the community on the development of an Access and Inclusion Lens for use by policy 
developers throughout government. 


•	 Worked with an Assistant Deputy Ministers Committee on Disability Issues to coordinate initiatives 
affecting people with disabilities and to monitor progress in fulfilling Full Citizenship: A Manitoba 
Provincial Strategy on Disability.   


•	 Provided advice on a number of priority policy concerns affecting Manitobans with disabilities 
including employment, emergency preparedness and disaster recovery, personal safety of persons 
with disabilities, visitable housing, the needs of Franco-Manitobans with disabilities, and the delivery 
of accessible government services to people with disabilities. 


•	 Maintained a web-site on news and issues concerning people with disabilities as an important 
communication tool.   


The Disabilities Issues Office produces a separate, more comprehensive annual report.  The Disabilities 
Issues Office Annual Report for 2006/07 can be obtained from the Disabilities Issues Office at 
630 - 240 Graham Avenue, Winnipeg MB  R3C 0J7; telephone (204) 945-5351 or TTY (204) 948-2901.   


38








EMPLOYMENT, INCOME AND HOUSING DIVISION EMPLOYMENT, INCOME AND HOUSING DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To enhance the affordability and choice of adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly those of low 
to moderate incomes and those with special needs. 


•	 To help Manitobans in regaining their independence by supporting their transition from income 
assistance to employment. 


•	 To ensure that no Manitoban lacks the goods and services essential to health and well-being, by 
providing income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Provides policy coordination, direction and support for the department’s employment support, 
financial assistance and housing programs.  


•	 Provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports to 
assist Manitobans to enter or re-enter and remain in the labour market. 


•	 Provides income assistance to persons in need. 


•	 Provides essential drug, dental and optical services and support to Employment and Income 
Assistance participants and children in care. 


•	 Provides financial supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over and to low-income 
families with children. 


•	 Provides links to training and employment opportunities, support for child care services for active job 
searchers, job readiness assessments, and partnerships with agencies helping people on income 
assistance reduce dependence on government programs. 


•	 Provides operational assistance to support not-for-profit housing and the delivery of housing grant 
and subsidy payments to low-income renters under shelter assistance programs. 


•	 Provides coordination and support services to the Manitoba Housing Authority, the Affordable 
Housing Initiative, and the Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative. 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  


Objectives 


•	 To provide executive direction, management, coordination and support for the programs and services 
delivered and administered under the Employment, Income and Housing division. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides policy and program direction to develop, manage and deliver the Employment, Income and 
Housing programs and services. 
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•	 Provides program analysis and overpayment recovery for Employment, Income and Housing 
programs. 


09-2A  Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2006/07 FTE 2006/07 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


423.9 6.00 403.6 20.3Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


64.2 66.7 (2.5)Total Other Expenditures 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Ensured effective direction was provided to the division, the Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation (MHRC) and the Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA). 


•	 Assisted in the ongoing development of services which are consistent with the policy and program 
objectives of the division and the department. 


•	 Coordinated the development of the annual strategic plan for the division in consultation with the 
operational branches.  
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EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS  


Objectives 


•	 To provide effective leadership, direction, fiscal management and support to ensure the delivery of 
the Income Assistance programs, Building Independence projects and Income Supplement programs 
in accordance with the relevant legislation and government policy. 


•	 To develop and implement initiatives for Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants to 
assist Manitobans in regaining their financial independence from income assistance by making the 
transition to work. 


The branch consists of the following areas: 


•	 Finance and Administration – Responsible for program budgeting and caseload statistics for the EIA 
Programs (EIA, Health Services, 55 PLUS and the Child Related Income Support Program), and 
administrative support for the EIA Programs branch. 


•	 Policy and Program Development – Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation 
of legislation for the EIA programs; policy and program development; new initiatives and public 
communications, such as program brochures, fact sheets and the EIA policy manual.  


•	 Support Services and Employment Development – Responsible for program standards and quality 
assurance; negotiation of contracts with associations providing health, employment and other 
services to EIA participants; information technology; and training and employment initiatives under 
the Building Independence strategy.  


Responsibilities 


Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) 


•	 The major objectives of the EIA program are: 
- to assist Manitobans in regaining their financial independence by helping them to make the 


transition from income assistance to work; and 

- to provide income assistance to Manitobans in need. 



•	 Financial assistance is provided to persons in need who are eligible for assistance under The EIA 
Act, including single parents, aged persons, persons requiring the protection of a crisis 
intervention facility, and children whose parents are unable to support them, as well as non-
disabled single persons, childless couples and two-parent families.  Eligibility may also be 
granted under special case consideration at the discretion of the Minister.  The EIA Act also 
provides eligibility for assistance to persons with disabilities who are in need.  Information on 
these participants is reported under the department’s Services for Persons with Disabilities 
division. 


•	 Eligibility for assistance is also determined by a needs test, in which the amount of a household’s 
financial resources is compared to the total costs of its basic necessities as defined in The EIA 
Act and Regulations.  Certain items and income are not included in the calculation of financial 
resources. 


•	 EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other 
supports to assist Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force. 
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•	 EIA provided assistance to an average monthly caseload of 13,856 in 2006/07, a decrease of 
6.7 per cent from the previous year.   


•	 During 2006/07, 12.4 per cent of the income assistance caseload made use of the work incentive 
provisions of the program. 


Employment and Income Assistance  

Average Monthly Number of Cases and Participants by Category

2004/05 to 2006/07 


 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 

Category  Cases Participants Cases Participants Cases Participants 



Children 65 91 58 80 54 82

Single Parents 9,306 28,082 9,024 27,496 8,555 26,317

Aged 125 173 110 160 101 143

Crisis Facility Cases 60 141 52 118 47 110

General Assistance* 6,081 10,946 5,582 10,046 5,087 9,116

Special Cases 40 52 27 33 12 16



Total 	15,677 39,485 14,853 37,933 13,856 35,784 


Employment and Income Assistance  

Expenditures by Category ($000) 

2004/05 to 2006/07  


Category	 2004/05  2005/06 2006/07 


Children $265.7 $242.3 $236.9 
Single Parents 103,128.4 101,660.7 97,484.9 
Aged 648.3 641.4 645.5 
Crisis Facility Cases 396.2 411.9 698.0 
General Assistance* 40,308.5 37,432.4 34,329.8 
Special Cases 1,494.0 1,050.4 1,579.4 
Other (23.8)  1,589.9 524.4 
Total 	$146,217.3 $143,029.0 $135,498.9 


* 	 The provincial EIA program assumed responsibility for Municipal Assistance in rural and northern Manitoba as of   
 June 2004.  Expenditures for individuals who received Municipal Assistance in April and May 2004 are included in
 the EIA general assistance category. 
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Employment and Income Assistance  
Employment Income 
2004/05 to 2006/07  


Average Monthly Number of Participants  
Reporting Employment Income 


 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Single Parents 
General Assistance 


1,246 
799 


1,179 
760 


1,062 
658 


Total 2,045 1,939 1,720 


Employment and Income Assistance 
Percentage of Cases on Work Incentive Program 
2004/05 to 2006/07  


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Single Parents 
General Assistance 


13.4% 
13.1% 


13.1% 
13.6% 


12.4% 
12.9% 


Total Caseload 13.0% 13.1% 12.4% 


43








Municipal Assistance 


•	 The provincial EIA program assumed responsibility for Municipal Assistance on June 1, 2004.  
Prior to that time, Municipal Assistance was administered by municipalities outside the City of 
Winnipeg, in accordance with The EIA Act and The Municipal Act.  Municipal Assistance was 
provided to persons who were not eligible for assistance from EIA, i.e., non-disabled single 
persons, childless couples and two-parent families.  The EIA Programs branch administered the 
cost-sharing of municipal assistance provided by municipalities, and provided interpretation and 
support to municipalities in their delivery of municipal assistance.  Municipalities will continue to 
contribute to the cost of providing income assistance through an annual financial contribution, and 
the identification and promotion of employment opportunities in their communities. 


Health Services 


•	 The Health Services program provides essential drug, dental and optical services and support to 
EIA participants and children in care.   


•	 Supplies and services are generally provided in accordance with approved fee schedules 
negotiated with professional health organizations.  These agreements specify the types of goods 
and services provided, eligibility criteria, level of payment and related billing procedures. 


•	 Health Services provided benefits to an average monthly caseload of 17,000 in 2006/07.  Of 

these cases, 6,820 (40.1 per cent) were children in care.   



Health Services  

Caseload and Expenditures* 

2004/05 to 2006/07  


 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Average Monthly Number of Cases 	 17,627 17,216 17,000 


Average Monthly Number of Participants 35,645 34,439 32,927 


Expenditures ($000) 


Dental $2,514.4 $2,688.7 $2,493.7 
Drugs 7,613.0 7,684.5 7,606.7 
Optical 311.1 374.1 285.7 


Total 	$10,438.5 $10,747.3 $10,386.1 


* 	 Includes children in care but excludes EIA participants with a disability.  Information on Health Services provided 
to persons with disabilities is reported under the department’s Services for Persons with Disabilities division.  
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Income Supplement Programs 


•	 The EIA Programs branch administers two Income Supplement Programs for low-income 
Manitobans who are not in receipt of income assistance.  55 PLUS - A Manitoba Income 
Supplement provides quarterly supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over. 
The Child Related Income Support Program (CRISP) provides monthly supplements to low-
income families with children. 


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 


The 55 PLUS program has two components.  The Senior Component is for persons who are 
eligible to receive certain levels of benefits under the federal Old Age Security programs.  The 
Junior Component is for low-income persons 55 years of age and over who are not eligible for 
federal Old Age Security benefits.  Eligibility for the Senior Component is determined from a 
person’s application for the federal Guaranteed Income Supplement.  An annual application is 
necessary for the Junior Component. 


During 2006/07, 55 PLUS benefits were provided to an average of 11,167 individuals per quarter.  
The majority (68.2 per cent) of these participants were single. 


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 
Caseload and Expenditures  
2004/05 to 2006/07  


 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Average Quarterly Number of Participants 


Senior Component 
Single* 7,029 6,763 6,470 
Married**  2,747 2,732 2,651 
Total 9,776 9,495 9,121 


Junior Component 
Single* 1,254 1,182 1,144 
Married**  1,113 964 902 
Total 2,367 2,146 2,046 


Program Total 12,143 11,641 11,167 


Total Expenditures ($000) 


Senior Component $3,526.5 $3,422.2 $3,275.3 
Junior Component 1,090.6 991.7 953.2 
Total $4,617.1 $4,413.9 $4,228.5 


*	 Single participants include those who have never been married, as well as those who are no longer married (i.e., 
widowed, divorced, or separated). 


**	 For married participants, in some cases both members of a couple receive 55 PLUS and in other cases only one 
spouse is a participant. 
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Child Related Income Support Program (CRISP) 


CRISP provides benefits to low-income Manitoba families whose total family income is within 
specified levels, and whose net family assets are $200,000 or less.  Benefits are determined by 
total family income from the previous tax year, although estimated income for the current tax year 
may be used when there has been a significant change in the applicant’s situation.  A new 
application is required for each benefit year, which runs from July 1 to June 30.  


During 2006/07, CRISP benefits were provided to an average of 828 families per month, 
representing 1,978 children.  Of these families, 53.9 per cent were headed by single parents. 


Child Related Income Support Program (CRISP)  
Caseload and Expenditures 
2004/05 to 2006/07  


 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Average Monthly Number of  Cases 


Single-Parent Family 624 573 446 
Two-Parent Family 469 420 382 
Total 1,093 993 828 


Average Monthly Number of Children 2,477 2,261 1,978



Total Expenditures ($000) $839.1 $771.8 $680.4
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Building Independence 


•	 Building Independence supports partnerships that promote job opportunities for EIA 
participants.  It also supports projects that enhance the skills and employability of specific target 
groups. 


•	 Building Independence initiatives are designed to: 


-	 reduce barriers to employment by providing tools, such as child care and voice mail 
services; 


-	 provide job readiness assessments; 
-	 provide links to training and employment; and  
-	 support agencies to work in partnership with the EIA program. 


Building Independence 
Number of Participants 
2004/05 to 2006/07  


Program 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Employment Partnerships 


Opportunities for Employment 269 242 269 
School Crossing Guard 8  3 2 


Wage Subsidy 


Education, Training and Youth1 64  45 54 
Rural Jobs Project 5 7 0 


Employment Enhancement 


Community Home Services Program 242 256 241 
Northern Affairs Project (positions) 21 19 21 
Job Centre, EIA Intake (referrals)2  3,868  3,790 2,172 
Connect 2 Voice Mail3 900 1,060 813 
Individual Development Accounts (IDA)4 


•	 EIA participants 16  47 53 
•	 Non-EIA participants - 122 131 
• Total - 169 184 


North End Community Renewal 
Corporation – Planning Alternative 71 79 144 
Tomorrows with Hope (P.A.T.H.) Centre 


1 Information supplied by the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade. 
2 There has  been a decrease in the number of participants who are ready for employment at the time of intake. 
3 In use as of March 31, 2007 and includes EIA participants and low-income individuals. 
4 Effective April 2005, Family Services and Housing assumed responsibility for administration of the IDA program 


for both EIA and Non-EIA participants. 
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09-2B  Employment and Income Assistance Programs  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,106.6 19.00 1,208.4 (101.8) 


Other Expenditures 1,706.7 1,707.6 (0.9) 


Employment and Income 
Assistance 135,498.9 146,754.1 (11,255.2) 1 


Health Services 10,386.1 11,357.7 (971.6) 2 


Income Supplements 4,908.9 5,272.1 (363.2) 


Building Independence 2,011.6 3,025.1 (1,013.5) 3 


1. 	 The variance was primarily due to a decrease in caseload.  
2. 	 The variance was primarily due to a decrease in the cost per prescription in the Drug Program and  


fewer procedures in the dental and optical areas. 
3. 	 The variance was primarily due to project start-up not proceeding and lower wage subsidy recoveries. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 In April 2006, there was a one per cent increase in the rates for board and room for participants 
requiring care and supervision or living in a residential care facility, including the per diems paid to 
agencies that provide residential services, which are based on these rates.  


•	 The EIA Regulation was amended to exempt the full federal Universal Child Care Benefit from 
consideration as a financial resource in the calculation of EIA eligibility and benefits.  
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION  


Objectives 


•	 To enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly 
those of low to moderate incomes or those with specialized needs. 


•	 To maintain and improve the condition of existing housing stock. 


•	 To stimulate and influence the activities of the housing market to the benefit of Manitobans as a 
whole. 


Responsibilities 


•	 As a crown corporation, operates pursuant to The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act and is 
governed by a board of directors under the provisions of the Act, with policy direction provided by 
government.  


•	 Operates as the delivery arm for federal/provincial cost-shared social housing programs and other 
capital programming provided by the province. 


•	 As an approved lender under the federal National Housing Act, issues mortgages and loans and 
holds assets. 


•	 Owns all assets but is financially dependent upon government, receiving an annual transfer payment 
basically equal to the difference between Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC’s) 
revenues and its expenses less federal recoveries from the Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation (CMHC).  As part of the government’s annual Estimates process, these dollars are voted 
by the Legislature to the department which, in turn, “transfers” funds to the MHRC as required.  (See 
Appendix for MHRC Financial Statements) 


•	 Provides subsidies for approximately 35,500 housing units developed under various federal/provincial 
housing programs.  Approximately 13,100 housing units are managed by the Manitoba Housing 
Authority (MHA), an agent of the MHRC.  The remaining housing units are managed by sponsor and 
non-profit groups. 


•	 Provides strategic planning and the development of new housing policy, programs, initiatives and 
corresponding legislation and regulations; program systems support and development; standards 
development and quality assurance; program analysis and evaluation; and issue management. 


•	 Coordinates the MHRC’s planning activities and provides ongoing housing program development and 
policy analysis related to program support. 


•	 Examines new building technologies to assess their feasibility for Manitoba home construction. 


•	 Monitors compliance with operating agreement provisions and promotes efficient management of 
projects in accordance with program objectives, and recommends changes to agreements to 
enhance operation of programs and projects.  


•	 Performs operational audits of non-profit or cooperative housing projects, including tenant selection, 
building maintenance, financial control, rent calculations, management control and board 
involvement. 


•	 Conducts workshops and training sessions for non-profit and cooperative housing projects. 
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•	 Delivers and administers the federal/provincial cost-shared Affordable Housing Initiative and the 
renovation and repair programs in Manitoba – Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program, 
Emergency Repair Program, Home Adaptations for Seniors’ Independence and Shelter Enhancement 
Program. Delivers the provincially funded Homeowner Emergency Loan Program. 


•	 Provides financial assistance for benefits under the following programs: 


-	 Manitoba Shelter Benefit 


-	 School Tax Assistance for Tenants Aged 55 Plus  


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates corporate accounting and financial management activities including 
financial reporting, expenditure and revenue processing and appropriation control, federal/provincial 
cost-shared program reporting and claiming. 


HOUSING PROGRAMS   


Objectives 


•	 To provide strategic planning and the development of new housing policies, programs and initiatives 
for the department. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Undertakes program analysis and evaluation, and recommends program and policy changes to better 
meet the objectives of the programs. 


•	 Provides analysis, negotiation and coordination of interdepartmental and intergovernmental 
agreements and initiatives, as well as federal/provincial/territorial coordination and collaboration. 


•	 Administers the Rural and Native Housing (RNH) program that provides housing for lower-income 
households in rural Manitoba.  The RNH portfolio presently consists of approximately 1,600 housing 
units scattered throughout 165 communities.   


•	 Oversees the development and delivery of the Affordable Housing Initiative, both in Winnipeg 
(through the Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative) and through partnerships with 
municipalities and service organizations in rural communities. 


The branch consists of the following areas: 


•	 Housing Programs – Provides program development, coordination, forecasting and statistical support 
services to the division, the MHRC and the MHA in support of strategic and operational decision-
making. 


•	 Affordable Housing – Responsible for the delivery of the Affordable Housing Initiative, a six-year joint 
venture of the federal and provincial governments, developed to increase the supply of affordable 
housing rental units and new housing available in Manitoba.  This will be achieved by supporting the 
development of new rental and homeowners units, offering repair/conversion options and providing 
homebuyer down payment assistance and rent supplements.  Also responsible for delivery and 
administration of the federal-provincial repair and renovation programs. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


Affordable Housing Initiative 


The Governments of Canada and Manitoba signed Phase I of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable Housing 
Agreement on September 30, 2002.  Under this agreement, the two levels of government will each contribute 
approximately $50.78 million in federal and provincial funds to renovate or create approximately 2,500 
affordable housing units.  On April 25, 2005, Manitoba signed Phase II of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable 
Housing Agreement.  This supplementary agreement will see each level of government contribute an additional 
$11.54 million for affordable housing in Manitoba.  This brings the total contribution from each of the 
Governments of Canada and Manitoba to $36.9 million for a total of $73.8 million and extends the original 
agreement to 2008. 


The Phase II funding is targeted to low-income residents, i.e., those households that would qualify for social 
housing.  In order to better meet the needs of low-income households, financial provisions allow for average 
CMHC contributions to increase to $75,000 for Phase II targeted units.  A significant focus of Phase II is for 
urban areas, although it is recognized that funds can be allocated based on need. 


To date, construction is complete, underway or committed for over 2,500 units, which accounts for 
approximately $67 million of program funding.   


During 2006/07, the province continued to work with other levels of government to develop safe and affordable 
housing for families with low and moderate incomes, including energy-efficient new infill homes for sale in 
Winnipeg’s inner city, and affordable rental housing in a number of communities in Manitoba. 


The MHRC released two Expressions of Interest in 2003 and 2004 to solicit New Rental Supply proposals under 
the Affordable Housing Initiative.  The MHRC received requests totaling over $40.0 million under both Expression 
of Interests. 


Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative 


The Housing Programs branch is an active partner in the tripartite Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative 
(WHHI).  The WHHI provides a one-stop approach for community organizations to access housing and/or 
homelessness programs provided by all three levels of government in the City of Winnipeg. 


In 2006/07, the department continued to fund a range of programs delivered by the WHHI to address declining 
housing stock, homelessness and the revitalization of Winnipeg’s older neighbourhoods.  The WHHI delivers the 
provincial Neighbourhood Housing Assistance program in Winnipeg, which provides assistance of up to $10,000 
per unit to community-based organizations and individuals in support of locally planned and delivered initiatives 
for homeownership and renovation in targeted neighbourhoods.  This funding can be provided in conjunction with 
assistance received under the Affordable Housing Initiative New Rental Supply program and New 
Homeownership Supply program. 


As at March 31, 2007, nearly $7.5 million in Neighbourhood Housing Assistance funding and $27.0 million in 
Affordable Housing Initiative funding has been committed for the WHHI targeted neighbourhoods in the City of 
Winnipeg. 


The current WHHI Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Canada, Manitoba and Winnipeg will expire in 
March 2008, however, a renewal of the MOU for an additional three-year period is anticipated.  The renewal of 
the partnership will lead to more safe, affordable housing and programs and services to prevent or alleviate 
homelessness in Winnipeg.   
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In addition, in December 2006, the federal government announced the Homelessness Partnering Strategy, of 
which Manitoba’s share is approximately $7 million to be delivered through the WHHI. 


Summary of Neighbourhood Housing Assistance 
Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson 


March 31, 2007 


Neighbourhood/ 
Community 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative 


(AHI) 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


WINNIPEG 
Lord Selkirk 
Park $ 124,700 $ 0 $ 84,273 $ 141,611 $ 596,743 $ 947,327 29 16 
Point Douglas $ 751,742 $ 232,474 $ 2,279,116 $ 693,439 $ 3,834,330 $ 7,791,101 492 0 
Spence $ 2,072,894 $ 1,232,926 $ 1,656,552 $ 1,307,111 $ 2,281,946 $ 8,551,429 531 55 
West Broadway $ 1,545,727 $ 2,069,764 $ 3,736,310 $ 901,184 $ 1,025,000 $ 9,277,985 422 48 
William Whyte $ 1,776,998 $ 1,091,495 $ 2,898,334 $ 1,401,603 $ 0 $ 7,168,430 595 0 


Centennial $ 159,595 $ 19,612 $ 3,964,815 $ 185,807 $ 0 $ 4,329,829 131 0 


Daniel McIntyre $ 314,722 $ 54,650 $ 245,088 $ 288,740 $ 0 $ 903,200 111  0 
St. John’s $ 328,270 $ 0 $ 662,675 $ 223,065 $ 0 $ 1,214,010 126 0 
St. Matthews $ 289,579 $ 28,000 $ 678,750 $ 164,641 $ 0 $ 1,160,970 87 0 
Other Projects $ 88,870 $ 48,000 $ 11,412,602 $ 4,248,260 $ 5,143,465 $ 20,941,197 1,186 85 


TOTAL 
WINNIPEG $ 7,453,097 $ 4,776,921 $ 27,618,515 $ 9,555,461 $ 12,881,484  $ 62,285,478 3,710 204 


Neighbourhood/ 
Community 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative 


(AHI) 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


Brandon $ 2,699,652  $ 6,099,388 $ 1,564,634 $ 0 $ 350,000 $ 10,713,674 744 9 
Thompson $ 547,186  $ 1,836,492 $ 1,264,092 $ 0 $ 0 $ 3,647,770 184 0 


TOTAL 
BRANDON & 
THOMPSON $ 3,246,838  $ 7,935,880 $ 2,828,726 $ 0 $ 350,000 $ 14,361,444 928 9 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative 


(AHI) 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


TOTAL $ 10,699,935  $ 12,712,801 $ 30,447,241 $ 9,555,461 $ 13,231,484  $ 76,646,922 4,638 213 


1. The program funding totals do not include program administration fees. 
2. This is total RRAP funding, which is cost shared 75 per cent federal and 25 per cent provincial.   
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Federal/Provincial Repair and Renovation Programs 


The Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) was introduced in 1973 by the federal 
government to provide assistance to low-income homeowners and landlords who rent to low-income 
households to repair properties to acceptable health and safety standards.  Over the years, the federal 
government added additional programs including: 


-	 The Emergency Repair Program provides assistance to rural area residents to undertake 

emergency repairs necessary for the continued safe occupancy of their residence. 



-	 The Home Adaptations for Seniors Independence provides a one-time non-repayable contribution 
of up to $3,500 for home adaptations that will allow low-income seniors to continue to live in their 
homes or market rental accommodations independently. 


-	 The Shelter Enhancement Program provides assistance for the repair, rehabilitation or 
improvement of existing shelters for victims of family violence to an acceptable standard of 
health, safety, security and accessibility for persons with disabilities. 


Since April 1, 1999, the above programs have been jointly funded by the federal and provincial 
governments on a 75 per cent/25 per cent basis in Manitoba.  The MHRC assumed administrative 
responsibility for delivery of programs on April 1, 2000.  The programs have been continuously extended 
by the federal government since then, the most recent extension expiring on March 31, 2009.  A total of 
$6,700,466 was committed in 2006/07 for these programs.  A portion of this RRAP funding is reported in 
the Summary of Neighbourhood Housing Assistance on the previous page.    


Summary of Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) 
Funding 


March 31, 2007 


Homeowner RRAP 
Disabled RRAP 
Rental RRAP 
Emergency Repair Program  
Home Adaptations for Seniors Independence  
Shelter Enhancement Program 


Total Funding 
$2,768,778 


$805,839 
$2,242,795 


$284,188 
$173,408 
$425,458


 Total $6,700,466 


Northern Housing Strategy 


The MHRC, in partnership with northern/Aboriginal organizations, is developing a strategic approach to address 
the needs associated with housing in the North.  The strategy is comprehensive in scope and recognizes the 
relationship between housing, health, education and economic development, while emphasizing the need for a 
community-driven approach.  It is also intended to respond to common areas of need and priority in northern 
housing, and related partnership opportunities, as identified by northern communities and stakeholders at a 
Northern Housing Forum held in Thompson in 2001.  The MHRC continues to work with northern organizations, 
as Northern Housing Strategy activities are implemented. 


The MHRC, as part of its Northern Build, completed construction on ten panelized housing units in the 
communities of Wabowden, Camperville and Duck Bay in 2006.  The homes were made available for rent, rent-
to-own and for sale to low- and moderate-income families.  The Northern Build was partially funded under the 
Canada/Manitoba Affordable Housing Initiative. 
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The MHRC, in collaboration with northern and Aboriginal organizations, has created a Homeowner and 
Tenant Training program that provides information on maintaining healthy, safe and economical homes in 
northern Manitoba.  The training program delivered by Anokiiwin Training Institute was originally provided 
on a pilot basis to various communities throughout the north, and a second phase was completed in 
2006. The training has been offered in a total of 15 northern communities to date.  The consultant 
recommended that over the long term, local residents should be trained to deliver the program in their 
own communities.  Such training would potentially constitute phase three of the project and this is an 
option currently under consideration by the MHRC. 


An extensive review of the Rural and Native Housing program is currently underway in order to ensure 
that it better meets the needs of the residents it serves and enhances community capacity building efforts 
in line with the provincial Northern Housing strategy. 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit 


Effective July 2006, the Manitoba Shelter Benefit program combined the former Shelter Allowances for 
Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances for Family Renters programs.  The maximum monthly benefit of 
$200 available under the Manitoba Shelter Benefit is intended to help low-income families, seniors and 
persons with disabilities meet shelter related costs in the rental market.  The program is now available to 
eligible persons with disabilities who rent their accommodation in the private market and who were not 
previously eligible under the former shelter allowance programs for families and elderly renters.   


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit is also available to participants in the disability case category who are 
receiving Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) and are living in private rental or board and room 
accommodation.  For eligible participants in receipt of EIA in the disability case category, the monthly 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit is a flat rate of $35 for those in private rental accommodation and $15 for those 
living in board and room accommodation. 


Fiscal Average No. No. of Active Total No. Average Expenditures 
Year Of Recipients of Monthly Total 


Recipients at Recipients Benefit Paid $000 
Per Month Year End $ 


2004/05 * 2,915 2,689 3,901 85 2,953.5 
2005/06 * 2,617 2,354 3,491 82 2,557.9 
2006/07** 9,018 10,919 15,454 43 4,621.0 


* 	 Represents totals under the combined Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances
 for Family Renters programs. 


** Represents the combined Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances for Family Renters 
 programs during the period April 1 to June 30, 2006 and the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program effective 
July 1, 2006. 
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School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus 


The School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus program provides an annual grant of up to $175 to 
tenants aged 55 years or older, to offset the school tax portion of rental costs.  The grant is payable once 
a year. Applications submitted during 2007 relate to rents paid during the 2006 calendar year.  This 
program is funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services on behalf of the Department of 
Finance.  Program expenditures are recovered from the Department of Finance. 


Applicants must meet eligibility criteria.  Tenants aged 55 years or older whose net income is less than 
$23,800 and who rented their principal residence in the private rental market during the previous calendar 
year are generally eligible.  Pensioners who were eligible but did not receive their rebate during previous 
years, can apply for benefits retroactively for up to four years.  Tenants living in non-profit housing for the 
elderly or in projects licensed under The Elderly and Infirm Persons' Housing Act do not qualify for 
benefits under this program because rents in these housing projects do not include school tax costs. 


During the year ended March 31, 2007, 2,519 rebate cheques were issued (including retroactive/partial 
year cheques) representing an expenditure of $385.0 for the fiscal year.  The following table provides 
program information for the past three years:  


Fiscal Total Total No Average Annual Expenditures 
Year Applications of Benefit Paid Total 


Received  Recipients* $ $000 


2004/05 3,902 2,741 119 463.9 


2005/06 3,260 2,038 115 374.0 


2006/07 3,156 2,519 122 385.0 


* 	 Includes multiple rebates for retroactive benefits, and applications received in the previous fiscal year and paid in 
the current fiscal year. 


Complementary Assistance Program 


Funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services, the Complementary Assistance Program 
provides grant assistance to housing co-operatives to lower housing charges for income-tested 
occupants. Applicants must meet income eligibility criteria.  Co-ops submit monthly statements to claim 
assistance on behalf of eligible clients. 


While the program is closed to new applications from co-ops, Complementary Assistance Program 

assistance continues to be provided to co-ops under previous commitments. 



During the year ended March 31, 2007, 64 households in 9 co-ops were subsidized through the 

Complementary Assistance Program.  A total of $131.3 was expended during the fiscal year.  The 

following table provides program information for the past three years: 



Fiscal 
Year 


No. of Co-ops at 
Year End 


No. of Recipients at 
Year End 


Expenditures 
Total 
$000 


2004/05 10 68 135.8 
2005/06 10 73 138.3 
2006/07  9 64 131.3 
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Rent Supplement Program 


Funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services, the Rent Supplement Program is designed 
to assist low- and moderate-income families and elderly households to obtain suitable housing in the 
private rental sector and in non-profit housing projects.  The provincial government has entered into 
agreements with owners/operators of private rental stock whereby the province subsidizes the difference 
between the approved market rental rate charged by the landlord and the rent-geared-to-income rate paid 
by the qualifying tenant. Subsidy costs are shared by the federal and provincial governments on a 50 per 
cent federal/50 per cent provincial basis for units committed pre-1986 and on a 75 per cent federal/25 per 
cent provincial basis for units committed post-1985. 


The following table provides program information for the past three years: 


Fiscal 
Year 


Eligible Units 
Subsidized 


as at 


Average Monthly 
Supplement Paid 


$ 


Expenditures 
Total 
$000 


March 31 
2004/05 1,875 255.43 	 4,488.3 
2005/06 1,767 255.00 	 3,864.0 
2006/07 1,690 265.62 	 3,903.1 


CORPORATE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure the corporate comptrollership function is appropriately maintained to meet the needs of the 
division, the MHRC and the MHA for financial control, accountability, reporting and the safeguarding 
and protection of financial and physical assets.   


•	 To provide comprehensive central support services to corporate operations and branches including 
direction and support in financial planning, financial evaluations and protection of corporate assets, 
reporting control policies, process and procedures. 


•	 To provide direction and planning for subdivision development and marketing. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates corporate accounting and financial management activities including 
financial reporting, expenditure and revenue processing and appropriation control, cost-shared 
reporting and claiming. 


•	 Establishes and provides direction on corporate financial management policies, procedures and 
practices. 


•	 Advises executive management regarding emerging financial and program management issues. 


•	 Coordinates and supports the development of the corporate estimates in support of the division, the 
MHRC and the MHA. 
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•	 Coordinates, monitors and reports on the corporate entities which include the MHRC, the MHA and 
sponsor and private non-profit groups. 


•	 Administers the loan and mortgage portfolio. 


•	 Supports management through the provision of analytical, consultative and evaluative advice on new 
departmental and corporate programs, financial proposals and ongoing operations. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program 


The Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program guaranteed loans made by approved lenders for the 
purchase of mobile homes.  These guarantees allowed the lender to provide the loan at a lower interest 
rate and for a longer term, resulting in lower monthly payments by the borrower.  This program terminated 
March 31, 1997.   


The following table provides program information for the past three years including outstanding 
guarantees as at March 31, 2007. 


Outstanding Guarantees

Amount 



Fiscal Year Total Units $000 

2004/05 30 637.4 
2005/06 26 513.6 
2006/07 21 360.7 
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09-2C  Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation  


Actual 
 Expenditures by 2006/07 
 Sub-Appropriation $000 


Transfer Payments to MHRC 47,345.1 


Valuation Allowance Adjustment (3,235.9) 


Transfer Payments to MHRC 44,109.2 


Shelter Benefits  4,621.0 


Total MHRC 48,730.2 


FTE 

Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. No. 


40,933.4 


-


6,411.7 


(3,235.9) 


1 


2 


40,933.4 


7,800.0 


3,175.8 


 (3,179.0) 3 


48,733.4 (3.2) 


1. 	 The variance is due to an increase in the MHRC draw down required for 2006/07 operations. The 
actual results in support of these operations are found in The MHRC Statement of Operations on 
page 2 of the MHRC Financial Statements (see Appendix). 


2. 	 It is the Province of Manitoba’s accounting policy to record the deficit/(surplus) of Crown 
organizations as an expenditure of the Province of Manitoba in the year in which they were incurred.  
The expenditure is recorded as a valuation allowance against advances owed to the province by the 
organization.  The valuation allowance adjustment applied to MHRC Transfer Payments in 2006/07 is 
in the amount of ($3,235.9). 


3. 	 The under expenditure of ($3,179.0) is primarily due to lower than planned expenditures under the 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit program. The program was implemented on July 1, 2006 which 
incorporated the previous Shelter Allowances for Family Renters (SAFFR) and Shelter Allowances for 
Elderly Renters (SAFER) programs combined with new benefits for persons with disabilities. 


PORTFOLIO ADMINISTRATION 


Objectives 


•	 To assist and strengthen the partnerships with community groups in achieving program objectives 
defined in the project operating agreements. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides assistance to approximately 19,000 public housing units under non-profit, cooperative and 
urban native programs. 


•	 Provides ongoing communication in a timely professional manner to the non-profit groups, its staff 
and boards of directors to ensure self-sufficiency and sustainability in the following areas: 


-	 efficient and effective housing management; 
- community capacity; and

- optimal client service delivery 



•	 Administers and evaluates compliance of project operating agreements with the non-profit owned 
and/or managed housing projects as follows: 
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-	 Develops and disburses budgets according to benchmarks, financial constraints, and the 

individual circumstances of each project. 



-	 Maintains financial quality assurance and control through annual audited financial statement 
reviews, risk assessments, and operational reviews. 


-	 Performs quarterly variance analysis (i.e. budgets versus actual costs). 


-	 Assesses and evaluates replacement reserve and capital expenditures to determine appropriate 
capital planning and funding availability. 


-	 Provides special assistance for projects in difficulty. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Initiated strategic planning sessions and developed a five-year plan to move towards increased 
capacity to the non-profit groups and investigated the possibility of non-profit regional housing 
authorities. 


•	 Developed a risk assessment model to identify financial and/or operational risk factors and to 
schedule operational reviews according to the level of priority. 


•	 Conducted 18 operational reviews and provided recommendations to assist the non-profit groups with 
best business practices. 


THE MANITOBA HOUSING AUTHORITY  


Objectives 


•	 To provide quality affordable housing options to low-income seniors, single persons, families and 
persons with special housing needs, including crisis shelters for victims of family violence, who could 
not otherwise afford adequate housing in the private rental market for less than 30 per cent of their 
total household income. 


Responsibilities  


•	 As an agency of the MHRC, functions as the property management agency for approximately 13,100 
units in the provincial public housing portfolio and ten crisis shelters for victims of domestic violence.   


•	 Provides a safe and secure living environment for seniors, individuals and families at affordable rental 
rates geared to the income of the tenants. 


•	 Fosters and supports tenants associations to enable tenants to be involved in assisting the housing 
authority to meet its goals in ensuring the success and sustainability of social housing programs. 


59








Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


Following is a list of Manitoba Housing Authority communities where Modernization and Improvement 
work was undertaken in 2006/07. 


Modernization and Improvement 


Community Actual Community Actual Community Actual 
$ $ $ 


Angusville 17,915 Kenton 27,411 Rivers 6,028 
Ashern 7,871 Killarney 17,505 Riverton 11,803 
Beausejour 741 Lac du Bonnet 61,262 Roblin 2,578 
Birch River 932 Laurier 8,502 Rorketon 1,027 
Birtle 23,680 Leaf Rapids 2,771 Rossburn 9,273 
Boissevain 493 Lorette 5,320 Sandy Lake  53,205 
Bowsman 54 McAuley 7,028 Selkirk 470,788 
Brandon 756,286 McCreary 9,015 Sifton 1,997 
Brookdale 137 Melita 19,336 Souris 41,236 
Carberry 50,021 Miniota 183 South Junction 5,640 
Carman 23,759 Minitonas 7,142 Sponsors 482,962 
Churchill 658,769 Minnedosa 49,395 St. Lazare 5,730 
Cranberry Portage 364 Minto 181 St. Pierre 1,953 
Dauphin 43,798 Moosehorn 96 Stonewall 17,867 
Deloraine 274 Morden 1,620 Strathclair 639 
Douglas 738 Morris 12,647 Swan River 145,486 
Elkhorn 15,516 Neepawa 7,696 Teulon 8,174 
Elphinstone 13,667 Niverville 6,442 The Pas 28,175 
Erickson 633 Oak Lake 32,638 Thompson 64,754 
Eriksdale 37,355 Oakburn 6,149 Tolstoi 4,797 
Fannystelle 1,253 Oakville 6,550 Vassar 4,284 
Fisher Branch 4,292 Ochre River 18,913 Virden 679 
Flin Flon 368,727 Onanole 14,960 Waskada 320 
Gimli 19,677 Piney 1,000 Whitemouth 1,541 
Glenboro 13,361 Poplarfield 915 Winkler 17,990 
Grunthal 3,611 Portage la Prairie 9,068 Winnipeg 5,186,041 
Hamiota 4,186 Reston 228 Winnipeg Beach 3,959 
Hartney 318 Riding Mountain 686 Winnipegosis 12,969 
Inwood 79,629 


Total M & I $9,074,611 
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SERVICES FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES DIVISION  SERVICES FOR PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To enhance opportunities for children and adults with disabilities in Manitoba to attain increased self-
sufficiency, independence and participation in society. 


•	 To harmonize the major aspects of programs, legislation, policies and practices, providing leadership in 
the development of solutions to better integrate supports for children and adults with disabilities. 


•	 To continue to develop and implement a framework to establish and strengthen effective, inclusive, 
community partnerships and consultation processes. 


•	 To recognize, promote and encourage effective communication and ongoing collaboration with staff, 
both within and outside the division. 


•	 To continue to develop clear roles, responsibilities and effective working relationships within the 
division, department, the Disabilities Issues Office, and other government departments.    


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Provides coordination, direction and support for the department’s programs for persons with disabilities. 


•	 Provides program direction and funding for services to children with disabilities; for supported living 
services for adults with a mental disability; for vocational rehabilitation services for adults with a 
physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for employment and income support services to 
persons with disabilities. 


•	 Administers the substitute decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act. 


•	 Provides central program and financial management, policy and strategic initiative development, 
legislative and information systems business support services. 


The division includes the following program areas that are responsible for services that address the needs 
of Manitobans with disabilities: 


•	 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
•	 Adult and Children’s Programs 
•	 Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  


Objectives 


•	 To work in conjunction with the Adult and Children’s Programs branch and the Community Service 
Delivery division in providing effective leadership, coordination, direction and support for the 
department’s adult and children’s programs for persons with disabilities. 


•	 To research, design and develop policies and practices that shape the programs and services available 
to persons with disabilities. 


61








•	 To take the lead role in developing and reviewing legislation, standards, procedures, quality assurance 
and performance measures that impact services provided to persons with disabilities. 


•	 To pursue innovative solutions and initiatives which improve services for persons with disabilities and 
reflect the vision, mission and goals of the division and the department.   


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides central program and policy direction for divisional programming. 


•	 Provides program analysis, policy and strategic initiatives development. 


•	 Provides central legislative and regulatory services for divisional programming. 


•	 Provides business support services for adult and children’s information systems. 


•	 Develops pilot projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for persons with disabilities. 


•	 Provides financial management, central administration and support services. 


09-3A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2006/07 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,504.0 


Total Other Expenditures 1,396.6 


FTE 



21.00 



Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


1,621.4 (117.4) 


1,408.2 (11.6) 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided leadership in the ongoing development of the strategic direction for the division, including the 
vision, mission, goals, values, and principles. 


•	 Provided research, program analyses, policy development and evaluation support to programs in the 
Adult and Children’s branch of the division.  Staff represented the division in intergovernmental, 
interdepartmental and inter-sectoral working groups and committees.  


•	 Continued to participate in the Joint Community and Government Members Committee on Disability-
Related Employment and Income Assistance Issues.  The purpose of the Joint Committee is to provide 
a common table where government and community members can participate in a cooperative and 
collaborative approach to share information and opinions and provide constructive input as part of a 
process to address common issues for persons with disabilities receiving Employment and Income 
Assistance. 


•	 Continued the development and enhancement of the Integrated Financial Client and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) computer system, designed as an information management system to improve participant and 
financial tracking of program expenditures for the Supported Living, Children’s Special Services and 
Special Needs programs. 
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•	 Continued the Canada Pension Plan Disability Project in Winnipeg, whereby Employment and Income 
Assistance participants are assisted to improve their access to federal Canada Pension Plan Disability 
benefits by receiving in-person assistance to complete applications and with the appeals process. 


•	 Continued to operate the Employability Support Unit, a pilot project, to assist persons with disabilities 
receiving Employment and Income Assistance to move to employment.  The Unit proactively identifies 
and contacts participants to inform them about the employment supports and services available to 
them. Employment Coordinators conduct an initial assessment of participants' needs and then refer 
them to Vocational Rehabilitation or community programs best-suited to meet their needs, or direct 
employment support is provided where appropriate. 


•	 Designed and implemented changes to the Employment and Income Assistance medical assessment 
process to determine eligibility for the disability category of the program.  A pilot was implemented in 
conjunction with the Community Service Delivery division to place more emphasis on reviewing 
functional capacities of participants.  The forms supporting the process were revised to add more of a 
functional dimension.  In addition, a new Self-Report form was implemented to provide an opportunity 
for participants to tell the program about their functional capacities. 


•	 Participated in the Inter-departmental Disability Supports Working Group, which is tasked with 
reviewing the availability and portability of disability supports. 


•	 In conjunction with Community Living – Manitoba, continued to work with a team from the University of 
Manitoba conducting an examination of how The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
has been implemented since proclamation in 1996.  This collaborative project also benefited from the 
advice and direction given by other community organizations. 


ADULT AND CHILDREN’S PROGRAMS  


Objectives 


•	 To provide program direction and funding for supported living programs for adults with a mental 
disability. 


•	 To provide support to families with children who have developmental and/or physical disabilities. 


•	 To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents who have children 
with disabilities. 


•	 To provide leadership and direction to the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), a joint initiative of 
Education, Citizenship and Youth; Family Services and Housing; and Health/Healthy Living.  


•	 To provide leadership, direction and focus to the Vocational Rehabilitation program for adults with a 
physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability. 


•	 To provide direction and funding for employment and income support services to persons with 
disabilities. 


The branch is divided into the following areas: 


•	 Supported Living – Responsible for the planning, development, maintenance, overall direction and 
management of programs and resources that support and enhance the quality of life of adults with a 
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mental disability living in the community.  Responsible for the review and development of policies 
associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services and Residential Care Licensing. 


•	 Children’s Programs – Responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.  Children’s Programs includes two components: Children’s 
Special Services and Community Services and Child Care.   


•	 Employment and Income Support Services – Provides leadership, direction and funding to programs for 
persons with disabilities interested in pursuing training and employment opportunities.  Responsible for 
services provided through the Employment and Income Assistance for persons with disabilities and 
Vocational Rehabilitation programs. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides leadership and support to Community Service Delivery staff, external agencies and other 
service partners in promoting effective and efficient program administrative practices in the delivery of 
support services for adults and children with a physical and/or mental disability. 


•	 Provides financial management, which includes: developing and managing the overall budget, with 
input from the Community Service Delivery division; identifying the resources required to provide 
quality, cost-effective services; allocating financial resources; ensuring that programs are delivered 
within budgeted resources; and ensuring financial accountability for program funds. 


•	 Interprets policy and legislation to government and non-government service providers. 


•	 Develops and revises policies and programs in a manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, 
ongoing changes in other programs and the socio-economic environment, and the community as a 
whole. 


•	 Provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of adults with a mental 
disability, mental disorder, cognitive impairments or frailty due to aging, who reside in community 
residential care facilities; and children with disabilities attending child care facilities. 


•	 Monitors and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
ongoing identification of participants’ needs, and ensures that programs are delivered within 
government policy and legislation. 


•	 Provides training and development opportunities for staff of the Community Service Delivery division, 
Services for Persons with Disabilities division and related agencies to ensure a working knowledge of 
programs and policies. 
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09-3B-1 & 2  Adult and Children’s Programs  


Actual 
Expenditures by 2006/07 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,404.6 


Total Other Expenditures 426.0 


FTE 



18.50 



Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


1,253.6 151.0 


494.5 (68.5) 


Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


154,404.6 770.3 1 


154,404.6 770.3 


09-3B-3  Adult and Children’s Programs – Supported Living 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2006/07 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Supported Living 155,174.9 


155,174.9  Total Sub-Appropriation  


FTE 



1. 	 The shortfall is primarily attributable to additional participants whose circumstance change from that of 
stable to critical or crisis. 


09-3B-4  Adult and Children’s Programs – Children’s Programs 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Children’s Special Services 20,126.5 19,588.2 538.3 


Community Services and Child Care 10,399.3 10,410.4* (11.1) 


Total Sub-Appropriation  30,525.8 29,998.6 527.2 


* 	 The 2006/07 estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed main estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as an allocation from the Enabling Appropriations for increased program 
funding to support Early Learning and Child Care Initiatives - $140.0.   


09-3B-5  Adult and Children’s Programs – Employment and Income Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl.
Expenditures by 2006/07 FTE 2006/07 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Employment and Income Assistance 140,666.8 146,895.8 (6,229.0) 1 


Health Services 44,383.5 43,532.2  851.3 2 
Income Assistance for Persons with  
Disabilities 16,699.4 16,420.6  278.8 


Vocational Rehabilitation 	 6,403.3 6,440.0  (36.7) 


Total Sub-Appropriation    208,153.0 213,288.6  (5,135.6) 


1. 	 The surplus is due to a decrease in both the cost per case and the number of cases. 
2. 	 The shortfall is primarily due to an increase in both the number and cost of prescriptions in the drug 


program, as well as increases in the dental and optical areas of the program. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


Supported Living 


The Supported Living Program (SLP) offers a range of day and residential services aimed at providing 
adults with a mental disability the opportunity for independence in a community setting to the extent 
possible for each individual.  The SLP supports that are potentially available include residential services, 
day services and related support services. 


Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in their residential option of choice.  The day services provided through 
the SLP include supported employment and follow-up services, services with a vocational focus and 
individualized development services.  Additional supports available with funding from the SLP may consist 
of transportation between residential and day programs, respite and crisis intervention and clinical services. 


•	 Funding for Supported Living programming increased substantially over the last few years in support of 
the commitment to meet the needs of adults with disabilities and their families.  In 2006/07, the 
department continued to increase funding for the program to expand supports and services for adults 
with a mental disability.  These supports, which included residential, respite, and day services, as well 
as case management activities such as counselling and referral, allowed 4,569 adults with a mental 
disability to safely live and participate as full and active members of the community. 


•	 In 2006/07, the SLP continued to build the skills and qualifications of service providers who support 
adults with a mental disability. 


-	 Training was delivered to over 4,100 agency staff in critical skill and knowledge areas, such as non-
violent crisis intervention, first aid, foundations in disability and community support, supervisory 
skills, The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, person-centered planning, social 
role valorization, and personal outcome measures. 


-	 The Human Resource Strategy aims to ensure a well-qualified workforce to provide services to 
adults with a mental disability.  In 2006/07, opportunities were expanded for agency staff to attend 
accredited courses. 


•	 The SLP continued with the funding model review initiated in 2005/06 for residential and day services, 
as well as supports to families.  A consultation process with individuals, families, service providers and 
departmental staff was undertaken.  The objectives of the review were: 


-	 to determine the most appropriate and accountable method of funding for services; 


-	 to determine the most appropriate funding levels that will ensure agencies have adequate funding 
to provide responsive and necessary services for adults with a mental disability to live and 
participate safely in the community; and 


-	 to harmonize funding policies for the Children’s Residential Program and SLP to the greatest 
degree possible for central support, administration, insurance and shelter costs. 
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•	 In partnership with the departments of Health and Justice, the SLP is participating in the management 
of a Provincial Special Needs Program for individuals who present a serious risk to themselves or the 
community, but who would not otherwise be eligible for the supported living supports or Community 
Mental Health Services. 


•	 By the end of 2006/07, the Provincial Special Needs Program was serving 99 participants, 74 of whom 
were receiving program funding.  The remaining 25 participants received case management supports 
with no direct program funding attached. 


•	 Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 200 licensed adult residential care facilities, with a total of 
1,324 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with standards.  Staff also provided consultation and 
support to designated licensing authorities for approved facilities.  In 2006/07, the designated 
authorities (Family Services and Housing Regional Managers and Regional Health Authorities) issued 
815 letters of approval for homes with three beds or less, representing a total of 1,482 bed spaces. 


•	 Residential Care Licensing staff continued to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire Prevention 
Office and the Office of the Fire Commissioner to develop fire and life safety guidelines for approved 
homes (three beds and under).  These guidelines will be shared throughout the province once they are 
finalized. 


•	 Six of the eleven Regional Health Authorities have accepted the delegated licensing responsibility for 
approved homes for their program (Mental Health).  Residential Care Licensing staff provide training 
and policy interpretation, as required. 


•	 In 2006/07, through the Life Safety Sprinkler Initiative, Residential Care Licensing continued to 
implement a strategy to increase the life safety for individuals residing in residential care facilities, who 
are non-ambulatory and/or unable to care for themselves, by providing funding for the installation of 
residential sprinkler systems. 


•	 In partnership with the Community Service Delivery division and community representatives, the SLP 
participated in the transition of selected residents from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to 
community residences with Supported Living agencies. 


Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Accommodation 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 
Accommodation Active Files Active Files Active Files 


Foster Homes and Private Licensed Residential Care 
Facilities 621 639 699 


Parental Homes 1,104 1,142 1,165 
Agency-Managed Residential Care Facilities 1,236 1,311 1,338 
Extended Family 228 237 225 
Independent Living with Support 623 672 685 
Independent Living 270 266 252 
Alternate Care (e.g. Hospitals, Personal Care Homes)  137 159 155 
In the Company of Friends 47 45 50 


Total 	4,266 4,471 4,569 
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Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Day Activity 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 
Day Activity Active Files Active Files Active Files 


Competitive Employment 216 213 219 
Supported Employment and Follow-Up Services  362 357 366 
Services with a Vocational Focus 1,325 1,487 1,542 
Personal Development Services 929 974 1,021 
In the Company of Friends 47 45 50 
Attending School 513 532 516 
Retirement Program 98 102 112 
No Program 776 761 743 


Total 4,266 4,471 4,569 


Residential Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 1,228 1,377 1,495 
Eastman 172 173 195 
Interlake 178 189 212 
Central 250 260 275 
Westman 341 346 401 
Parkland 152 157 159 
Northern 87 103 117 


Total 2,408 2,605 2,854 


In the Company of Friends 
Individuals Participating in Program 
as at March 31 


Number of Participants 


2004/05 


47 


2005/06 


45 


2006/07 


50 
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Respite Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 445 457 468 
Eastman 144 155 169 
Interlake 80 83 83 
Central 116 117 129 
Westman 126 119 110 
Parkland 83 36 41 
Northern 90 46 46 


Total 1,084 1,013 1,046 


Crisis Intervention 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 175 117 77 
Eastman 13 16 23 
Interlake 20 18 4 
Central 26 15 14 
Westman 21 31 32 
Parkland 8 5 9 
Northern 11 14 8 


Total 274 216 167 


Day Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 1,280 1,361 1,396 
Eastman 302 312 331 
Interlake 174 199 215 
Central 329 335 349 
Westman 306 307 312 
Parkland 129 126 131 
Northern 72 76 92 


Total 2,592 2,716 2,826 
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Day Services – Special Rate 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 545 633 674 
Eastman 66 81 91 
Interlake 21 25 33 
Central 40 44 48 
Westman 113 126 141 
Parkland 28 33 38 
Northern 30 32 36 


Total 843 974 1,061 


Day Services – Transportation 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 1,197 1,248 1,282 
Eastman 251 257 291 
Interlake 145 161 165 
Central 237 246 274 
Westman 271 271 280 
Parkland 99 93 102 
Northern 52 55 75 


Total 2,252 2,331 2, 469 


Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 
Facilities/Beds Facilities/Beds Facilities/Beds 


Licensed 204 1,402 197 1,331 200 1,324 



Approved 769 1,431 769 1,408 815 1,482 



Total 973 2,833 966 2,739 1,015 2,806 


ANNUAL REPORTS OF ALLEGED ABUSE/NEGLECT 
2004/05 TO 2006/07 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 129 72 263 
Referred to Police or RCMP 13 16 54 
Person Charged under the Criminal Code 3 1 2 


70 







 


Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect for 2006/07 appear much higher than in previous years as they include 
both completed abuse reports, as well as instances where allegations had been followed-up but no formal 
report was warranted.  In 2004/05 and 2005/06, only completed abuse reports were counted in Winnipeg. 


Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 


April 1, 2006 – March 31, 2007 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Central 0 5 6 2 0 2 15 


Eastman 0 0 2 0 2 0 4 


Interlake 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 


Northern 0 1 0 0 6 0 7 


Parkland 0 7 1 2 3 1 14 


Westman 0 7 1 7 6 5 26 


Winnipeg 0 93 47 20 27 9 196 


Total 0 113 58 31 44 17 263 


* Represents acts of omission. 


Children’s Programs 


Children’s Programs is responsible for policy and program development to support children with disabilities, 
their families and caregivers.   


Children’s Programs continued to operationalize the department’s Integrated Service Delivery by integrating 
Children’s Special Services; the Children with Disabilities Program, Manitoba Child Care; children with 
disabilities whose families are in receipt of Employment and Income Assistance; and children with 
disabilities who are in the care of a child welfare agency and in receipt of Exceptional Circumstances 
funding. These programs are being examined to facilitate improved access to service and to better address 
the needs of children with disabilities and their families. 


Children’s Special Services 


Children’s Special Services is a non-statutory, voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, adoptive 
or extended families living with children who have developmental and/or physical disabilities.  Program staff 
in six regional offices throughout the province and six community areas in Winnipeg provide case 
management support and individualized services that address the unique needs and circumstances of 
eligible children and their families.  Services and supports are intended to strengthen families and reduce 
their stress so that costly out-of-home placement is prevented or delayed. 


Children’s Special Services also provides grant funding to external agencies to deliver specialized services. 
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Family Support Services 


Children’s Special Services provides families who have children with a developmental and/or physical 
disability with a variety of supports that reflect the unique circumstances of each family and the needs of 
their child.  Staff use a family-centred approach to assist families with identifying and accessing the 
resources, both formal and informal, that they require.  These supports include provision of individualized 
services, such as respite care, child development, therapy, supplies, equipment, transportation and home 
modifications.  The purpose of family support is to reduce stress encountered by families and to better 
enable families to address the needs of their children with disabilities in their own homes. 


Children’s Special Services delivers Family Support Services through regional offices, staffed by the 
department’s Community Services Delivery division, and supports these services and staff by providing 
financial and program guidelines, consultation, training, research and evaluation. 


Children’s Special Services  
Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) Group A 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 2,011 2,082 2,146 
Eastman 340 374 402 
Interlake 263 275 298 
Central 320 354 405 
Westman 477 487 521 
Parkland 151 145 162 
Northern  260 280 208* 
URIS Group A 54 52 44 


Total 3,876 4,049 4,186 


* A number of cases in the Northern region were receiving funded services other than Children’s Special Services, and 
therefore were closed to the Children’s Special Services caseload. 


Funding to External Agencies 


Children’s Special Services provides funding and consultation, and establishes reporting requirements, for 
external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as therapy and respite for children with disabilities 
and their families.  Funded non-government agencies include Society for Manitobans with Disabilities 
(SMD), Rehabilitation Centre for Children, St. Amant Centre, Community Respite Services, Central Speech 
and Hearing Clinic, Open Access Resource Centre and Canadian National Institute for the Blind (CNIB).  


Children’s Special Services works closely with the Manitoba Child Care Program and Child Protection and 
Support Services, Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the voluntary sector, the Regional Health Authorities, 
hospitals, schools and agencies.  As well, Children’s Programs staff work collaboratively with the provincial 
departments of Education, Citizenship and Youth; and Health to coordinate programs and activities that 
promote and support the development of children with disabilities and their families. 
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Unified Referral and Intake System 


Children’s Programs provides leadership and administrative support to the Unified Referral and Intake 
System (URIS), a joint initiative of the departments of Family Services and Housing; Education, Citizenship 
and Youth; and Health.  The protocol supports children who require assistance to perform medical 
procedures when they are apart from their parents/guardians. 


URIS provides funding and policy direction to assist community programs, such as schools, child care 
facilities, recreation programs and respite services, to safely support children with special health care 
needs.  


Unified Referral and Intake System 
Number of Children Registered for Service 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


URIS Group B* 	 9,094 10,399 11,809 


* 	 URIS Group B refers to children who require health care routines that may be delegated to non-health care 
personnel trained and monitored by a registered nurse. 


Applied Behavioural Analysis Program 


The Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) program provides intensive, early intervention behaviour therapy 
for children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder.  ABA is delivered by St. Amant Centre in partnership 
with Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment.   


In 2006/07, the ABA program for pre-school children accommodated 77 children on a full or part-time basis. 
School-age ABA funds support families who are self-managing an ABA program outside of school hours.    


Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children 


The Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children program is delivered as a joint venture by the SMD, the 
Rehabilitation Centre for Children (RCC), and St. Amant Centre.  SMD delivers occupational therapy, 
physiotherapy, and speech and language therapy to pre-school children in Winnipeg and delivers speech 
and language services to pre-school children in rural and northern Manitoba.  RCC delivers occupational 
therapy to pre-school children and some school age children in rural and northern Manitoba.  St. Amant 
Centre provides therapy services to children who live in the St. Amant catchment area.  Services are 
provided to children who are eligible for Children’s Special Services. 


The goal of the Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children program is to utilize a collaborative, consultative 
approach in which therapy is provided in the child’s natural setting.  Therapists work with the child’s parents 
or caregivers so that they become the primary provider of therapy services and integrate that therapy into 
the child’s and the family’s daily routines. 


Children’s Therapy Initiative 


The departments of Health/Healthy Living; Education, Citizenship and Youth; and Family Services and 
Housing provide funding for children’s occupational therapy, physiotherapy, speech/language pathology 
and audiology services.  These services are delivered through the Regional Health Authorities, school 
divisions and service agencies. 
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The Children’s Therapy Initiative is intended to provide coordinated regionally-based therapy services that 
assist all children requiring therapy to reach their full potential.  The approach delivers existing therapies 
more effectively and efficiently through increased collaboration between stakeholders.  In 2006/07, there 
were 13 permanent Children’s Therapy Initiative projects throughout the province. 


Community Services and Child Care 


Children with Disabilities Program, Manitoba Child Care 


In collaboration with the Manitoba Child Care Program, the Children with Disabilities Program develops 
inclusion policies and practices for children with mental, physical, behavioural and emotional disabilities.  
The program also provides a range of grants to support full inclusion of children with disabilities in licensed 
child care centres, nursery schools, family child care and group child care homes.  The goal of the Children 
with Disabilities Program is to promote the developmental potential of children with disabilities in an 
inclusive community environment.   


Children with Disabilities Program, Manitoba Child Care  
Cumulative Number of Children Who Received Service 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Number of Children 1,490 1,392 1,438 


Children with Disabilities in Care in Receipt of Exceptional Circumstances Funding 


The Exceptional Circumstances Fund is centrally administered by the Child Protection Branch and assists 
agencies to support children with disabilities in the care of child welfare agencies who have extraordinary 
needs.  Services and supports provided through the Exceptional Circumstances fund are comprised of two 
components: one-time only funding requests and children whose needs are determined to be in the Level V 
range by the Exceptional Circumstances Committee of the Child Protection Branch.   


Children with Disabilities Whose Parents are in Receipt of Employment and Income Assistance 


Employment and Income Assistance is a provincial program for people requiring assistance to meet basic 
personal and family needs.  Wherever possible, the program is aimed at helping people find employment or 
return to work. Children with disabilities are supported by Employment and Income Assistance by virtue of 
their families being enrolled in the program. 


Employment and Income Support Services 


Employment and Income Assistance – Persons with Disabilities 


Employment and Income Assistance, operating under the authority of The Employment and Income 
Assistance Act, provides financial assistance to persons with disabilities who are in need and eligible for 
assistance, while the Health Services program provides assistance for essential health services. 


Employment and Income Support Services continues to develop various protocols and policies in support of 
Full Citizenship: A Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability. 
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Employment and Income Support – Employment and Income Assistance – 
Persons with Disabilities 
Average Monthly Caseload 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Persons with Disabilities 17,110 17,553 17,783 


Employment and Income Support – Employment and Income Assistance –

Persons with Disabilities 

Expenditures by Category ($000) 

as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Persons with Disabilities $135,220.5 $139,438.4 $140,666.8 


Employment and Income Support 
Health Services for Persons with Disabilities – Caseload  
as at March 31 


2004/05  2005/06 2006/07 


Cases 15,262 15,554 15,651 


Employment and Income Support – Health Services 
Expenditures by Category ($000) 
as at March 31 


Category 2004/05  2005/06 2006/07 


Dental 
Drugs 
Optical 


$2,343.4 
35,823.0 


377.4 


$2,568.0 
39,101.3 


439.9 


$2,818.3 
41,150.5 


414.7 


Total $38,543.8 $42,109.2 $44,383.5 


Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 


The Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities program provides for additional financial assistance for 
adults with disabilities enrolled under Employment and Income Assistance, in recognition of the additional 
costs associated with living in the community.  Program benefits are $80.00 per month. 
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Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 
Caseload 
as at March 31 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Average Monthly Caseload	  16,355 16,822 17,057 


Employment and Income Support –  Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 
Expenditures ($000) 
as at March 31 


2004/05  2005/06 2006/07 


Total 	 $15,993.9 $16,457.0 $16,699.4 


Vocational Rehabilitation 


The Vocational Rehabilitation program assists eligible adults with a disability to pursue and secure gainful 
employment by providing a spectrum of vocational training, education and support services. 


Individual vocational training plans are submitted to the Vocational Rehabilitation program by Vocational 
Rehabilitation Counsellors employed by Community Service Delivery or grant funded agencies.  Based on 
these plans, funds are approved to assist individuals in accessing vocational training services. 


The objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation program are: 


•	 To provide vocational rehabilitation services to adults with a disability, to enhance their independence 
and ability to contribute socially and economically through employment in the competitive labour force. 


•	 To assist adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disability to prepare for, obtain and 
maintain employment through the provision of assessment, training, education and support services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided vocational services for 4,321 people with disabilities with 1,476 receiving vocational training 
funds to assist them in accessing education and training opportunities to improve employment 
outcomes. 


•	 Vocational Rehabilitation outcome data for 2006/07 is not available until October 2007, but data for 
2005/06 indicates that services were provided for 4,742 participants and 1,539 had some form of 
employment following intervention.  A further 250 participants in vocational crisis were supported by the 
program to preserve employment. 


•	 Commenced a comprehensive evaluation of Manitoba’s labour market programming supported by the 
Labour Market Agreement for Persons with Disabilities (LMAPD), in partnership with the federal 
government and stakeholders. 


•	 Continued to work with all stakeholders on the implementation of recommendations from a Vocational 
Rehabilitation Program Business Process Analysis.  
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•	 Continued to create an awareness of the abilities of persons with disabilities to promote and support 
their employability in 2006/07 and will continue to develop strategies in this area. 


Employment and Income Support – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability	 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Physical Disability 914 1,011 782 
Psychiatric Disability 1,280 1,279 898 
Mental Disability 728 752 645 
Learning Disability 288 293 306 
Sight Disability 578 461 380 
Hearing Disability 237 247 207 


Total 	 4,025 4,043 3,218 


Employment and Income Support – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Region/Program/Agency 
as at March 31 


Region/Program/Agency	 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Winnipeg 1,077 1,256 1,259 
Westman 240 202 190 
Eastman 98 119 771 


Central 102 103 332 


Interlake 60 48 41 
Parkland 99 92 78 
Northern   27 23 10 
Grant Funded Agencies 1,511 1,482 1,3413 


Employment and Income Assistance 513 484 04 


Self Directed 19 23 20 
Reaching Equality Employment Services 7 2 5 
Mental Health  272 209 164 


Total 	 4,025 4,043 3,218 


1 Due to a partial reallocation of resources, the region has experienced a reduction in Vocational Rehabilitation 

activities. 



2 A caseload review was completed and subsequent transfer of active Mental Health (MH) participant cases to MH 
workers and closure of inactive cases.  Caseload numbers are expected to increase next year as the approximately 


    40 cases on the waitlist are opened. 
3  CNIB conducted a comprehensive caseload review which resulted in closure of inactive files. 
4  All Employment and Income Assistance cases that were only receiving transportation costs for programs not directly 


linked to employment plans were closed. 
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Employment and Income Support – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Individuals Funded by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability	  2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Physical Disability 330 398 365 
Psychiatric Disability 505 534 528 
Mental Disability 276 265 273 
Learning Disability 150 141 175 
Sight Disability 40 40 40 
Hearing Disability 87 94 95 


Total 	 1,388 1,472 1,476 


The following table outlines the services purchased by type of service.  The number of services provided is 
much larger than the number of individuals served, as any one individual may consume a number of 
different services simultaneously or over time. 


Employment and Income Support – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services Purchased by Type 
as at March 31 


Disability	 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Education – University 149 161 174 
Education – Community College 195 208 198 
Education – Special Colleges 49 62 55 
Education – School 42 43 43 
Education – Out of Province 5 13 16 
Work Assessment/Training 2,382 2,414 2,416 
Transportation 1,484 1,488 1,535 
Special Services 2,166 2,302 2,347 
Other 5 2 1 


Total 	 6,477 6,693 6,785 


OFFICE OF THE VULNERABLE PERSONS’ COMMISSIONER 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure the appointment of a substitute decision maker for vulnerable persons are warranted and in 
the best interest of the vulnerable person.  This is accomplished through the administration of the 
substitute decision making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act (the 
Act) which was proclaimed on October 4, 1996.  The Act is designed to safeguard the rights of 
vulnerable persons and to protect them from abuse and neglect. A substitute decision maker (SDM) is 
an individual appointed by the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner to make decisions for a vulnerable 
person who requires decisions to be made and is unable to make them.  A vulnerable person is defined 
in the Act as an adult living with a mental disability who is in need of assistance to meet his or her basic 
needs with regard to personal care or management of his or her property. 
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Responsibilities  


•	 Develops and implements policies and practices related to the SDM provisions of the Act. 


•	 Conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of SDMs for vulnerable persons. 


•	 Establishes hearing panels to review applications and make recommendations to the Vulnerable 
Persons’ Commissioner as to whether the criteria for the appointment of a SDM are met, as well as the 
terms and conditions of any appointment. 


•	 Appoints SDMs and keeps a register of appointments of SDMs. 


•	 Provides notice to vulnerable persons, their families, support network members and SDMs with respect 
to the disposition of applications and the appointment of SDMs. 


•	 Provides advice and consultation on the guiding principles and the SDM provisions. 


•	 Provides information to vulnerable persons, their families and friends and members of the general 
public about the SDM process. 


09-3C  Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 378.1 4.00 356.9 21.2 


Total Other Expenditures 104.0 124.5 (20.5) 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Administered the substitute decision making provisions of the Act. 


•	 Reviewed and carried out preliminary investigations on 87 applications for the appointment of a SDM 
for a vulnerable person. 


•	 Reviewed and took action on 18 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a 
vulnerable person. 


•	 Maintained a register of appointments of SDMs for 1,623 vulnerable persons. 


•	 Reviewed and monitored the activities of approximately 579 family members and friends who are SDMs 
for personal care and/or property for vulnerable persons. 


•	 Carried out approximately 153 reviews of vulnerable persons whose appointment of a SDM was 
expiring to determine if the appointment should be renewed. 


•	 Initiated an administrative review of the SDM procedures and forms.  In doing so, sessions were held 
with approximately 80 individuals including community service workers, agency professionals, family 
and hearing panel members.  
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• Conducted training, orientation or informational presentations to approximately 30 new community 
service workers, panel members and parents of vulnerable persons affiliated with Continuity Care.  
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Child and Family Services  CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To work with Child and Family Services Authorities, community-based agencies, regional offices, 
community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and protected, assist people 
affected by family violence and family disruption, and promote the healthy development, well-being 
and inclusion of children and families. 


•	 To improve parents’ access to quality and affordable child care that assists in the healthy 
development of children and the social, economic and labour market participation of parents. 


•	 To support the development and maintenance of healthy relationships between parents and children 
and their extended family networks, address the needs of children in need of protection in alternative 
care, and assist people affected by family violence and family disruption. 


•	 To assist community organizations and communities to increase their capacity to support the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


•	 To provide policy, program, financial and other assistance and support to Child and Family Services 
Authorities, service providers and other organizations. 


•	 To work collaboratively with communities, community organizations, other governments, other 
funders, and other sectors to improve outcomes and results for children and families. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Administers The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act,  
  The Adoption Act, The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act and The Community Child Day 
  Care Standards Act. 


•	 Provides central program management of strategic initiatives for Child and Family Services division 
programs and co-management of strategic initiatives for other divisions within the department.  


•	 Provides program, policy and administrative direction and support for services to children in care, 
child protection and adoption services to communities and families in accordance with The Child and 
Family Services Act and The Adoption Act.  These services are delivered by child and family services 
agencies and regional offices.  As well, there are specialized services delivered by other agencies. 


•	 Licenses and provides program and financial support to child care facilities and subsidies on behalf of 
eligible families. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction and support to a wide continuum of 
community-based agencies, which offer services to abused women, their children, and men with 
abusive behaviours. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of community-based agencies 
offering services to at-risk children and families and provides policy support to the Family Conciliation 
program. 
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Programs and services administered by the division are directed and supported by four branches: 


•	 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
•	 Child Protection 
•	 Manitoba Child Care Program 
•	 Family Violence Prevention Program 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  


Objectives 


•	 To provide central program and policy management support for the division and the programs 
delivered within the division.  


•	 To co-manage implementation of major new initiatives and to ensure collaboration between the 
operational branches in the division, as well as cooperation with other key departments. 


•	 To coordinate long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services division within the department 
and across government. 


•	 To ensure fiscal accountability by assisting branches to manage financial resources and relationships 
with agencies. 


•	 To provide recommendations on legislative changes to support government initiatives and priorities. 


•	 To enhance the quality of divisional programs by conducting program evaluations and providing 
advice to the operational branches on how to incorporate best practice approaches into service 
delivery. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Develops an annual strategic plan for the division in consultation with the operational branches. 


•	 Develops implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing services. 


•	 Provides inter-sectoral coordination of strategies for children across government departments. 


•	 Coordinates the financial management functions for the division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditure, cash flow and variance analysis and maintains accountability for public funds 
administered through the division. 


•	 Reviews legislation and regulations and makes recommendations on amendments. 


•	 Conducts research and program evaluations and advises operational branches and agencies on best 
practice models. 


•	 Provides consultation on the development of standards for service delivery. 


•	 Participates in the department’s Integrated Service Delivery. 
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44.5 


09-4A  Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2006/07 FTE 2006/07 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,148.1 16.00 1,103.6 


Other Expenditures 	 288.3 296.2 (7.9) 


Aboriginal Justice Inquiry- 822.6 1,045.4 (222.8) 
Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 


Total Other Expenditures  1,110.9 1,341.6 (230.7) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to the completion of training related to Authority determination process 
and one-time margin costs related to transfer of cases for AJI-CWI process in 2005/06. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


During 2006/07, the Branch engaged in the following key activities: 


•	 Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare services resulting 
from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in 
cooperation with the four Child and Family Service Authorities: 


- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;

- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;

- Métis Child and Family Services Authority; and the 

- General Child and Family Services Authority



Having completed coordination of the transfer of cases from non-Aboriginal to Aboriginal child welfare 
agencies in all regions of the province the prior year, a new agency called the Child and Family All 
Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) was established in February 2007 to assume 
responsibility for all intake, emergency after-hours, and child abuse investigation services in 
Winnipeg, Headingley, East St. Paul and West St. Paul.  The Authorities and the department have 
also worked together in the stabilization of system changes. 


•	 Participated in the development of the Action Plan Changes for Children: Strengthening the 
Commitment to Child Welfare in response to the over 220 recommendations contained in the external 
reviews commissioned to address concerns about the child welfare system.  The Manitoba 
government accepted the recommendations of the child welfare reviews and announced an initial 
investment of $42 million over three years in the following priority areas – workload relief, training and 
prevention. 


•	 Coordinated the development of the department’s response to the recommendations of the Office of 
the Auditor General on the Child and Family Services division processes and practices that were in 
place prior to the devolution of child welfare services to the four Child and Family Services 
Authorities. 


•	 Provided support to the division-wide strategic planning effort, with emphasis on enhancing the 
means to coordinate and collaborate in the management of initiatives, the development of policy, and 
in the timely response to issues. 


•	 Participated in the ongoing implementation of Manitoba’s commitments related to healthy child 
development, with a particular emphasis on the Early Childhood Development strategy.  This was 
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done by encouraging and supporting the development of the Manitoba Children’s Agenda, in 
partnership with the federal government, and by partnering with Healthy Child Manitoba led initiatives.  


•	 Participated in the continuing implementation of Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Coordinated the financial management functions for the division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditures, cash flow and variance analysis and processing of accounts. 


•	 Continued the implementation of the Child and Family Service Applications including training, 
hardware and connectivity to the Applications.   


•	 Provided coordination of policy development consistent with government priorities, departmental 
objectives and available resources. 


Family Conciliation 


The Family Conciliation program is delivered through the department’s Community Service Delivery 
division, and is the social services component of the Court of Queen's Bench, Family Division.  Policy 
responsibility for Family Conciliation rests with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support branch, Child 
and Family Services division. 


Family Conciliation services are provided in Winnipeg directly by Family Conciliation as part of the 
Winnipeg Services branch, and in other areas of the province by regional office staff, funded by the Rural 
and Northern Services branch of the Community Service Delivery division in the Westman, Parkland, 
Northern (Norman), and Northern (Thompson) regions.  


Family Conciliation’s objective is to ensure the availability of a range of high-quality dispute resolution 
services to families disrupted by separation or divorce, and where ongoing parenting of the children is of 
primary concern. 


Family Conciliation’s objective is achieved through the following activities: 


•	 administration of Family Conciliation services which provides social services support to the Family 
Division of the Court of Queen's Bench, including information/referral, court-ordered assessments 
including brief consultation, mediation, conciliation counselling, group programs, Grand Relations and 
the Parent Information Program; 


•	 development and monitoring of program policies and service standards across the province;  


•	 provision of training, consultation, and leadership in the development of regional services; and 


•	 consultation with other agencies, professionals and the public. 


These activities involve the provision of the following services: 


•	 Information and Referral is an intake service.  Individuals and families are assisted in addressing 
issues and identifying possible solutions, informed of community and government services that may 
be appropriate to their situation, and are referred accordingly. 


•	 Conciliation Counselling is short-term, separation-related counselling focussed on parents’ and 
children's adjustment to family reorganization after separation/divorce. 


•	 Mediation is a structured, short-term intervention to assist families undergoing separation/divorce in 
developing a parenting plan, to maintain a continuing relationship among children, parents, and 
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extended family, and to protect children from parental conflict.  This is a preferred intervention for 
resolving custody/access conflicts.  Parents may also choose to mediate financial issues arising from 
their separation (comprehensive mediation) regarding child support, spousal support, and division of 
marital property.  


•	 Court-Ordered Assessment Reports provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional 
opinions, and recommendations to the court concerning the best interests of children in custody, 
access, and guardianship matters.  This process serves as a vehicle for the resolution of custody/ 
access/guardianship disputes by providing information that can be used in settlement meetings, 
lawyer negotiations, or litigation as circumstances warrant.  It serves parents, children, lawyers, and 
the court by recommending courses of action and available resources that may serve to ameliorate 
the destructive impact of conflict on the families involved. 


•	 Brief Consultation Service provides brief consultation for families and children in a shorter time 
frame, focuses on the “voice of the child” for children ages 11 to 16, and offers additional information 
in a consultative format for issues related to time sharing, child developmental needs, parental 
communication, and other aspects of parenting plans for children of all ages. 


•	 The Parent Education Program, "For the Sake of the Children," educates and focuses parents on 
the needs of their children in the context of divorce.  It is designed to help all separating parents, and 
is an essential first step to mediation. 


•	 Children's Therapeutic Group for children ages 8 to 12, assists children experiencing trauma, loss, 
and reorganization after divorce. This ten-week session is designed for children living in families 
experiencing severe parental conflict. There is also a shorter information and education session for 
children older than 12 years of age.  


•	 Just for Teens, an information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents have separated.  This 
group program is aimed at helping this age group adjust to their parents’ separation and deals with 
family changes, feelings and grief, legal questions, questions facing teens and how to survive the 
separation of their parents. 


•	 Grand Relations, an initiative for improving access between children and extended family or 
significant others is supported by an amendment to Child and Family Services legislation, and will 
include a range of services, such as mandatory “For the Sake of the Children” program; First Choice 
– a pilot of an Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a court-ordered assessment; the 
development of a legally recognized Aboriginal model of dispute resolution for out of court 
settlements and the Grandparent Advisor.  The Grandparent Advisor provides direct service to 
grandparents who are seeking access with their grandchildren and was established in December 
2006. 


•	 Staff presentations on children and divorce to community organizations, and participation in various 
community and government committees.  Presentations by the Grandparent Advisor to grandparent 
groups and others interested in Grand Relations services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


In 2006/07, the Family Conciliation program achieved the following accomplishments throughout the 
province: 


•	 Provided high quality family conciliation services, which resulted in a total of 2,092 client service 
contacts and 3,066 clients served through the Parent Information Program, “For the Sake of the 
Children,” for which implementation and development has continued. 
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•	 Provided conciliation counselling services (15 client service contacts). 


•	 Provided mediation services to 493 families. 


•	 Completed a total of 214 court-ordered assessment reports. 


•	 Provided Brief Consultation Services to 101 families. 


•	 Delivered children's workshops, involving 48 children. 


•	 Provided Grand Relations services to 24 families regarding access between grandparents and their 
grandchildren (including 153 service contacts for information regarding Grand Relations). 


In addition to these accomplishments, ongoing activities in 2006/07 included: 


•	 Continued public information and education, through numerous presentations and meetings, to inform 
the public of the needs of divorcing families, and the services provided by Family Conciliation. 


•	 Continued education to describe the service to lawyers and the courts, to encourage more 
appropriate referral and utilization of the service. 


•	 Continued to review and determine effective educational programming for divorcing/separating 
parents and their children, such as the additional service for teens. 


•	 Continued development and review of program guidelines. 


•	 Continued use of focussed assessment services to meet the differential needs of families 
experiencing separation and divorce. 


•	 Review of alternate dispute resolution services, such as an Early Neutral Evaluation service, for 
possible incorporation into Family Conciliation services. 


•	 Continuation of the Brief Consultation Service to provide the court and families with consultation on 
matters before the court within a shorter time frame and with an emphasis on the “voice of the child” 
for children ages 11 to 16 and consultation in other matters related to children of all ages. 
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Family Conciliation Service Profile    


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Type of Service Wpg West – 
man 


Park-
land 


Thomp-
son 


Nor-
man 


Total Wpg West- 
Man 


Park-
land 


Thomp-
son 


Nor-
man 


Total Wpg West- 
Man 


Park-
land 


Thomp-
son 


Nor-
man 


Total 


Information and 
Referral 1,878 519 1 29 42 2,469 1,732 459 - 31 45 2,267 1,477 505 - 78 32 2,092 


Conciliation 
Counselling 


28 6 2 1 - 37 


Mediation 469 94 18 8 14 603 


Court-Ordered 
Assessment Report 


221 46 11 18 7 303 


Brief Consultation 
Service 


124 - - - - 124 


Children's Group 16 11 - - - 27 


Grand Relations 
  - Service 
  - Information 


-
-


-
-


-
-


-
-


-
-


-
-


12 6 - - - 18 


387 65 - 14 15 481 


163 44 4 10 9 230 


128 - - - - 128 


29 - - - - 29 


12 2 - - 1 15 


381 81 - 17 14 493 


152 45 5 4 8 214 


100 - - 1 - 101 


48 - - - - 48 


23 1 - - - 24 
153 - - - - 153* 


Parent Education 2,865 247 42 5 76 3,235 2,754 264 - 10 42 3,070 2,693 291 - 27 55 3,066
Program 


TOTAL 5,601 923 74 61 139 6,798 5,205 838 4 65 111 6,223 5,039 925 5 127 110 6,206 
* Requests for information received in Winnipeg Region (telephone contacts) = 153. 


Family Conciliation Mediation Referral Sources  


Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region Northern (Thompson) Region Northern (Norman) Region 


Referral 
Source 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2004/05 2005/06** 2006/07** 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Court 19% 19% 15% 2% 2% 7% - - - - 7% 6% 7% - 14% 


Lawyer  5% 4% 3% 22% 23% 17% - - - 37% 14% 6% 50% 14% 14% 


Self 75% 77% 81% 74% 75% 73% 94% - - 63% 72% 88% 43% 79% 58% 


Other 1% - 1% 2% - 3% 6% - - - 7% - - 7% 14% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% - - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


** Parkland Region clients served through other Regions in 2005/06 and 2006/07. 







CHILD PROTECTION 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that the community and families provide for the safety and well-being of their children 
under The Child and Family Services Authorities Act, The Child and Family Services Act and 
The Adoption Act. 


•	 To manage, direct and support branch programs to ensure effective service delivery within available 
budgetary and human resources. 


•	 To plan and develop a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the province 
designed to support, supplement and, where necessary, substitute for parental care.  This 
responsibility includes administrative, program and funding support for the four Child and Family 
Services Authorities to provide high-quality services in accordance with provincial statutory 
requirements, policy direction and budgetary allocations. 


•	 To contribute to the promotion of the healthy social development of children, families and 
communities, and in particular, those at-risk, through the development and management of a 
continuum of early intervention and prevention services. 


•	 To provide funding and support to ancillary and related service organizations that provide a range of 
preventative and supportive services to children and families, including minor and single parents. 


The branch’s programs include Child and Family Resources and Authority Relations.  


Responsibilities  


•	 In accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Adoption Act and The Child and Family 
Services Authorities Act, the Child Protection branch oversees a comprehensive continuum of child 
and family services throughout the province.  This includes providing policy direction and support to 
the four Child and Family Services Authorities that administer and provide for the delivery of child 
welfare services through the agencies they mandate.   


•	 Participates with Authorities and stakeholders in the development of strategic plans for the child and 
family services system. 


•	 Provides funding, program, and administrative support to Authorities and community-based agencies 
that provide early intervention and prevention programs and services to at-risk children, families, and 
communities including consultation and support to the Manitoba Foster Family Network. 


•	 Develops service purchase agreements, funding models, quality assurance mechanisms, reviews 
financial requirements and maintains accountability for public funds, with respect to branch programs. 


•	 Administers and provides funding to the Financial Assistance for Adoption of Permanent Wards 
subsidy. 


•	 Identifies policy development issues; reviews and recommends changes to legislation and 
regulations; and implements approved policies, legislation and regulations. 


•	 Directs, coordinates and evaluates the development of program and service delivery options 
consistent with government and department objectives and with changing needs. 
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•	 Establishes standards and licensing requirements for child care facilities, issues licenses and 
monitors and audits licensed facilities. 


•	 Licenses and monitors privately-licensed adoption agencies. 


•	 Establishes provincial standards for service delivery and monitors Authority compliance. 


•	 Promotes high-quality services delivered by child and family services agencies through consultation, 
training, research and evaluation. 


•	 Ensures service sites have the equipment, training and support necessary to use the Child and 
Family Services Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System; oversees system 
performance; addresses technology issues as they arise; monitors compliance by users and; in 
cooperation with the Authorities, implements system enhancements as resources allow. 


•	 Provides a range of competency-based training modules for child welfare professionals including 
caseworkers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster parents.  With the four 
Authorities, plans for the ongoing development of culturally-appropriate training programs.  


•	 Administers centralized provincial services including the Adoption, Post-Adoption, Paternity and Child 
Abuse Registries, CFSIS and Intake Module System, criminal risk assessments, service provider 
investigations, residential placements, intake and inquiry concerns, and interprovincial queries. 


•	 Establishes and maintains relationships with community-based agencies and the Community Service 
Delivery division to manage and develop a continuum of early intervention and prevention services for 
at-risk children, families and communities within the context of an integrated service delivery system. 


09-4B Child Protection 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2006/07 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,930.1 


Other Expenditures 1,961.2 


Authorities and Maintenance of Children 203,197.4  


The Family Support Innovations Fund 884.0 


Total Other Expenditures  206,042.6  


FTE 



51.00 



Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


3,048.2 (118.1) 


1,531.9 429.3 1 


182,958.1 


881.0 


20,239.3 


3.0 


2 


185,371.0 20,671.6 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of   
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from the Enabling Appropriations for increased funding to 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services in support of the Canadian Union of Public Employees settlement - $863.3 


1. 	 The variance is primarily the result of the Child and Family Services Internal and External Reviews to 
review child safety concerns. 


2. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as 
increased costs in financial assistance for Child Maintenance.  The variance is also due to 
expenditures incurred to address the recommendations of the External Reviews of the Child Welfare 
System. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


Continued transition of work through the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry–Child Welfare Initiative included: 


•	 Participated at Standing Committee with the four Child and Family Services Authorities toward the 
ongoing stabilization of the child and family services system.     


•	 Participated in the identification of priority tasks and activities with the transition of work from the 
Implementation Committee to the newly created Resource Development Committee.  This included 
reviewing processes for special rates in foster care and initiating the development of a new funding 
model. 


•	 Continued to partner, support, and assist the Authorities and their agencies with stabilization 
activities. In addition, participated in two strategic planning sessions during 2006/07 with the four 
Authorities to identify key tasks.  Undertook reviews, developed processes to further stabilize the 
child and family services system, and developed a 2007/08 workplan. 


•	 Responded to comprehensive review of the child and family services system with the establishment 
of the Changes for Children strategy to address the recommendations stemming from the external 
reviews of the child welfare system. 


•	 Continued with work on revising provincial standards to ensure consistency with The Child and 
Family Services Authorities Act. Continued with work on developing Authority Standards and the 
development of a Quality Assurance Review process. 


•	 Continued to participate in the development of an operational plan with the four Authorities in 
establishing the Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) which 
formally was established in February 2007.   


•	 Continued to consult and communicate with the four Authorities on policy and program issues, 
monitoring of fiscal and program issues, and assisted the Authorities to further develop their agency 
relations functions including, training, advice, and support. 


Developed or continued with the following partnerships: 


•	 Continued to represent Manitoba on the National Directors of Child Welfare Committee and serve as 
the lead for Aboriginal issues at the table. 


•	 Under the umbrella of the National Directors of Child Welfare, Manitoba continued work on a project 
for the operational testing phase of National Outcomes Measures to collect information on outcomes 
for children involved with child welfare systems across Canada. 


•	 With the interdepartmental Manitoba Meth Task Force, participated in the development of the 
provincial protocol for responding to children found in environments involved in the production of 
crystal methamphetamine. 


•	 Continued to implement the Manitoba Strategy to address the needs of high-risk and sexually 
exploited youth through the Multi-jurisdictional Implementation Team.  Activities included prevention 
strategies, such as a Student Buddy Support Program and development of child sexual exploitation 
awareness resources, intervention strategies, such as an Outreach project aimed at reducing the 
number of runaway youth, legislative changes to the definition of sexually exploited youth, and 
research initiatives around the sexual exploitation of boys.   
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•	 Completed protocols for child welfare staff regarding the implementation of The Youth Drug 
Stabilization Act, proclaimed in November 2006.  


•	 Established a partnership with the Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Centres and the 
Manitoba Foster Family Network to develop and deliver competency-based training to child and youth 
care and foster parent professionals. 


•	 Under the auspices of the Prairie Child Welfare Consortium, a joint venture of social work faculties 
and government ministries in the three prairie provinces, completed research into children with Fetal 
Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) receiving child welfare services to better understand their needs 
and service requirements.  The final report was completed in March 2007 and is available online 
through the Centre of Excellence for Child Welfare web-site. 


•	 Hosted the Trainers Forum meeting of all provincial and Authority trainers from Manitoba, 
Saskatchewan and Alberta, on behalf of the Prairie Child Welfare Consortium. 


•	 Supported the establishment of the Joint Training unit, involving training representatives from each 
Authority and the Child Protection branch. 


•	 Provided funding to 26 agencies, who deliver approximately 38 programs for children and families. 


•	 Coordinated the review, negotiations, revision and implementation of service purchase agreements 
with funded agencies. 


•	 Participated in the ongoing planning and implementation of the department’s Integrated Service 
Delivery. 


•	 Managed funding, community, and agency relations issues and requests regarding funded-agency 
program and projects. 


•	 Reviewed and provided advice on a number of proposals received by other programs in government. 


•	 Participated on a number of inter-departmental and inter-governmental committees. 


Ongoing supports provided by the branch included: 


•	 Delivered a series of core competency based training and specialized training modules to case 
workers and supervisors throughout the system.  The branch also provided CFSIS and Intake Module 
training for the Authorities and their agencies.  In addition, the branch began improvements to the 
CFSIS application’s report capability and ease of use to support for AJI-CWI changes. 


•	 Continued to license and review residential placement resources for children, including group homes, 
emergency shelters, and child care treatment centres.  In addition, the branch processed and 
prioritized referrals to the residential care system, supported the Youth Emergency Stabilization 
Services, and made administrative improvements to the Provincial Placement Desk. 
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1


2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  


Centralized Provincial Services 2005/06 2006/07 
Licensed Facilities1 113 119 
Licensed Beds 652 660 
Funded Beds 192 245 
Training 
  Caseworker  275 201 
  Culture and Diversity 83 97 
Youth Care 376 357 


  Supervisor 163 252 
  Specialized Training Modules 102 172 
Registries 
Adoption 


  Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards2 61 44 
  Division 2 – Private Adoptions3 28 23 
  Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions4 54 51 
  Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions5 12 12 
  Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions6 11 4 


  Post-Adoption 
  Post-Adoption Registrations 404 485 
  Post-Adoption Reunions 195 268 


Child Abuse 
 Child Abuse Registrations 181 204 
 Employers/Others Using Registry 533 410 
 Child Abuse Registry Checks 43,298 49,169 


Others
 Child Abuse Investigations7 1,104* 1,535 
 Criminal Risk Assessments 9,055 10,937
 Repatriations 19 9 
 Inter-provincial Alerts 396 496 
 Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries 600 650 


  The data does not reflect proposals and child care facilities that are currently in the process of being licensed.

Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 

Child placed by biological parent. 

Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba.

Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years.  

Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months.

Includes all investigations not only those by provincial investigator. 


* Four Child and Family Services agencies did not report. 
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Provincial Caseload by Category 
As at March 31, 2007 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


 Number of Children in Number of Families Number of Unmarried 
Service Providers Care Receiving Services Adolescent Parents Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 501 788 73 1,362 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 439 258 14 711 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 239 272 45 556 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 277 229 19 525 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 285 197 5 487 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 45 142 5 192 
Sub-Total 1,786 1,886 161 3,833 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 179 107 4 290 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  421 187 6 614 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network* 20 29 0 49 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 646 870 33 1,549 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 153 244 0 397 
Peguis Child and Family Services 119 246 9 374 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 235 67 12 314 
Southeast Child and Family Services 926 373 7 1,306 
West Region Child and Family Services 564 510 0 1,074 
Sub-Total 3,263 2,633 71 5,967 


GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 101 217 6 324 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 130 442 34 606 
Churchill Health Centre 17 9 0 26 
Eastman Region 158 271 5 434 
Interlake Region 64 144 2 210 
Jewish Child and Family Service** 18 351 0 369 
Northern Region 93 115 1 209 
Parkland Region 20 66 1 87 
Winnipeg Region 1,017 1,652 8 2,677 
Sub-Total 1,618 3,267 57 4,942 


METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 574 557 12 1,143 
Sub-Total 574 557 12 1,143 
TOTAL 7,241 8,343 301 15,885 


* Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network mandated Feb 2, 2007. 

** Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare.
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 
As at March 31, 2007 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)


 Service Providers Inuit Metis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status Not Aboriginal TOTAL  


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 1 78 422 0 501 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 16 423 0 439 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 1 238 0 239 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 3 13 261 0 277 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 0 3 11 271 0 285 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 0 0 45 0 45 
Sub-Total 0 7 119 1,660 0 1,786 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 3 4 172 0 179 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 10 61 350 0 421 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network* 0 1 3 13 3 20 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 1 27 617 1 646 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 16 137 0 153 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 


4 
16 99 0 119 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 0 43 192 0 235 
Southeast Child and Family Services 0 2 24 893 7 926 
West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 31 533 0 564 
Sub-Total 0 21 225 3,006 11 3,263 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 10 2 10 79 101 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 5 4 19 102 130 
Churchill Health Centre 10 2 0 5 0 17 
Eastman Region 0 16 3 22 117 158 
Interlake Region 0 12 7 3 42 64 
Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 18 18 
Northern Region 0 18 8 29 38 93 
Parkland Region 0 3 3 3 11 20 
Winnipeg Region 1 113 76 211 616 1,017 
Sub-Total 11 179 103 302 1,023 1,618 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 14 459 24 55 22 574 
Sub-Total 14 459 24 55 22 574 
TOTAL 25 666 471 5,023 1,056 7,241 


*  Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network mandated Feb 2, 2007. 







Number of Children In Care by Legal Status 
As at March 31, 2007  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 
Service Providers Wards VPA1 Other Total Wards VPA1 Other Total Wards VPA1 Other Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 170 38 118 326 283 61 143 487 259 100 142 501 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 207 1 59 267 266 13 87 366 311 23 105 439 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 71 17 25 113 147 37 20 204 150 38 51 239 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 57 29 23 109 171 40 44 255 194 46 37 277 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and         


Community Services 28 11 33 72 159 35 59 253 156 22 107 285 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. - - - - 22 0 20 42 35 0 10 45 
Sub-Total 533 96 258 887 1,048 186 373 1,607 1,105 229 452 1,786 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. - - - - 124 16 15 155 117 44 18 179 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  163 17 50 230 255 50 60 365 331 45 45 421 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network2 - - - - - - - - 1 0 19 20 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 289 47 67 403 458 71 114 643 463 73 110 646 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 68 6 14 88 106 17 19 142 95 18 40 153 
Peguis Child and Family Services 51 12 8 71 83 47 2 132 94 18 7 119 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 38 25 8 71 164 25 29 218 172 24 39 235 
Southeast Child and Family Services 355 176 33 564 541 203 43 787 569 234 123 926 
West Region Child and Family Services 281 63 57 401 321 80 113 514 346 130 88 564 
Sub-Total 1,245 346 237 1,828 2,052 509 395 2,956 2,188 586 489 3,263 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 19 44 22 85 21 32 20 73 18 49 34 101 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 62 23 28 113 58 16 37 111 60 17 53 130 
Churchill Health Centre 10 1 2 13 8 7 1 16 8 2 7 17 
Eastman Region 23 12 12 47 53 55 25 133 67 64 27 158 
Interlake Region 44 13 7 64 20 16 10 46 36 15 13 64 
Jewish Child and Family Service 8 0 7 15 12 0 4 16 15 0 3 18 
Northern Region 149 23 67 239 42 11 30 83 47 8 38 93 
Parkland Region 11 3 2 16 7 3 9 19 12 3 5 20 
Winnipeg Region  1,887 434 420 2,741 521 335 193 1,049 569 269 179 1,017 
Sub-Total 2,213 553 567 3,333 742 475 329 1,546 832 427 359 1,618 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 55 8 7 70 316 40 164 520 383 60 131 574 
Sub-Total 55 8 7 70 316 40 164 520 383 60 131 574 
TOTAL 4,046 1,003 1,069 6,118 4,158 1,210 1,261 6,629 4,508 1,302 1,431 7,241 
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 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 
2
 Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network mandated Feb 2, 2007. 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 
As at March 31, 2007 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers 
Foster  


Homes1 
Residential 


Care2 


Other 
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected 
Adoption 
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 297 15 153 1 35 501 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 113 58 196 0 72 439 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 182 28 0 0 29 239 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 200 14 40 5 18 277 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 176 16 93 0 0 285 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 28 1 7 0 9 45 
Sub-Total 996 132 489 6 163 1,786 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 120 26 32 0 1 179 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network5 


333 
8 


2 
4 


86 
2 


0 
0 


0 
6 


421 
20 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 383 24 190 0 49 646 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 121 6 22 1 3 153 
Peguis Child and Family Services 109 1 9 0 0 119 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 215 0 17 0 3 235 
Southeast Child and Family Services 464 78 299 2 83 926 
West Region Child and Family Services 379 10 96 0 79 564 
Sub-Total 2,132 151 753 3 224 3,263 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 57 10 21 0 13 101 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 65 11 24 3 27 130 
Churchill Health Centre 7 7 0 0 3 17 
Eastman Region 94 8 43 1 12 158 
Interlake Region 29 7 20 0 8 64 
Jewish Child and Family Services 15 0 2 1 0 18 
Northern Region 50 6 20 0 17 93 
Parkland Region 16 1 0 1 2 20 
Winnipeg Region 607 72 253 30 55 1,017 
Sub-Total 940 122 383 36 137 1,618 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 339 34 160 2 39 574 
Sub-Total 339 34 160 2 39 574 
TOTAL 4,407 439 1,785 47 563 7,241 


1  Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 
2  Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 
3 Includes places of safety.
4 Includes St. Amant Centre, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities. 
5 Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network mandated Feb. 2, 2007. 
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2006/07 


Foster & Special Rate Care 


Residential 
Agency/Region 
The General Child and Family Services Authority 
Agencies/Regions 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services Region
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 
Jewish Child and Family Service 
Churchill Health Centre 
Eastman Region 
Interlake Region 
Parkland Region 
Northern Region 


Level I 


 107,514 
6,344 


10,174 
92 


718 
25,861 


9,867 
1,651 


11,591 


Level II-V 


225,318 
16,172 
21,768 


5,968 
2,335 


24,909 
5,812 
4,933 


12,784 


Sub-Total 


332,832 
22,516 
31,942 


6,060 
3,053 


50,770 
15,679 


6,584 
24,375 


Care* 


26,127 
1,135 
3,696 


35 
1,605 
1,685 
1,877 


0 
2,980 


Total 


358,959 
23,651 
35,638 


6,095 
4,658 


52,455 
17,556 


6,584 
27,355 


Sub-Total 173,812 319,999 493,811 39,140 532,951 


First Nations of Northern Child and Family Services 
Authority Agencies 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 26,248 38,622 64,870 1,425 66,295 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 23,108 66,553 89,661 1,825 91,486 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 13,144 25,218 38,362 1,460 39,822 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 6,816 33,849 40,665 1,059 41,724 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and   
   Community Services 25,434 23,329 48,763 974 49,737 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 424 2,068 2,492 303 2,795 


Sub-Total 95,174 189,639 284,813 7,046 291,859 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family 
Services Authority Agencies 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 55,196 84,363 139,559 3,451 143,010 
West Region Child and Family Services 24,512 95,325 119,837 899 120,736 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 33,197 118,379 151,576 2,269 153,845 
Southeast Child and Family Services 8,869 23,084 31,953 1,957 33,910 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 34,859 59,303 94,162 1,921 96,083 
Peguis Child and Family Services 19,497 14,656 34,153 1,116 35,269 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 12,763 52,450 65,213 978 66,191 


Sub-Total 202,766 488,002 690,768 13,064 703,832 


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 13,873 40,442 54,315 473 54,788 


The Metis Child and Family Services Authority
Metis Child and Family Services 74,512 105,981 180,493 6,559 187,052 


Sub-Total 74,512 105,981 180,493 6,559 187,052 
TOTAL 546,264 1,103,621 1,649,885 65,809 1,715,694 


* Includes group homes and child care treatment centres. 
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History of Funding ($000) 
2004/05 to 2006/07 
Service Provider 2004/05 2005/06


1 2006/07 
The General Child and Family Services Authority
Agencies/Regional Offices
General Child and Family Services Authority 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 
Jewish Child and Family Service 
Churchill Health Centre 
Eastman Region 
Interlake Region
Parkland Region 
Northern Region – Norman 
Northern Region – Thompson 


$528.6 $6,470.9 $6,674.5 
67,807.4 47,293.8 45,683.8 


3,296.7 1,040.6 1,165.6 
7,067.6 1,895.4 1,656.7 


742.1 468.5 525.6 
229.5 298.3 279.1 
981.9 1,951.1 4,478.5 


1,080.0 1,130.1 1,198.2 
1,716.3 627.8 715.0 
1,934.2 1,138.3 1,430.0 
3,805.5 1,320.3 804.9 


Sub-Total 89,189.8 63,635.1 64,611.9 
First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services
Authority/Agencies 
First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc.2 


577.4 3,024.8 7,028.4 
897.5 2,527.6 3,493.6 


2,271.5 3,994.3 5,780.3 
503.4 1,170.7 1,668.2 
611.0 2,065.9 2,749.0 
184.0 2,120.0 2,632.3 


- 83.5 278.698 


Sub-Total 5,044.8 14,986.8 23,630.4 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services
Authority/Agencies 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 
West Region Child and Family Services 
Southeast Child and Family Services 
Intertribal Child and Family Services
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 
Peguis Child and Family Services 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc.3 


Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network4 


1,076.2 
2,125.9 
4,581.0 
3,667.8 
1,364.2 
3,191.1 
1,132.6 


594.9 
-
-


6,949.2 
5,530.1 
5,884.5 
7,226.2 
1,777.9 
4,471.9 
1,296.7 
2,805.5 
1,007.0 


-


16,815.5 
6,298.3 
7,951.1 
9,993.1 
1,882.6 
6,019.6 
1,474.6 
3,565.2 
2,955.6 
2,096.8 


Sub-Total 17,733.7 36,949.0 59,052.4 
Metis Child and Family Services Authority 946.3 8,552.2 14,679.8 
Directorate Programs 938.0 1,792.8 2,369.9 
MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL 113,852.6 125,915.9 164,344.4 
Treatment Centres – Grants 6,405.0 6,565.0 6,677.7 
Residential Care 20,807.2 19,518.5 20,492.5 
Other Agencies/Programs 
Changes for Children – External Review 


894.6 
-


882.5 
-


9,910.9 


1,771.9 
5 


TOTAL  $141,959.4 $152,881.9 $203,197.4 
1 In 2005/06, all agency grant funding was provided directly to the Authorities. 
2 Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. mandated April 2005. 
3 Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. mandated Oct. 27, 2005. 
4 Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network mandated Feb. 2, 2007. 
5  Funding related to Child Maintenance is included within the Agencies’ actuals. 







MANITOBA CHILD CARE PROGRAM 


Objectives 


•	 To promote sustainable, accessible, affordable, high-quality early childhood learning and care (ELCC) 
that supports the positive development of children and their families and to assist child care facilities 
to meet established standards of care.   


•	 To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents, to promote 
positive developmental care for children, including those with special needs and to support parental 
participation in early childhood care and education services.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Develops legislation, regulations, policies and standards relating to early childhood learning and care 
in Manitoba. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of over 1,100 community 
based ELCC facilities. 


•	 Supports safe, accessible and affordable high-quality child care. 


•	 Monitors compliance with standards and regulations. 


•	 Oversees the Subsidy program budget, which provides financial assistance to eligible families. 


•	 Assesses centres’ financial operations and provides grants to eligible facilities. 


•	 Assists families participating in employment and training to find and maintain suitable child care. 


•	 Supports inclusion of children with special needs in child care. 


•	 Reviews and adjusts regulations, policies and systems to support continuous program development, 
through the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee. 


•	 Classifies all child care assistants and early childhood educators who work in licensed child care 
centres. 


•	 Provides competency-based training to enable child care assistants to obtain an Early Childhood 
Educator II classification. 


•	 Provides an annual training grant to newly licensed family child care providers and currently licensed 
family child care providers and child care assistants who successfully complete a relevant and 
accredited 40-hour course. 


•	 Implements the ELCC in Schools Policy in collaboration with the Public Schools Finance Board. 


•	 Administers the ELCC Capital Fund Program for ELCC centres. 


•	 Administers various training supports and initiatives for child care assistants, early childhood 
educators and family child care providers. 


•	 Administers the Recruitment Incentive Grant to attract early childhood educators back to the licensed 
ELCC system. 
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•	 Participates on various committees, including Healthy Child Manitoba’s Early Childhood Development 
Advisory Committee, the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee, the ELCC Fund Management 
Committee, Advanced Education and Training’s Child Care Education Program Approval Committee. 


09-4C-1 Child Care   


Actual Estimate* Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2006/07 FTE 2006/07 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,226.1 21.50 1,260.9 (34.8) 


Other Expenditures 	 635.4 651.0 (15.6) 


Financial Assistance and 81,027.9 88,939.3 (7,911.4)
  External Agencies 


(7,927.0) Total Other Expenditures 81,663.3 89,590.3 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from the Enabling Appropriations for increased program 
funding to support ELCC Initiatives - $19,619.6.     


1. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to fewer children subsidized and under utilization of operating    
grants and federal funds respecting Capital Initiatives. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Increased the total budget for child care by an additional $26 million, to implement year five of 
Manitoba’s Five-Year Plan for Child Care, which includes initiatives to improve quality, accessibility 
and affordability.  


•	 Continued current level of financial assistance in the form of operating grants to child care facilities to 
sustain increased wages and incomes for service providers and to assist them to meet established 
standards of care.  Annual grants remained the same per child space to the following amounts: 


Centre Spaces Family Child Care Home Spaces 

Infant $8,320 Infant $1,613 

Preschool $2,912 Preschool  $ 728 

School age $ 993 School age  $ 471 



•	 Continued to implement the $250.00 training grant for newly licensed family child care providers, as 
well as for existing providers and child care assistants, who successfully complete a 40-hour 
accredited course in early childhood education.   


•	 Continued funding to sustain the Manitoba Child Care Program’s competency-based training 
programs in order to enroll and graduate more trained early childhood educators. 


•	 Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign for early childhood 
education – “Growing Minds… Growing Opportunities.”  This fund is aimed at attracting more 
students to the field of early childhood education. 


•	 Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to further support the continued 
enrolment of students in approved early childhood training programs.   


100



 1







•	 Increased funding for the Subsidy program to cover cost increases and to support more subsidized 
children.  In 2006/07, an estimated 10,677 children received subsidized child care every four-week 
period.  


•	 Increased funding for the Children with Disabilities program to support more children with disabilities 
and provide wage increases for their workers.  


•	 Continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee on improving the child care 
system in Manitoba. 


•	 Initiatives that began with the assistance of federal funding from the Moving Forward on Early 
Learning and Child Care Funding Agreement between the Government of Canada and the 
Government of Manitoba continued to focus on five priority areas for investment, including:  workforce 
stabilization and development; sustainability of existing non-profit centres; affordability/accessibility of 
child care; improving quality environments; and additional steps to enhance quality. The federal 
government cancelled this agreement effective March 31, 2007.  Specific initiatives included: 


-	 $12 million to continue the 2005/06 operating grant levels in support of wages; $1.4 million for 
education and training incentives; 


-	 $581.3 to replace staff with substitutes while they are in workplace training; 
-	 $46.3 for alternative board governance models; 
-	 $712.5 for up to 750 spaces; $140.0 for enhanced funding for $5-a-session (maximum fee) 


nursery school spaces; 
-	 continued funding to support a new nursery school subsidy to increase access to early 


childhood programs by families, including those with a stay-at-home parent; 
-	 $3.9 million for the ELCC Capital Fund program; 
-	 Continuance of the ELCC in Schools Policy with a focus on the use of surplus school space 


for as a first choice location for ELCC.  Capital fund priority is given to development of these 
spaces. 


•	 When the newly-elected federal government cancelled the funding agreement in writing on 
February 20, 2006, some of the above initiatives were put on hold, including some training incentives 
(recruitment grant), the ELCC Capital Fund program, enhanced nursery school funding and board 
governance models.  Funding was carried forward to the next fiscal year in a fund ear-marked for 
ELCC. All three initiatives were well underway by the end of the 2006/07 fiscal year. 


Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 
2005/06 to 2006/07 


2005/06 2006/07 


Centres No. of Centres No. of Spaces No. of Centres No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  520 19,362 529 19,938 


Unfunded Non-Profit 22 1,197 25 1,400 


Private 32 1,308 29 1,139 


Total 574 21,867 583 22,477 
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2005/06 2006/07 


Homes No. of Homes No. of Spaces No. of Homes No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 507 3,445 464 3,151 


Unfunded  81 672 87 747 


Total 588 4,117 551 3,898 


Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2007       


Region Centres Homes Total 


No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of 
Centres Spaces Homes Spaces Facilities Spaces 


Winnipeg 299 13,596 199 1,314 498 14,910 


Westman 
71 1,806 120 838 191 2,644 


Eastman 45 1,207 40 259 85 1,466 


Central 45 1,397 24 161 69 1,558 


Interlake 24 672 47 336 71 1,008 


Parkland 24 581 19 136 43 717 


Northern  21 679 15 107 36 786 


Total 529 19,938 464 3,151 993 23,089 


Private Centres 
as of March 31, 2007   


Region Total No. of Facilities Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 25 1,030 


Other Regions  3 43 


Total  28  1,073 
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    Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2006/07 


Facilities 


 Non-profit centres 
Private centres 
 Homes 


Number of

Licensing Orders*



1 
0 
4 


Licence

Suspensions/Refusals



0 
0 


Total 5 0 


* A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Day Care Standards Act when serious      
violations of licensing regulations occur. 
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MANITOBA’S FIVE-YEAR PLAN FOR CHILD CARE

STATUS REPORT
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PROVINCE’S 
FIVE-YEAR 
TARGETS 


YEAR 1 
2002/03 


YEAR 2 
2003/04 


YEAR 3 
2004/05 


YEAR 4* 
2005/06 


YEAR 5* 
2006/07 


GRAND TOTAL 
YEARS 1, 2, 3, 4 & 5 


1. Increase salaries 
for early childhood 
educators by 10% 


2% salary increase 2% salary increase 2% salary increase 9% salary increase No increase 
15% salary 
increase 
ACCOMPLISHED 


2. Increase incomes 
for family child care 
providers by 10% 


.5% revenue increase .5% revenue increase 2% revenue increase 9% revenue increase No increase 
12% revenue 
increase 
ACCOMPLISHED 


3. Train 450 more 
early childhood 
educators 


                  Graduates 
Competency Based 
Assessment (CBA) 9 
CBA-Prior Learning 
Assessment (PLA) 23 
Modified CBA-PLA  11 
Workplace 0 


TOTAL GRADUATES  43 


Graduates 
Competency Based 
Assessment (CBA) 7 
CBA-Prior Learning 
Assessment (PLA) 16 
Modified CBA-PLA  5 
Workplace 22 


TOTAL GRADUATES  50 


Graduates 
Competency Based 
Assessment (CBA) 5 
CBA-Prior Learning 
Assessment (PLA) 11 
Modified CBA-PLA  3 
Workplace 62 
International 


Program 
5 


              Graduates 
Competency Based 
Assessment (CBA) 19 
CBA-Prior Learning 
Assessment (PLA) 8 
Modified CBA-PLA  8 
Workplace 36 
International 


Program 


15 


Graduates 
Competency Based 
Assessment (CBA)


 10 CBA-Prior Learning 
Assessment (PLA) 9 
Modified CBA-PLA  13 
Workplace 29 
International 


Program
  17 


343 Graduates 
and 252 currently 
enrolled 


ACCOMPLISHED 


TOTAL GRADUATES  86 TOTAL GRADUATES  86 TOTAL GRADUATES  78 


4. Designated 
training for new 
family child care 
providers 


No action 


New regulation developed 
requiring new providers 
licensed after January 1, 2003 
to complete an approved 40
hour course on family child care 
or early childhood education 
within 1 year of being licensed 


ACCOMPLISHED 


5. 5,000 more 
spaces 347 spaces in 29 centres 


788 spaces (plus 222 spaces 
funded with redirected funding 
= 1,010) 


0 2,417 spaces 
1250 (includes 500 
spaces effective April 1, 
2007) 


5,024 spaces 
ACCOMPLISHED 


6. Expand nursery 
schools and link 
closer to other 
early childhood 
development 
initiatives 


Review underway – scan of 
currently licensed nursery 
schools 


Review underway Review underway 


Funding provided to 
support 200 spaces and 
reduce parent fees to $5. 
Eliminated demonstrated 
need from subsidy 
eligibility requirements for 
nursery schools.  


11 nursery schools 
approved for Year 4 
initiative (6 in Winnipeg; 
5 in other regions) ACCOMPLISHED 







   


105



PROVINCE’S 
FIVE-YEAR 
TARGETS 


YEAR 1 
2002/03 


YEAR 2 
2003/04 


YEAR 3 
2004/05 


YEAR 4* 
2005/06 


YEAR 5* 
2006/07 


GRAND TOTAL 
YEARS 1, 2, 3, 4 & 5 


7. Adjust income 
levels and 
allowable 
deductions so more 
low- and middle-
income families are 
eligible 


Review underway Review underway Review underway Review underway Review underway 


13 per cent 
adjustment to 
subsidy levels 
effective April 22, 
2007. 
ACCOMPLISHED 


8. Reduce $2.40/day 
non-subsidized 
parent fee 


Review underway Review underway 
Review underway Review underway Review underway 


$2.40 daily fee 
reduced to $2.00 
effective April 22, 
2007 


9. More subsidies No action 


Increased subsidized children 
and full-day cost for school 
days before Labour Day 
provided, $1,628.5 


Volume increase of 265 
subsidized children for 
$1,280.8 


Subsidies provided for 
families wanting a nursery 
school experience for their 
children. 


Subsidies provided for 
families wanting a 
nursery school 
experience for their 
children. 


Funding provided 
to accommodate 
more children 
using licensed 
subsidized child 
care 


10. Expand CBA Funding provided Funding provided 


Funding provided and pilot 
for family child care home 
providers, as well as 
international candidates 
initiated 


Ongoing Ongoing ACCOMPLISHED 


11.Public education 
and recruitment 
campaign to attract 
more students to 
the field 


Web-site information, fact 
sheets, brochure, poster, 
display unit, banner, 
advertising, career fairs 


$25,000.00 $40,000.00 $100,000.00 $140,000.00 ACCOMPLISHED 


12. Incentives for 
family child care 
providers and Child 
Care Assistants  to 
begin training 


No action $250.00 per candidate for 83 
training grants 


Training grant made 
available on an annual 
basis 
169 grants 


209 grants 517 grants 978 grants 


13. Freeze maximum  
daily parent fees Done Done Done Done Done ACCOMPLISHED 


14. Incentives to 
encourage family 
child care for 
infants 


No direct action; discussion 
about directing funds to 
public education about the 
value of licensed child care 


No direct action; however, 
training grants to raise quality 
overall provided (see #12) 


No direct action; however, 
training grants provided 
annually (see #12) and 
public education expanded 
(see #11) 


Ongoing Ongoing Ongoing 


* Includes federal agreement funding. 







  


FAMILY VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAM 


Objectives 


•	 To promote the elimination of intimate partner violence through the development and support of a 
continuum of community-based services. 


•	 To provide policy and program direction, as well as funding, to specialized services for women, their 
children and men caught in the cycle of family violence.  These services are delivered by 33 
programs housed within 33 community-based agencies across the province.   


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides grants, monitors, and evaluates agencies’ financial operations and service delivery to 
ensure accountability for public funds and service quality management. 


•	 Develops and implements policies and program standards for residential counselling and support 
services for women, children and men caught in the cycle of family violence. 


•	 Provides program consultation and support to external agencies. 


09-4C-2  Family Violence Prevention 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2006/07 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 635.9 


Other Expenditures 90.9 


External Agencies 10,628.9 


Total Other Expenditures 10,719.8 


FTE 



9.00 



Estimate Variance Expl. 
2006/07* 


$000 
Over/(Under) No. 


593.3 42.6 


92.9 (2.0) 


10,834.6 (205.7) 


10,927.5 (207.7) 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from the Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs 
related to the General Salary Increase and unbudgeted severance costs - $51.7. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided new funding for enhancing children’s programs at four agencies:  Women in Second Stage 
Housing Inc. (WISH), Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc., Fort Garry Women’s Resource 
Centre Inc., and Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc.  


•	 Conducted preliminary exploration of the development of counselling and support services to children 
exposed to domestic violence. 


•	 Provided additional funding to three funded agencies in support of improved client service:  the Men’s 
Resource Centre, The Laurel Centre Inc., and the Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
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•	 Increased overall funding at select Specialized Programs and provided a one per cent overall 
increase to per diems. 


•	 Participated in organizing “The Silent Witness Project” during Domestic Violence Prevention Month 
with the Women’s Resource Centre Coalition of Manitoba, Victim Services (Department of Justice) 
and Research and Education for Solutions to Violence and Abuse (RESOLVE). 


•	 Conducted security audits at shelter service agencies across the province and developed shelter 
security standards. 


•	 In partnership with Victim Services and Winnipeg Police Services, implemented a Domestic Violence 
Intervention Unit to work with families who call police services for intervention in domestic violence, 
but where no charges are laid. 


•	 Continued to participate in the “Stolen Sisters” provincial interdepartmental working group. 


•	 Continued to fund a toll-free telephone line for a clinical consultant to support front line staff at Family 
Violence Prevention Program funded agencies as they deal with complex client cases. 


•	 Continued provision of ongoing consultation with service providers regarding policy issues and 
specific operational matters, and some assistance in complex client issues. 


•	 Continued the annual quality assurance reviews in support of services to women, children and men 
caught in the cycle of violence. 


•	 Monitored the implementation of recommendations in agency audit reviews. 


•	 Continued to ensure that all funded agencies have current, signed contracts/Service Purchase 
Agreements and corresponding program standards manuals. 


•	 Continued to work with key community stakeholders and other relevant government departments to 
identify existing gaps in services and develop program responses. 


•	 Continued to organize and support regional meetings on family violence prevention with relevant 
stakeholders (Royal Canadian Mounted Police, Addictions Foundation of Manitoba, Child Welfare, 
etc.) in order to foster a community-based prevention/intervention approach based on 
communication, support and referral. 


•	 Continued to represent the Family Violence Prevention Program on several interdepartmental/ 
intergovernmental/inter-agency committees and advisory/planning groups on a local, national and 
international level. 


•	 Continued to support Domestic Violence Prevention Month with the month-long promotional 
campaign titled “Domestic Violence Destroys Families” through the distribution of posters and 
pamphlets and advertisements in transit shelters. 


•	 Continued to provide training opportunities for staff and board members of Family Violence 
Prevention Program funded agencies. 


•	 Continued the focused effort to coordinate family violence policy, protocol, program guidelines and 
relevant legislation within government and with other levels of government. 
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Range of Services 


Women’s Resource Centres 


Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and referral, outreach and 
support groups to women affected by domestic violence, as well as educational programs, volunteer 
training and community development activities. 


• Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
• Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
• Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
• North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
• Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
• Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc. 
• Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc. 
• The Women’s Resource Centre 
• Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 


Women’s Shelters 


Ten Women’s Shelters provide emergency accommodations and supportive counselling to women and 
their children who are victims of family violence. 


• Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
• Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
• Nova House Inc. 
• Osborne House Inc. 
• Parkland Crisis Centre Inc. 
• Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
• South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
• The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
• Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
• Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 


Information/Crisis Lines 


A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible source of information 
and support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence in their families or in the families of 
someone they are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs 


Four Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs offer protective, affordable long-term housing and 
services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have extensive needs.  These programs also 
provide comprehensive emotional and practical support including individual and group counselling, 
parenting support and information. 


• Alpha House Project Inc. 
• L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
• Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
• Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H. 
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Urban Support Programs 


Seven Urban Support Programs located in Winnipeg provide individualized counselling, open and closed 
support groups, longer-term counselling services, training to other service providers and public education. 


•	 Evolve Program - Klinic Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
•	 Family Violence Counselling Program - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service - Nor’West Co-op Community 


Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Native Women’s Transition Centre Inc. 
•	 The Laurel Centre Inc. 


Specialized Programs 


Seven Specialized Programs, including Supervised Access Services, Couples Counselling, the Men’s 
Resource Centre and programs for men affected by family violence. 


•	 Couples Counselling Program - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
•	 Men’s Resource Centre - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
•	 Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
•	 Interlake/Eastman Visitation Centre 
•	 Brandon Access/Exchange Services 
•	 Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
•	 Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 


Number of Clients Served by Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2004/05 to 2006/07 


Type of Program 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Interim Housing* 116 126 147 

Long-Term Second Stage 121 147 152 



Total 237 273 299 


* 	 Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 


Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2004/05 to 2006/07 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Urban Support  3,522 3,092 3,117 

Specialized*  n/a 1,354 1,641 



* Specialized Program data collected in this format beginning the 2005/06 fiscal year. 
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Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2004/05 to 2006/07 


Type of Service 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Osborne House 8,888 8,215 7,272 
Ikwe Widdjiitiwin* 1,485 1,041 801 
Other Shelter Crisis Line Calls 8,581 6,554 5,869 


Total 18,954 15,810 13,942 


* 	 Ikwe receives calls through the provincial toll-free 1-877 crisis/information line as all Manitoba shelters do. Ikwe 
has also maintained its own line in support of enhanced access to services for women in rural Aboriginal 
communities. The reported decrease in calls received by Ikwe (and other shelters) is a result of the agency no 
longer counting administrative calls as crisis line contacts. 


Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2004/05 to 2006/07 


Type of Agency 	 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Shelters 46,499 40,298 40,164 
Women’s Resource Centres 2,813 1,966 2,199 


Total 49,312 42,264 42,363 


Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2004/05 to 2006/07 


Type of Service 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential  1,746 1,587 1,462 
   Non-residential 593 613 477 


Children’s Counselling* 1,307 1,916 1,872 


Follow-Up Counselling 481 533 655 


Total 3,646 4,649 4,466 


* 	 Children’s Counselling includes residential and non-residential services.  Noted increase in 2005/06 is a result of a 
change in counting procedures: this figure now includes all children being accommodated in shelter, not just those 
receiving counselling services as residential clients. 
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Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2004/05 to 2006/07 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Total* 34,325 35,492 34,982 


* Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 


History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000) 


Category 


Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


2004/05 


$4,175.3 
47.3 


608.5 
1,139.7 


2005/06 2006/07 


$4,349.1 $4,369.0 
83.5 54.4 


608.5 741.5 
984.9 1,161.6 


Shelter Sub-Total 5,970.8 


Second Stage 425.3 
Urban Support Program 1,739.1 
Women's Resource Centres 1,251.1 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 523.0 


Total $9,909.3 


6,026.0 


440.8 
1,829.8 
1,295.1 


602.4 


$10,194.1 



6,326.5 


440.8 
1,882.7 
1,323.2 


861.4 


$10,834.6 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE DELIVERY DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To develop and manage an integrated service delivery system in order to better address the needs of 
Manitobans, and continually improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided 
by the department. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


•	 Delivers most of the department’s social services and income assistance programs to eligible 
citizens. 


The Division operates through six branches:  


•	 Service Delivery Support  
•	 Rural and Northern Services  
•	 Winnipeg Services  
•	 Provincial Services 
•	 Manitoba Developmental Centre 
•	 Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


SERVICE DELIVERY SUPPORT 


Objectives 


•	 To provide program expertise and support to service delivery management and staff in both Rural 
and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides day-to-day policy and cross-program consultation and program expertise to service delivery 
staff and management across the province. 


•	 Ensures that service delivery staff have up-to-date policy and program information and interpretation 
by maintaining communication with the department’s three program divisions. 


•	 Supports program and policy development by ensuring that the field perspective and needs faced by 
citizens using departmental services are communicated to the program divisions. 


•	 Investigates, analyzes and prepares briefing material on service-related issues. 


•	 Coordinates communication between program branches and the regional service delivery system. 


•	 Assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining working relationships with partner 
agencies that provide services on the department’s behalf. 


•	 Assists regions in managing program budgets. 


•	 Reviews and evaluates service delivery practice and workloads to support continuous improvement in 
service delivery. 
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•	 Provides business expertise to support integrated information technology initiatives. 


•	 Identifies and responds to new trends and issues resulting from operationalization of integrated 
service delivery. 


•	 Coordinates training for divisional staff. 


•	 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and coordinates assistance to municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


09-5A  Service Delivery Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2006/07 FTE 2006/07* Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,657.4 34.50 1,957.4 700.0 


Total Other Expenditures 5,088.5 4,908.3 180.2 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of  
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with divisional training and special projects 
related to Integrated Service Delivery. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Collaborated with Children’s Special Services to improve the funding allocation process. 


•	 Implemented over 160 various orientation and training sessions for staff/managers in response to 
divisional needs and priorities. 


•	 Collaborated with other departmental partners and external resources to offer orientation, training 
and developmental opportunities for a combined total of over 3,900 staff. 


•	 Partnered with the Manitoba Child Care Program to train 27 child care coordinators and three child 

development counsellors in the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS-R), which has 

established a baseline assessment of licensed pre-school programs to assist with future 

enhancements. 



•	 Created a work plan to establish pilot sites for the Integrated Service Delivery Inquiry and Base 
Needs Assessment, as well as testing of a full Integrated Service Delivery case management model. 


•	 Continued to support the monitoring of agency operations and agency accountability for the 
Supported Living Program through the Agency Relations Unit. 


•	 Provided Emergency Social Services training to 15 communities and 305 individuals. 


•	 Facilitated the training of 98 departmental staff in the Manitoba Emergency Management System and 
the City of Winnipeg Social Services training. 
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•	 Participated on and contributed to a national committee (Council of Emergency Social Services 
Directors) dealing with a broad range of issues, including defining guidelines for Emergency Social 
Services roles in a pandemic flu event and establishing a national framework on Emergency Social 
Services. 


•	 Led the department in the Business Continuity Planning Process, as part of a government-wide 
initiative directed by the Deputy Ministers’ Committee on Emergency Management and Public Safety. 


•	 Partnered with the Services for Persons with Disabilities Division to decentralize the delivery of “In 
the Company of Friends”, an option of the Supported Living Program. 


•	 Established and formalized the Rural and Northern Child and Family Services Coordinating Table. 


•	 Supported and collaborated with Winnipeg Child and Family Services in working towards the merge 
of the Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family Services (WRNCFS).  Established and 
implemented the communication protocol to ensure the coordination of requests and responses for 
WRNCFS, and responded to and supported WRNCFS during the roll-out of the Changes for Children 
Action Plan. 


•	 Partnered with the Services for Persons with Disabilities Division to begin implementing changes to 
the Vocational Rehabilitation Program as recommended in a 2005/06 business process analysis. 


•	 Partnered with the Employment, Income and Housing Division on the collaboration with the 

department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade to develop a long-term integration plan for the 

delivery of employment and other labour market programming with particular focus on low-income 

children and families. 



•	 Undertook an annual business planning process with the six paired Winnipeg Community Areas and 
the six Rural and Northern regions to establish a systematic, cyclical and integrated process for 
identifying and responding to community needs. 


RURAL AND NORTHERN SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To deliver departmental social services, income assistance and child and family services to eligible 
Manitobans in rural and northern regions of the province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, 
Parkland and Westman regions). 


Major program areas within each region include: 


•	 Employment and Income Assistance 
•	 Supported Living 
•	 Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
•	 Children’s Special Services 
•	 Child Care 
•	 Child and Family Services (only in Eastman, Interlake, Parkland and Northern regions) 
•	 Family Conciliation (only in Westman, Parkland and Northern regions) 
•	 Emergency Social Services 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 
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•	 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


•	 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


•	 Provides supports and services to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


•	 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care, and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


•	 Provides preventative services to families, to promote the well-being of the family unit through 
education and community development activities. 


•	 Delivers child protection services to children who are at risk of abuse or neglect, provides support and 
protective services to children in care. 


•	 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


•	 Ensures Emergency Social Services plans are in place and provides assistance to local municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


09-5B  Rural and Northern Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 19,682.3 369.61 20,368.2 (685.9) 


Total Other Expenditures 3,323.6 3,149.7 173.9 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of  
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Continued with a Business Planning process in each region, which will tie in with the annual 
Estimates process commencing in 2006/07. 


•	 Continued to better integrate the delivery of services to Manitobans eligible for more than one of the 
department’s programs. 


•	 Participated in the government-wide Renewal strategy. 


•	 Participated in the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI), by strengthening and 
further enhancing partnerships with agencies and their respective authorities. 


•	 Trained staff and external partners where applicable to support and enhance service delivery.   
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•	 Trained agency staff on The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act to establish a 
similar value base for assisting vulnerable persons. 


•	 Implemented staff training in the Respectful Workplace initiative and leadership training, and defined 
workplace charters for all levels of staff.   


WINNIPEG SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To deliver departmental social services and income assistance to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg, in 
partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 


Services are delivered by staff teams in the following six community area pairings: 


-	 River East/Transcona 
-	 Inkster/Seven Oaks 
-	 Point Douglas/Downtown 
-	 St. Boniface/St. Vital 
-	 Fort Garry/River Heights 
-	 St. James Assiniboia/Assiniboine South 


Major program responsibilities within each community area pairing include: 


-	 Employment and Income Assistance  
-	 Supported Living 
-	 Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
-	 Children’s Special Services 
-	 Child Care 
-	 Emergency Social Services 


The branch also operates two city-wide service units: 


-	 The Centralized Services and Resources Unit, responsible for Residential Care Licensing and 
several other specialized services, as well as for coordinating respite, transportation services and 
other resources across community areas. 


-	 The Employment and Income Assistance Centralized Services and Intake Unit, to promote job 
opportunities and manage assistance for applicants who do not have a disability and who have 
no dependent children. 


In addition, the branch operates Family Conciliation Services which provides referral, court-ordered 
assessment services, conciliation, and mediation services to families in dispute. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


•	 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


•	 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 
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•	 Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


•	 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


•	 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


•	 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and provides assistance to the City of 
Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


09-5C  Winnipeg Services 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2006/07 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 27,027.1 


Total Other Expenditures 4,087.0 


FTE 
Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


485.50 27,617.8 (590.7) 


4,094.6 (7.6) 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


Winnipeg Integrated Services infrastructure development, in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional 
Health Authority 


•	 Implemented a planning process in 2006/07 providing input into the department’s annual planning 
process. 


•	 Opened ACCESS Transcona in June 2006. 


•	 Co-located Winnipeg Regional Health Authority and Family Services and Housing staff at 1050 Leila 
Avenue in the Seven Oaks community area.  Most community services are offered from this site with 
the exception of primary care. 


•	 Co-located Winnipeg Child and Family Services staff to community area offices at 1050 Leila Avenue 
and 2015 Portage Avenue. 


Work process improvements 


•	 Implemented an integrated front-end process that ensures all walk-ins or call-ins are seen by on-call 
professional staff who have been trained in the basics of all the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority 
and Family Services and Housing core programs at the 1050 Leila Avenue location in Seven Oaks in 
addition to ACCESS Transcona. Integrated front-end staff were trained to connect citizens to proper 
services. 
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•	 Implemented and trained staff from both partner organizations in a service coordination protocol to 
improve service delivery to clients requiring access to multiple services or programs. 


•	 Developed and implemented a “working alone policy” with staff from other partner organizations. 


•	 Participated in the department’s Renewal strategy. 


PROVINCIAL SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To administer income and housing benefits throughout the province. 


•	 To administer the delivery of Health Services benefits to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants and children in care.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides assessment and processing of subsidies for the following programs: 


-	 Income Benefits:

 Child Related Income Support Program (CRISP) 

 55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 

 Child Care Subsidies  



-	 Housing Benefits: 

 Manitoba Shelter Benefit 

 School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus (STAT 55+) 

 Rent Supplement Program 

 Complementary Assistance Program (CAP) 



•	 Provides assessment and authorization for the delivery of Health Services benefits in accordance 
with approved fee schedules and/or letters of understanding to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants and children in care. 


09-5D  Provincial Services 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2006/07 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,003.2 


621.0Total Other Expenditures 


FTE 



47.00 



Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


2,076.9 (73.7) 


601.9 19.1 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided direct services to over 40,000 citizens across the province.  (For further information and 
statistics, please refer to the specific program sections under the Employment, Income and Housing, 
Services for Persons with Disabilities, and Child and Family Services divisions.)  


•	 Implemented the new Manitoba Shelter Benefit which has expanded the former Shelter Allowances 
for Elderly Renters (SAFER) and Shelter Allowances for Family Renters (SAFFR) programs to extend 
benefits to persons with a disability.  This has resulted in over 9,000 additional program recipients. 


•	 Provided support to the Child Abuse Registry Branch through the receipt, recording and processing of 
fees related to Child Abuse Registry self checks. 


•	 Processed approximately 38,400 claims for dental, optical or chiropractic services on behalf of 
Employment and Income Assistance participants and children in care. 


MANITOBA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTRE 


Objectives 


•	 To provide long-term resident-centred care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with 
a mental disability from all regions of Manitoba. 


•	 To enhance the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Manitoba Developmental Centre 
(MDC) by focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality improvement. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides long-term residential care and programs in accordance with the vision shared by staff, 
residents, family and the community and in accordance with accepted accreditation standards in the 
long-term care field. 


•	 Provides services to MDC residents including medical, pharmaceutical, nursing, dental, 
physiotherapy, psychiatric, special diet, recreational, psychological and occupational therapy. 


•	 Provides developmental program supports, including client assessment, communication, literacy, art, 
pottery, music, personal development programs, chaplaincy services and vocational training. 


•	 Provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in transitioning and 
maintaining discharged residents in the community. 


•	 Explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the residents. 


•	 Maintains liaison with families of residents and encourages active participation in the residents’ care. 


•	 Provides orientation, training and ongoing education of staff targeted to MDC’s distinctive 
competencies, the development of leadership consistent with a team-based model of service delivery 
and progressive developments in the operation of MDC. 


•	 Manages authorized fiscal resources. 
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09-5E Manitoba Developmental Centre 


Actual 
2006/07 Expenditures by 


Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 27,844.1 


3,104.1Total Other Expenditures 


FTE 
Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


586.00 29,381.5 (1,537.4) 


2,979.3 124.8 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an average daily 
population of 356 residents. 


•	 Completed Individual Planning for all residents as required by The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act; 97 per cent of MDC residents have a current Individual Plan. 


•	 Partnered with Supported Living agencies in the discharge of 11 residents to community placements.   


•	 Continued quarterly and annual incident/risk reports to Executive Management.  


•	 Accommodated eight various student practicums (nursing, physiotherapy, speech). 


•	 Partnered with Red River College whereby 12 Psychiatric Nursing Assistants at MDC completed the 
Foundations coursework in the College’s Developmental Services Worker Program. 


•	 Four psychiatric nursing assistants on Leave of Absence completed Licensed Practical Nurse training 
and returned to work at MDC. 


•	 Continued the commitment to sustainable development.  There were approximately 16.5 metric 
tonnes of product recycled in 2006/07.  


•	 One hundred per cent of staff in the Extended Care and Geriatric Programs received orientation to 
Eden Alternative Care Philosophy.   


•	 Developed strategic objectives with MDC managers for implementation of the 2004-2007 Strategic 
Plan. 


•	 Worked with Stantec, an architectural consultant, to develop the Functional Space Program and the 
master site plan for the major $40 million multi-year MDC Redevelopment Plan. 


•	 As part of the Redevelopment Plan, renovations to Cedar Cottage were completed and Elm Cottage 
commenced.  Cedar Cottage reopened as a residential area in January 2007. 


•	 Two MDC nurses were elected to the College of Registered Psychiatric Nurses of Manitoba Board of 
Directors. 


•	 Tested the evacuation plan for the majority of residential areas. 
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Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 
1994/95 to 2006/07 


ClosingFiscal Opening New Re- Total 
PopulationYear Population Admission Admission Admissions Discharges Deaths 


6 1 7 9 7 5391994/95 548 
4 4 8 5 10 5321995/96 539 
4 2 6 10 10 5181996/97 532 
2 2 4 11 15 4961997/98 518 
0 0 0 6 8 4821998/99 496 
2 0 2 3 14 4671999/00 482 
3 1 4 6 11 4542000/01 467 
1 1 2 2 9 4452001/02 454 
3 1 4 12 15 4222002/03 445 
3 1 4 6 11 4092003/04 422 
2 2 4 7 11 3952004/05 409 
2 1 3 9 15 3742005/06 395 
2 2 4 11 11 3562006/07 374 


WINNIPEG CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To provide a comprehensive continuum of child protection and family support services in Winnipeg in 
accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides protection services to children at risk of abuse and neglect. 


•	 Develops and provides basic and specialized placement services to meet the needs of children in 
care. 


•	 Provides preservation and reunification services to families.  


•	 Provides adoptive and post-adoptive services to children and families when reunification is no longer 
an option. 


•	 Partners with the community to provide supportive and preventative services to families.  
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09-5F  Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2006/07 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2006/07* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 28,439.7 516.65 27,312.6 1,127.1 


Total Other Expenditures 2,042.2 1,570.6 471.6 1 


* 	 The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from Enabling Appropriations for unbudgeted severance 
costs and workforce adjustments. 


1. The variance is primarily due to legal costs.  	WCFS has been unable to reduce their legal costs to 
the same degree as the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative resource allocation. 


Activities/Highlights in 2006/07 


•	 As part of the continuing implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-
CWI), the Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) was 
mandated under the First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority as of 
February 3, 2007.  Approximately 110 Winnipeg Child and Family Services (WCFS) branch staff 
formally began their permanent or temporary secondments to ANCR. 


•	 During this year, ANCR hired a number of staff in anticipation of receiving its mandate.  In the interim, 
these staff were hired as term employees of the department (WCFS branch).  With the completion of 
an Employee Transition Agreement between ANCR, the department and the Manitoba Government 
and General Employees’ Union, these staff transferred directly to ANCR as of February 3, 2007. 


•	 The department continued to meet its employment commitment to those staff who were permanent 
employees as of December 2000.  Over the course of the year, reasonable job offers were finalized 
for 30 staff. As of March 31, 2007, there were 110 staff requiring a reasonable job offer. 


•	 The Emergency Placement Resources (EPR) program is slated to move to ANCR, but remains with 
WCFS for an interim period as do certain staff slated for the ANCR Family Support (formerly 
Community) program.  EPR staff continued to work toward reduction of hotel placement of children. 


•	 WCFS received approximately $851.9 to hire additional staff for workload relief and is in the process 
of filling these positions. 


•	 Through the additional staff funding, WCFS is increasing its capacity to provide services to newcomer 
(immigrant/refugee) families by developing a specialty focus in a newly established Family Service 
Unit. 


•	 Winnipeg Integrated Services continued to progress by co-locating a WCFS Family Service team with 
other Family Services and Housing and Winnipeg Regional Health Authority staff in the Seven Oaks 
area at 1050 Leila Avenue in November 2006 and in the St. James area at 2015 Portage Avenue in 
December 2006.  The planning process continued for the co-location of the Family Service Units 
serving the Downtown/Point Douglas and St. Boniface/St. Vital areas. 
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•	 WCFS supervisors continued to participate on the leadership teams in each Community Area to 
advance plans for further integration of services. 


•	 The WCFS management team began meeting with departmental officials and the Winnipeg Services 
Executive Director to develop a detailed transition plan for WCFS services to the Community Areas’ 
responsibility. 


•	 WCFS provided field placement and supervision of five Bachelor of Social Work students from the 
University of Manitoba, Faculty of Social Work and the Winnipeg Educational Centre within the Family 
Service, Intake, Abuse, and Community programs. 


•	 The WCFS pilot project proposal – “Empowering Social Workers in the Workplace:  A Strength Based 
Strategy for Child Welfare” – was chosen by the Canadian Association of Social Workers (CASW) for 
sponsorship.  A Family Service Unit has participated in this project.  The CASW Executive Summary 
will be placed on the CASW Web-site in August 2007. 


•	 WCFS continued to have representation on the Departmental Renewal Committee and the Renewal 
@ Work activities.  Training opportunities are communicated to all staff through emails and are 
accessible through the Web-site.  Renewal remains a standing item at Management meetings. 


•	 WCFS continued to implement the Branch Diversity and Employment Strategy taking into account the 
challenge of meeting the AJI-CWI Workforce Adjustment Agreement and recruitment to increase the 
representation of employment equity groups within the organization. 


•	 Management and supervisors attended the roll-out training session for the Values and Ethics Guide 
and Respectful Workplace Policy.  Distribution and discussions of these initiatives have taken place 
at all staff levels of WCFS. 


•	 WCFS has a representative on the Community Service Delivery Training Committee and plans to 
continue to establish training needs in common with other service delivery programs.  


•	 The WCFS Foster Parent Training and Recognition Committee hosted a foster parent appreciation 
dinner in October 2006.  Several foster parents were sponsored to attend an Attachment Conference 
and a Foster Parent Conference organized by Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba.  A 
range of foster parent training was also provided by WCFS branch staff. 


•	 Family Support Coordinators and Family Support Workers continued to participate in the Positive 
Parenting Program (Triple P). 


•	 WCFS continued to participate on the Advisory Committee of VOICES (Manitoba Youth in Care 
Network) and through the Keith Cooper Scholarship Fund, assisted youth to attend post-secondary 
education. 


•	 WCFS has gone through the exercise of identifying vulnerabilities and risks, as well as completing a 
‘Business Impact Analysis’ on identified services and functions of the branch.  This process involved 
identifying the ‘Minimum Operating Standard’ for each of these functions – as well as the essential 
personnel and infrastructure requirements to ensure this ‘Minimum Operating Standard’ is met.  The 
next step will involve the development of strategies and alternatives to minimize the impact that an 
outage or disaster will have on the services that must be delivered. 


•	 WCFS is in the process of completing Strategy Development Worksheets.  The proposed action step 
phase that outlines critical tasks to follow in the event of a disruption is the next task for a joint 
planning process.   
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 Department of Family Services and Housing 
 Revenue Summary by Source ($000's)


For the year ended March 31, 2007 with comparative figures for the previous year  
   


Actual Actual Increase/ Expl.  Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 
2005/06 2006/07 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2006/07 2006/07 (Decrease) No. 


     
CURRENT OPERATING PROGRAMS 
 


   Government of Canada:  
$4,292.2 $4,292.2 $0.0  (1)  Labour Market Agreements for Persons with 


Disabilities 
Child Centred


$4,292.2 $4,292.1 $0.1  


164.6 164.6 0.0  (2) 


(3) 


 Family Justice Fund (Parent 164.6 164.6 0.0  
Education Program)  


25,499.2 23,683.4 (1,815.8) 1 Child Care - Early Learning and Child Care 23,683.4 23,683.4 0.0  
$29,956.0 $28,140.2 ($1,815.8)  Sub-Total $28,140.2 $28,140.1 $0.1  


    
   Other Revenue:  124 $4,834.9 $12,901.5 $8,066.6 2 (1)  Children's Special Allowance Recoveries $12,901.5 $10,860.7 $2,040.8 4 


1,378.5 1,378.5 0.0  (2)  Cost Recovery from Municipalities 1,378.5 1,378.4 0.1  
10,343.2 7,972.1 (2,371.1) 3 (3)  Income Assistance Recoveries 7,972.1 9,020.0 (1,047.9) 5 


   (4)  Levy for Local Government Welfare 
Purposes in Unorganized Territories 


 
209.8 209.8                 0.0 209.8 210.0        (0.2)


1,453.7 1,407.2           (46.5)  (5)  Sundry 1,407.2 1,328.5             78.7  
$18,220.1 $23,869.1      $5,649.0  Sub-Total $23,869.1 $22,797.6      $1,071.5  


    
$48,176.1 $52,009.3      $3,833.2  $52,009.3 $50,937.7 $1,071.6  Total Revenue 


  
1. The decrease in Child Care - Early Learning and Child Care (ELCC) over the 2005/06 Actual reflects the 2006/07 revenue resulting from the 2005 


ELCC Agreement with the federal government.       
 


2. The increase in Children's Special Allowance Recoveries over the 2005/06 Actual reflects the annualization of the increase in the Child Tax Benefit 
July 1, 2005 and the increase approved in July 2006, the introduction of the new Universal Child Care Benefit in 2006, as well as an increase in 
children in care and the remittance from First Nations agencies.  


  


3. The decrease in Income Assistance Recoveries over the 2005/06 Actual is primarily due to the processing of an unusually large backlog of cases 
by the federal Canada Pension Plan Disability program in 2005, which resulted in a large number of retroactive payments. 


  


4. The increase over the 2006/07 Estimate reflects the approximate impact of the new Universal Child Care Benefit payable for a child under the age 
of six ($100.00 per month) effective July 1, 2006 and an increase in the number of children in care.   


  


5. The decrease in Income Assistance Recoveries over the 2006/07 Estimate reflects lower than anticipated recoveries in a number of areas.    


  
 







  
 


 
 


 
Department of Family Services and Housing 


  


Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Appropriation  
($000's) 


  


For the years ended March 31, 2003 - March 31, 2007 
  Actual/Adjusted Expenditures* 
   
  2002/03 2003/04  2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 


Appropriation FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ 
   


09-1 Administration and Finance 107.50 9,359.4 107.50 9,777.2 106.50 10,350.1 110.00 10,788.6 110.00 11,427.5 
   


09-2 Employment, Income and Housing  29.00 184,487.4 28.00 192,187.2 25.00 203,251.9 25.00 200,281.5 25.00 204,837.1 
   


09-3 Services for Persons with 
Disabilities  49.22 299,352.8 49.22 318,270.0 44.50 347,479.7 43.50 376,298.6 43.50


 
399,067.0 


   
09-4 Child and Family Services 96.00 216,447.5 92.00 234,326.8 94.00 247,375.4 97.50 269,959.3 97.50 305,476.8 


   
125,920.2 09-5 Community Service Delivery  2,051.86 102,366.8 2,057.86 110,161.9 2,059.26 113,512.5 2,033.26 119,827.4 2,039.26


   
09-6 Costs Related to Capital Assets  5,552.7 4,393.0 5,117.4 5,493.0 5,642.7 


   
1,052,371.3 


 
2,315.26Total  Family Services and Housing 2,333.58 817,566.6 2,334.58 869,116.1 2,329.26 927,087.0 2,309.26 982,648.4


  
*     Adjusted figures reflect historical data on a comparable basis in those appropriations affected by a reorganization, during the years under review. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 
 


RECONCILIATION STATEMENT 
 


 
 


 2006/07 
DETAILS ESTIMATES 


$000
  
2006/07 Main Estimates 1,034,450.9 
          
          Allocations of Funds From:             
          -  Enabling Appropriations  23,579.8* 


 
  
2006/07 Estimates - Family Services and Housing  1,058,030.7
 
 
*    Provides for increased salary costs related to the General Salary Increase, unbudgeted severance costs, and 


workforce adjustments  - $2,956.9,  increased program funding for CUPE settlement at Winnipeg Child and Family 
Services - $863.3, and Early Learning and Child Care (ELCC) programming - $19,759.6.   
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  Department of Family Services and Housing 
  Expenditure Summary  


($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2007 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


   


2006/07a)  Appropriation 2006/07 2005/06b) (Decrease) No. 
    09-1 Administration and Finance 


$30.4 (a) Minister's Salary    $30.3 $29.7 $0.6 
     
 (b) Executive Support    


630.3     Salaries and Employee Benefits    629.9 573.9 56.0 
68.1     Other Expenditures      64.4 67.6   (3.2) 


     
 (c) Social Services Appeal Board    


332.7     Salaries and Employee Benefits     303.4 305.0   (1.6)  
88.3     Other Expenditures     95.1 98.6   (3.5)  


     
 (d) Human Resource Services    


1,405.6     Salaries and Employee Benefits         1,405.6 1,341.2 64.4 
111.5     Other Expenditures      103.7 108.4   (4.7) 


     
 (e) Policy and Planning    


1,107.0     Salaries and Employee Benefits         1,101.1 1,057.1  44.0  
138.1     Other Expenditures      164.5 167.8  (3.3)  


     
 (f) Financial and Administrative Services    


1,730.6     Salaries and Employee Benefits   1,626.4 1,549.0  77.4 
400.3     Other Expenditures      387.1 399.0    (11.9) 


       
      (g) Information Technology     


2,808.1     Salaries and Employee Benefits   2,854.1 2,721.1 133.0  
2,031.7     Other Expenditures   1,898.0 1,605.3 292.7 1 


      
      (h) Disabilities Issues Office         


288.8     Salaries and Employee Benefits      273.8 258.1 15.7  
87.1     Other Expenditures         85.8 86.9 (1.1)  


       
      (i) Agency Accountability and Support Unit     


413.1     Salaries and Employee Benefits 348.8 359.6 (10.8)  
62.2     Other Expenditures  55.5 60.3 (4.8)  


$11,733.9  Total 09-1 $11,427.5 $10,788.6       $638.9  


127 







 
 Department of Family Services and Housing 


Expenditure Summary  
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2007 with comparative figures for the previous year 


      
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


   


2006/07a) b) Appropriation       2006/07 2005/06 (Decrease) No. 
   
   09-2 Employment, Income and Housing  
   


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  
$403.6       Salaries and Employee Benefits $423.9 $358.7 $65.2   


66.7       Other Expenditures 64.2  64.6           (0.4)  
      
 (b) Employment and Income Assistance Programs     


1,208.4      Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,106.6 1,146.4 (39.8)  
1,707.6      Other Expenditures 1,706.7 1,672.0 34.7  


146,754.1   Employment and Income Assistance 135,498.9  143,029.0  (7,530.1) 2 
11,357.7    Health Services 10,386.1  10,747.3  (361.2)   


5,272.1    Income Supplements 4,908.9  5,185.7  (276.8)  
3,025.1    Building Independence 2,011.6 2,110.6  (99.0)   


      
  (c) The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation       


40,933.4     Transfer Payments 44,109.2 33,409.3 10,699.9 3 
7,800.0     Shelter Benefits 4,621.0 2,557.9 2,063.1 4 


       
       
       
       
        
      
   


$218,528.7  Total 09-2 $204,837.1 $200,281.5        $4,555.6  
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 Department of Family Services and Housing 
 Expenditure Summary  


($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2007 with comparative figures for the previous year 


   
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


   


2006/07a) b) Appropriation        2006/07 2005/06 (Decrease) No. 
      
      09-3 Services for Persons with Disabilities 
      
 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support     


$1,621.4      Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,504.0  $1,373.4           $130.6  
1,408.2      Other Expenditures 1,396.6 1,405.5    (8.9)  


      
 (b) Adult and Children's Programs     


1,253.6      Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,404.6  1,245.5     159.1  
494.5      Other Expenditures 426.0 428.3  (2.3)   


       
154,404.6  (3)    Supported Living 155,174.9 138,779.8  16,395.1 5 


       
 (4) Children's Programs     


19,588.2     Children's Special Services 20,126.5 18,565.3  1,561.2 5 
10,410.4     Community Services and Child Care 10,399.3 9,698.4  700.9  


      
 (5) Employment and Income Support     


146,895.8     Employment and Income Assistance 140,666.8 139,438.4  1,228.4  
43,532.2     Health Services 44,383.5 42,109.2  2,274.3 6 
16,420.6     Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 16,699.4 16,457.0  242.4  


6,440.0     Vocational Rehabilitation 6,403.3 6,355.8  47.5  
      
 (c) Office of the Vulnerable Persons' Commissioner      


356.9      Salaries and Employee Benefits 378.1  327.2  50.9 
124.5      Other Expenditures 104.0 114.8    (10.8)  


                            
      


$402,950.9  Total 09-3 $399,067.0 $376,298.6   $22,768.4  
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 Department of Family Services and Housing 
 Expenditure Summary  


($000's) 
for the fiscal year ended March 31, 2007 with comparative figures for the previous year 


    
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


   


2006/07a) b) Appropriation        2006/07 2005/06 (Decrease) No. 
   
   09-4 Child and Family Services 
   
 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support     


$1,103.6      Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,148.1  $1,129.4  $18.7  
296.2     Other Expenditures 288.3 295.0 (6.7)  


     Aboriginal Justice Inquiry - Child Welfare     
1,045.4    Initiative 822.6 1,336.4 (513.8) 7 


      
 (b) Child Protection    


3,048.2     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,930.1 2,949.9 (19.8) 
1,531.9     Other Expenditures 1,961.2 1,559.8 401.4 8 


182,958.1     Authorities and Maintenance of Children 203,197.4 172,765.6 30,431.8 9 
     The Family Support Innovations Fund - Mandated 


 Agencies 
   


130 881.0 884.0 753.0 131.0 
     
 (c) Family and Community Support    
 (1) Child Care    


1,260.9     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,226.1 1,076.2 149.9   
651.0     Other Expenditures 635.4 588.3  47.1   


88,939.3   Financial Assistance and Grants 81,027.9 76,628.9 4,399.0 10 
 (2) Family Violence Prevention    


593.3     Salaries and Employee Benefits 635.9  592.7  43.2 
92.9     Other Expenditures 90.9  90.0  0.9  


10,834.6     External Agencies 10,628.9 10,194.1 434.8  
      
      


  $293,236.4 Total 09-4 $305,476.8 $269,959.3 $35,517.5 


 







 
  
 Department of Family Services and Housing 
 Expenditure Summary  


($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2007 with comparative figures for the previous year 


    
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


   


2006/07a) b) Appropriation         2006/07 2005/06 (Decrease) No. 
       
      09-5 Community Service Delivery 
      
 (a) Service Delivery Support     


$1,957.4      Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,657.4  $1,863.7   $793.7 11 
4,908.3     Other Expenditures 5,088.5 4,745.7    342.8  


         
 (b) Rural and Northern Services     


20,368.2     Salaries and Employee Benefits 19,682.3 18,444.0    1,238.3 12 
3,149.7     Other Expenditures 3,323.6 3,238.0    85.6  


      
 (c) Winnipeg Services     


27,617.8     Salaries and Employee Benefits 27,027.1 25,188.0    1,839.1 13 
4,094.6     Other Expenditures 4,087.0 3,573.6    513.4 14 


      
 (d) Provincial Services     


2,076.9     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,003.2 2,013.9    (10.7)  
601.9     Other Expenditures 621.0 586.4    34.6  


      
 (e) Manitoba Developmental Centre     


29,381.5     Salaries and Employee Benefits 27,844.1 27,498.1    346.0  
3,150.7     Other Expenditures 3,279.7 3,257.9    21.8  
(171.4)     Recoverable from Other Appropriations      (175.6)   (202.9)    27.3  


      
 (f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services     


27,312.6     Salaries and Employee Benefits 28,439.7 27,601.8    837.9  
1,570.6     Other Expenditures 2,042.2 2,019.2    23.0 


 
 


      
$126,018.8   Total 09-5 $125,920.2 $119,827.4   $6,092.8  


      
$5,562.0  09-6 Costs Related to Capital Assets $5,642.7 $5,493.0  $149.7  


      
$1,058,030.7  Total Family Services and Housing $1,052,371.3 $982,648.4  $69,722.9  
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1. The variance is primarily due to increased computer hardware operating costs.  
2. The variance is primarily due to a decrease in the caseload, partially offset by an increase in the cost per case.  
3. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the MHRC draw down required in 2006/07 for housing operations.  
4. The variance is due to new benefits provided under the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program which was implemented 


on July 1, 2006.  The Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program incorporated the previous Shelter Allowances for Family Renters and 
Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters Programs combined with new benefits for persons with disabilities. 


 


5. The variances are primarily due to annualization of increases approved part year in 2005/06 in addition to new volume and 
price increases approved for 2006/07. 


 


6. The variance is primarily due to increases in both volume and the average cost of prescriptions.  In addition, there were 
increased costs for both dental and optical services. 


 


7. The variance is primarily due to the completion of training related to authority determination process and one-time margin costs 
related to transfer of cases for AJI-CWI process in 2005/06. 


 


8. The variance is primarily the result of the Child and Family Services Internal and External Reviews to review child safety 
concerns. 


 


9. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as increased costs in financial 
assistance for Child Maintenance.  Also, expenditures incurred to address the recommendations of the External Reviews of the 
Child Welfare System. 


 


10. The variance is primarily attributable to annualized grant funding, additional funded spaces and increased spending of Federal 
funds for Training Grant, Work Replacement, Tuition Support, Reachback College Expansion and Capital. 


 


11. The variance is primarily due to divisional training, special projects related to Integrated Service Delivery and the 2006/07 
General Salary Increase as per the MGEU collective agreement. 


 


12. The variance is primarily due to the 2006/07 General Salary Increase as per the MGEU collective agreement and increased 
costs as approved in the 2006/07 Estimates related to workload relief. 


 


13. The variance is primarily due to the 2006/07 General Salary Increase as per the MGEU collective agreement, increased costs 
as approved in the 2006/07 Estimates related to workload relief and fewer vacancies in 2006/07. 


 


14. The variance is primarily due to increased costs as approved in the 2006/07 Estimates which would include two new sites, 
renovation costs and Grand Relations operating costs. 


 


  
 
NOTES: 


 


a) The 2006/07 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of Family 
Services and Housing, as well as allocations from the Enabling Appropriations for increased salary costs related to the General 
Salary Increase, unbudgeted severance costs, and workforce adjustments; increased program funding for CUPE settlement at 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services; and Early Learning and Child Care (ELCC) programming.     


 


b) The 2005/06 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2006/07 appropriation structure.  
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________________________________ 


MANAGEMENT REPORT 


The accompanying financial statements of The Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation are the responsibility of management and have been prepared in accordance 
with the accounting policies stated in the financial statements.  These accounting policies 
have been applied on a basis consistent with that of the preceding year.  In management's 
opinion, the financial statements have been properly prepared within reasonable limits of 
materiality, incorporating management's best judgment regarding all necessary estimates 
and all other data available up to July 13, 2007. 


Management maintains internal controls to provide reasonable assurance of the reliability 
and accuracy of the financial information and that the assets of The Manitoba Housing and 
Renewal Corporation are properly safeguarded. 


The responsibility of the Office of the Auditor General of the Province of Manitoba is to 
express an independent, professional opinion on whether the financial statements of The 
Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation are fairly presented in accordance with the 
accounting policies stated in the notes to the financial statements.  The Auditor's Report 
outlines the scope of the audit examination and provides the audit opinion. 


On behalf of Management 


“Originally Signed By” 


Henry Bos, Director, Corporate Services 


“Originally Signed By” 


Joy Cramer, Assistant Deputy Minister 


July 13, 2007 







THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION

BALANCE SHEET

MARCH 31, 2007 



A S S E T S 


2007 2006 


Cash (note 3) $ 81,223,893 $ 75,156,460 


Accounts receivable and accruals (note 4) 37,188,932 38,433,543 


Prepaid expenses 3,652,360 3,919,879 


Loans and mortgages receivable (note 5) 153,052,416 155,989,518 


Investment in land and housing: 
Housing projects (note 6) 
Housing investment (note 7) 
Land development costs 
Land (note 9) 


67,255,946 
1,245,440 
5,657,328 


15,434,428


72,951,628 
1,666,590 
3,532,329 


11,407,929


 89,593,142  89,558,476


 $364,710,743 $363,057,876 


LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE 


Accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals 37,075,248 $ 35,239,830 


Deferred revenue (note 10) 14,300,951 8,584,234 


Long-term debt (note 11) 487,924,706 497,787,420 


Risk reserve fund (note 12) 10,848,859 10,430,339 


Deferred contributions (note 12) 55,214,863 54,905,797 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Fund Deficit (240,653,884) (243,889,744) 


Contingencies (note 21) 
Commitments (note 22) 
Guarantees (note 23) 


$364,710,743 $363,057,876 
Approved by the Board of Directors: 


 ”Originally Signed By Director “Originally Signed By” Director 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS 
YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2007 


2007 2006 
Revenue: 


Grants from the Province of Manitoba (note 13) $ 52,574,850 $ 38,830,779 


Contributed services (note 14) 2,094,200 2,532,900 


Rental revenue (note 15) 63,611,525 63,011,604 


 Subsidy contributions 62,876,098 68,637,291 


Interest: 
Loans and mortgages 15,169,779 15,673,102 
Bank and other 99,702  44,934
 15,269,481 15,718,036 


Sales of land - joint venture (note 8) 4,755,762 3,896,868 
Other 8,078  125,559


 201,189,994 192,753,037 


Expenses: 
Housing operations (note 15) 117,379,848 113,295,512 
Rental subsidies (note 16) 45,131,521 43,636,491 
Grants and subsidies (note 17) 5,292,680 3,225,661 
Interest expense (note 18) 15,130,855 15,454,791 
Administrative services (note 14) 1,669,800 1,559,700 
(Gain) on sale of housing projects and land (185,833) (414,035) 
(Recovery) of provision for loss and write downs (13,120) (68,271) 
Cost of land sales - joint venture 2,099,952 2,822,439 
Repair and renovation expense (note 14) 10,630,698 9,912,681 
Other 593,926 838,511 
Pension (note 19) 223,807  851,238


 197,954,134 191,114,718 


Excess of revenue over expenses $ 3,235,860 $ 1,638,319 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION

STATEMENT OF THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL FUND DEFICIT



YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2007



2007 2006 


Deficit at beginning of year 
as previously reported $(243,889,744) $(245,528,063) 


Add – excess of revenue over expenses 3,235,860  1,638,319 


Deficit at end of year $(240,653,884) $(243,889,744) 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS 
YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2007 


2007 2006 
Cash provided by (used for): 


Operating activities: 
Excess of revenue over expenses $ 3,235,860 $ 1,638,319 


Add (deduct) items not involving cash: 
Amortization 7,300,247 8,366,084 
(Recovery) of provision for loss and write downs (13,120) (68,271) 
Gain on sale of housing projects and land (185,833) (414,035) 
Federal subsidies - housing projects ( 743,433) ( 743,433) 


9,593,721 8,778,664 


Net change in non-cash balances related to operations: 
Accounts receivable and accruals 1,244,611 (2,852,458) 
Prepaid expenses 267,519 (1,248,915) 
Accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals 1,835,418 (1,299,332) 
Deferred revenue 5,716,717 6,450,544 
Deferred contributions 309,066 (2,328,866) 
Land development costs in joint venture (note 8) (440,106) 764,478 
Land in joint venture (note 9) 198,301 248,347 
Risk reserve fund 418,520  299,059


 19,143,767 8,811,521 


Financing activities: 
Borrowings 6,007,987 4,617,798 
Repayment of borrowings (15,870,701) (14,683,782) 


( 9,862,714) (10,065,984) 


Investing activities: 
Additions to land and housing (6,381,535) (3,555,959) 
Additions to loans and mortgages (510,477) (42,024) 
Proceeds from sale of housing projects and land 230,813 637,870 
Proceeds from repayment of loans and mortgages 3,447,579 4,911,172


 (3,213,620) 1,951,059 


Increase (decrease) in cash 6,067,433 696,596 


Cash at beginning of year 75,156,460 74,459,864 


Cash at end of year $81,223,893 $75,156,460 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007



1. Authority 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) operates under the authority of The Housing 


and Renewal Corporation Act, being Chapter H 160 Revised Statutes of Manitoba 1987.  The purposes 


and objects of the Act are: 


a) to ensure that there is an adequate supply of housing stock in Manitoba; 


b) to enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly 


those of low and moderate income and those with specialized needs; 


c) to maintain and improve the condition of existing housing stock; and 


d) to stimulate and influence the activities of the housing market to the benefit of Manitobans as a 


whole. 


MHRC is under the management and control of a Board of Directors appointed by the Lieutenant 


Governor in Council. The board shall consist of not fewer than five members and not more than 13 


members and the Lieutenant Governor in Council may designate one of the members of the board as 


chairperson and one member as vice-chairperson. 


The Corporation is economically dependent on the Government of the Province of Manitoba. 


These financial statements include, in note 15, the operating results of MHRC owned properties which are 


managed by The Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA). MHA was incorporated in 1992 as an agency of 


MHRC. 


MHA is under the management and control of a Board of Directors who are appointed by the Minister of 


Family Services and Housing. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



2. Significant accounting policies 


a) Basis of accounting 


The Corporation's financial statements are prepared using Canadian generally accepted accounting 


principles. 


b) Loans and mortgages receivable 


Loans and mortgages receivable are valued at principal amounts less an allowance for loan 


impairment. 


c) Loan forgiveness 


Loan forgiveness for forgivable loans is approved in accordance with the terms of the loan 


agreements. The Corporation records an asset valuation allowance equal to the amount of the loan 


at the time the loan is granted. As forgiveness conditions are met by the borrower, the Corporation 


records the annual forgiveness by reducing both the forgivable loan and the accompanying valuation 


allowance. 


d) Allowance for loan impairment 


The Corporation maintains an allowance for loan impairment, which reduces the carrying value of 


loans and mortgages receivable to their estimated realizable amounts.  Depending on the program 


under which the loan or mortgage is made, estimated realizable amounts are determined with 


reference to the Corporation’s historical loss experience on similar loans or the appraised value of 


the project financed by the loan or mortgage. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



Specific allowances are established for individual loans and mortgages for which the estimated 


realizable amount is less than the carrying value. The Corporation does not provide any additional 


non-specific, general provision for loan impairment. The Corporation’s Board of Directors has 


approved a policy which defines whether an individual mortgage or loan balance is to be considered 


impaired based on the time period that it has been in arrears. 


e) Housing projects and amortization 


i) Social housing projects are valued at cost less accumulated amortization. 


ii) Market housing projects are valued at the lesser of cost less accumulated amortization and net 


realizable value. 


iii) Cost includes direct construction costs, land acquisition costs and interest and other related 


carrying charges incurred during the period of construction. 


iv) Housing projects which are declared abandoned or surplus to the needs of the Corporation are 


valued at the lesser of cost less accumulated amortization and net realizable value. 


v) Housing projects are amortized on a straight-line basis over their estimated useful lives as 


follows: 



Wood buildings – 25 years 



Brick buildings – 40 years 



f) Housing investment 


Housing investment is valued at cost less accumulated amortization.  Annual amortization is 


recorded on a straight-line basis over the estimated useful lives as follows: 



Wood buildings – 25 years 



Brick buildings – 40 years 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 


g) 	 Interest in joint venture 


The interest in joint venture is recognized using the proportionate consolidation method. 


Proportionate consolidation is a method of accounting and reporting whereby MHRC's prorata share 


of each of the assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses of the joint venture is combined on a line by 


line basis with similar items in MHRC's financial statements. 


h) 	Land 


Land is valued at the lower of cost and appraised value adjusted for estimated disposition costs, 


except for land leased to co-operatives. Cost includes acquisition costs and related carrying costs. 


The carrying costs of the land, which include interest, planning and development costs, grants in lieu 


of taxes, less revenue derived from use of undeveloped land, were capitalized to land to March 31, 


1993. Effective April 1, 1993 the carrying costs are charged annually to operations. Cost for land 


acquired after March 31, 1993 consists of the original purchase price. 


Land leased to co-operatives is valued at original cost. The Corporation incurs no liabilities or 


obligations with respect to the lessees' buildings situated on the land.  The carrying costs of the land, 


net of lease revenue, are charged annually to MHRC operations. 


i) 	 Land development costs 


Land development costs include interest, planning, development and administrative costs. These 


costs are capitalized as land development costs to the date of sale of the related land. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 


j) Revenue recognition 


Grants are recognized as revenue when received or receivable if the amount to be received can be 



reasonably estimated and collection is reasonably assured. 



Rental revenue is recognized in the fiscal period during which the service is provided. 



Subsidy contributions are recognized on an accrual basis in the fiscal period to which they relate. 



Interest is recognized on an accrual basis in the fiscal period in which it is earned. 



k) Interest capitalization 


Interest costs on financing related to housing projects and housing investments are capitalized to the 


date of completion. 


l) Pension costs and obligations 


Current service contributions for MHA employees are recognized as operating expenses.  The 


Corporation has no further liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by 


MHA employees. 


The Corporation has a liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by the 


former Department of Family Services and Housing employees who were transferred to the 


Corporation on February 8, 2003. 


m) Contributed and administrative services 


Under an agreement entered into between The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation and the 


Department of Family Services and Housing, in 1984, the Department provides administrative  
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



services to MHRC at no cost. The value of these contributed and administrative services is recorded 


as revenue and expenses. 


n) 	 Modernization and improvement 


Modernization and improvement costs are recognized as expenses in the fiscal period in which they 


are incurred. 


o) 	Financial instruments 


i) 	Financial Risk 


Financial risk is the risk to the Corporation’s operations that arises from fluctuations in interest 


rates, and the degree of volatility of those rates.  The Corporation does not use derivative 


instruments to reduce its exposure to interest risk. This risk is mitigated through the almost 


exclusive use of fixed rate terms for its mortgages and loans receivable and its long-term debt. 


ii) 	Credit Risk 


Credit risk arises from the potential that a counterparty to an agreement with the Corporation 


will fail to perform its obligations.  The Corporation conducts an assessment of credit issues 


prior to committing to such agreements and it actively monitors the credit risks associated with 


its accounts receivable and loans and mortgages receivable on an ongoing basis. 


iii) 	Fair Value 


There is no secondary market for many of the financial assets in which the Corporation invests 


or for the debt it issues.  These circumstances, together with the uncertainty and potentially 


broad range of outcomes pertaining to the future cash flows related to these items, render the 


calculation of fair values, with appropriate reliability, impractical. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



p) Use of estimates 


The preparation of financial statements in conformity with Canadian generally accepted accounting 


principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported 


amounts of assets and liabilities and disclosures of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the 


financial statements and the reported amounts of revenue and expenses during the reporting period. 


Actual results could differ from these estimates. 


3. Cash 


2007 2006 


On deposit with the Minister of Finance: 
Trust deposits $53,787,861 $51,970,349 
Risk reserve fund (note 12) 10,848,859 10,430,339 
Mobile home loan guarantee program fund (note 23) 887,007 852,297 
Noon meal program - 240,984


 65,523,727 63,493,969 


Bank 15,691,741 11,654,216 
Petty cash 8,425  8,275 
Cash $81,223,893 $75,156,460 


4. Accounts receivable and accruals 


2007 2006 


Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation 11,553,610 $16,665,044 


Government of the Province of 
Manitoba and its agencies 8,599,195 5,028,561 


Rent receivables - net of allowance of 
$6,090,113 (2006 - $6,020,436) 1,906,895 1,789,690 


Accrued interest on loans and 
mortgages receivable 514,440 465,437 


City of Winnipeg - net of allowance of 
$67,927 (2006 - $67,927) 135,332 112,991 


Other - net of allowance of 
$12,347 (2006- $12,347) 8,598,015 8,714,222 


Government of the Province of Manitoba 
- pension recoverable (note 19) 5,881,445  5,657,598 


Accounts receivable and accruals $37,188,932 $38,433,543 
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5. 


THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 


Loans and mortgages receivable 


a) Composition of loans and mortgages receivable 


Federal/Provincial Housing: 


Private Non-Profit Housing Program 


Rural and Native Housing Program 


Urban Native Housing Program 


Market Rental Programs: 


Co-operative HomeStart Program 


Co-operative Index Linked Program 


Manitoba Rural RentalStart Program 


Manitoba Senior RentalStart Program 


2007 


$ 98,623,505 


9,457 


32,334,496


 130,967,458


8,202,736 


7,449,839 


273,887 


4,390,136


 20,316,598


2006 


$100,616,077 


12,030 


34,513,805


 135,141,912 


8,339,559 


7,876,860 


281,739 


4,487,615


 20,985,773 


Other Programs: 


Community Residences Program 


Market Homeowner Programs 


Homeowner Rehabilitation Programs 


Other 


Less - allowance for loan impairment 


Loans and mortgages receivable 


3,964,055 


88,980 


2,664,384 


1,092,960


 7,810,379


 159,094,435


 6,042,019


$153,052,416


4,602,502 


103,161 


299,509 


910,263


 5,915,435


 162,043,120 


6,053,602 


$155,989,518 


12 







THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



Loans and mortgages receivable bear interest at various rates between 0% and 13.5% with maturities at 


various dates to 2024. 


In addition to the loans and mortgages above, forgivable loans outstanding in the amount of $82,613,781 


(2006 - $59,271,881) have been approved in accordance with the terms of the loan agreements. An 


asset valuation allowance equal to the amount of outstanding forgivable loans has been recorded by the 


Corporation. 


b) Allowance for loan impairment 


The allowance for loan impairment is comprised of the following specific provisions: 


2007 2006 


Market rental programs 5,860,840 $5,878,426 


Other programs 181,179  175,176


 $6,042,019 $6,053,602 


6. Housing projects 


2007 2006 


Housing Projects: 


Land $ 21,734,065 $ 21,742,696 


Buildings 387,234,098 384,830,672 


408,968,163 406,573,368 


Under construction - 1,962,010 


408,968,163 408,535,378 


Less - financing provided by CMHC 3,336,712  4,080,145


 405,631,451 404,455,233 


Less - accumulated amortization 338,375,505 331,503,605 


Housing projects $ 67,255,946 $ 72,951,628 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



7. Housing investment 


Housing investment represents MHRC's share in social housing projects, which until October 1, 1998 


were administered by CMHC and subsequently have been administered by MHRC, under the Rural and 


Native Housing Program. 


On September 3, 1998, MHRC and CMHC executed a Declaration of Trust by which CMHC has 


transferred their ownership interest in cost-shared and 100% CMHC funded Public Housing projects to 


MHRC, as trustee. MHRC’s interest in these projects will be earned over the remainder of each project’s 


CMHC subsidy commitment period, in amounts which will correspond to the annual amortization of the 


assets. No increase in housing investment has been recorded by MHRC. 


8. Joint venture 


The Corporation contributed 179 acres of land, at appraised value, to a joint venture with Ladco Company 


Limited on May 11, 1989. The appraised value of the land at that time, adjusted for subsequent sales, 


was $1,358,901 (2006 - $1,557,202) and is included in joint venture land in note 9.  The joint venture 


activities include the servicing, development and sale of approximately 476 acres of land in the City of 


Winnipeg, Manitoba. In accordance with the terms of the agreement, the Corporation has provided loan 


guarantees for the purposes of the joint venture development in an amount not to exceed $2,400,000 


(note 23). 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



The following is a summary of the Corporation's pro rata share of the assets, liabilities, revenues and 


expenses of the Ladco Company Limited joint venture. 


2007 2006 


Current Assets: 


Cash and short term investments $1,384,453 $ 403,336 


Accounts receivable from land sales 3,887,450 3,535,415 


5,271,903 3,938,751 


Long Term Assets: 


Development in progress 1,466,754 1,026,648 


Total Assets $6,738,657 $4,965,399


 Current Liabilities: 


Accounts payable and accrued liabilities 80,772  47,781 


Net Assets $6,657,885 $4,917,618 


Sales of land 4,755,761 3,896,868 


Cost of land sales 1,901,651 2,574,091 


Gross margin 2,854,110 1,322,777 


Expenses: 


Interest on bank indebtedness 21,687 13,421 


General 90,794 103,520 


Other 123,221  165,390 


Total expenses 235,702  282,331 


Net income for the year $2,618,408 $1,040,446 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 


9. 	Land 


2007 2006 


Future development or sale $12,341,135 $ 8,116,335 


Leased to co-operatives 1,734,392 1,734,392 


Joint venture 1,358,901  1,557,202 


Land $15,434,428 $11,407,929 


10. Deferred revenue 


2007 


Manitoba Housing Authority tenant prepaid rent $ 1,968,853 $1,839,015 


Other prepaid land lease and subsidy 
contribution received in advance 280,688 319,641 


Affordable Housing Initiative commitments 12,051,410 6,425,578 


Deferred revenue $14,300,951 $8,584,234 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 


11. Long-term debt 


2007 2006 


Government of the Province of Manitoba: 


Advances, convertible to long-term 
advances, at prime interest rates $ 13,237,893 $ 7,384,038 


Long-term advances, at interest rates from 
4.75% to 13.375% maturing at various 
dates to 2030 and requiring annual 
principal and interest payments 
of $38,901,053 (2006 - $38,893,348) 305,557,467 316,465,298 


Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation: 


Long-term advances, at interest rates from 
5.67% to 8.625% maturing at various dates to 
2030 and requiring annual principal and interest 
payments of $14,988,984 (2006 - $14,624,154) 166,252,608 170,993,655 


Mortgages payable (assumed on property 
acquisitions), at interest rates from 5.125% 
to 9.625% maturing at various dates to 
2030 and requiring annual principal and interest 
payments of $325,260 (2006 - $325,260) 2,876,738  2,944,429 


Long-term debt $487,924,706 $497,787,420 


Principal repayments on the long-term debt are estimated as follows: 


2008 $ 16,119,058 


2009 17,405,405 


2010 18,780,128 


2011 20,297,450 


2012 21,933,005 


Subsequent to 2013 393,389,660 


$487,924,706 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2007 



12. Deferred contributions and risk reserve fund 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement executed by MHRC and CMHC, CMHC will pay fixed annual 


contributions to MHRC for individual housing projects over the remainder of the CMHC subsidy 


commitment period. The Agreement took effect October 1, 1998 and has a funding expiration date of 


August 31, 2031. The Agreement provides that a specified amount of the annual federal contributions 


must be applied toward housing programs, which assist low income households, as defined in the 


Agreement.  The portion of federal contributions that may be applied toward other housing programs is 


similarly specified.  Unexpended federal contributions are carried forward by MHRC for future use, but 


such contributions must be fully used, in accordance with the Agreement, by the funding expiration date of 


August 31, 2031. 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement dated September 3, 1998 between CMHC and MHRC, CMHC 


made a one-time payment of $12,700,000 to MHRC in 1999.  This amount was provided for the purpose 


of mitigating future operating risks associated with MHRC’s financial responsibility for housing programs 


transferred from CMHC pursuant to the Agreement.  This amount has been recorded as a risk reserve 


fund and is increased by interest earned thereon and is reduced as the Corporation incurs expenses as a 


result of the identified risks. 
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13. Grants from the Province of Manitoba 


2007	 2006 


Department of Family Services and Housing: 
MHRC operating programs $40,382,570 $28,438,876 
MHRC administration 6,962,530 6,608,724 
Grants and subsidies 4,620,951  2,557,967


 51,966,051 37,605,567 


Grants recovered from the Department of Finance: 
School Tax Assistance for Tenants 
55 Plus Program 384,992 373,974 


Pension recovery (note 19) 	 223,807  851,238 


Grants from the Province of Manitoba 	 $52,574,850 $38,830,779 


14. Contributed and administrative services 


2007	 2006 


Administrative services provided by the Department of 

Family Services and Housing were allocated as follows: 



- included in the Statement of Operations, 
Administrative Services $ 553,500 $ 587,100 


-	 included in administration expenses in note 15, 
Manitoba Housing Authority Housing Operations 1,052,500 1,356,600 


-	 included in administration expenses in note 15, 
Sponsor Managed Housing Operations 20,100 17,600 


-	 included in Rental Subsidies, note 16 396,600 428,800 


-	 included in Statement of Operations, 
Repair and renovation expense 71,500  142,800 


Total Department of Family Services and Housing 
administrative services provided $2,094,200 $2,532,900 
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15. Housing operations 


The management and operation of all MHRC social housing projects are the responsibility of the Manitoba 


Housing Authority and sponsor managed groups. Their operating results are: 


 Manitoba Housing 
 Authority Managed


Sponsor 
Managed 2007 2006 


Revenue 


Rental revenue $51,324,693 $12,286,832 $ 63,611,525 $ 63,011,604 


Expenses 


Administration (note 14) 
Property operating 
Grants in lieu of taxes 
Amortization and interest 


15,252,651 
48,898,208 
8,999,291 


26,772,578
 99,922,728


1,826,923 
8,822,310 
1,404,038 
5,403,849


 17,457,120


17,079,574 
57,720,518 
10,403,329 
32,176,427


 117,379,848


15,958,054 
52,785,823 
10,464,895 
34,086,740


 113,295,512 


Operating loss $48,598,035 $ 5,170,288 $ 53,768,323 $ 50,283,908 


16. Rental subsidies 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement executed by MHRC and CMHC on September 3, 1998 which 


took effect October 1, 1998, CMHC transferred its ownership interest in Public Housing Projects to MHRC 


in accordance with a Declaration of Trust, and MHRC has assumed sole responsibility for operating policy 


decisions relating to these projects. Previous agreements provided for the two parties to exercise joint 


control over operating policies. Rental subsidies are provided through agreements with third parties for 


which MHRC has assumed operating policy responsibility.  The net rental subsidies required by these 


organizations are: 


2007 2006 


Not for profit housing corporations $26,705,641 $26,304,434 


Co-operative housing corporations 3,886,377 3,863,318 


Private landlords 4,254,259 4,159,927 


Property management agreements 10,285,244  9,308,812 


Net rental subsidies $45,131,521 $43,636,491 
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17. Grants and subsidies 


2007 2006 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit $4,008,787 $ -


Shelter Allowance for Family Renters 233,687 903,757 


Shelter Allowance for Elderly Renters 378,477 1,654,211 


School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus Program 384,992 373,973 


Elderly & Infirm Persons Housing 155,423 155,423 


Co-op Homestart Program 131,314  138,297


 $5,292,680 $3,225,661 


18. Interest expense 


In addition to the interest expense of $15,130,855 (2006 - $15,454,791), interest expense in the amount of 


$25,103,119 (2006 - $25,814,592) is included in note 15 in the amortization and interest expense. 


19. Pension obligations 


Employees of the Corporation and MHA are eligible for pensions under the Manitoba Civil Service 


Superannuation Fund. This pension plan is a defined benefit plan, which requires MHA to contribute an 


amount equal to the employees' contribution to the Superannuation Fund for current services.  Such 


payments are charged to housing operations as incurred and MHRC has no further liability associated 


with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by MHA employees. Pension expense recorded for MHA 


employees for the year ended March 31, 2007 is $594,114 (2006 - $554,038). 


The Corporation has a liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by the former 


Department of Family Services and Housing employees who were transferred to the Corporation on 


February 8, 2003.  The liability of $5,881,445 (2006 - $5,657,598) and the related recoverable amount  
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from the Province of Manitoba of $5,881,445 (2006 - $5,657,598) are recorded in the financial 


statements. As well, the increase of $223,807 (2006 - $851,238) in the liability and in the recoverable is 


recorded in the financial statements. 


20. Severance pay benefits 


Effective April 1, 1998, the Corporation commenced recording the estimated liability for accumulated 


severance pay benefits for its employees in The Manitoba Housing Authority.  The amount of this 


estimated liability is determined and recorded annually using the method of calculation set by the Province 


of Manitoba. 


Severance pay, at the employee’s date of retirement, will be determined by multiplying the eligible 


employee’s years of service (to a maximum of 22 or 15 years) by the employee’s weekly salary at the date 


of retirement. Eligibility will require that the employee has achieved a minimum of nine years of service 


and that the employee is retiring from the Corporation. 


The Province of Manitoba has accepted responsibility for the severance pay benefits accumulated to 


March 31, 1998 by the Corporation’s employees. Accordingly, the Corporation recorded, effective April 1, 


1998, a receivable of $877,105 from the Province of Manitoba, which is an amount that is equal to the 


estimated liability recorded for accumulated severance pay benefits at March 31, 1998.  


The Corporation recorded a severance liability as at April 1, 2003 in the amount of $569,000 associated 


with the severance benefits earned by the former Department of Family Services and Housing employees 


who were transferred to the Corporation on February 8, 2003.  The amount of this estimated liability is 


determined and recorded annually using a method of calculation set by the Province of Manitoba.  The 


Corporation recorded, effective April 1, 2003, a receivable in the amount of $569,000 from the Province of 


Manitoba, which is an amount that is equal to the liability recorded for accumulated severance pay 
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benefits at that date. These receivables from the Province of Manitoba have no terms of repayment and 


accordingly, the amount of the receivable will remain fixed at $1,446,105.  


21. Contingencies 


The Corporation is involved in legal proceedings arising in the normal course of business, the outcome of 


which cannot be predicted at this time.  In the opinion of management, the disposition of these cases will 


not materially affect the financial position of the Corporation.  Any settlement will be recognized in the  


year the settlement occurs. 


The Corporation provided the City of Winnipeg with a letter of credit under a development agreement.  At 


March 31, 2007 the letter of credit amounted to $2,050,605. 


22. Commitments 


The Corporation has the following commitments as at March 31, 2007. 


a) Housing project modernization and improvement $ 2,682,650 


b) Repair and renovation expenses $17,571,833 


c) Grants and subsidies: 


As a result of the Social Housing Agreement dated September 3, 1998, MHRC is now fully 


responsible for the funding commitments of all Social Housing Projects in Manitoba.  These 


commitments will expire on a staggered basis over the period ending 2031, concurrent with the 


Social Housing Agreement funding expiration date of August 31, 2031.  An estimate of these 


commitments for each of the next five years is as follows: 
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2007 $21,506,100 


2008 44,113,100 


2009 47,583,600 


2010 53,764,000 


2011 56,870,900 


23. Guarantees 


The Corporation has guaranteed the repayment of mortgages and has issued letters of credit which 


guarantee the terms and conditions of land development agreements and construction contracts.  The 


outstanding guarantees are as follows: 


2007 2006 


Joint Venture Investment Guarantee (note 8) $2,400,000 $2,400,000 


Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program 360,684 513,560 


Affordable Housing Initiative Loan Guarantee Program 2,598,356 2,768,356 


Total guarantees $5,359,040 $5,681,916 


A guarantee fee of 2 1/2% is charged for each mortgage under the Mobile Home Loan Guarantee 


Program. The assets of the Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program as at March 31, 2007 are $887,007 


(2006 - $852,297) and are included in cash (note 3).  The trust fund liability is included in accounts 


payable. 


24. Comparative figures 


Certain comparative figures in the financial statements have been restated to conform with the 


presentation of the current year. 
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About This Survey 
 


This mail survey of AARP members in Nevada explores their concerns, state legislative 
priorities, preferences for involvement with AARP, and preferences for receiving 
information from AARP.  It also examines members’ experiences and opinions on 
prescription drugs, the state’s budget, transportation, and utilities in Nevada.   
 
AARP conducted the AARP Nevada Member Opinion Survey from June through August, 
2004.  A random sample of 2,000 AARP members in Nevada, proportionally stratified by 
three age segments—50 to 59, 60 to 74, and 75+, was selected from AARP’s membership 
database.  Each sampled member was contacted about the survey in four ways:  a pre-
notification postcard, the survey itself, a reminder postcard, and a second survey.  Forty-
nine percent of the sampled Nevada members returned surveys by the cut-off date, 
providing 971 useable surveys for analysis.  Thus, the survey has a sampling error of plus 
or minus 3.14 percent.1  Survey responses were weighted to reflect the distribution of the 
age segments in the member population of Nevada.  
 
This report is part of the larger survey and examines members concerns about utility rates 
and services and their level of support for maintaining energy assistance programs.  This 
report summarizes weighted overall findings on the topics mentioned above, and 
discusses differences among three age segments: 50-59, 60-74 and 75+.  Throughout the 
report, statistics representing member responses are reported in percentages.  In some 
instances, percentages are small and may not seem to represent a significant proportion of 
members, yet when projected to the total Nevada membership the actual number of 
people may be substantial.  As of January 2005, the number of AARP members in 
Nevada was 284,156.   A full annotated questionnaire is included in Appendix A. 
 
Highlights 
 
Utility Rates, Program, and Protections 
 


• Most members report an increase in their electric bill (85%), gas bill (73%), 
and phone bill (65%), and at least four in ten Nevada AARP members say the 
rates for each are unreasonable:  electric (57%); gas (41%); and phone (44%).  


 


• Seven in ten (69%) Nevada members strongly agree there should be stronger 
consumer protections against deceptive acts and practices by utility service 
providers.   


 


• Over eight in ten members strongly (44%) or somewhat (42%) support low-
income state energy assistance programs to help those residents pay their 
energy bills.   


                                              
1 This means that in 95 out of 100 samples of this size, the results obtained in the sample would fall in a range of 
3.14 percentage points of what would have been obtained if every AARP member in Nevada age 50 or older had 
been surveyed.   
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Findings 
 
Most Nevada members say their overall energy bills increased over the past three 
years. 
 
When asked if their energy bills had increased, decreased, or stayed the same in the past 
three years, most members in Nevada indicate an increase in each of their utility bills – 
over eight in ten say their electric rates increased, about three-quarters experienced an 
increase in their gas bill, and over six in ten said their phone charges increased.   
 


Nevada Members Reporting Changes in Utility Rates 
  (N=971) 


 


65%


73%


85%


5%


11%


11%


27%


15%


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Phone


Gas


Electric


Increased Decreased Stayed the same Not sure/No answer


                   * Blank values represent 4 percent of less of respondents 
 


 
Age Differences: Changes in Utility Charges  
 
Reported changes in any of the utility charges are consistent across all age groups of 
Nevada members.  
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Nevada AARP Members Opinion about Utility Rates 
(N=971) 


 


45%


37%


33%


44%


41%


57%


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Phone


Gas


Electric


Not reasonable


Reasonable


Although four in ten Nevada AARP members say their utility bills are not difficult 
to understand, similar proportions indicate some difficulty understanding their 
statements. 
 
Members are divided over the difficulty in understanding their utility bill or statement.  
Just under half of Nevada members say their electric (46%), phone (45%) and gas (42%) 
bills are very or somewhat difficult to understand, but similar proportions indicate that 
these utility bills are not difficult to understand (see Question 18 in Annotated 
Questionnaire).   
 
Age Differences:  Difficulty Understanding Utility Bills 
 


Nevada members ages 75 and older are more likely than younger members to say that 
reading their electric and gas bill are very difficult to understand (electric: 50-59: 10%; 
60-74: 16%; 75+: 21%;  gas: (50-59: 8%; 60-74: 13%; 75+: 18%).  Members do not 
differ by age with respect to difficulty understanding their phone bill.   
 
 
At least four in ten Nevada AARP members feel the rates for their phone, gas, and 
electric are not reasonable.   
 
Members are somewhat 
divided over whether their 
electric, gas, or phone rates 
are reasonable or not.  
Nearly six in ten say their 
electric rates are not 
reasonable but one-third 
think they are.   Four in ten 
say their gas rates are not 
reasonable, but just slightly 
fewer say they are.  
Likewise, more than four in 
ten think their phone rates 
are not reasonable, but a 
similar proportion thinks 
they are.   
 
 
Age Differences:  Reasonability of Utility Rates 
 
Nevada members ages 50-59 are more likely than older members to feel their gas utility 
rates are reasonable (50-59: 43%; 60-74: 36%; 75+: 30%).  There are no age differences 
with respect to whether members feel their electric or phone utility rates are reasonable.   
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Most Nevada members agree there should be stronger protections against unfair 
and deceptive acts and practices by service providers for Nevada utility 
customers. 
 
Over nine in ten members in Nevada strongly or somewhat agree that stronger consumer 
protections are needed for utility customers against deceptive acts and practices by 
service providers.  Only six percent disagree. 
 


Level of Agreement Among Nevada Members for 
 Greater Utility Consumer Protections 


(N=971) 
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agree
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Strongly 
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Age Differences:  Utility Consumer Protections 
 
There are no age differences among members who agree or disagree that there is a need for 
stronger consumer protections against deceptive acts and practices by utility service providers.    
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Nevada members would turn to the Public Utilities Commission or the Attorney 
General’s office to get help in resolving their complaint about their utility bill. 
 
Six in ten Nevada members would attempt to resolve their complaints about their utility 
bill by turning to the Public Utilities Commission, while three in ten would turn to the 
Attorney General’s Office.  About one in six members would turn to the Better Business 
Bureau and one in ten to the agency directly involved in the complaint to resolve such 
issues.   
 


Where Nevada AARP Members Would Turn  
with Complaints Regarding Utility Rates and Service 


(N=971) 
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Age Differences:  Potential Sources of Utility Complaint Help 
 
Nevada AARP members do not differ by age with respect to where they would turn for 
help if they had a complaint about their utility rates or service. 
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Over four in ten Nevada members strongly support the State maintaining energy 
assistance programs to help low-income residents pay their bill.   
 
The majority of Nevada members strongly support or somewhat support state energy 
assistance programs to help lower income residents.  Only about one in ten somewhat or 
strongly oppose maintaining such programs. 
 


Level of Support for Maintaining Nevada 
 Energy Assistance Programs 


(N=971) 
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Age Differences: Support for Energy Assistance Programs  
 
There are no age differences among Nevada members with regard to support for state 
energy assistance programs to help lower income residents pay their bills.  
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Many Nevada AARP members feel that the Universal Energy Charge collected 
monthly should be collected from businesses and industrial customers only and 
not residents. 
 
Four in ten members feel the Universal Energy Charge should be collected from 
businesses and industrial customers only and not residents.  However, one-third say the 
current monthly charge to help support the Nevada Energy Assistance and Conservation 
Program is fair or just about right.  One in six members feel the charge is too high, and 
only one percent say it is too low.   
 


Nevada Member Opinion About Universal Energy Charge   
(N=971) 


8%


1%


17%


34%


40%


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


No response


Charge is too low


Charge is too high


Charge is about right


Should be collected from large
business/industrial customers only


 
 
Age Differences:  Member opinion about universal energy charge  
 
Members in Nevada do not differ by age with respect to whether they feel the universal 
energy charge is too high, too low, or just right.  Nor do members who think the 
Universal Energy Charge should be collected from large business or industrial customers 
differ by age.
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Conclusions 
 
The findings clearly show that Nevada AARP members are supportive of the state 
maintaining low-income energy assistance programs.   This may be a particularly 
noteworthy finding given that most members report an increase in their electric, gas, and 
phone bills over the past three years, and at least two in five feel that their phone, gas, or 
electric rates do not seem reasonable.   
 
Finally, most members agree there needs to be stronger consumer protections 
implemented in Nevada to guard them from unfair or deceptive practices by energy 
service providers.   Additionally, if they had a complaint about their energy or utility 
services or rates, six in ten say they would turn to the Public Utilities Commission, and 
another three in ten say they would turn to the Attorney General’s Bureau of Consumer 
Protection.   
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Demographic Characteristics of Respondents 
(N=971) 
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APPENDIX A 
 


ANNOTATED QUESTIONNAIRE 
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2004 Nevada AARP Survey of Members: 
Concerns and State Legislative Issues  


 
Weighted N = 971; Response Rate = 49%; Sampling Error = +\- 3.14 


(Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses.  A “*” means less than 1%) 


Personal Concerns 
 


1.   Below is a list of concerns that have been expressed by people age 50 and older.  Please 
 rate your own level of concern about each item using a 5-point scale where 1 means you 
 are "not at all concerned" and 5 means you are "extremely concerned."  
 


Extremely
Concerned


   Not at all           No 
Concerned   Response 


a. Having Medicare as a base for retirement health 
coverage 


65% 16% 11%   3%   3%   1% 


b. Providing care or financial support for a parent, 
grandchild or other relative 


25% 15% 24% 13% 20%   3% 


c. Having Social Security as a base for retirement 
income 


61% 17% 12%   4%   5%   1% 


d. Finding affordable, high quality health insurance 71% 11%   9%   3%   6%   1% 


e. Staying in your own home as you get older 64% 17%   9%   4%   5%   1% 


f. Staying physically fit/maintaining a healthy diet 63% 24%   9%   2%   2%   1% 


g. Having high quality long-term care for you or a 
family member  


58% 22% 11%   4%   3%   1% 


h. Making sure your pension benefits and/or retirement 
savings are safe and secure  


78% 11%   6%   2%   2%   1% 


i. Having safe and affordable transportation alternatives 
if you are no longer able to drive yourself places 


53% 24% 15%   5%   3%   1% 


j. Finding work in retirement 13% 16% 26% 14% 29%   2% 


k. Having enough money to meet daily expenses  58% 16% 14%   5%   7%   1% 


l. Facing age discrimination in employment  26% 14% 18% 12% 29%   2% 


m. Having adequate information on Medicaid, the 
government health insurance program for low 
income people 


31% 15% 20% 12% 21%   1% 


n.   Having access to affordable prescription drugs  72% 14%   8%   2%   4%   1% 


o.   Protecting your right to privacy 63% 16% 12%   5%   4%   1% 


p.   Becoming  ill or disabled 61% 22% 12%   2%   3%   * 
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1.  CONTINUED-- Please rate your own level of concern about each item using a 5-point scale 
where 1 means you are "not at all concerned" and 5 means you are "extremely concerned." 
 


Extremely
Concerned


   Not at all            No 
Concerned    Response 


  q.   Being a victim of crime 44% 20% 24%   7%   5%   1% 


r.  Avoiding business practices that are unfair or 
        fraudulent 


47% 20% 21%   5%   5%   2% 


s.  Having consumer protections in health care 
      plans 


60% 22% 13%   2%   2%   2% 


   t.   Continuing to drive safely 52% 23% 15%   4%   5%   3% 


u.   State budget and its impact on taxes  56% 22% 14%   4%   3%   2% 


v.   Utility rates and service 66% 19% 10%   3%   1%   2% 


 
AARP Roles and Activities at the State Level 
 


2.   Listed below are some opportunities AARP could provide within your state to address member 
interests and concerns.  Please read each one carefully and indicate how likely it is that you, 
personally, would make use of the opportunity if it were offered in your state. 


 


 
Opportunity to... 


Definitely
Would 


Use 


Probably 
Would 


Use 


Might or 
Might Not


Use 


Probably 
Would Not 


Use 


Definitely 
Would Not


Use 


No 
Response


a. Attend workshop series or several 
meetings, or classes, on topics of interest or 
concern to me  


11% 21% 43% 17%   6%   2% 


b. Attend one-time educational events on 
topics of interest or concern to me 


15% 33% 36% 10%   5%   2% 


c. Receive written information on topics of 
interest or concern to me  


30% 37% 24%   5%   2%   2% 


d. Participate in activities to improve state 
laws, policies, regulations, or practices that 
affect me 


12% 23% 38% 18%   7%   2% 


e. Access a website for information on topics 
of interest or concern to me and for 
information about upcoming AARP events 
in my state    


22% 25% 22% 12% 16%   3% 


f. Volunteer my time to an AARP activity in 
my own community  


  6% 14% 38% 25% 15%   2% 


g.   Call my AARP State Office to listen to a 
recording about upcoming AARP events in 
my state 


  7% 13% 33% 28% 17%   2% 


h. Attend AARP volunteer information 
sessions in my community that give me 
an opportunity to meet other people and 
provide some community services  


  7% 15% 37% 24% 15%   2% 
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3.  If AARP has or were to have programs, services, or activities in your community, how 
would you want to find out about them?  (Check ALL that apply)   
%  
62 Read about local AARP activities in newspapers in your community 
25 Call a toll-free or local telephone number for a pre-recorded list of current 


AARP activities, programs, and services in your community 
12 Contact an AARP volunteer or AARP Chapter member in or near your 


community 
15 Attend a meeting at which AARP programs and activities are described 
81 Receive information by mail (e.g., letter, brochure, flyer) 
34 Visit the AARP Nevada website to access information 
29 Receive an email notification 
44 Tune in to a local TV channel or program 
31 Hear about them on a local radio station/program 
  2 No Response 


 
 


State Legislative Issues 
 


4. To be effective, AARP Nevada wants to work on the most important issues facing 
Nevada AARP members.  Keeping in mind what's most important to you, how much of 
a priority should it be for AARP to work on the following legislative issues in Nevada?  
 


  Top 
Priority


High 
Priority


Medium 
Priority 


Low 
Priority 


Not a 
priority 


at all 


No 
Response


a. Availability, cost, and quality of 
health care 


77% 17%   4%   1%   1%   1% 


b.Consumer protection against fraud 48% 30% 15%   4%   1%   2% 


c. Maintain a fair and adequate tax 
system 


54% 28% 12%   2%   1%   3% 


d.Access to affordable prescription 
drugs 


73% 17%   5%   2%   1%   2% 


e. Utility services and rates 58% 26% 10%   2%   1%   3% 


f. How older persons can remain 
independent as they age 


53% 29% 13%   2%   1%   1% 


g.Availability of transportation 
systems 


40% 28% 23%   6%   2%   2% 
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Prescription Drugs 
 


5.  Do you or another person in your household get any help in paying for prescription 
drugs from insurance or other health coverage? 


 


%  
71 Yes 
26 No  
  1 Not sure  
  2 No Response 


 
6. In the past 12 months, have you or has anyone in your household taken any 


prescription medications? 
 


%  
92 Yes 
  6 No             SKIP TO QUESTION  10 
  0 Not sure    SKIP TO QUESTION  10 
  2 No Response 


 
7.  Are you or is anyone in your household currently taking prescription medications on 


a regular basis, i.e. daily, weekly, monthly?  (n=897) 
 


%  
94 Yes 
  5 No  
  2 No Response 


 
8. In the past 12 months, has paying for prescription drugs been a major problem, a 


minor problem, or not a problem for you or anyone in your household?  (n=897) 
 


%  
17 A major problem 
37 A minor problem 
44 Not a problem 
  2 No Response 


 
9.   In the past 12 months, approximately how much have you or other members of your     
      household spent, EACH month, out-of-pocket for prescription drugs?  (n=897) 
 


%  
  7 Less than $10 per month 
23 $10 but less than $50 per month 
25 $50 but less than $100 per month  
23 $100 but less than $200 per month 
15 $200 but less than $500 per month 
  2 $500 or more per month 
  1 Not sure 
  3 No Response 
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10.  How concerned are you about being able to afford the cost of needed prescription 
drugs over the next two years? 


 


%  
44 Very concerned 
32 Somewhat concerned 
15 Not very concerned 
  7 Not at all concerned 
  2 No Response 


 
11.  Many people face difficult decisions when buying prescription drugs.  In the past 12  


  months, have you or has anyone in your household done any of the following? 
  


Yes 
 


No 
No 


Response
a.  Delayed getting a prescription filled because you didn’t have 


enough money to pay for it?  
16% 82%   3% 


b.  Taken less medicine than your doctor prescribed to make it last 
longer?  


19% 78%   3% 


c.  Cut back on items such as food, fuel, or electricity to be able to 
afford a prescription drug? 


  8% 88%   4% 


d.  Decided not to fill a prescription because of the cost of the drug? 22% 75%   3% 
e. Ordered your prescription drugs by mail or Internet from a 


company in the U.S. because they cost less? 
31% 66%   4% 


f.  Ordered your prescription drugs by mail or Internet from a 
company in another country because they cost less? 


  7% 90%   3% 


g.  Traveled to Mexico, Canada, or another country to purchase 
prescription drugs because they cost less? 


  6% 91%   3% 


 
12.   Have you applied for the new Medicare Prescription Discount Card? 
 


%   
  5 
89 


Yes 
No  


 
12a.  If  NO:  Are you going to apply for this card? (n=864) 


  6 No Response 9% Yes 43% Not sure 
43% No   4% No Response  


 
13.   How important is it to you that the state of Nevada work toward making prescription 


drug costs more affordable to residents?   
 


%  
79 Very important 
14 Somewhat important 
  3 Not very important 
  1 Not at all important 
  1 Not sure 
  2 No Response 
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14.   How strongly would you support or oppose a state prescription drug discount 
program in Nevada for low-income persons? 


 


%  
60 Strongly support 
24 Somewhat support 
  5 Somewhat oppose 
  3 Strongly oppose 
  6 Not sure 
  3 No Response 


 
15. How strongly would you support or oppose a state prescription drug discount 


program in Nevada for low-income persons if it requires new state funding? 
 


%  
33 Strongly support 
33 Somewhat support 
12 Somewhat oppose 
10 Strongly oppose 
  0 Not sure 
12 No Response 


 
Utilities 
 


16.   In your opinion, do your electric, gas, and phone rates seem reasonable to you or not?    
       (Circle the appropriate response for each). 
 


 Rates are 
reasonable 


Rates are not  
reasonable 


Not sure No Response 


Electric Rates 33% 57%   9%   1% 
Gas Rates 37% 41% 13%   9% 
Phone Rates 45% 44%   9%   2% 


 
17.  In the past three years, would you say your electric, gas, and phone bills have increased, 


decreased, or stayed about the same? (Circle the appropriate response for each). 


 Increased Decreased Stayed the same Not sure No Response


Electric 85%   1% 11%   2%   1% 
Gas 73%   * 11%   6%   9% 
Phone  65%   5% 27%   2%   1% 


 
18.  How difficult is it for you to understand each of the following types of utility bills?  


 Very 
difficult 


Somewhat 
difficult 


Not too 
difficult


Not at all 
difficult 


Not  
Sure 


No 
Response 


Electric 15% 31% 46%   1%   6%   1% 
Gas 13% 29% 42%   3%   4%   8% 
Phone  17% 28% 44%   *   9%   1% 
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19. If you had a complaint about your energy/utility bills and service, where would you 
turn for help in getting your complaint resolved?     (Check ALL that apply) 


 


%  
15 The Better Business Bureau 
29 The Attorney General’s Bureau of Consumer Protection 
  * Police 
  5 City Council member 
  6 County Commissioner 
61 The Public Utilities Commission 
14 Other: (specify) _________________ 
  0 Not sure 
  1 No Response 


 
20. To what extent do you agree or disagree that there should be stronger consumer 


protections against unfair or deceptive acts and practices by service providers for 
Nevada utility consumers?   


 


%  
69 Strongly agree 
25 Somewhat agree 
  5 Somewhat disagree 
  1 Strongly disagree 
  1 No Response 


 
21. How strongly do you support or oppose Nevada maintaining energy assistance 


programs to help low-income residents pay their energy bills?   
  


%  
44 Strongly support 
42 Somewhat support 
  9 Somewhat oppose 
  3 Strongly oppose 
  2 No Response 


 
22.  Which of the following best describes your opinion about the current Universal Energy 


Charge collected monthly from utility customers in Nevada to help support the Nevada 
Fund for Energy Assistance and Conservation program: 


 


%  
34 The universal energy charge is about right 
17 The universal energy charge is too high 
  1 The universal energy charge is too low 
40 The universal energy charge should be collected from large business and 


industrial customers only, not residents 
  8 No Response 


 
 







 


 Nevada AARP Survey of Members: Concerns and Opinions about Utility Rates and Programs      18 
 


Transportation 
 
23.  How often do you personally drive yourself somewhere for shopping, groceries, work,  
       appointments?   
 


%  
64 Every day or almost every day 
18 3 or 4 times/week 
  9 1 or 2 times/week 
  4 a few times a month or less 
  4 Never – I do not drive at all 
  2 No Response 


 
24.  If for some reason you were no longer able to drive your car, would it be a major  
       inconvenience for you, a minor inconvenience for you, or not an inconvenience at all? 
 


%  
79 Major inconvenience 
15 Minor inconvenience 
  3 It would not be an inconvenience at all 
  3 No Response 


 
25.   If for some reason you were no longer able to drive your car, which of the following people 


would be willing to drive you to the places you needed to go?  (Check ALL that apply) 
      


%  
56 Spouse or partner 
40 Children 
  1 Mother/father 
  * Grandparent 
13 Other relatives/family 
43 Friend(s) 
  6 Coworker(s) 
25 Neighbor 
10 Someone else:  _______________________________________ 
  4 No Response 
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26. If for some reason you were no longer able to drive, how would you get to the places you 
need and want to go?  (For each type, please check  yes if you would use it, no if you would 
not use it, or not available if you don’t have this kind of transportation in your area.) 


 
  Yes No Not 


Available 
No 


Response
a. Public transportation (bus, trolley, subway) 49% 14% 25% 12% 
b. Taxi 46% 29%   6% 19% 
c. Senior service van/shuttle 69%   9% 10% 12% 
d. Van/shuttle for those with disabilities 41% 20% 12% 27% 


 
If you checked, ‘NOT AVAILABLE’ for each of the alternative types of 
transportation listed in the above question, please SKIP TO QUESTION 28. 


 
27. If for some reason you had to use any of the alternative forms of transportation 


mentioned in the previous question to get somewhere, how easy or difficult would each 
of the following be for you: 


 


 
 


Very 
difficult


Somewhat 
difficult 


Not too 
difficult


Not at all 
difficult 


Not 
applicable


No 
Response


a. Getting to a stop or a station  21% 27% 22% 12%   6% 11% 
b. Finding out the schedule or 


hours of operation 
  6% 17% 38% 23%   4% 12% 


c. Getting information about the 
routes 


  6% 16% 38% 24%   4% 11% 


d.    Finding and utilizing disability 
van or shuttle services 


  9% 21% 31% 14% 13% 13% 


e.    Finding and utilizing senior 
van or shuttle services 


  9% 23% 32% 17%   9% 11% 


 
28.   In the past two months, how frequently have you:  (For each, check  appropriate box)  


 
  


Daily 
 


Weekly 
 


Monthly
Less than 


Once a Month 
 


Never 
No  


Response 
a.   Driven a car 78% 14%   1%   1%   4%   3% 
b.  Gotten a ride with someone   3% 13%   7% 26% 41% 11% 
c.   Used public transportation   1%   1%   1%   5% 82% 11% 
d.  Walked to some place   9% 13%   9% 16% 43% 10% 
e.   Taken a taxi   *   *   2% 11% 76% 11% 
f.   Used Senior or Community Van   *   *   *   1% 88% 10% 
g.  Used transportation services for     
      those with disabilities 


  *   *   *   1% 88% 10% 
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State Economy and State Services 
 


29.  Would describe the Nevada’s economy these days as excellent, good, not so good, or poor? 
 


%  
15 Excellent  
63 Good 
17 Not so good 
  2 Poor 
  3 No Response 


 
30.  How important is it to you that Nevada maintain current levels of funding for state and 


human service programs such as health care and social services for children, low-income 
people, older people, and people with disabilities even if you may not currently be eligible 
for these services?   


 
%  
65 Very important 
27 Somewhat important 
  4 Not too important 
  2 Not important at all 
  3 No Response 


 
31. Like many states, Nevada is facing difficult economic choices in the coming months as the 


governor and the state legislators try to balance the state budget.  One approach to balancing the 
budget is to impose cuts on state programs and services.  Which of the following state funded 
services or programs would you support or oppose cutting in order to balance the state budget? 


 


 Strongly 
support 
cutting


Somewhat 
support 
cutting 


Somewhat 
oppose 
cutting 


Strongly 
oppose 
cutting 


Not 
sure 


No 
Response


a. Health care and long-term care for older 
persons and people with disabilities 


  4%   6% 18% 64%   4%   5% 


b.   Kindergarten through 12th grade 
education 


  6% 14% 19% 51%   6%   5% 


c. Higher education, i.e. community 
colleges, universities, technical training 


10% 24% 26% 28%   7%   5% 


c. Highway and road maintenance and 
construction 


  4% 18% 35% 34%   5%   4% 


d. Public safety, courts, and jails   6% 15% 31% 38%   6%   5% 
e. State grants to municipalities and 


counties for fire and police protection, 
senior centers, parks and recreation 


  7% 15% 32% 38%   5%   4% 


f. Mental health facilities & programs   4% 16% 32% 38%   7%   4% 
g. Other: (specify) _________________________      
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About You                                                                                                           
 


The following questions are for classification purposes only and will be kept entirely confidential. 
 


D1.  What is your 5-digit zip code? WRITE IN YOUR ZIP CODE ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 


D2.   What county do you live in?  ______________________________ 


D3.    Do you own or rent a home? 
%  
82 Own 
11 Rent 
  4 Neither 
  3 No Response 


 
D4.  What is your current marital status?        


%  
59 Now married 
17 Widowed 
17 Divorced 
  1 Separated 
  3 Never married 
  3 No Response 


 


D5.  What is the highest level of education that you completed? 
%  
  4 Less than high school 
20 High school graduate or equivalent 
42 Some college or technical training beyond high school 
16 College graduate (4 years) 
15 Post-graduate or professional degree 
  4 No Response 


 


D6.  Which of the following best describes your current employment status? 
%  
26 Employed or self-employed full-time 
10 Employed or self-employed part-time 
55 Retired and not working 
  3 Other such as homemaker 
  3 Unemployed and looking for work 
  4 No Response 


D7.  Do you have access to a personal computer at home, at work, or some other place? 
%  
71  


 
Yes 


D7a.  If  YES: Do you have access to the Internet or the ability 
to use online services such as America Online (AOL)?  (n=691) 


25  No     91%   Yes 1% Don't know 
4 No Response       7% No 1% No Response 
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D8.  What is your race? 
%  
90 White or Caucasian 
  3 Black or African American 
  2 Hispanic, Spanish, Latino 
  1 Asian  
  1 Native American or Alaskan Native 
  1 Other:  ___________________________________ 
  2 No Response 


 
D9.  What was your annual household income before taxes in 2003? 


%  
  4 Less than $10,000  
13 $10,000 to $19,999 
14 $20,000 to $29,999 
11 $30,000 to $39,999 
12 $40,000 to $49,999 
19 $50,000 to $74,999 
20 $75,000 or more 
  8 No Response 


 
D10.  Are you male or female?   


%  
52 Male 
47 Female 
  1 No Response 


 
D11.  What is your age as of your last birthday? ________ years 


%  
28 50-59 
49 60-74 
21 75+ 
  1 No Response 


 
Thank you for completing this survey.  Please use the postage-paid envelope and return 
it no later than July 9, 2004 to State Member Research, AARP, 601 E Street, NW, 
Washington, DC 20049.  







 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


AARP 
Knowledge Management 


For more information please contact Jennifer H. Sauer (202) 434-6207 
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Introduction


This report focuses on the incomes of four different households living on social assistance,
commonly known as “welfare.”  It is a continuation of the welfare incomes series published
regularly by the former National Council of Welfare.


The Caledon Institute of Social Policy committed to continue the data series following the
demise of the National Council of Welfare in 2012.  The figures presented in this report are based on
the same methodology employed by the Council, thereby ensuring the integrity and comparability of
the data series.


The welfare incomes in this report represent the total amount that four typical households
would receive over the course of a year.  These households are: a single person considered
employable, a single person with a disability, a single parent with one child age 2 and a couple with
two children ages 10 and 15.


Total welfare incomes consist of the sum of two main components:


• social assistance
• provincial/territorial and federal child benefits as well as relevant provincial/territorial


and federal tax credits.


It is important to note that the amounts shown for welfare represent the maximum paid for
basic needs.  Households may receive less if they derive income from other sources.  Some
households may be eligible for more than the amounts identified here if they have special health-  or
disability-related needs.


What is welfare?


Social assistance is the program of last resort.  It is intended for persons who have exhausted
all other means of financial support.  Every province and territory has its own social assistance
program, so no two are the same.  Each program has different administrative rules, eligibility
criteria, benefit levels and provisions regarding special assistance.  However, the basic structure of
social assistance is much the same across the country, even though the specifics may differ.


Eligibility for social assistance is determined on the basis of a needs test.  This assessment
takes into account the household’s basic needs and its financial resources, which include both assets
and income.


The needs test assesses whether there is a shortfall between available financial resources and
the legislated levels for basic needs – i.e., food, shelter, clothing, household and personal needs.
Additional amounts may be paid on a discretionary basis for special needs according to each
household’s circumstances.
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Assets


In order to qualify for welfare, the assets of a household must fall below designated levels.
Assets include both fixed and liquid assets.


Fixed assets refer to family residence, primary vehicle, personal effects and items required
for employment.  These fixed assets generally are considered exempt (within reason) when
determining eligibility for welfare.


Liquid assets include cash on hand and in a bank account as well as stocks, bonds and
securities that can be readily converted to cash.  All provinces and territories set out the maximum
allowable amount of liquid assets a household may retain and still be eligible for assistance.
Moreover, some jurisdictions have different provisions for persons or households applying for
welfare compared to those already on the program.


All jurisdictions exempt the full or partial value of Registered Education Savings Plans and
Registered Disability Savings Plans.  Several also have provisions concerning the exemption of
Registered Retirement Savings Plans.


Table 1 shows that these so-called ‘liquid asset exemptions’ vary considerably by
jurisdiction, and by household category and size.  Changes that may have occurred during the year
are identified in the footnotes.
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Table 1
Liquid Asset Exemption Levels as of January 2012


Provisions for Applicants and Recipients1


NEWFOUNDLAND
AND LABRADOR


PRINCE EDWARD
ISLAND


NOVA SCOTIA


NEW BRUNSWICK


QUEBEC4


ONTARIO5


MANITOBA


SASKATCHEWAN7


ALBERTA8 9


ALBERTA – Assured
Income for the Severely
Handicapped (AISH)
program


BRITISH
COLUMBIA12


YUKON


NORTHWEST
TERRITORIES


NUNAVUT13


Single Person
Considered
Employable


Single Person
with a Disability


Single Parent,
One Child


Couple,
Two Children


$3,000


$50 to $2002


$1,000


$1,000


Applicants:
$887


Recipients:
$1,500


$599


$4,000


$1,500


$583


Not applicable


Applicants:
$150


Recipients:
$1,500


$500


$300


$0


$3,000


$900


$1,0003


$3,000


$2,500


$5,0006


$4,000


$1,5007


$1,53010


The total value of
all non-exempt


assets owned by an
applicant, client and
cohabiting partner
must not exceed


$100,00011


$3,000


$1,500


$50,000


$5,000


$5,500


Up to $1,2002


$2,000


$2,000


Applicants:
$1,268


Recipients:
$2,896


$1,645


$8,000


$3,000


$1,066


Not applicable


Applicants:
$250


Recipients:
$2,500


$1,000


$380


$0


$5,500


Up to $1,8002


$2,000


$2,000


Applicants:
$1,807


Recipients:
$3,007


$2,222


$16,000


$4,000


$1,539


Not applicable


Applicants:
$250


Recipients:
$2,500


$1,600


$560


$0
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1. Unless otherwise noted, the asset exemption provisions apply to both those applying for and receiving social
assistance.


2. Applicants requiring short-term assistance (four months or less) cannot have assets in excess of $50.  The
higher asset exemption levels apply to those requiring long-term assistance.


3. Individuals who were in receipt of Family Benefits when the Employment Support and Income Assistance
(ESIA) program was enacted were grandparented.  For these clients, the asset exemption for single
individuals with disabilities is $3,000, for married individuals with disabilities it is $5,500 and for single
parents without disabilities it is $2,500.


4. At the time of application, an applicant’s liquid assets may not exceed the allowable limits set according to
family size.  The determination of a household’s assets excludes income received during the month of
application which is to cover the cost of rent, heating and public utilities.  Higher asset exemption levels
apply after the first month for clients with no severe limitations to employment (social assistance program).
Table 6.2 of the 2009 edition of Welfare Incomes contained incorrect information for some social assistance
applicants in Quebec.  The italicized cells in the following table contain the revised data:


5. Asset levels were increased for Ontario Works clients in December 2012.  The new limits are $606 for a
single person, $1,657 for a single parent with one child and $2,235 for a couple with two children.


6. This represents the prescribed asset exemption level for a single person on the Ontario Disability Support
Program.


7. In 2009, the Saskatchewan Assured Income for Disability (SAID) program was introduced.  Initially it
supported individuals with disabilities in residential care.  In June 2012, SAID was expanded to include
persons with disabilities living independently.


8. The maximum allowable liquid assets for those in the “expected to work” category of Income Support are
equivalent to one month’s core benefit for the applicable household unit.  The maximum applicable National
Child Benefit Supplement is included for families with children.  Households receive an additional $33 for
each child over the age of 12.


9. Asset levels increased in April 2012 to: $627 for a single person, $1,618 for a single person with a disability,
$1,110 for a single parent with one child and $1,583 for a couple with two children.


10. This represents the amount for an Income Support client in the “barriers to full employment” category.  For
those in the “barriers to full employment” category, the maximum allowable liquid assets are equivalent to
two months’ core benefits.  Asset exemption levels for clients in the “barriers to full employment” category
include the Personal Needs Supplement (effective August 2005) of $78 per month.


11. Exempt assets are not counted in the $100,000 limit.  Examples of exempt assets include a principal
residence, a non-recreational vehicle, an adapted vehicle, clothing and household items, a locked-in
retirement account (LIRA) and a registered disability savings plan (RDSP).  AISH clients with non-exempt
assets of $3,000 or less may also receive Personal Benefits (e.g., for child care, moving, addiction treatment)
and a monthly Child Benefit of $100 per dependent child.


12. Asset levels were increased October 1, 2012 to: $2,000 for a single person, $5,000 for a single person with a
disability and $4,000 for a household of two or more persons.  Applicant asset limits were eliminated.


13. In Nunavut, there is no exemption on liquid assets other than for persons with a disability and persons 60
years of age or older.


LIQUID ASSET EXEMPTION LEVELS FOR APPLICANTS, QUEBEC


Single employable
person


Single person
with a disability


Single parent
with one child


Couple with
two children


1989


1994


1999


2004


2009


$1,500


$1,500


$712


$812


$862


$2,500


$2,500


$2,500


$2,500


$2,500


$2,500


$2,500


$1,037


$1,161


$1,232


$2,500


$2,500


$1,478


$1,654


$1,757
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Income


The next step in determining welfare eligibility is to assess available household income,
which may be considered exempt, partially exempt or non-exempt.


Exempt income is not taken into account when determining the amount of welfare
assistance.  The Canada Child Tax Benefit, child welfare payments, and federal and provincial/
territorial tax credits, for example, are all considered exempt income.


Non-exempt income, by contrast, reduces the amount of assistance payable dollar for dollar.
Pension income and Workers’ Compensation payments, for instance, are non-exempt sources of
income and are therefore deemed available to support the household.


There are also small amounts permitted in respect of paid employment.  These are known as
earnings exemptions, described below.


Earnings exemptions


Earnings exemptions permit welfare recipients to retain a certain portion of earnings from
paid work (i.e., recipients who work get to keep all of their work earnings, but their welfare benefits
are reduced).  These are intended to provide a modest work incentive and enable a household to
increase its overall income.


There are several approaches employed in calculating earnings exemptions, which vary by
province and territory.  See Table 2.


A flat-rate amount permits earnings up to a stipulated sum before welfare benefits are
reduced dollar for dollar.  A percentage of earnings approach means that welfare benefits are cut
back by a set percentage.  If a jurisdiction has a 50 percent earnings exemption policy, for example,
the welfare entitlement is lowered by 50 percent of the client’s earnings.


A combination of flat-rate amount and percentage of earnings means that once the flat rate is
exceeded, welfare benefits are reduced by the designated percentage.  Moreover, many jurisdictions
have different earnings exemption provisions for households applying for welfare compared to those
already in receipt of welfare.


Welfare incomes


Total welfare incomes for the four household types in each of the provinces and territories
are presented in Appendix A, with details provided in the footnotes.  For each province and territory,
total welfare incomes are made up of basic social assistance, additional social assistance program
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Table 2
Monthly Earnings Exemption Levels as of January 2012


Provisions for Applicants and Recipients


NEWFOUNDLAND
AND LABRADOR


PRINCE EDWARD
ISLAND


NOVA SCOTIA2


NEW BRUNSWICK4 5


QUEBEC


ONTARIO


Single Person
Considered
Employable


100% of income
up to $75


plus 20% of
income in excess


of $75


$75 of net earned
income plus 10%


of the balance


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$150/month of net
wages plus 30%
of the net wages


remaining


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$150


$2007


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
50% of net


earnings after
3 months of
continuous
assistance


Single Person
with a Disability


100% of income
up to $150


plus 20% of
income in excess


of $1501


$75 of net earned
income plus 10%


of the balance


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$300/month of net
wages plus 30%
of the net wages


remaining3


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$2506


$1008


50% of net
earnings11


Single Parent,
One Child


100% of income
up to $150


plus 20% of
income in excess


of $150


$125 of net earned
income plus 10%


of the balance


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$150/month of net
wages plus 30%
of the net wages


remaining


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$200


$2009


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
50% of net


earnings after
3 months of
continuous
assistance


Couple,
Two Children


100% of income
up to $150


plus 20% of
income in excess


of $150


$125 of net earned
income plus 10%


of the balance


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$150/month of net
wages plus 30%
of the net wages


remaining


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$200


$30010


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
50% of net


earnings after
3 months of
continuous
assistance
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Table 2 (continued)
Monthly Earnings Exemption Levels as of January 2012


Provisions for Applicants and Recipients


Single Person
Considered
Employable


Single Person
with a Disability


Lone Parent,
One Child


Couple,
Two Children


Applicants:
$200 of net


earnings


Recipients:
after one month,


$200 of net
earnings plus


30% of net
earnings over


$200


No earnings
exemption


(TEA clients)


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$230 of net


income plus 25%
of the remaining


net income


MANITOBA12


SASKATCHEWAN13


ALBERTA


Applicants:
$200 of net


earnings


Recipients:
after one month,


$200 of net
earnings plus


30% of net
earnings over


$200


$200 plus 25% of
the next $500 for


a maximum of
$325


(SAP clients)13


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$230 of net


income plus 25%
of the remaining


net income


Applicants:
$200 of net


earnings


Recipients:
after one month,


$200 of net
earnings plus
30% of net


earnings over
$200


No earnings
exemption


(TEA clients)


Clients with
earnings over


 $125 are eligible
for the


Saskatchewan
Employment
Supplement


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$230 of net


income plus 25%
of the remaining


net income


Applicants:
$200 of net
earnings for
each earner


Recipients:
after one month,


$200 of net
earnings plus
30% of net


earnings over
$200, for each


earner


No earnings
exemption


(TEA clients)


Clients with
earnings over


$125 are eligible
for the


Saskatchewan
Employment
Supplement


Applicants:
no exemption


Recipients:
$115 of net


income plus 25%
of the remaining


net income
(for each


working adult)







8     Caledon Institute of Social Policy Welfare in Canada 2012


Table 2 (continued)
Monthly Earnings Exemption Levels as of January 2012


Provisions for Applicants and Recipients


Single Person
Considered
Employable


Single Person
with a Disability


Lone Parent,
One Child


Couple,
Two Children


Not applicable


No earnings
exemption


Applicants:
$100


Recipients: $100
plus 50% of


earned income for
first 36 months,


then the
exemption is 25%


$200 plus
additional 15% of


the remaining
earned income


$200


ALBERTA-Assured
Income for the
Severely Handicapped
(AISH) program14


BRITISH
COLUMBIA15


YUKON


NORTHWEST
TERRITORIES


NUNAVUT


The first $400 of
net employment
income is fully
exempt and any
amount above


$400, and up to
$1,500, is 50%


exempt to a
maximum


exemption of
$95014


Applicants:
no exemption for


first 3 months


Recipients:
 $500


Applicants:
$100


Recipients: $100
plus 50% of


earned income for
first 36 months,


then the exemption
is 25%16


$200 plus
additional 15% of


the remaining
earned income


$200


Not applicable


No earnings
exemption


Applicants:
$150


Recipients:
$150 plus 50% of
earned income for
first 36 months,


then the
exemption is 25%


$400 plus
additional 15% of


the remaining
earned income


$400


Not applicable


No earnings
exemption


Applicants:
$150


Recipients: $150
plus 50% of


earned income for
first 36 months,


then the
exemption is 25%


$400 plus
additional 15% of


the remaining
earned income


$400
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1. This applies to a single person with a disability requiring supportive services.
2. In Nova Scotia, families already in receipt of assistance may also earn up to $3,000 annually through the


Harvest Connection program without these earnings affecting their basic income assistance payment.
3. This provision applies to persons with a disability participating in supported employment.
4. New Brunswick has two types of wage exemptions.  The regular Wage Exemption amounts are shown in the


above table.  The Extended Wage Exemption (EWE) provides higher exemptions to clients during their
transition to self sufficiency.  A client may only receive one type of exemption at any time.  The EWE, which
is limited to a maximum of two years, exempts a percentage of net income based on the household type.
Singles and families with no children may receive an exemption of up to 30 percent of net earned income for
the first six months, 25 percent of net income for the next six months, then the appropriate flat-rate wage
exemption for the remaining 12 months.  Families with children may receive an exemption of up to 35
percent of income for the first six months, 30 percent of income for the next six months, then the regular flat-
rate wage exemption for the remaining 12 months.


5. All amounts shown are for the Transitional Assistance program except for the single person with a disability.
6. This is for a single person with a disability under the Extended Benefits program.
7. This is for a person in the Social Assistance program with no severe limitations to employment.
8. This is for a person in the Social Solidarity program with severe limitations to employment.
9. This is for a person in the Social Assistance program with temporary limitations to employment.
10. This is for a couple in the Social Assistance program regardless of the type of limitations to employment.
11. In addition, a monthly $100 Work-Related Benefit is paid to each eligible adult family member who is


working.
12. Manitoba also provides the Rewarding Work Allowance (RWA) to all employed adults without disabilities on


income assistance. The RWA is $100 for people without disabilities working more than 80 hours or 10 days
in a month, or $50 for those working less.  Employed persons with disabilities receive similar benefits.


13. In 2009, the Saskatchewan Assured Income for Disability (SAID) program was introduced.  Initially it
supported individuals with disabilities in residential care.  In June 2012, SAID was expanded to include
persons with disabilities living independently.


14. Effective April 1, 2012, the AISH earnings exemption level for a single person increased to $800/month plus
50 percent of the remainder, to a maximum of $2,225 per month.


15. Earnings exemption provisions changed effective October 1, 2012.  Under the Income Assistance program, a
flat-rate monthly exemption of $200 was implemented for all recipients, regardless of family size.  Under the
Disability Assistance program, the flat-rate monthly exemption was increased to $800.  Recipients under
either program had to be on assistance for one month before the new provisions applied.


16. Effective July 2005, persons who qualified for the Yukon Supplementary Allowance (payable to persons with
a disability and the elderly) were eligible for an additional annual earned income exemption of $3,900.
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benefits, federal child benefits, provincial/territorial child benefits, the GST credit and provincial/
territorial tax credits.


The social assistance amounts were calculated on the basis of the following assumptions:


• the household started to receive assistance on January 1 and remained on assistance for
the entire year.


• any changes to welfare rates over the course of the year are factored in.
• basic rates and regularly recurring additional items – e.g., a Christmas Allowance or


back-to-school allowance – have been incorporated.  Special needs amounts are not
included.


• the household had no earnings so was eligible to receive the maximum amount of social
assistance.


• the heads of all households were deemed to be fully employable, with the exception of
the single person with a disability.


• the household lived in the largest city or town in its province or territory.
• the household lived in private market housing and utility costs were included in the rent.


(The exception is Nunavut, where almost all welfare recipients live in publicly
subsidized housing.)


In some cases, we have revised the approach employed in earlier editions of the report based
on feedback from provincial or territorial officials.  In other instances, new programs have been
added.  These changes are summarized below.


Newfoundland and Labrador


• Social assistance is delivered by Advanced Skills and Education.  The majority of St.
John’s social assistance households receive additional assistance ($150 per month) in
recognition of the higher cost of rent in that city.  The single person with a disability also
receives a Personal Care Allowance provided by Health and Community Services ($150
per month).  However, that individual is not entitled to receive both benefits.  Health and
Community Services may offer a top-up to assist with housing costs.  The 2012 data
have been revised to exclude additional rental assistance for the single person with a
disability.


• The Home Heating Rebate of $250 per household has been included for 2012.


New Brunswick


• The Home Energy Assistance Program provides low-income households with a one-time
payment of $100.  This amount has been incorporated in the 2012 calculations.
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Ontario


• The provincial tax credit system has undergone changes over the past few years.
Starting in July 2012, the Ontario Sales Tax Credit, Ontario Energy and Property Tax
Credit, and Northern Energy Tax Credit were combined into a single benefit known as
the Trillium Benefit.  This new benefit is paid monthly.


• The 2012 tax credit data include final payments of the Ontario Sales Tax Credit paid in
February and May, final payments of the Ontario Energy and Property Tax Credit paid in
March and June 2012, and monthly Trillium Benefit amounts paid July to December
2012.


Saskatchewan


• Saskatchewan pays actual utility costs for social assistance clients.  In order to calculate
shelter allowances for the four family types, average province-wide utility costs were
used.


• The Saskatchewan Assured Income for Disability (SAID) program was introduced in
2009.  Initially, it supported individuals in residential care with significant and enduring
disabilities.  In June 2012, SAID was expanded to include persons with significant and
enduring disabilities living independently.  Benefits are an average $275 a month higher
than those paid under the Saskatchewan Assistance Plan.  The 2013 figures will include
calculations for this new program.


Nunavut


• Shelter costs employed in earlier reports were based on average market rents.  Because
more than 95 percent of Iqaluit’s Social Assistance households live in public housing, we
have switched to the use of public housing rents, starting in 2012.  As a result, welfare
incomes in 2012 are considerably lower than reported in the past.


Welfare incomes over time


The figures in this series track total welfare incomes for the period 1986 to 2012 for each of
the four illustrative family types.  All figures are presented in constant 2012 dollars, taking into
account the effect of inflation.


All the graphs for the provinces start in 1986, other than for the single person with a
disability.  Figures for the latter household type were calculated starting in 1989.  Moreover, there
are no entries for any of the households in 1987 and 1988, as welfare incomes were not calculated in
those years.  Results for the territories begin in 1986 for Yukon, 1993 for the Northwest Territories
and 1999 for Nunavut.
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Readers who want to see the amounts that underline the graphs can find them in Appendices
B.1 through B.13.


Newfoundland and Labrador


From 1986 through 1995, single employable persons received just over $6,000 in welfare
incomes.  After that point, their incomes dropped precipitously to less than $2,000 in 1997, 1998 and
1999, then increased in 2000, 2001 and 2002, remaining around $10,000 until 2012.  The ‘cliff’ seen
in Figure 1a was due primarily to changes in the way in which the province calculated shelter
allowances for this particular household type.  It shifted from the payment of market rent to room-
and-board allowances, which are substantially lower than the former amount.  By 2012, welfare
incomes for single employable households had reached a peak of $10,813 in recognition of the
drastically inadequate benefits paid in the late 1990s.


At the beginning of the period, single persons with disabilities enjoyed an income of $12,326
– double that of single employable recipients ($6,176).  While still low relative to major
benchmarks, namely as poverty lines and median and average incomes, the income for single
persons with disabilities was not only more adequate but also more stable, as shown in Figure 1b,
with only small ups and downs over time.  Single persons with disabilities were the only household
type to see their welfare incomes drop slightly in 2011 and 2012.  By the end of the period, they
were eligible for maximum incomes of $10,846 – almost equivalent to single employable persons
($10,813).


Figure 1a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person, 


Newfoundland and Labrador, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 1b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Newfoundland and Labrador, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 1c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2, 


Newfoundland and Labrador, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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In 1986, single-parent families with one child age 2 received welfare incomes of $17,734 or
just under $18,000.  These have stayed relatively stable over the past 25 years – with a slight jump in
2006 to $19,91l.  Welfare incomes for this household reached a maximum $20,811 in 2012 – the
highest number for the entire period.  Figure 1c shows the trend.


Couples with two children ages 10 and 15 shown in Figure 1d have also seen a fairly
constant pattern in their welfare incomes since 1986, again with slightly higher amounts starting in
2006.  Total welfare incomes for this household reached a maximum $24,051 in 2012 – the highest
of all the years.


Taken together, Figures 1a-1d make clear that 2006 was a turning point for welfare incomes
for all households in Newfound and Labrador.  The Family Benefit rate for singles and childless
couples rose by 1.0 percent in January 2006.  A further boost of 5.0 percent came into effect in July
2006.  The Family Benefit rate for single-parent families and couples with two children was also
increased by 5.0 percent in July 2006.


Figure 1d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,
Newfoundland and Labrador, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Prince Edward Island


Unlike Newfoundland and Labrador, where benefits for single households went up in 2006,
welfare incomes for single employable persons and single persons with disabilities in Prince Edward
Island took a downward trend over the 25-year period.  Single employable recipients experienced
three consecutive drops in 1994, 1995 and 1996 – after which welfare incomes remained fairly
stable.  Figure 2a shows total maximum welfare incomes for single employable persons at $7,157 in
2012 – a substantial $4,520 below the $11,677 amount for 1986.


Figure 2a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Prince Edward Island, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Single persons with disabilities saw a more gradual decline – but a drop nonetheless –
throughout the 1989-2012 time period.  Welfare incomes for this household were a maximum
$13,258 in 1989 but then declined substantially, falling to $9,416 in constant dollars by 2012 –
$3,842 under the $13,180 amount for 1989.  See Figure 2b.


By contrast, families with children remained at status quo.  While welfare incomes went up
and down slightly over time, they basically held their ground over the 25-year period.  Figures 2c
and 2d show the trends.


In 2012, single-parent families with one child under age 2 ended up at virtually the same
point they started in 1986 – with maximum welfare incomes of $17,958 in 2012 and $18,068 in
1986.
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Figure 2b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Prince Edward Island, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 2c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,
Prince Edward Island, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 2d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


Prince Edward Island, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Welfare incomes for two-parent families with two children ages 10 and 15 followed a similar
up-down pattern starting at a maximum $27,531 in 1986 and ending at $26,384 in 2012, losing
ground slightly over this period.


Nova Scotia


The early 1990s were better years for single welfare recipients than later decades.  Welfare
levels dropped substantially from a ‘high’ of $9,681 in 1989 to a low of $5,838 in 2000.  Figure 3a
shows that these incomes have remained at relatively low levels and reached a maximum of only
$7,136 in 2012.


As in PEI, single persons with disabilities in Nova Scotia saw a slow but steady decline over
time.  Welfare incomes began the period at a maximum $12,707 in 1989 and went down steadily in
real terms to a low of $9,970 by 2012.  See Figure 3b.


Figure 3c shows that welfare incomes for single-parent families with one child went up and
down only slightly over the years.  They started the period at a maximum $16,834 in 1986 and ended
at $15,917 in 2012.


Figure 3d presents a mild wave-like pattern with only slight variations for two-parent
families with two children ages 10 and 15.  Welfare incomes were $21,834 in 1986 and stood at
$22,554 in 2012.
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Figure 3a
 Total welfare incomes, single employable person,
Nova Scotia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 3b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Nova Scotia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012 
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Figure 3c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,


Nova Scotia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 3d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


Nova Scotia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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New Brunswick


Single employable recipients in New Brunswick had low and virtually flat rates of welfare
incomes from 1989 through 2009, at under $5,000.  Welfare incomes then jumped significantly in
2010 to $6,992 and fell slightly to $6,801 in 2012.  The substantial increase in 2010 resulted from
the province’s decision to abolish the Interim Assistance program so that all single employable
persons became eligible for Transitional Assistance.  See Figure 4a.


It can be seen in Figure 4b that the trend for single persons with disabilities was precisely
opposite to that of employable recipients.  Welfare incomes for single persons with disabilities were
$12,102 in 1989 and hovered at that level for several years.  They then fell to $9,266 in 1994 where
they have remained more or less the same for the past 19 years, standing at $8,838 in 2012.


In Figure 4c, total welfare incomes for single-parent families with one child were pegged at
just over $14,600 ($14,676) in 1986.  These incomes have gone up and down slightly over the past
years, ending at $16,460 in 2012.


Welfare incomes for two-parent families with two children ages 10 and 15 in New
Brunswick followed a similar pattern as for the single-parent households.  In 1986, welfare incomes
for couples with two children came to $17,687, rising to $20,318 in 2012.  See Figure 4d.


Figure 4a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


New Brunswick, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 4b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability, 


New Brunswick, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 4c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,


New Brunswick, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Quebec


Total welfare incomes for single employable persons started out at a very low rate of just
$4,452 in 1986.  Figure 5a shows that these incomes then jumped to a ‘high’ of close to $9,000 in
1993 after which they declined gradually through 2010, with the exception of a slight rise in 2009.
They went up at the end of the period to reach $8,233 in 2012.


Figure 5b makes clear that single persons with disabilities in Quebec have had a more stable
source of income.  Their total welfare incomes rose from $10,395 in 1989 to $11,804 in 1994 and
plateaued around that level, reaching $11,957 in 2012.


Single-parent households in Quebec have seen modest ups and downs in their welfare
incomes over the 25-year period depicted in Figure 5c.  Welfare incomes for this household reached
their highest level ever in 2012, at $18,996.


Welfare incomes for two-parent families with two children ages 10 and 15 followed an
almost identical pattern to single-parent households in that province.  The two-parent households in
Figure 5d ended the period with maximum welfare incomes of $24,589 in 2012.


Figure 4d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


New Brunswick, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 5a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Quebec, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 5b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Quebec, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 5c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,


Quebec, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 5d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15, 


Quebec, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Ontario


Single employable recipients saw regular rises in their welfare incomes from 1986 ($9,515)
until 1994 ($12,147).  The following year, 1995, marked the beginning of a devastating attack on
social assistance, with a 21.6 percent cut in welfare benefits for recipients considered able to work.
The erosion continued steadily for the next 12 years because welfare rates were frozen.  Welfare
incomes recovered slightly in 2009 and 2010.  Maximum annual welfare incomes for single
employable persons in Ontario were only $8,068 in 2012, as shown in Figure 6a.


Single persons with disabilities in Ontario have fared somewhat better than single
employable recipients over the years because the former qualify for a higher benefit.  The Ontario
Disability Support Program for individuals with severe and prolonged disabilities, created in 1997, is
more generous than the basic Ontario Works program for persons deemed to be employable, as can
be seen in comparing Figure 6a with Figure 6b.  Even so, welfare receipients with disabilities were
not immune from erosion.  Their welfare incomes declined after 1994 and went up slightly in real
terms in 2009, 2010 and 2011.  They went back down in 2012, ending the period at $13,772.


Figures 6c and 6d show the same pattern as the single person households – a significant drop
in welfare incomes in 1995 followed by a downward trend for the next decade.  These cuts were
reversed by a few modest improvements after 2006 and then a small decline in 2012.  Single-parent
families were eligible for a maximum $18,598 in 2012.


Figure 6a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Ontario, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 6c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2, 


Ontario, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 6b 
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Ontario, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 6d
 Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


Ontario, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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The pattern for two-parent two-child families is almost identical to that of the single-parent
household: early increase, steady declines and modest upswing (on the whole) in welfare incomes in
recent years.  At last count in 2012, two-parent families with two children ages 10 and 15 were
eligible for a maximum $24,944.


Manitoba


The trend in Figure 7a for single employable recipients in Manitoba closely mirrors that of
Ontario:  Welfare incomes rose slowly but steadily for a few years after 1986 and then began a long
and continual decline between 1992 and 2007.  Modest gains in 2008 and 2009 were followed by a
small decrease in 2010, 2011 and 2012.  Welfare incomes for this household were $7,037 in 2012.


Figure 7b shows that 1992 was a good year for single persons with disabilities in Manitoba,
with a maximum welfare income of $12,993.  However, after that one ‘standout’ year, welfare
incomes went on a steady downward trend.  Maximum annual incomes reached just $9,640 in 2012.


There was a somewhat similar pattern for single-parent families with one child age 2 in
Figure 7c – a good year in 1992 followed by a decade of decline in welfare incomes.  These
households were worse off in 2012, with welfare incomes of $15,018, than they were in 1986 at
$16,558.
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Figure 7b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,
Manitoba, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 7a 
Total welfare incomes, single employable person, 


Manitoba, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 7c 
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2, 


Manitoba, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 7d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15, 


Manitoba, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 8a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Saskatchewan, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Total welfare incomes for couples with two children also went up in the first few years of the
period until 1992, from $26,043 in 1986 to $29,491 in 1992.  Figure 7d shows that welfare incomes
declined after that point and remained lower with welfare incomes of $21,819 in 2012 compared to
$26,043 in 1986.


Saskatchewan


Single employable persons in Saskatchewan saw their welfare incomes go up and down over
the years, as illustrated in Figure 8a, with no clear pattern.  They did better overall in the last seven
years than they did in the preceding nine years.  Still, welfare incomes were lower in 2012 – at
$8,901 – relative to their high of $9,528 in 2006.


Figure 8b shows that single persons with disabilities are better off than their employable
counterparts.  The former have also seen ups and downs over the years and were worse off at the end
of the period than they were at its start in 1989.  Total welfare incomes for this household were
highest at $13,000 in 1989, lowest at $10,115 in 2005, and stood at $11,263 in 2012.


Single-parent families with one child and two-parent families with two children saw a
similar pattern in their welfare incomes over time: down, flat and up.  Figures 8c and 8d show the
trend.
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Figure 8b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Saskatchewan, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 8c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2, 


Saskatchewan, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012 
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Single-parent families with one child age 2 started the period with welfare incomes of just
over $18,000 ($18,188) in 1986.  After many years of decline, welfare incomes started to rise in
2005.  But they ended the period at almost the same point where they began – with maximum
welfare incomes reaching $18,370 in 2012 compared to $18,188 in 1986.


Two-parent families with two children ages 10 and 15 saw a similar pattern in their welfare
incomes as did the single-parent households.  However, the two-parent families ended the period
with lower incomes than at the beginning: $24,578 in 2012 compared to $26,692 in 1986, for a loss
of $2,114.


Alberta


Figure 9a tracks welfare incomes for single employable recipients in Alberta.  They started
out at a high level (relative to the subsequent years) of $11,246.  After that point, for the most part, it
was a downward slide.  Only in 2008 did rates start to climb back up.  But they never regained their
initial 1986 level of $11,246 – ending the period considerably lower at $7,649 in 2012 for a loss of
$3,597.


There is no discernible pattern to the welfare incomes of single persons with disabilities.
Maximum incomes follow a mild wave-like pattern.  Despite the ups and downs over time, welfare
incomes at the beginning of the period at just under $10,000 ($9,778) are almost identical to those at
the end of the time frame at $9,850 in 2012.  See Figure 9b.


Figure 8d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15, 


Saskatchewan, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 9a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Alberta, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 9b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Alberta, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Persons with disabilities who qualify for the Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped
benefit (AISH) fare better than their counterparts on regular social assistance.  The trends in AISH
payments have been tracked consistently only since 2006.  It can be seen in Figure 9c that these
payments are far higher – at $18,228 in 2012 – than welfare incomes in the regular stream shown in
Figure 9b.  Welfare incomes for Albertans on AISH benefits increased substantially from $13,992 in
2006 to $18,228 in 2012.


The welfare incomes of single parents with one child age 2 ebbed and flowed over the 25-
year period shown in Figure 9d.  These families ended the period at a lower income level at $16,333
than they did more than two decades earlier at $18,292 in 1986.


The trend is the same for two-parent families in Alberta, as shown in Figure 9e.  They started
the 25-year period with total welfare incomes of $28,600 in 1986.  While they experienced ups and
downs over time, they ended worse off with annual welfare incomes of $22,856 in 2012, for a loss
of $5,744 over the 25-year period.


Figure 9c
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability


 receiving AISH benefits, Alberta, in constant 2012 dollars, 2006-2012 
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Figure 9d 
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2, 


Alberta, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2010
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Figure 9e
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


Alberta, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012 
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Figure 10a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


British Columbia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012 
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British Columbia


Figures 10a and 10b show a similar pattern of welfare incomes for single employable
recipients and single persons with disabilities in British Columbia.  However, the trend for
individuals with disabilities is far more pronounced, with a massive 10-year slide starting in 1995.


Single employable recipients in BC started the period at $8,033 in 1986.  Despite the ups and
downs, they were at virtually the same level 25 years later, with $7,952 in 2010.  See Figure 10a.


Single persons with disabilities reached a high of $13,568 in 1994 but then dropped steadily
after that time until they fell to $11,407 in 2004.  Their welfare incomes rose again in 2005 but
declined after 2009 to end the period at $11,561 in 2012.  See Figure 10b.


Figure 10c shows an undulating curve of ups and downs in welfare incomes for single-parent
households.  Their incomes were close to $16,000 in 1986 ($16,439) and ended at $17,490 in 2012.


Welfare incomes for two-parent households depicted in Figure 10d show an almost identical
pattern to single-parent households.  The main difference is that the two-parent families ended up
worse off at the close of the 25-period than at its start – at $22,386 in 2012 compared to $23,704 in
1986.
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Figure 10b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


British Columbia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012 
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Figure 10c
 Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,


British Columbia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Yukon


The welfare incomes of single employable persons in Yukon appear to go through four
distinct phases shown in Figure 11a: relatively low amounts from 1986 until 1996, a cluster of
higher amounts with small declines until 2000, another jump with drops until 2007 and a final
grouping of still higher amounts until 2009, then a slight decline.  Welfare incomes for this
household were $16,092 in 2012.


Figure 11b shows that welfare incomes for single persons with disabilities follow the same
pattern as single employable recipients.  On the whole, the trend is up with some modest declines in
between.  Total welfare income for this household was $13,001 in 1989 – but substantially higher at
$19,092 in 2012, for a gain of $6,091.


Welfare incomes for households with children follow the same pattern as for single person
households.  Single-parent families in Figure 11c started the period in 1986 with incomes of $19,114
and ended the period at a significantly higher (by $7,437) $26,551.  The welfare incomes of two-
parent households with two children in Figure 11d began the 25-year period at $30,208 and ended at
$36,853 in 2012, for a $6,645 gain.


Figure 10d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15, 


British Columbia, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 11a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Yukon, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 11b
Total welfare incomes, single person with a disability,


Yukon, in constant 2012 dollars, 1989-2012
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Figure 11c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2, 


Yukon, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Figure 11d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


Yukon, in constant 2012 dollars, 1986-2012
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Northwest Territories


Figure 12a shows that single employable households in the Northwest Territories saw a
substantial drop in income between 1993 (the first year for which welfare incomes were tracked in
the Territory) and 1998.  Welfare incomes were $16,491 in 1993 and fell to $10,286 in 1998.  They
then increased in three stages to $18,453 in 2008, declining to $17,334 in 2012.


Figure 12a 
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


 Northwest Territories, in constant 2012 dollars, 1993-2012
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Welfare incomes for single persons with disabilities followed a similar pattern as their
employable counterparts, as shown in Figure 12b.  Single recipients with disabilities had welfare
incomes of $21,524 in 2012.


The welfare incomes of single-parent families declined from 1993 to 1997, increased to 1999
and levelled off until they plummeted in 2007, followed by an increase in 2008 and then a decline to
$26,545 in 2012.  Figure 12c shows the trend.


Welfare incomes for two-parent families showed generally the same pattern throughout the
1993-2012 period, as indicated by Figure 12d.  They stood at $33,693 in 2012, $2,304 less than in
1993 ($35,997).
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Figure 12c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,
 Northwest Territories, in constant 2012 dollars, 1993-2012
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Figure 12b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,


Northwest Territories, in constant 2012 dollars, 1993-2012
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Nunavut


Welfare incomes in Nunavut were fairly flat for the first few years of tracking, which began
in 1999 when the Territory was created.  They then jumped substantially in 2007 and remained at
higher rates until 2012 when they fell back to less than 1999 levels.  Figure 13a shows the trend.


Changes to the welfare incomes methodology are the main driver behind the precipitous
‘loss’ in 2012.  In earlier years, housing allowances had been calculated on the basis of market rents,
as is currently done for the rest of the country.


However, it became clear in discussions with Nunavut officials that this calculation was not
an accurate representation of reality in the Territory in which almost all welfare recipients live in
subsidized housing.  The latter arrangement has become an essential support to help tackle the high
cost of living and compensate for the lack of affordable housing.


The much higher welfare income estimates for 2007 through 2011 result from the decision to
use the average cost of market housing, which was significantly higher than the maximum payable
amounts quoted in policy.


Figure 12d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15, 


Northwest Territories, in constant 2012 dollars, 1993-2012 
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Figure 13a
Total welfare incomes, single employable person,


Nunavut, in constant 2012 dollars, 1999-2012 
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Single employable persons, shown in Figure 13a, were eligible for welfare incomes of
$7,684 in 2012, taking into the account the fact that the bulk of housing costs are already paid.
Welfare incomes in 2012 were $9,884, $14,764 and $22,235, respectively, for single persons with
disabilities, single-parent families with one child and two-parent households with two children.


Figures 13a for single employables and 13b for persons with a disability are mirror images,
with a flat amount from 1999 to 2006, a sharp increase for 2009 through 2011 and then a large
decrease in 2012 (because of the change in methodology noted above).


Figure 13c shows a down-flat-up-down pattern for single parents with one child age 2.
Figure 13d portrays a small decline from 1999 to 2005, an increase from 2006 through 2011 and
then the sharp drop explained above.
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Figure 13b
Total welfare incomes, person with a disability,
Nunavut, in constant 2012 dollars, 1999-2012
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Figure 13c
Total welfare incomes, single parent with one child age 2,


Nunavut, in constant 2012 dollars, 1999-2012
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Figure 13d
Total welfare incomes, couple with two children ages 10 and 15,


Nunavut, in constant 2012 dollars, 1999-2012
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Adequacy of welfare incomes


The best way to assess the adequacy of any income program is to compare it to a recognized
standard and then determine how far it diverts from that indicator.  There is no single or commonly
accepted baseline, but rather several measures that typically are used for comparative purposes.
They fall into one of two groups: poverty measures and income measures.


Poverty measures


Poverty measures are considered to be the baseline level below which households are
deemed to live in poverty.  Two poverty measures are employed in this report: low income cut-offs
(LICOs) and Market Basket Measure (MBM).  The low-income measure (generally known as the
LIM), which is employed primarily for international comparisons, is not included here.  The low
income cut-offs and Market Basket Measure have been used to ensure consistency with past reports
in this series produced by the National Council of Welfare.


Low income cut-offs


The low income cut-offs (LICOs) were developed by Statistics Canada in the 1960s.  While
they are not considered by Statistics Canada to be an official poverty line, they are the most
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commonly used standard in the country.  The low income cut-offs are income thresholds below
which a family will likely devote a larger share of its income on the necessities of food, clothing and
shelter.


Currently, the average family spends 43 percent of its after-tax income on these three
necessities; the low income cut-offs are set where families devote, on average, 63 percent (43
percent plus 20 percent) of their after-tax income on necessities, leaving fewer dollars available for
other expenses such as health, education, transportation and recreation.  LICOs are calculated for 7
sizes of families and 5 sizes of communities.  Here, we use the terms low income cut-offs and
poverty lines as synonyms.


Table 3 compares total welfare incomes in 2012 with the after-tax low income cut-offs for
that year for the ten provinces.  Note that the survey that generates the low income cut-offs and
income estimates does not cover the three territories, so they are not included in any of the
comparisons with low-income lines or average and median incomes.


After-tax measures are used because they are considered to be more comparable to welfare,
which is not subject to income taxation.  It can be seen that welfare incomes fall well below the
designated cut-offs for all household types and in all jurisdictions (with the one exception of single-
parent families in Newfoundland and Labrador, which are $641 above the LICO).


In 2012, welfare incomes for single employable households ranged from 35.9 percent of the
after-tax poverty line in Manitoba to a ‘high’ of 65.2 percent in Newfoundland and Labrador.  Most
of the other jurisdictions cluster around the lower rate.  See Table 3 for all the results.


Welfare incomes for single persons with disabilities, while low, were slightly higher, ranging
from 49.2 percent of the poverty line in Manitoba to 70.3 percent in Ontario.


Alberta provides a separate program (AISH, for Assured Income for the Severely
Handicapped) for persons with disabilities, which pays better than the standard welfare program for
them.  In 2012, incomes of single persons on AISH came to 93.0 percent of the after-tax LICO, far
higher than the 50.3 percent for persons with disabilities on standard welfare.  Table 3 gives the
details.


For single-parent households with one child age 2, welfare incomes came to 63.0 percent of
the poverty line in Manitoba and a surprising 103.2 percent of the after-tax LICO in Newfoundland
and Labrador.  For two-parent families with two children, welfare incomes as a percentage of the
poverty line ranged from 58.9 percent in Manitoba to 85.3 percent in Prince Edward Island.  Readers
can consult Table 3 for the results.
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NL


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


PE


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


NS


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Table 3
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes


with After-Tax Low Income Cut-offs (LICOS)


Total welfare
incomes


LICO Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of LICO


$10,813


$10,846


$20,811


$24,051


$7,157


$9,416


$17,958


$26,384


$7,136


$9,970


$15,916


$22,554


$16,573


$16,573


$20,170


$31,335


$-5,760


$-5,727


$641


$-7,284


43.7%


57.5%


90.2%


85.3%


65.2%


65.4%


103.2%


76.8%


43.1%


60.2%


78.9%


72.0%


$-9,209


$-6,950


$-1,962


$-4,561


$16,573


$16,573


$20,170


$31,335


$16,366


$16,366


$19,920


$30,945


$-9,437


$-6,603


$-4,254


$-8,781
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Table 3 (continued)
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes


with After-Tax Low Income Cut-offs (LICOS)


NB


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


QC


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


ON


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Total welfare
incomes


LICO Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of LICO


$6,801


$8,837


$16,460


$20,318


$8,233


$11,957


$18,995


$24,589


$8,067


$13,772


$18,598


$24,944


$16,573


$16,573


$20,170


$31,335


$19,597


$19,597


$23,850


$37,052


$19,597


$19,597


$23,850


$37,052


$-9,772


$-7,736


$-3,710


$-11,017


$-11,364


$-7,640


$-4,855


$-12,463


$-11,530


$-5,825


$-5,252


$-12,108


41.0%


53.3%


81.6%


64.8%


42.0%


61.0%


79.6%


66.4%


41.2%


70.3%


78.0%


67.3%
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MB


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


SK


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


AB


single
employable


person with
disability


person with
disability/AISH


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Total welfare
incomes


Table 3 (continued)
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes


with After-Tax Low Income Cut-offs (LICOS)


LICO Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of LICO


35.9%


49.2%


63.0%


58.9%


53.7%


68.0%


91.1%


78.4%


39.0%


50.3%


93.0%


68.5%


61.7%


$7,037


$9,640


$15,018


$21,819


$8,901


$11,263


$18,370


$24,578


$7,649


$9,850


$18,228


$16,333


$22,856


$19,597


$19,597


$23,850


$37,052


$16,573


$16,573


$20,170


$31,335


$19,597


$19,597


$19,597


$23,850


$37,052


$-12,560


$-9,957


$-8,832


$-15,233


$-7,672


$-5,310


$-1,800


$-6,757


$-11,948


$-9,747


$-1,369


$-7,517


$-14,196
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Table 3 (continued)
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes


with After-Tax Low Income Cut-offs (LICOS)


BC


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Total welfare
incomes


LICO Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of LICO


$7,952


$11,561


$17,489


$22,386


$19,597


$19,597


$23,850


$37,052


$-11,645


$-8,036


$-6,361


$-14,666


40.6%


59.0%


73.3%


60.4%


Table 4
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes
with Market Basket Measure (MBM)


Total welfare
incomes


MBM Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of MBM


NL
St. John’s


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$10,813


$10,846


$20,811


$24,051


$16,812


$16,812


$23,776


$33,625


$-5,999


$-5,966


$-2,965


$-9,574


64.3%


64.5%


87.5%


71.5%


Market Basket Measure


The Market Basket Measure (MBM) is based on the cost of a specific basket of goods and
services representing a modest, basic standard of living.  It includes the cost of food, clothing,
footwear, transportation, shelter and other expenses for a ‘reference family’ of two adults with two
children ages 9 and 13.  The MBM provides thresholds for a finer geographic level than the low
income cut-offs allowing, for example, different costs for rural areas in various jurisdictions.
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PE
Charlottetown


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


NS
Halifax


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


NB
Moncton


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Table 4 (continued)
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes
with Market Basket Measure (MBM)


Total welfare
incomes


MBM Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of MBM


$7,157


$9,416


$17,958


$26,384


$7,136


$9,970


$15,916


$22,554


$6,801


$8,837


$16,460


$20,318


$16,773


$16,773


$23,721


$33,547


$16,804


$16,804


$23,764


$33,608


$16,060


$16,060


$22,712


$32,119


$-9,616


$-7,357


$-5,763


$-7,163


$-9,668


$-6,834


$-7,848


$-11,054


$-9,259


$-7,223


$-6,252


$-11,801


42.7%


56.1%


75.7%


78.6%


42.5%


59.3%


67.0%


67.1%


42.3%


55.0%


72.5%


63.3%
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QC
Montreal


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


ON
Toronto


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


MB
Winnipeg


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Table 4 (continued)
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes
with Market Basket Measure (MBM)


Total welfare
incomes


MBM Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of MBM


$8,233


$11,957


$18,995


$24,589


$8,067


$13,772


$18,598


$24,944


$7,037


$9,640


$15,018


$21,819


$15,823


$15,823


$22,377


$31,646


$17,259


$17,259


$24,407


$34,517


$15,272


$15,272


$21,597


$30,543


$-7,590


$-3,866


$-3,382


$-7,057


$-9,192


$-3,487


$-5,809


$-9,573


$-8,235


$-5,632


$-6,579


$-8,724


52.0%


75.6%


84.9%


77.7%


46.7%


79.8%


76.2%


72.3%


46.1%


63.1%


69.5%


71.4%
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SK
Saskatoon


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


AB
Calgary


single
employable


person with
disability


person with
disability/AISH


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


BC
Vancouver


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Table 4 (continued)
Comparison of 2012 Welfare Incomes
with Market Basket Measure (MBM)


Total welfare
incomes


MBM Poverty gap Welfare income
as % of MBM


$8,901


$11,263


$18,370


$24,578


$7,952


$11,561


$17,489


$22,386


$7,649


$9,850


$18,228


$16,333


$22,856


$16,164


$16,164


$22,859


$32,327


$16,908


$16,908


$16,908


$23,911


$33,815


$16,537


$16,537


$23,386


$33,073


$-7,263


$-4,901


$-4,489


$-7,749


$-9,259


$-7,058


$1,320


$-7,578


$10,959


$-8,585


$-4,976


$-5,897


$-10,687


55.1%


69.7%


80.4%


76.0%


45.2%


58.3%


107.8%


68.3%


67.6%


48.1%


69.9%


74.8%


67.7%
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Table 4 compares total welfare incomes in 2012 with the Market Basket Measure.  As in the
case of after-tax poverty lines, welfare incomes fall well below the designated baseline for all
household types and in all jurisdictions, with the exception of persons on Alberta’s AISH program.


In 2012, welfare incomes for single employable households were only 42.3 percent of the
MBM in New Brunswick, 42.5 percent in Nova Scotia and 42.7 percent in Prince Edward Island.
They reached a ‘high’ of 64.3 percent of the MBM in Newfoundland and Labrador.  Most of the
other jurisdictions cluster around the lower rate.  See Table 4 for all the results.


Welfare incomes for single persons with disabilities, while still modest, were slightly
higher, ranging from 55.0 percent of the MBM in New Brunswick to a high of 79.8 percent in
Ontario.  On a positive note, recipients under the Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped
(AISH) program in Alberta received welfare incomes that reached 107.8 percent of the Market
Basket Measure.  See Table 4.


For single-parent households with one child, welfare incomes ranged from 67.0 percent
of the MBM in Nova Scotia to 87.5 percent in Newfoundland and Labrador.  For two-parent
families with two children, welfare incomes as a percentage of the Market Basket Measure went
from 63.3 percent in New Brunswick to a high of 78.6 percent in Prince Edward Island.  Table 4
shows the results.


Income measures


Income measures comprise the second group of comparators to determine the adequacy
of welfare payments.  This set of measures assesses the adequacy of welfare relative to the level
of income of other households in the population.


There are several different indicators that can be used for comparative purposes.  Two
have been selected for this analysis: after-tax average incomes and median incomes.1  These are
the same measures employed in the Welfare Income series formerly produced by the National
Council of Welfare.


After-tax average incomes


The calculation of average incomes takes into account all sources, including wages and
salaries, investment income and transfers from income security programs.  Average incomes
provide a sense of the overall financial circumstances of the population.


There is significant variation in average incomes by province because of differences in
their respective economic foundations.  Calculations are not provided for the three territories
because they are not included the Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics from which income
data are derived.
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Table 5
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Average Incomes


NL


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


PE


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


NS


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Total welfare
incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
average incomes


After-tax average
incomes


$10,813


$10,846


$20,811


$24,051


$7,157


$9,416


$17,958


$26,384


$7,136


$9,970


$15,916


$22,554


$28,200


$28,200


$41,255


$89,195


$28,513


$28,513


$34,153


$75,930


$29,349


$29,349


$40,420


$77,915


38.3%


38.5%


50.5%


27.0%


25.1%


33.0%


52.6%


34.7%


24.3%


34.0%


39.4%


28.9%
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NB


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


QC


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


ON


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Table 5 (continued)
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Average Incomes


Total welfare
incomes


After-tax average
incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
average incomes


$6,801


$8,837


$16,460


$20,318


$8,233


$11,957


$18,995


$24,589


$8,067


$13,772


$18,598


$24,944


$27,991


$27,991


$42,404


$82,824


$29,349


$29,349


$45,433


$84,390


$36,973


$36,973


$51,700


$96,088


24.3%


31.6%


38.8%


24.5%


28.1%


40.7%


41.8%


29.1%


21.8%


37.2%


36.0%


26.0%
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Table 5 (continued)
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Average Incomes


MB


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


SK


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


AB


single
employable


person with
disability


person with
disability/AISH


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


Total welfare
incomes


After-tax average
incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
average incomes


$7,037


$9,640


$15,018


$21,819


$8,901


$11,263


$18,370


$24,578


$7,649


$9,850


$18,228


$16,333


$22,856


$30,602


$30,602


$45,537


$83,764


$34,153


$34,153


$43,240


$95,148


$43,657


$43,657


$43,657


$59,637


$105,488


23.0%


31.5%


33.0%


26.0%


26.1%


33.0%


42.5%


25.8%


17.5%


22.6%


41.8%


27.4%


21.7%
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25.1%


36.5%


37.6%


24.0%


Table 5 (continued)
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Average Incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
average incomes


After-tax average
incomes


Total welfare
incomes


BC


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$31,646


$31,646


$46,477


$93,268


$7,952


$11,561


$17,489


$22,386


The figures presented in Table 5 employ after-tax average incomes.  These represent the
amounts that households actually can use – their so-called ‘disposable income’ after they have
paid federal and provincial/territorial income taxes.  After-tax amounts represent a good basis
for comparison to welfare, which is not subject to income taxation and therefore effectively is a
de facto disposable income.


Compared to after-tax average incomes for single people, welfare incomes for single
employable recipients ranged from 17.5 percent in Alberta to 38.3 percent in Newfoundland and
Labrador, as shown in Table 5.


Single persons with disabilities were worst off in Alberta at 22.6 percent of after-tax
average incomes for single persons and best off in Quebec at 40.7 percent.  However,
individuals receiving benefits under the Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH)
program in Alberta fared best, at 41.8 percent of after-tax average incomes.  See Table 5 for all
the results.


Relative to after-tax average incomes for single parent families, welfare incomes of
single parents with one child under 2 ranged from 27.4 percent in Alberta to 52.6 percent in
Prince Edward Island.  Two-parent households received between 21.7 percent of after-tax
incomes in Alberta and 34.7 percent in Prince Edward Island.  Again, have a look at Table 5 for
the findings.
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Comparative information is helpful for assessing welfare adequacy.  Welfare incomes for
the four illustrative households typically ranged between 20 and 40 percent of after-tax average
incomes.  Only in one case do they equal 50 percent of average incomes (50.4 percent for single
parents in Newfoundland and Labrador) and in only one instance are welfare incomes higher
than 50 percent – for single parents in Prince Edward Island at 52.6 percent of after-tax average
incomes.


The figures tell a powerful story about the adequacy – or lack thereof – of welfare
incomes relative to the after-tax average incomes of Canadians.  Welfare incomes for all
household types ranged from a low of 17.5 percent for single employable recipients in Alberta
to a high of 52.6 percent of after-tax median incomes for single-parent households in Prince
Edward Island.


While the conclusions are basically the same when the former are compared to median
incomes – differences are typically only a few percentage points – the adequacy picture comes
out slightly better because of the different comparator base (average incomes are higher than
median incomes).


After-tax median incomes


Median incomes represent the mid-point of the income spectrum at which half of the
population falls below that designated level and half lies above it.  Table 6 shows the results.


The figures presented in Table 6 employ after-tax median incomes.  These represent the
amounts that households actually have to spend after paying federal and provincial/territorial
income taxes.  After-tax amounts represent a good basis for comparison to welfare, which is not
subject to income taxation and therefore effectively is a de facto disposable income.


When it comes to overall results, single employable recipients came last in Alberta and
best in Newfoundland and Labrador, with welfare incomes at 20.4 percent and 47.5 percent of
after-tax median incomes, respectively, as shown in Table 6.  Welfare incomes for single
persons with disabilities ranged from 26.3 percent and 47.6 percent of after-tax median incomes
in Alberta and Newfoundland and Labrador, respectively.  However, those receiving AISH
benefits in Alberta were best off, with their welfare incomes at 48.6 percent of after-tax median
incomes.  See Table 6 for all the results.


Single-parent recipients qualified for welfare incomes that fell between 34.9 percent and
58.5 percent of after-tax median incomes in Alberta and Prince Edward Island, respectively.
The welfare incomes of two-parent households ranged from 24.5 percent and 38.7 percent of
after-tax median incomes in Alberta and Prince Edward Island, respectively.


Welfare incomes for all household types ranged from a low of 20.4 percent for single
employable recipients in Alberta to a high of 58.5 percent of after-tax median incomes for
single-parent households in Prince Edward Island.
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Footnote


 1. Caledon has adopted a new approach to reporting average and median after-tax income.  Starting with this
report, we have reverted to using publicly available data from CANSIM.  For single parents, we use the data
for all single parents under age 65 with one child under age 18.  For the couple with two children, we use the
data for two-parent families with children under 18.  We had special runs done by the Income Statistics
Division of Statistics Canada to provide data for all non-elderly unattached individuals.  All data from
CANSIM relate to economic families.
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Table 6
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Median Incomes


Total welfare
incomes


After-tax median
incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
median incomes


NL


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


PE


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


NS


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$10,813


$10,846


$20,811


$24,051


$7,157


$9,416


$17,958


$26,384


$7,136


$9,970


$15,916


$22,554


$22,769


$22,769


$39,897


$81,048


$27,469


$27,469


$30,706


$68,097


$24,126


$24,126


$44,075


$72,170


47.5%


47.6%


52.2%


29.7%


26.1%


34.3%


58.5%


38.7%


29.6%


41.3%


36.1%


31.3%
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Table 6 (continued)
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Median Incomes


Total welfare
incomes


After-tax median
incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
median incomes


NB


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


QC


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


ON


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$6,801


$8,837


$16,460


$20,318


$8,233


$11,957


$18,995


$24,589


$8,067


$13,772


$18,598


$24,944


$24,231


$24,231


$39,689


$75,930


$26,738


$26,738


$41,569


$75,095


$29,662


$29,662


$42,404


$85,121


28.1%


36.5%


41.5%


26.8%


30.8%


44.7%


45.7%


32.7%


27.2%


46.4%


43.9%


29.3%
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Table 6 (continued)
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Median Incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
median incomes


After-tax median
incomes


Total welfare
incomes


MB


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


SK


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


AB


single
employable


person with
disability


person with
disability/AISH


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$7,037


$9,640


$15,018


$21,819


$8,901


$11,263


$18,370


$24,578


$7,649


$9,850


$18,228


$16,333


$22,856


$27,886


$27,886


$37,913


$77,079


$30,811


$30,811


$38,853


$89,717


$37,495


$37,495


$37,495


$46,791


$93,164


25.2%


34.6%


39.6%


28.3%


28.9%


36.6%


47.3%


27.4%


20.4%


26.3%


48.6%


34.9%


24.5%







Welfare in Canada 2012 Caledon Institute of Social Policy     65


Table 6 (continued)
2012 Welfare Incomes as a Percentage


of After-tax Median Incomes


Total welfare
incomes


After-tax average
incomes


Welfare income
as % of after-tax
median incomes


BC


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$7,952


$11,561


$17,489


$22,386


$25,693


$25,693


$42,195


$83,450


31.0%


45.0%


41.4%


26.8%
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Appendix A:
2012 Welfare Incomes, by Household and Component


Basic
social


assistance1


Federal
child


benefits2


Provincial/
territorial


child
benefits


GST
credit3


Provincial
tax


credits
Total


income


NL4 5 6 7


single
employable


person with
disability6


single parent,
one child8


couple, two
children8


PE9


single
employable


person with
disability10


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


NS11 12 13


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child14


couple, two
children14


Additional
SA


program
benefits


$8,445


$8,445


$12,930


$13,479


$6,900


$9,144


$12,576


$18,432


$6,402


$9,222


$9,642


$13,044


$1,800


$1,800


$1,800


$1,800


$350


$150


$4,734


$6,819


$4,734


$6,819


$4,734


$6,819


$349


$720


$584


$1,390


$278


$311


$648


$783


$257


$272


$648


$783


$257


$271


$648


$783


$290


$290


$350


$450


$477


$477


$309


$368


$10,813


$10,846


$20,811


$24,051


$7,157


$9,416


$17,958


$26,384


$7,136


$9,970


$15,916


$22,554
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NB15 16 17 18


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child19


couple, two
children19


QC20 21 22 23


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child24


couple, two
children24


ON25 26 27


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child28


couple, two
children28


$6,444


$7,416


$9,708


$10,896


$1,063


$1,020


$1,220


$4,734


$6,819


$250


$500


$257


$259


$648


$783


$100


$100


$100


$100


$6,801


$8,838


$16,460


$20,318


Appendix A (continued):
2012 Welfare Incomes, by Household and Component


Basic
social


assistance1


Additional
SA


program
benefits


Federal
child


benefits2


Provincial/
territorial


child
benefits


GST
credit3


Provincial
tax


credits
Total


income


$7,068


$10,752


$8,580


$11,059


$960


$1,159


$4,734


$6,819


$3,056


$3,394


$257


$297


$648


$783


$908


$908


$1,018


$1,375


$8,233


$11,957


$18,995


$24,589


$7,195


$12,790


$11,181


$13,644


$4,734


$6,819


$1,100


$2,200


$257


$342


$648


$783


$616


$641


$935


$1,498


$8,067


$13,772


$18,598


$24,944
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Basic
social


assistance1


Additional
SA


program
benefits


Federal
child


benefits2


Provincial/
territorial


child
benefits


GST
credit3


Provincial
tax


credits
Total


income


Appendix A (continued):
2012 Welfare Incomes, by Household and Component


MB29 30 31


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


SK32 33 34 35


single
employable


person with
disability36


single parent,
one child37


couple, two
children37


AB38 39


single
employable


person with
disability


person with
disability,
AISH40


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


$6,060


$7,397


$9,636


$14,057


$8,415


$9,902


$12,531


$16,125


$7,392


$8,640


$17,856


$11,064


$14,868


$936


$275


$4,621


$6,930


$257


$274


$372


$648


$783


$7,649


$9,850


$18,228


$16,333


$22,856


$720


$1,980


$160


$840


$215


$4,734


$6,819


$257


$263


$648


$783


$257


$292


$648


$783


$229


$229


$458


$636


$8,901


$11,263


$18,370


$24,578


$7,037


$9,640


$15,018


$21,819


$4,734


$6,819
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Appendix A (continued):
2012 Welfare Incomes, by Household and Component


Basic
social


assistance1


Additional
SA


program
benefits


Federal
child


benefits2


Provincial/
territorial


child
benefits


GST
credit3


Provincial
tax


credits
Total


income


BC41 42


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child


couple, two
children


YK43 44


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child45 46


couple, two
children45 46


NWT47 48


single
employable


person with
disability49


single parent,
one child50 51


couple, two
children50 51


$7,320


$10,877


$11,347


$13,213


$15,545


$15,545


$20,220


$27,922


$16,942


$17,100


$20,833


$26,129


$35


$35


$80


$365


$155


$3,155


$260


$685


$4,032


$4,734


$6,819


$4,734


$6,083


$4,734


$6,391


$690


$1,380


$330


$390


$257


$308


$648


$783


$392


$392


$648


$783


$392


$392


$648


$783


$7,952


$11,561


$17,489


$22,386


$16,092


$19,092


$26,551


$36,853


$17,334


$21,524


$26,544


$33,693


$340


$340


$681


$1,207
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Appendix A (continued):
2012 Welfare Incomes, by Household and Component


Basic
social


assistance1


Additional
SA


program
benefits


Federal
child


benefits2


Provincial/
territorial


child
benefits


GST
credit3


Provincial
tax


credits
Total


income


NU52 53 54


single
employable


person with
disability


single parent,
one child55 56


couple, two
children55 56


$7,292


$7,392


$9,053


$13,973


$2,100


$4,734


$6,819


$330


$660


$392


$392


$648


$783


$7,684


$9,884


$14,764


$22,235


1. Basic social assistance amounts take into account any reduction of benefits due to the clawback of the
National Child Benefit Supplement.  As of 2012, only the three territories continue this practice.


2. Includes the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB) and the Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB) received
between January 1 and December 31, 2012. The CCTB consists of the CCTB Basic Benefit and the National
Child Benefit Supplement (NCB Supplement). The UCCB came into effect in July 2006 and provides a
benefit of $100 per month for each child under the age of 6.


3. The federal Goods and Services Tax Credit includes the quarterly payments received between January 1 and
December 31, 2012.


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR


4. Basic Income Support rates increased in April 2012.
5. Additional benefits include a supplemental shelter benefit of $150 per month for the single employable, the


single parent with one child and the couple with two children.  More than 90 percent of households living in
the largest urban centre (St. John’s) have rental costs that exceed the basic shelter rate so automatically
receive the shelter supplement.


6. For the single person with a disability, additional benefits include the Personal Care Allowance of $150 per
month paid by Health and Community Services to social assistance clients eligible for supportive services.
The supplemental shelter benefit is not paid to clients receiving the Personal Care Allowance.  Health and
Community Services may provide a shelter top-up for these clients.


7. Provincial tax credits include the HST rebate and the Home Heating Rebate Program ($250 per household
per year).


8. The Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit increased in July 2012 from $28.66 to $29.58 per month for
the first child and from $30.42 to $31.33 per month for the second child.


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


9. Additional benefits include the School Allowance, issued in August and December.  The allowance is $75 for
the 10-year-old and $100 for the 15-year-old.


10. Most social assistance clients with disabilities receive additional financial support through the Disability
Support Program (DSP). Clients who are not eligible for the DSP may receive the Personal Care Allowance
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($53 per month), the Special Care Allowance ($40 per month) or the Disability Allowance (up to $150 per
month) through the Social Assistance Program. These amounts are not included in the above table.


NOVA SCOTIA


11. In July 2012, personal allowances increased from $229 to $238 per month per adult.
12. Additional benefits include the annual School Supplies Supplement of $50 for the 10-year-old and $100 for


the 15-year-old, which is issued in September.
13. Provincial tax credits include the Nova Scotia Poverty Reduction Credit (paid to singles only) and the


Affordable Living Tax Credit.
14. The Nova Scotia Child Benefit increased in July 2012 from $45.24 to $52.08 per month for the first child


and $65.57 to $68.75 per month for the second child.


NEW BRUNSWICK


15. All household types receive Transitional Assistance except the single person with a disability, who receives
Extended Benefits.


16. Additional benefits include the Income Supplement Benefit for families with children to offset high shelter
costs ($1,020 per year in 2012), the School Supplement of $50 per child per year and the Disability
Supplement.  In October 2012, the Disability Supplement was increased from $87.50 to $91.67 per month.


17. New Brunswick’s monthly Fuel Supplement for households heating with electricity is $150 per month.
Eligibility is determined on a case-by-case basis.  It is paid in addition to basic assistance and is designed to
help offset high heating costs for clients who pay for heat separately.  It may be paid either monthly, from
November to April, or as a one-time payment.  This is not included in the above table.


18. Provincial tax credits include the Home Energy Assistance Program ($100 per household per year).
19. The New Brunswick Child Benefit is $20.83 per child per month.


QUEBEC


20. Rates increased in January 2012 for the Social Assistance Program and the Social Solidarity Program.
21. The single person with a disability receives Social Solidarity benefits.  The three other household types


receive Social Assistance benefits.  The single parent with one child also receives the Temporarily Limited
Capacity for Employment Allowance.


22. Additional benefits include the monthly Shelter Allowance Program benefit of $80 for families with children
(administered by the Societé d’habitation du Québec) and an annual school allowance of $76 for the 10-year-
old and $123 for the 15-year-old.


23. Provincial tax credits include the Solidarity Tax Credit, which was implemented in July 2011.  It replaced the
former Quebec Sales Tax Credit, the Property Tax Refund and the Credit for Individuals Living in Northern
Villages.


24. The Child Assistance rates increased in January 2012.  The maximum monthly benefit as of January 1, 2012,
for a one-child family is $188.58 and for a two-child family it is $282.83.  Single parent families receive an
additional supplement of $66.08 per month.


ONTARIO


25. Ontario Works rates increased in December 2012.  OW is paid to the single employable person, the single
parent with one child and the couple with two children.


26. Ontario Disability Support Program rates increased in November 2012.
27. Provincial tax credits include the Ontario Sales Tax Credit (last payments made in February and May 2012),


the Ontario Energy and Property Tax Credit (last payments issued in March and June 2012) and the Trillium
Benefit (July to December 2012).   In July 2012, the Trillium Benefit combined the Ontario Sales Tax Credit,
the Ontario Energy and Property Tax Credit and the Northern Energy Tax Credit into a single benefit that is
paid monthly.
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28. Maximum Ontario Child Benefit rates increased from $50 to $91.66 per month per child in July 2009.


MANITOBA


29. Additional benefits include the Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities (IAPD) benefit of $105 per
month, the annual school supplies allowance of $60 for the 10-year-old and $100 for the 15-year-old, and
Rent-Aid.


30. In April 2011, the Manitoba Shelter Benefit was renamed Rent-Aid.  It provides a flat rate amount of $60 per
month to single persons with a disability and childless adults on income assistance.


31. The Manitoba Child Benefit Program began in January 2008.  It replaced and enhanced the former Child
Related Income Support Program (CRISP).  Maximum monthly benefits are $35 per child.  The Manitoba
Child Benefit is not paid to Income Assistance families with children.


SASKATCHEWAN


32. Transitional Employment Assistance rates are used for the single employable, the single parent with one child
and the couple with two children.  Saskatchewan Assistance Plan rates are used for the single employable
person with a disability.  Rates paid in Tier A communities are used.


33. In October 2012, the General Living Allowance component of TEA was increased for the single parent with
one child and the couple with two children.


34. Saskatchewan pays actual utility costs.  Amounts used are based on province-wide averages for the different
household types during the 2012 calendar year for both TEA and SAP.


35. Additional benefits include the Disabled Persons Allowance of $50 per month, the Special Transportation
Allowance for the Disabled of $20 per month, and the annual Education Expenses Allowance of $85 for the
10-year-old and $130 for the 15-year-old.


36. Clients with a disability may also be eligible for the Disability Rental Housing Supplement. The amount paid
depends on family size, family income and the local rental market.  If eligible, the supplement has no impact
on the client’s shelter benefit.


37. Families with children may also be eligible for the Family Rental Housing Supplement.  The amount paid
depends on family size, family income and the local rental market.  If eligible, the supplement has no impact
on the client’s shelter benefit.


ALBERTA


38. Monthly core benefits under Alberta Works were increased in April 2012.
39. Additional benefits include $78 per month for Personal Needs for the person with a disability (Alberta Works


only) and the annual school expense allowance of $100 for the 10-year-old and $175 for the 15-year-old.
40. Alberta has a separate program for persons with severe and permanent disabilities – the Assured Income for


the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program.  The AISH program differs from the other social assistance
programs referenced in this report in that clients are provided with a flat-rate living allowance benefit which
is not contingent on family size.  In addition to the living allowance, AISH may provide a $100 Child Benefit
for each dependent child and Personal Benefits for the client and his or her dependent children to meet one-
time or ongoing needs, such as a special diet and child care.  (Personal benefits are provided to clients who
have $3,000 or less in non-exempt assets.)  In April 2012, the AISH was increased from $1,188 to $1,588 per
month.


BRITISH COLUMBIA


41. Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Supplement ($35 for singles, $70 for a family with children
and $10 for each child) and the annual School Start-up Supplement of $100 for the 10-year-old and $175 for
the 15-year-old.  The School Start-up Supplement was increased in July 2012.


42. Provincial tax credits include the BC HST Credit and the Low Income Climate Action Tax Credit.
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YUKON


43. All basic rates were increased in November 2012.
44. Additional benefits include the annual Christmas Allowance of $30 per person, the Winter Clothing


Allowance ($75 for persons under 14 years and $125 for persons 14 years or over), the annual School Supply
Allowance of $50 for children in grades 1-5 and $65 for those in grades 6-12, and the monthly Yukon
Supplementary Allowance for persons with disabilities ($250 per month).


45. Yukon reduces social assistance entitlement by the amount of the NCB Supplement received.
46. The maximum Yukon Child Benefit is $57.50 per child per month.


NORTHWEST TERRITORIES


47. The Northwest Territories Income Assistance Program generally pays actual costs of shelter, fuel and
utilities. Public housing unsubsidized rents have been used for the single parent with one child and the couple
with two children.


48. Additional benefits include the Disability Allowance of $300 per month and the Incidental Allowance for
Persons with Disabilities of $36 per month.


49. The rate for a person with a disability may vary, with some receiving room and board rates.
50. NWT reduces social assistance entitlement by the amount of the NCB Supplement received.
51. The NWT Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per month. It was reduced if 2011 net income was above


$20,921.


NUNAVUT


52. The majority of Income Support households in Nunavut reside in public housing.  In Iqaluit, 95 percent of
SA clients live in public housing.  Earlier editions of this series used the private market rent and utility costs
to calculate total welfare incomes.  Starting with 2012, the public housing rent is used.  For Iqaluit, this is
$195 per month.  Clients in public housing do not pay fuel, water, sewage, garbage and/or municipal needs.
Electricity costs are heavily subsidized.  This change in approach better reflects the actual costs paid to
Income Support households.


53. Additional benefits include the Disability Allowance of $175 a month.
54. All clients other than the persons with a disability must be in receipt of assistance for two months before the


regular clothing allowance is paid.
55. Nunavut reduces social assistance entitlement by the amount of the NCB Supplement received.
56. The Nunavut Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per month.  It was reduced if 2011 net income was above


$20,921.
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Appendix B.1
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Newfoundland and Labrador, 1986-2012


Single
employable


person


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


$6,287
$6,176
$6,258
$6,348
$6,510
$6,429
$6,426
$6,286
$3,698
$1,760
$1,764
$1,757
$2,345
$4,077
$9,884
$9,631
$9,469
$9,324
$9,935


$10,203
$10,077
$10,205
$10,083
$10,222
$10,813


$12,326
$12,329
$12,167
$12,312
$12,143
$12,136
$11,873
$12,117
$12,579
$12,512
$12,397
$12,209
$12,003
$11,771
$11,453
$11,248
$11,064
$11,642
$11,873
$11,708
$11,833
$11,681
$10,811
$10,846


$17,734
$17,373
$17,642
$18,148
$18,682
$18,463
$18,451
$18,045
$18,199
$18,608
$18,935
$19,210
$19,139
$19,166
$19,028
$18,691
$18,551
$18,404
$19,911
$20,507
$20,282
$20,528
$20,302
$20,222
$20,811


$22,177
$21,301
$21,526
$21,402
$21,345
$21,077
$21,065
$20,608
$20,725
$21,256
$21,809
$22,334
$22,349
$22,655
$22,658
$22,367
$22,317
$22,268
$23,452
$23,644
$23,431
$23,764
$23,542
$23,418
$24,051


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15
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Appendix B.2
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Prince Edward Island, 1986-2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


$11,677
$11,409
$11,482
$11,673
$11,718
$11,630
$10,492
$8,136
$7,462
$7,425
$7,351
$7,225
$7,399
$7,275
$7,262
$7,286
$7,216
$7,068
$7,103
$7,178
$7,116
$7,347
$7,432
$7,259
$7,157


$13,258
$13,261
$13,286
$13,332
$13,214
$13,067
$12,570
$11,620
$11,384
$11,264
$11,059
$11,132
$10,916
$10,899
$9,527
$9,415
$9,195
$9,267
$9,412
$9,349
$9,646
$9,767
$9,553
$9,416


$18,068
$17,510
$17,744
$18,142
$18,283
$18,160
$17,873
$17,067
$16,370
$15,727
$15,564
$15,288
$15,619
$15,593
$15,793
$15,781
$15,743
$15,590
$16,694
$17,255
$17,101
$17,586
$17,730
$17,939
$17,958


$27,531
$26,637
$26,903
$27,482
$27,407
$27,169
$26,741
$25,717
$23,985
$23,962
$23,726
$23,317
$24,141
$24,140
$24,434
$24,332
$24,306
$24,127
$24,867
$25,001
$24,817
$25,579
$25,825
$26,280
$26,384
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Appendix B.3
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Nova Scotia, 1986-2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


$8,582
$9,681
$9,360
$9,094
$8,832
$8,673
$8,667
$8,479
$8,379
$6,229
$6,168
$5,991
$5,838
$5,994
$6,316
$6,150
$6,058
$6,167
$6,698
$6,818
$6,719
$6,765
$6,933
$7,059
$7,136


$12,707
$12,760
$12,784
$12,506
$12,279
$12,471
$12,237
$12,059
$11,859
$11,742
$11,540
$11,240
$10,343
$10,734
$10,444
$10,276
$10,119
$10,020
$9,919
$9,748
$9,784
$9,897
$9,937
$9,970


$16,834
$17,246
$17,430
$17,580
$17,473
$17,174
$17,391
$17,048
$16,801
$16,522
$16,526
$16,452
$16,199
$15,244
$15,052
$14,816
$14,743
$14,692
$15,663
$16,072
$15,841
$15,948
$15,937
$15,822
$15,916


$21,834
$22,918
$22,317
$22,143
$21,799
$21,484
$21,471
$21,006
$22,246
$22,401
$22,459
$21,789
$22,082
$23,024
$21,923
$21,645
$21,614
$21,647
$22,308
$22,335
$22,081
$22,305
$22,318
$22,248
$22,554
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Appendix B.4
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


New Brunswick, 1986-2012


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$4,230
$4,689
$4,737
$4,825
$4,694
$4,629
$4,662
$4,578
$4,560
$4,533
$4,488
$4,411
$4,299
$4,199
$4,111
$4,004
$3,938
$3,898
$3,890
$3,900
$3,932
$4,014
$6,992
$6,898
$6,801


$12,102
$12,043
$11,900
$11,795
$11,712
$9,266
$9,223
$9,169
$9,238
$9,194
$9,038
$9,124
$9,216
$9,323
$9,374
$9,212
$9,093
$9,048
$9,032
$9,062
$9,218
$9,057
$8,917
$8,837


$14,676
$14,344
$14,430
$14,464
$14,424
$14,431
$14,936
$15,492
$15,412
$15,525
$15,892
$16,137
$16,039
$16,038
$15,924
$15,665
$15,563
$15,532
$16,493
$16,864
$16,925
$17,202
$16,957
$16,619
$16,460


$17,687
$16,866
$16,900
$17,228
$17,287
$17,275
$17,785
$18,416
$18,288
$18,594
$19,308
$19,873
$19,935
$20,166
$20,180
$19,950
$19,921
$19,980
$20,607
$20,573
$20,666
$21,037
$20,775
$20,464
$20,318







78     Caledon Institute of Social Policy Welfare in Canada 2012


Appendix B.5
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Quebec, 1986-2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


$4,452
$5,833
$8,346
$8,841
$8,962
$8,980
$8,803
$8,612
$8,486
$8,224
$8,103
$8,152
$8,014
$7,983
$8,098
$8,001
$8,008
$7,901
$7,841
$7,749
$7,619
$7,779
$7,682
$7,673
$8,233


$10,395
$10,898
$11,392
$11,614
$11,607
$11,804
$11,555
$11,640
$11,607
$11,704
$11,726
$11,594
$11,591
$11,634
$11,500
$11,513
$11,440
$11,486
$11,460
$11,338
$11,575
$11,424
$11,359
$11,957


$16,884
$15,603
$16,808
$15,867
$17,613
$18,227
$18,598
$18,206
$17,740
$17,057
$17,033
$16,974
$16,520
$16,572
$16,795
$16,658
$16,711
$17,510
$18,442
$18,629
$18,379
$18,705
$18,500
$18,311
$18,995


$23,622
$21,488
$21,364
$22,338
$22,596
$23,105
$22,869
$22,373
$21,881
$20,881
$21,074
$20,986
$20,775
$21,054
$21,470
$21,384
$21,560
$23,548
$24,143
$23,892
$23,609
$24,057
$23,809
$23,621
$24,589
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Appendix B.6
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Ontario, 1986-2012


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$9,515
$10,341
$11,398
$11,881
$12,163
$12,123
$12,147
$11,289
$9,321
$9,199
$9,094
$8,937
$8,707
$8,498
$8,316
$8,095
$8,105
$7,970
$7,870
$7,862
$7,842
$7,980
$8,205
$8,225
$8,067


$14,881
$16,005
$16,584
$16,767
$16,670
$16,696
$16,336
$16,098
$15,831
$15,675
$15,405
$15,004
$14,637
$14,316
$13,927
$13,933
$13,713
$13,564
$13,515
$13,489
$13,728
$13,946
$13,979
$13,772


$19,014
$20,294
$22,813
$23,661
$23,944
$23,870
$23,906
$22,287
$18,722
$18,439
$18,253
$17,943
$17,550
$17,207
$16,881
$16,476
$16,565
$16,436
$17,328
$17,943
$17,794
$18,480
$19,199
$18,932
$18,598


$25,156
$26,608
$30,565
$31,560
$31,888
$31,753
$31,539
$29,272
$24,745
$24,375
$24,124
$23,722
$23,235
$22,810
$22,392
$21,867
$21,916
$21,954
$22,483
$22,984
$22,628
$24,143
$25,193
$25,001
$24,944
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Appendix B.7
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Manitoba, 1986-2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


$9,441
$9,907


$10,151
$10,214
$10,284
$10,112
$9,440
$9,248
$8,582
$7,473
$7,399
$7,272
$7,085
$6,916
$6,769
$6,590
$6,732
$6,617
$6,494
$6,360
$6,853
$7,250
$7,217
$7,025
$7,037


$10,763
$10,741
$10,749
$12,993
$11,739
$11,682
$11,430
$11,262
$11,075
$10,966
$10,869
$10,652
$10,393
$10,166
$9,890
$9,969
$9,783
$9,832
$9,852
$9,954


$10,024
$9,942
$9,671
$9,640


$16,558
$16,231
$16,340
$16,413
$17,788
$16,187
$16,098
$15,742
$15,512
$15,254
$15,103
$14,839
$14,818
$15,343
$15,576
$15,326
$15,231
$15,107
$15,910
$16,005
$15,724
$15,775
$15,555
$15,156
$15,018


$26,043
$27,812
$28,665
$29,120
$29,491
$27,163
$27,594
$26,982
$24,533
$22,886
$22,427
$22,041
$21,873
$22,056
$22,031
$22,383
$23,203
$23,154
$23,532
$23,114
$22,739
$22,846
$22,552
$21,988
$21,819
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Appendix B.8
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Saskatchewan, 1986-2012


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$7,903
$8,021
$7,959
$7,912
$8,066
$8,468
$8,462
$7,600
$8,158
$7,365
$7,314
$7,518
$7,518
$7,509
$7,393
$7,354
$7,263
$7,578
$9,528
$8,274
$8,660
$9,340
$9,122
$9,024
$8,901


$13,000
$12,724
$12,451
$12,227
$12,102
$12,092
$11,830
$11,985
$10,735
$10,721
$10,985
$10,904
$10,874
$10,653
$10,549
$10,519
$10,115
$10,427
$10,666
$11,175
$11,598
$11,695
$11,530
$11,263


$18,188
$18,091
$17,928
$17,678
$17,396
$17,193
$17,174
$16,798
$16,552
$16,277
$15,062
$15,558
$15,582
$15,581
$15,315
$14,902
$14,776
$15,053
$17,523
$16,722
$17,507
$19,067
$18,600
$18,309
$18,370


$26,692
$25,856
$25,469
$25,073
$25,060
$24,712
$24,777
$24,244
$23,890
$22,332
$22,248
$23,043
$22,911
$22,989
$22,629
$22,204
$22,153
$21,982
$24,131
$22,534
$24,133
$25,533
$25,038
$24,523
$24,578
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Appendix B.9
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Alberta, 1986-2012


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$11,246
$7,928
$7,685
$8,520
$8,449
$7,973
$6,997
$6,845
$6,745
$6,671
$6,695
$6,580
$6,412
$6,259
$6,126
$5,965
$5,863
$5,744
$6,083
$5,521
$5,787
$7,703
$7,568
$7,356
$7,649


$9,778
$9,450


$10,121
$9,932
$9,644
$9,614
$9,432
$9,294
$9,178
$9,179
$9,250
$9,679
$9,452
$9,251
$9,166
$9,120
$8,930
$9,491
$9,212
$9,361


$10,035
$9,866
$9,594
$9,850


$13,992
$13,929
$14,268
$15,209
$15,266
$14,843
$18,228


$18,292
$16,457
$16,076
$17,094
$16,947
$16,341
$15,352
$15,004
$14,775
$14,632
$14,780
$14,902
$14,705
$14,458
$14,159
$14,084
$14,124
$14,019
$15,737
$14,957
$15,033
$16,754
$16,515
$16,090
$16,333


$28,600
$25,171
$24,438
$26,993
$26,661
$25,765
$24,447
$24,127
$23,775
$23,474
$23,615
$23,474
$23,304
$22,890
$22,407
$22,231
$22,278
$22,176
$24,359
$22,178
$22,089
$23,511
$23,214
$22,632
$22,856


Person
with


disability-
AISH
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Appendix B.10
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


British Columbia, 1986-2012


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$8,033
$8,926
$9,238
$8,863
$9,417
$9,439
$9,676
$9,498
$8,668
$8,523
$8,438
$8,292
$8,143
$8,035
$7,863
$7,629
$7,497
$7,343
$7,206
$8,038
$8,287
$8,274
$8,173
$8,066
$7,952


$12,274
$12,820
$12,739
$13,167
$13,247
$13,568
$13,323
$13,131
$12,914
$12,787
$12,566
$12,338
$12,172
$11,907
$11,616
$11,407
$12,120
$11,897
$12,143
$12,140
$12,119
$11,948
$11,733
$11,561


$23,704
$23,328
$23,727
$23,714
$24,634
$24,701
$25,357
$24,876
$24,512
$23,971
$23,735
$23,357
$23,027
$22,911
$22,182
$21,411
$21,222
$21,003
$21,430
$22,138
$22,415
$22,530
$22,572
$22,335
$22,386


$16,439
$17,858
$18,321
$18,340
$18,943
$18,973
$19,400
$19,032
$18,755
$18,376
$18,195
$17,895
$17,634
$17,508
$16,681
$16,187
$16,016
$15,864
$16,653
$17,715
$17,928
$17,978
$17,886
$17,664
$17,489
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Appendix B.11
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Yukon, 1986-2012


1986
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$9,545
$11,635
$11,896
$11,905
$11,757
$11,546
$11,535
$11,285
$11,120
$15,041
$14,864
$14,636
$14,333
$15,352
$15,150
$14,753
$14,489
$14,180
$13,908
$13,611
$14,609
$16,350
$16,312
$15,932
$16,092


$13,001
$13,207
$13,159
$12,999
$12,763
$12,752
$13,393
$13,205
$17,101
$16,932
$16,641
$16,269
$17,245
$16,996
$16,541
$16,251
$16,765
$17,285
$16,921
$17,850
$19,576
$19,458
$18,977
$19,092


$19,114
$20,982
$21,402
$21,584
$21,474
$21,099
$21,085
$20,628
$20,326
$24,503
$24,261
$24, 237
$23,668
$24,534
$24,129
$23,523
$23,239
$22,554
$22,971
$22,770
$24,418
$27,115
$26,992
$26,342
$26,551


$30,208
$31,840
$31,862
$32,386
$32,423
$31,852
$31,828
$31,138
$30,682
$35,491
$35,141
$34,536
$33,770
$34,492
$34,216
$33,400
$33,149
$32,916
$32,621
$31,728
$34,266
$37,595
$37,431
$36,537
$36,853
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Appendix B.12
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Northwest Territories, 1986-2012


1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$16,491
$16,473
$16,116
$15,777
$10,413
$10,286
$11,420
$11,137
$11,167
$14,283
$15,144
$14,976
$15,480
$15,192
$16,250
$18,453
$18,420
$18,095
$17,586
$17,334


$18,630
$18,614
$18,211
$18,252
$13,252
$13,173
$14,279
$13,922
$14,157
$18,402
$19,449
$19,172
$19,648
$19,276
$20,675
$22,942
$22,891
$21,857
$21,851
$21,524


$29,704
$29,679
$29,036
$28,488
$25,164
$25,282
$26,923
$26,284
$25,871
$26,218
$25,627
$25,291
$25,759
$26,115
$21,002
$28,169
$28,138
$27,664
$26,900
$26,544


$35,997
$36,019
$35,237
$34,558
$33,694
$34,061
$36,170
$35,339
$34,717
$35,232
$34,576
$34,397
$35,979
$35,398
$34,216
$35,760
$35,662
$35,087
$34,119
$33,693
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Appendix B.13
Total Welfare Incomes Over Time, in Constant 2012 Dollars,


Nunavut, 1986-2012


1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012


Single
employable


person


Person
with


disability


Single
parent,


one child
age 2


Couple,
two children


ages 10
 and 15


$13,627
$13,311
$13,023
$12,688
$12,461
$12,450
$12,478
$16,790
$42,179
$43,783
$46,622
$43,081
$42,446
$7,684


$16,440
$16,042
$15,680
$15,342
$15,164
$15,105
$15,076
$19,338
$44,649
$46,197
$49,005
$47,475
$46,218
$9,884


$36,866
$35,967
$35,160
$34,435
$25,263
$25,148
$25,198
$30,148
$49,061
$49,726
$51,992
$51,047
$50,250
$14,764


$44,860
$43,802
$42,863
$41,686
$41,149
$41,120
$40,746
$44,918
$54,954
$54,579
$55,722
$56,977
$56,035
$22,235
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On November 25, 2005, in Kelowna, British Columbia, the federal, provincial and 


territorial governments and representatives from all the major Aboriginal organizations in 


the country concluded an eighteen-month negotiation process with a consensus on a 


ten-year approach to close the standard of living gap between Aboriginal and non-


Aboriginal Canadians (Patterson, 2006).  The federal government, led by Liberal Prime 


Minister Paul Martin, promised to devote $5.1 billion over five years to improve 


relationships and accountability, access to education, health services, housing, and 


economic opportunities.  Most importantly, all governments agreed that any progress 


along this road would require collaboration and mutual respect, and accepted that 


“Aboriginal peoples need the capacity to more effectively participate and contribute to 


the development of policies, programs and services that affect them.”  Multilateral 


regional processes and regular pan-Canadian forums for the First Nations, the Métis and 


the Inuit were planned to make this new partnership effective (First Ministers and 


National Aboriginal Leaders, 2005a).  Many leaders spoke of an historic turn, which 


would at last contribute to reduce Aboriginal poverty (First Ministers and National 


Aboriginal Leaders, 2005b). 


 


A few months later, Paul Martin’s government was defeated, and a new minority 


government headed by Conservative Stephen Harper took power.  Although it never 


openly disavowed the Kelowna process, the Harper government soon made clear that it 


would not spend at the level pledged in Kelowna to improve the quality of life of 
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Aboriginal peoples.  In fact, for the new Conservative Indian Affairs minister, Jim 


Prentice, there never even was a genuine, signed Accord in Kelowna, and his 


government could not be bound by a last-minute pre-election deal that amounted to little 


more than a “one-page press release” (CBC News Online, 2006; Webster, 2006).  


Aboriginal leaders and provincial and territorial Premiers insisted repeatedly on the need 


to respect a truly remarkable consensus, which had rallied all relevant parties and 


promised a coherent approach to attack poverty in Aboriginal communities, but to no 


avail (Gordon, 2008). 


 


Two ideological obstacles made a Conservative reversal on Kelowna unlikely.  


First, despite repeated pressures to that effect, the Harper government did not believe it 


was the role of the federal government to design an explicit, coherent poverty reduction 


policy framework, either for Aboriginal peoples or for the majority population.  Second, 


the Conservatives remained suspicious of Aboriginal self-government and reluctant 


toward new forms of governance that would enhance Aboriginal autonomy and 


collective capacities. 


 


Consider, first, poverty reduction.  Since 2006, many pan-Canadian groups and 


organizations have called for a comprehensive federal poverty reduction strategy, 


including the National Council of Welfare, the Canadian Council on Social Development, 


Campaign 2000, and Canada Without Poverty.  The House of Commons and the Senate 


have also held committee hearings on the question (Noël, 2008; Hay, 2009: 18).  Yet, 


the Conservative government bucked the trend.  In its June 2009 response to the 


recommendations prepared by the United Nations Human Rights Council for its 


Universal Periodic Review of national human rights practices, the Canadian Government 


stated explicitly that it did not intend to “develop a national strategy to eliminate poverty” 


because “provinces and territories have jurisdiction in this area of social policy and have 


developed their own programs to address poverty,” which were adequately supported by 


existing federal programs (Canadian Heritage, 2009).  In the same response, the Harper 


government did acknowledge a federal responsibility in reducing “inequalities between 


Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal Canadians,” and it outlined a number of initiatives to that 
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effect, but these were piecemeal and either focused on education and labor market 


integration or on the very slow process of land claims negotiations, rather than directly 


on low income and social conditions.  No reference was made to a comprehensive 


process built in collaboration with Aboriginal peoples. 


 


Indeed, in its ignorance of the Kelowna consensus, the Harper government also 


manifested a strong distrust for any collaborative or empowering process, and a 


preference for more traditional and vertical bureaucratic relationships with Aboriginal 


peoples (Abele and Prince, 2008b: 83).  Here as well, a recent international gesture 


appeared telling.  In June 2006, the newly elected Harper government was one of only 


four governments in the world (with Australia, New Zealand, and the United States) to 


vote against the Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples prepared by the same 


United Nations Human Rights Council.  Even though he admitted that this Declaration 


“was not legally binding and had no legal effect in Canada,” the Canadian representative 


to the General Assembly nevertheless insisted that it remained “overly broad, unclear 


and capable of a wide variety of interpretations,” and risked establishing “complete veto 


power over legislative action for a particular group” (General Assembly, 2006).  Up to 


then, the Canadian government had taken an active role in drafting this declaration, 


which had the support of its own officials in the departments of Indian Affairs, Foreign 


Affairs, and Defense (Galloway, 2007).  The Harper government, however, was not 


better disposed toward Aboriginal rights than it was toward poverty reduction strategies. 


 
Interestingly, from then on, initiatives came from the provinces, against the 


expectations of most scholars on the left in Canada, who tend to distrust provincial 
governments and associate decentralization with “a more unequal Canada” (Banting, 
2005: 135).  In just a few years, action plans and strategies against poverty were 


launched or announced by provincial governments in Québec (2004), Newfoundland 


and Labrador (2006), Ontario (2008), Nova Scotia (2009), Manitoba (2009), and New 


Brunswick (forthcoming).  In parallel, many provincial governments also initiated their 


own processes to reduce the socio-economic gap between Aboriginal peoples and the 


majority population.  These processes included Saskatchewan’s Strategy for Métis and 
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Off-reserve First Nations People (2001), the tripartite Transformative Change Accord 


and the bilateral Métis Nation Relationship Accord in British Columbia (2005), the 


Mashteuiatsh socioeconomic First Nations forum in Québec (2006), and Ontario’s two 


bilateral agreements with the Métis Nation (2008) and with Treaty 3 First Nations (2009). 


 


The initiatives aimed at Aboriginal peoples, in particular, appear intriguing given 


the past neglect of provincial governments, which was only partly justified by the division 


of powers.  The constitution grants the federal parliament exclusive legislative authority 


over “Indians, and Lands reserved for Indians,” but the authority for the Inuit, the Métis, 


and even for Indians off-reserve is largely left unspecified (Hanselmann and Gibbins, 


2005: 79).  In the past, provincial governments often have acted as if their main 


objective was to avoid costs and responsibilities that they preferred to leave to Ottawa 


(Frideres and Gadazc, 2008: 368; Moscovitch and Webster, 1995, sections 3.5-3.6) 


 


Can provincial governments make a difference against Aboriginal poverty?  This 


paper uses the various provincial action plans and strategies against poverty, which 


contains references to Aboriginal peoples, and recent provincial initiatives regarding 


Aboriginal quality of life as a vantage point to clarify how in Canada, provincial 


governments may address, or fail to address, Aboriginal poverty.  All in all, the issue is 


likely to remain at the periphery of provincial social policies, because most provinces still 


consider that Aboriginal affairs are primarily a federal jurisdiction.  Still, in a period of 


relative federal inaction, provincial initiatives on Aboriginal poverty could be significant, 


and they could provide telling indications about the nature of changing social policy 


orientations in the different provinces, and about the broader politics of recognition and 


multinational governance in the Canadian federation. 


 


A few caveats must be outlined at the outset.  First, this paper is very much a 


work in progress, on a complex, indeed arcane, issue and it requires more research, 


including interviews with key actors.  Second, the federal-provincial politics of social 


policy regarding Aboriginal peoples has created an intricate patchwork of programs and 


measures, and we can only paint a broad-brush representation here.  Third, we have 
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deliberately excluded the three northern territories (Yukon, the Northwest Territories, 


and Nunavut) from the analysis, because they raise distinct issues, given their small 


populations dispersed over large territories, their much larger Aboriginal components, 


high cost of living, daunting social problems, and far less autonomous governments.  


Unlike provinces, territories do not have their own, constitutional jurisdictions, and their 


financing remains largely provided by the federal government, through various transfers 


(Expert Panel on Equalization and Territorial Formula Financing, 2006: 18-22; 


Henderson, 2007: 56-57). 


 


The paper begins with a brief survey of Aboriginal poverty in Canada, followed by 


a presentation of the complex relationship between Aboriginal peoples and the welfare 


state.  We can then assess provincial strategies as such, to evaluate their nature and 


their scope, their potential significance, and their political underpinnings. 


 
Aboriginal Poverty in Canada 
 


In Canada, as in many countries, being Aboriginal often means being poor, or 


even very poor.  In 2005, 3.8% of the country’s population identified as Aboriginal, either 


as North American Indians (or First Nations peoples; 60% of the total), Métis (33%) or 


Inuit (4%).1  Of these, 21.7% had incomes below Statistics Canada’s low income cut-off 


after tax, compared to 11.1% for the non-Aboriginal identity population (Statistics 


Canada, 2006a).2 


                                                 
1 The remaining 3% either identified to more than one sub-group or were registered 


Indians or members of a First Nation who did not identify as Aboriginal (Statistics 
Canada, 2008a: 9).  Section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982, which recognizes “the 
existing aboriginal and treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of Canada” defines the 
“aboriginal peoples of Canada” as including “the Indian, Inuit and Métis peoples” 
(Canada, 1982).  Given this constitutional language, the term “Aboriginal” prevails in 
Canada over “Indigenous,” which is more common elsewhere in the world.  The two 
terms are basically equivalent (Papillon, 2009: 423). 


2 To compute these percentages, we have added persons in economic families and 
not in economic families.  Statistics Canada’s low income cut-off (LICO) is a Canadian 
low income measure, which is distinct from the more conventional, and in our opinion 
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Unemployment explained in part this discrepancy, the employment rate of 


Aboriginal peoples being almost ten percentage points below that of the non-Aboriginal 


population (53.7% compared to 62.7% in 2005).  But a host of factors also combined to 


make Aboriginal persons more vulnerable to poverty.  Basic education, for instance, was 


not as likely to be achieved, 43.7% of Aboriginal Canadians having less than a 


secondary education, compared to 23.1% for the non-Aboriginal population.  Living and 


health conditions also remained well below those of the majority.  If one defines a 


dwelling where there is more than one person per room as crowded, for example, 11.4% 


of Aboriginal identity persons lived in such housing conditions in 2005, compared to 


2.9% for the non-Aboriginal population (Statistics Canada, 2006a).  Aboriginal identity 


persons also had significantly shorter life expectancy, and they faced higher risks of 


suffering from obesity, from chronic illnesses such as diabetes, high blood pressure or 


heart problems, or from infectious diseases like tuberculosis and chlamydia (Canadian 


Population Health Initiative, 2004: 80-84). 


 


 Some progress has been made in recent years, regarding health conditions in 


particular, but the gap between Aboriginal peoples and the general population remains 


important.  Replicating the methodology used by the United Nations Development 


Programme to design the Human Development Index — an indicator that integrates life 


expectancy, educational attainment and income measures — Martin Cooke and his 


coauthors found that, if they had formed a country, the Aboriginal peoples of Canada 


would have ranked among the high human development nations in 2001, but only in 


32nd place, at a good distance from Canada, which stood among the top ten countries in 


the world (2007). 


 


In a dispersed and very diverse population, these aggregate results necessarily 


mask worst situations.  In Manitoba, for instance, 28.6% of Aboriginal identity persons 


had incomes below Statistics Canada’s low income cut-off after tax in 2005, a 


                                                 
more satisfying, median-based low income measures.  For recent presentations, see 
Statistics Canada, 2008b; Human Resources and Skills Development Canada, 2008. 
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preoccupying rate, even compared to that of Aboriginal identity persons elsewhere in the 


country (21.7%).  For Manitoba registered Indians, however, this low income rate rose 


well beyond the Aboriginal identity level, at 42.3%, and it climbed higher still for 


registered Indians living in the Winnipeg metropolitan area (50.4%) (Statistics Canada, 


2006a).3  Such data were not available for on-reserve Indians, but according to a report 


prepared jointly by the Canadian and Manitoba governments, nothing indicated that their 


situation was any more favorable (Service Canada and Manitoba Aboriginal Affairs 


Secretariat, 2006: 66).  The same report specified as well that when they were poor, 


Aboriginal persons tended to fall far below Statistics Canada’s low income cut-off, and to 


stay there for many years (65).  In Manitoba, Aboriginal poverty was particularly 


prevalent, deep and persistent. 


 


Significant across the country, the Aboriginal poverty gap was indeed most 


pronounced in the Prairie provinces of Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Alberta.  Table 1 


presents low income statistics for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal populations in the 


provinces, and the gap in percentage points between each population. 


                                                 
3 See footnote 2. 
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Table 1: Proportion of the Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal population below 
Statistics Canada’s low income cut off after tax, in Canada and in 
the provinces, 2005 


 


 Aboriginal identity Non-Aboriginal Gap 
(percentage points) 


Nfld and Labrador 12.5% 8.7% 3.8% 


P.E.I. 16.2% 6.9% 9.3% 


Nova Scotia 15.4% 9.5% 5.9% 


New Brunswick 17.5% 9.2% 8.3% 


Québec 19.5% 12.5% 7.0% 


Ontario 18.4% 11.0% 7.4% 


Manitoba 28.6% 10.2% 18.4% 


Saskatchewan 28.2% 7.8% 20.4% 


Alberta 19.1% 8.6% 10.5% 


British Columbia 22.5% 12.8% 9.7% 


Canada 21.7% 11.1% 10.6% 


 


Source: Calculated from Statistics Canada, 2006a (see footnote 2 and footnote 4 
below). 


 


As many authors have recognized, there is a geographical pattern to the 


Aboriginal poverty gap, the Prairie provinces displaying by far the most pronounced 


discrepancy between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal persons (Kendall, 2001: 44-46; 


Mendelson, 2004: 19; and 2006a: 8).  In Saskatchewan, for instance, an Aboriginal 


identity person is about three and a half times more likely to be poor than a non-


Aboriginal resident.  The pattern is similar with respect to unemployment rates, as can 


be seen in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Unemployment rate of the Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
population, in Canada and in the provinces, 2005 


 


 Aboriginal identity Non-Aboriginal Gap 
(percentage points) 


Nfld and Labrador 30.1% 18.0% 12.1% 


P.E.I. 17.3% 11.0% 6.3% 


Nova Scotia 15.5% 9.0% 6.5% 


New Brunswick 20.8% 9.7% 11.1% 


Québec 15.6% 6.9% 8.7% 


Ontario 12.3% 6.3% 6.0% 


Manitoba 15.4% 4.2% 11.2% 


Saskatchewan 18.2% 4.2% 14.0% 


Alberta 11.1% 3.9% 7.2% 


British Columbia 15.0% 5.6% 9.4% 


Canada 14.8% 6.3% 8.5% 


 


Source: Calculated from Statistics Canada, 2006a (see footnote 4 below). 


 


In interpreting these tables, one should keep in mind that the Aboriginal 


population is much more important in the Prairie provinces, where it represents as much 


as 15% of the total population.  Table 3 presents population statistics for the different 


provinces, as well as for the three territories, included here to provide additional 


perspective. 
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Table 3: Aboriginal identity population in Canada and in the provinces and 
territories, 2005 


 


 


 Aboriginal identity 
population 


% of the provincial or 
territorial population 


Nfld and Labrador 23 450 4.7% 


P.E.I. 1 730 1.3% 


Nova Scotia 24 175 2.7% 


New Brunswick 17 655 2.5% 


Québec 108 430 1.5% 


Ontario 242 495 2.0% 


Manitoba 175 395 15.5% 


Saskatchewan 141 890 14.9% 


Alberta 188 365 5.8% 


British Columbia 196 075 4.8% 


Yukon 7 580 25.1% 


Northwest Territories 20 635 50.3% 


Nunavut 24 920 85.0% 


Canada 1 172 790 3.8% 


 


Source: Calculated from Statistics Canada, 2006a.4 


 


                                                 
4 Some Indians reserves and settlements refused to participate in the Census.  


Census data are therefore incomplete for certain areas of the country.  According to 
Statistics Canada, however, “for higher-level geographic areas (Canada, provinces, 
census metropolitan areas and census agglomerations) the impact of the missing data is 
very small” (Statistics Canada, 2006b).  For Canada as a whole, for instance, Statistics 
Canada estimates that the 2006 Census missed 40115 persons because of this 
difficulty.  Their inclusion would make the proportion of persons declaring an Aboriginal 
identity rise by 0.1%, from 3.8% to 3.9%.  In Alberta and Québec, where the problem 
was most important, this proportion would increase by 0.2%. 
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Intriguingly, it is in the provinces where they are most present that Aboriginal 


peoples fare the worst socially and economically.  Michael Mendelson associates this 


situation with higher rates of unemployment, themselves related to higher levels of 


failure to complete high school (2004: 29; 2006a: 18-19).  Mendelson admits, however, 


that these factors explain only part of the variance, and that they themselves would need 


to be explained.  One possibility is that somewhere above 5% of the population, as in 


the three Prairie provinces, what Charles Tilly calls mechanisms of categorical 


inequalities begin to play more forcefully (1998).  The recent literature on discrimination, 


segregation, and poverty pursues this idea with notions of thresholds, tipping points, and 


traps, to account for the obviously collective dimensions of poverty, which differently 


affect various social categories, countries, regions or neighborhoods (Bowles, Durlauf 


and Hoff, 2006).  It is not possible, here, to go further in this direction, but it can at least 


be noted that, with respect to Aboriginal poverty, provincial governments face very 


different challenges.  The “real politics” of Aboriginal poverty, observes Mendelson, is 


tied to a population distribution that makes the issue much more critical, visible and 


difficult than elsewhere in the Prairie provinces and, to some extent, in British Columbia 


(2006a: 2). 


 


In Canada, most of the literature on Aboriginal poverty can be summarized into 


two streams, one that stresses individual economic factors, and the other collective, 


socio-cultural circumstances (Salée, 2006: 23).  In the first camp are authors, usually on 


the right, who emphasize the similarities between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 


persons, and stress personal socio-economic determinants of poverty.  Reluctant to 


accept Aboriginal difference and the self-government claims it warrants, these authors 


basically believe that the poverty gap will be eliminated if Aboriginal peoples “acquire the 


skills and attitudes that bring success in a liberal society, political democracy and market 


economy” (Flanagan, 2000: 195-96).  In a recent book, for instance, John Richards 


acknowledges the weight of history and the collective nature of Aboriginal poverty, but 


prefers to focus on individual disadvantages such as insufficient levels of education, 


because these deficiencies are more likely to be addressed pragmatically and 
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comprehensively by the federal or provincial governments; Aboriginal nationalism alone, 


Richards contends, “cannot solve Aboriginal problems” (2006: 127). 


 


Other authors, usually on the left and favorable to Aboriginal self-government, 


grant more importance to the cultural and political conditions created by an enduring 


colonial legacy and by a lack of recognition and political autonomy (Abele and Prince, 


2008a: 166).  Psychiatrist Laurence Kirmayer and his coauthors, for instance, 


emphasize the mental health problems associated with cultural oppression, 


marginalization and uncontrolled social change, and stress the necessity of community 


empowerment and cultural renewal, citing as evidence the huge variations that already 


exist in health outcomes across communities. Ultimately, they conclude, “political efforts 


to restore Aboriginal rights, settle land claims, and redistribute power through various 


forms of self-government hold the keys to healthy communities” (Kirmayer, Brass and 


Tait, 2000: 614). 


 


It is not our purpose, here, to review, let alone evaluate, these contending 


interpretations.  In many ways, they appear complementary, as is suggested by the 


recent literature on poverty traps.  A good case could be made, indeed, for a policy 


framework that would improve both individual and collective capacities.  This is so 


because, for all their differences, these two approaches remain similar in considering 


Aboriginal poverty from the standpoint of the poor, taken either as individuals or as 


communities.  In this context, solutions are naturally, and quite appropriately, associated 


to policies designed to offer better choices or opportunities, to persons or to 


collectivities. 


 


This paper approaches the issue from a different angle.  We start from three 


premises.  First, following Daniel Salée, we emphasize the political nature of Aboriginal 


poverty, to underline the fact that the poverty gap between Aboriginal peoples and the 


non-Aboriginal majority is not only attributable to characteristics of individuals and 


communities, but also to the broader political and institutional arrangements that 


produce and reproduce positions and advantages in Canadian society (2006: 24).  
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Second, we seek to move beyond the blanket political statements often found in the 


literature, which associate poverty with colonialism and racism for instance (Green, 


2005; Salée, 2005), to consider the actual state practices that condition Aboriginal life 


chances.  The modern welfare state, aptly observes Gøsta Esping-Andersen, is a 


“stratification system in its own right” (1990: 4).  It creates rights, entitlements, services, 


and shapes job patterns and household models.  Even though they have a peculiar 


constitutional status, Aboriginal peoples likewise see their fate fashioned, sometimes in 


unique ways, by the Canadian welfare state (Papillon, 2005).  Thus, one cannot 


understand Aboriginal poverty without paying close attention to the evolving architecture 


of the social programs delivered by Ottawa and the provinces.  Third, in Canada, 


Aboriginal politics is in flux, and policy outcomes are likely to reflect the evolution of 


multinational conflicts, in a federation that still has a hard time coming to terms with what 


Charles Taylor has called deep diversity (1993; Noël, 2006a).  Let us turn, then, to 


welfare state practices. 


 


Aboriginal Life in an Advanced Welfare State 
 
 The construction of the modern welfare state was an exercise in citizenship.  To 


borrow from Jane Jenson, who built on T. H. Marshall, creating the welfare state also 


meant putting in place a new citizenship regime, an arrangement through which the 


state could recognize and address, or not, the claims of citizens for rights and benefits 


(Jenson, 1997).  When this happened in Canada, however, Aboriginal peoples were 


hardly recognized as citizens. 


 


Indians, in particular, were explicitly denied citizenship.  Following the 1876 Indian 


Act, they were treated as “wards or children of the state,” unable to be enfranchised until 


they had “ceased to follow the Indian mode of life” (Department of the Interior Annual 


Report, 1876, quoted in Papillon, 2008: 95; and Arthur Meighen, then Minister of the 


Interior and Superintendant of Indian Affairs, to the House of Commons in 1918, quoted 


in Cairns, 2000: 49).  Until 1960, Indians could not vote and were not allowed to drink, 


they faced major constraints preventing them from owning land, a business or even a 
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house, experienced widespread discrimination, and saw many of their cultural or 


traditional practices forbidden (Coates, 2000: 74-75).  The official policy was to “protect” 


Indians to give them time to assimilate gradually into the majority.  In this perspective, 


social benefits and services could be provided, but more as instruments of assimilation 


than as rights (Shewell, 2004: ix-x).  The Poor Law relief system, not the welfare state, 


then inspired social policy toward Indians, and until the introduction of universal family 


allowances in 1945, relief came mostly from the provision by the Department of Indian 


Affairs of in-kind rations to the most destitute (Moscovitch and Webster, 1995: sections 


1.3 and 3.3; Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, 1996: volume 2, chapter 5, 


section 2.9). 


 


The situation was different for the Métis and the Inuit, who were not covered by 


the Indian Act, and were thus treated more or less as regular citizens, without 


recognition of their difference.  For the Métis, observed Alan Cairns, this general policy 


could be termed “assimilation by neglect” (2000: 49).  Indeed, Métis faced discrimination 


and marginalization, and they were often caught between two worlds.  In a period when 


municipalities administered social assistance programs, the Métis, who mostly lived in 


unincorporated areas, rarely had access to conventional relief and they were not entitled 


either to federal in-kind relief, which was limited to Indians (Moscovitch and Webster, 


1995: section 3.2).  As for the Inuit, the policy seemed “simply neglect” (Cairns, 2000: 


49).  Far remote from the inhabited areas of the country, the Inuit were largely ignored 


by governments, which provided at best marginal services and practically no relief 


programs (Moscovitch and Webster, 1995: section 3.2; Abele, 2004: 16). 


 


The emergence of a welfare state premised on universality after the Second 


World War transformed the relationship between Aboriginal peoples and the state.  The 


first major federal transfer program, associated with the Old Age Pension Act in 1927, 


explicitly excluded Indians from receiving benefits.  Likewise, the first large-scale social 


insurance, the 1940 unemployment insurance program, denied protection, in practice, to 


most Aboriginal persons because it did not cover seasonal workers or those involved in 


agriculture, forestry, logging, fishing, hunting and trapping, and transportation (Royal 
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Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, 1996: volume 2, chapter 5, section 2.9).  With the 


introduction of universal family allowances in 1945, Aboriginal peoples were for the first 


time incorporated, at least in part, within the regular citizenship regime.  A similar logic 


prevailed for pensions in 1951, for disability benefits in 1954 and, later, for other social 


programs (Buckley, 1992: 76-77). 


 


The key breakthrough came with the reform of social assistance in the 1960s, 


which profoundly transformed the relationship between Aboriginal communities and the 


state.  Under the 1966 Canada Assistance Plan, the federal government accepted to 


pay half of a province’s social assistance costs, as long as certain conditions were 


respected regarding access, including regular coverage for all Aboriginal persons, 


except Indians currently or in the previous year on reserves, which remained a federal 


responsibility.  All provinces reformed their social assistance along these lines, and the 


Department of Indian Affairs designed its income assistance to Indians on reserves to 


match the going provincial rates, to avoid incenting Indians to move in or out of reserves 


and create a more or less seamless system of protection (Moscovitch and Webster, 


1995: section 3.4; Shewell, 2004: 314-20).  Administrative arrangements changed over 


time, very often to involve Aboriginal governments in the management of transfers and 


services, but, from then on, there was denying that provincial governments had a 


decisive role to play, since they determined welfare incomes, even for Indians on 


reserve (Shewell, 2004: 318-20). 


 


By 1990, 28.6% of Aboriginal identity persons over 15 years old received social 


assistance.  For Indians on reserve, the rate was even higher, at 41.5% (Royal 


Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, 1996: volume 2, chapter 5, section 1.2).  Social 


assistance, noted with regret the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples “has become 


the staple of many Aboriginal communities” and “contributed to the persistence of 


individual and community economic dependency” (1996: volume 2, chapter 5, section 


2.9). 
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Recent data for Aboriginal identity persons do not exist because provincial 


governments do not differentiate social assistance recipients on the basis of identity.  


The most recent statistics for on-reserve Indians, however, suggest the pattern has 


hardly been reversed.  In 2003, 34.8% of Indians on reserve received social assistance, 


compared to 5.5% for the country’s general population (excluding Indians on reserve).  


In Manitoba, this rate for on-reserve Indians was 43.9% (National Council of Welfare, 


2007: 27). 


 


Over time, a number of benefits and services were added, to cover, in particular, 


labor market and economic development programs, child welfare, education, health and 


housing.  It is not possible, here, to present a full picture of these programs, but the 


resulting arrangement can be characterized as a somewhat modified version of the 


Canadian welfare state.  Labor market and economic development programs are 


provided by the federal government to all Aboriginal peoples, as they are for all 


Canadians, since they are within the bounds of federal jurisdiction.  Child welfare, 


education, health and housing programs, on the other hand, follow the bifurcated social 


assistance pattern, because they constitute primarily provincial jurisdiction.  On these 


matters, Ottawa more or less takes on the role of the provinces for Indians on reserve, 


and the provinces respond to the needs of other Aboriginal peoples.  There are, 


however, numerous and important exceptions. 


 


In remote and especially northern communities where provincial programs proved 


unavailable, the Department of Indian Affairs continued to finance off-reserve services 


and, on the contrary, when the provincial programs were more present, some on-reserve 


services were contracted out to the provincial government.  “All this,” wrote Moscovitch 


and Webster, “made for numerous administrative anomalies” and for a division of roles 


that proved “complex and at times ridiculously so.”  In Western Canada, in particular, the 


demarcation between Indians on and off reserves became extremely vague (1995: 


section 3.5).  As is often the case in the Canadian federation, the federal government 


also introduced programs that went beyond its jurisdiction, in this case to provide direct 


support to off-reserve Aboriginal peoples, in post-secondary education for instance 
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(Frideres and Gadazc, 2008: 368).  Hence, as Frances Abele prudently concluded, “few 


generalizations about eligibility stand” (2004: 13). 


 


Consider, for instance, child welfare.  Until 1996, when the last residential school 


closed in Saskatchewan, the main “child welfare” services offered by the federal 


government were the residential schools where children forcefully taken from their home 


were ill treated and abused.  Already in the 1950s, however, Ottawa had more or less 


abandoned the field to the provinces, which had jurisdiction and expertise.  Provinces 


did not do much better.  Convinced native children were at risk, social workers withdrew 


large numbers of them from their families and communities, reproducing in a different 


way the logic of residential schools, in what became known as the “1960s scoop” 


(Blackstock and Trocmé, 2005: 15-16).  Gradually, Aboriginal child and family agencies 


developed and started to provide more sensitive services, on and off reserves, and they 


achieved recognition through various agreements with Ottawa and the provinces.  Much 


remains to be done because aboriginal children continue to be disproportionately 


represented among children in care (National Council of Welfare, 2007: 86), and 


because aboriginal agencies remain underfunded and bound by rules that are not 


always adapted to their cultural and socio-economic context (Blackstock and Trocmé, 


2005: 28-29; Hudson and McKenzie, 2003: 49-50).  Still, tripartite forms of governance 


are emerging, that are reshaping the child welfare services available to Aboriginal 


communities. 


 


Similar dynamics are at play with respect to education, health care and, to a 


lesser extent, housing.  Most Aboriginal children outside the northern territories attend 


provincial schools and are thus offered regular services by the provincial government, 


but Indian and Northern Affairs Canada also funds schools on reserves, and these are 


increasingly managed by the bands more or less in conformity with the provincial 


curricula, to make it possible for students to transfer to other schools (Royal Commission 


on Aboriginal Peoples, 1996: volume 3, chapter 5, section 1.4).  In practice, the result is 


rather messy, because, as the Auditor General has often remarked, there is no 


framework to clarify the respective responsibilities of the federal government, of the 
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provinces and of band councils (Mendelson, 2006b: 4).  Non-completion rates, both on 


and off reserve are also dramatically higher than those of the majority (Mendelson, 


2006b: 1; National Council of Welfare, 2007: 48).  The federal government also provides 


support for post-secondary education. 


 


In health care, a similar bifurcated pattern holds, with the federal government 


mostly financing services on reserves, and provincial governments providing services for 


the off reserve Aboriginal persons.  For a long period, both orders of government 


seemed primarily “focused on divesting” themselves for their responsibility, but since the 


1980s, they have accepted more readily the need to improve preoccupying health 


outcomes, and have sought to develop new collaborative agreements to better involve 


Aboriginal communities in the management of health care (MacKinnon, 2005).  As for 


housing, the federal government has played the leading role, both in financing homes on 


reserve and, often on a cost-shared basis with provincial government, affordable 


housing in cities (Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, volume 3, chapter 4, section 


4).  Here as well, the results have been less than impressive (National Council of 


Welfare, 2007: 73-82). 


 


In the end, Aboriginal peoples may remain, in the words of Alan Cairns, 


“uncertain citizens,” with little trust in governmental institutions and a weak sense of 


belonging, and their status may not be exactly that of non-Aboriginal Canadians, but, for 


better or for worst, they have been reached by the welfare state (Cairns, 2005: 27).  As 


this happened, and especially in the 1980s and 1990s when notions of partnerships and 


joint governance spread rapidly, social protection for Aboriginal peoples undoubtedly 


became “a multilevel reality” (Papillon, 2008: 126).  Consequently, there can be no 


coherent response to Aboriginal poverty without the involvement of many actors, 


including provincial governments. 
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Provincial Governments and Aboriginal Poverty 
 
Despite the powerful influence of provincial decisions on the quality of life of 


Aboriginal peoples, few scholars have attempted to characterize provincial approaches 


systematically.  Some case studies and a few comparisons exist that identify 


peculiarities and differences, but there is simply no comprehensive framework 


encompassing all ten provinces.  One interesting exception is Jennifer Dalton’s 


comparative work, which shows that Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and, to some 


extent, British Columbia are better equipped and have more success in settling land 


claims negotiations than Ontario and Québec, where the process is less institutionalized 


and than the Atlantic provinces, where there are hardly any claims settlement policies 


(2009: 41-45).  These capacities, however, which more or less mirror the “real politics” of 


Aboriginal population distribution, may not extend to social policies.  Indeed, Jonathan 


Malloy found that, in 2000, provincial aboriginal units, which encompassed both 


negotiations with Aboriginal communities and the coordination of provincial policies 


toward Aboriginal peoples, tended to be more associated to intergovernmental and 


northern affairs in Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Newfoundland and Labrador, and 


New Brunswick, whereas they formed independent ministries or secretariats in British 


Columbia, Ontario, Québec, and Nova Scotia (Prince Edward Island having only 


marginal capacity; Malloy, 2001: 134-36).  Less successful in land claims negotiations, 


the latter provinces could have stronger policy capacities or commitments in other areas. 


 


A clear picture, however, is difficult to draw, because commitments, needs, 


demands and resources vary enormously from one province to the next.  Alberta, for 


instance, has historically been very reluctant to recognize any form of self-government 


but it has proven willing, on a pragmatic basis, to finance services for Aboriginal 


peoples, including the Métis, often the last ones to be recognized (Abele and Graham, 


1989: 149-53).  Long hostile to Aboriginal demands, British Columbia has also come 


around in recent years, to refashion its policies in the spirit of the Kelowna consensus 


(Tennant, 1990: 228).  And there is, necessarily, a chasm between a province like 
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Prince Edward Island, where there were 1730 Aboriginal persons in 2005, and one like 


Saskatchewan, which according to some demographic projections could become an 


Aboriginal province by the middle of the century (Abele and Prince, 2006: 575). 


 


One way to assess differences among provinces is to look at recent policy 


proposals regarding Aboriginal poverty, which have the advantage of being explicit, 


relatively comprehensive, and indicative of a government’s orientation on both the 


standard of living gap and the possibilities of self-government.  Developed incrementally 


and on a case-by-case basis, social policies designed for Aboriginal peoples were never 


conceived with the explicit objective of fighting poverty, and they ended up forming a 


complex “patchwork quilt” (Hanrahan, 2003: 239).  Yet, at the turn of the century, 


poverty rose on the political agenda — in Canada and elsewhere in the world (Noël, 


2006b and 2008) — and it helped focused public debates and the policy process about 


Aboriginal quality of life.  The Kelowna agreement, summed up the Chief of the 


Assembly of First Nations Phil Fontaine, “was designed to eradicate poverty in First 


Nations communities and make Canada a better place” (CBC News Online, 2006). 


 


All provinces that have produced a poverty reduction action plan or strategy — 


chronologically Québec, Newfoundland and Labrador, Ontario, Nova Scotia, and 


Manitoba; New Brunswick is in the consultation phase — have acknowledged the 


importance of attacking Aboriginal poverty.  Behind this consensus, however, there are 


significant differences in the manner in which the issue is recognized and approached. 


 


In the action plans and strategies of Newfoundland and Labrador and of Nova 


Scotia Aboriginal peoples are identified as a vulnerable group among others 


(Newfoundland and Labrador, 2006: 5-6, 17, 20; Nova Scotia, 2009: 14, 22), and the 


federal government appears as a necessary partner, upon which the province should 


rely. 


 


The examples of actions presented in the Newfoundland and Labrador poverty 


action plan are telling in this respect.  Apart from the settlement and implementation of 
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land claims and self-government agreements, the provincial government wishes to 


“continue to work with the federal government to ensure the Aboriginal peoples of this 


province receive maximum benefit from the initiatives arising from the meeting among 


First Ministers and National Aboriginal leaders in Kelowna in November 2005” and to 


“assist people of Aboriginal descent to gain full access to federal programs and services” 


(Newfoundland and Labrador, 2006: 17).  There are simply no specific commitments that 


would bring the provincial government to act on Aboriginal matters, except possibly for 


the development of indicators, and this again would be done in collaboration with the 


federal government (Newfoundland and Labrador, 2006: 7).  This narrow perspective on 


Aboriginal poverty seems consistent with a treaty negotiation process — which was 


successful for the Inuit in 2005 but not for the Innus so far — where provincial officials 


insisted much more on the possibilities of economic development than on social or 


recognition matters, and with a social policy consultation process that remained, at best, 


irregular and limited  (Alcantara, 2007: 187-88; Hatherly, 2006: 11-12). 


 


In Nova Scotia’s poverty reduction strategy, provincial actions regarding 


Aboriginal peoples appear more forthcoming and cover employment, health and 


housing, but they are all presented as measures to be implemented in partnership with 


the federal government, and as much as possible with Aboriginal communities (Nova 


Scotia, 2009: 21-22, 25, 27, 34).  The strategy document refers, in particular, to the 


Mi’kmaq-Nova Scotia-Canada Tripartite Forum created in 1997, which facilitates 


collaboration on social development for the province’s Mi’kmaq (34; Saulnier, 2009: 8).  


To stay in Atlantic Canada, we can note that, still in its consultation phase, New 


Brunswick’s forthcoming poverty reduction plan does not seem, so far, to include an 


Aboriginal dimension (see: www.gnb.ca/0017/promos/0001/index-e.asp).  As for Prince 


Edward Island, both questions seem marginal.  Usually, in the Maritimes, Aboriginal 


politics tends to be low profile, local and conciliatory, at a good distance from the 


symbolic clashes that often characterize negotiations elsewhere in the country (Coates, 


2000: 164). 


 


In Québec’s action plan, Aboriginal peoples are also presented as a vulnerable group, 
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but the policy approach is clearly different.  Here, the federal government is almost 


totally absent.  There is only one mention, near the end of the document, to state that 


Ottawa is expected to make its normal financial contribution to the programs relevant to 


the fight against poverty, within the bounds of the constitutional division of powers 


(Québec, 2004: 77).  The privileged approach builds on bilateral, nation-to-nation 


dialogues, involving notably the Grand Council of the Crees and the Assembly of the 


First Nations of Québec and Labrabor.  On a local level, the Québec government also 


plans “to provide to band councils the resources necessary to implement local strategies 


to fight poverty and exclusion” (Québec, 2004: 78; our translation), and specifies in the 


2006 annual report on the action plan that it wishes to “develop and implement policies 


against poverty in collaboration with Aboriginal communities, in a manner respectful of 


their culture” (2006: 10). 


 


 This document announced, as well, the October 2006 Mashteuiatsh First Nations 


socioeconomic forum, which was initiated by the Assembly of the First Nations of 


Québec and Labrador and brought together 250 Aboriginal representatives, the 


provincial and federal governments, and political and civil society leaders.  This forum 


produced its own action plan, with measures concerning economic development, 


employment and income security, education and culture, health, social services and 


childhood, infrastructures, housing, sustainable community development, and youth 


(Assembly of the First Nations of Québec and Labrador, 2006).  Debates continued in 


the spring of 2009 about the effective implementation of this action plan (Commission 


permanente des institutions, 2009).  Clearly, however, Québec was on a distinct path 


with respect to Aboriginal poverty, a path that corresponded perfectly to an approach 


developed gradually since the 1960s, which sought to promote bilateral, nation-to-nation 


relationships with Aboriginal peoples (Papillon, 2008: 130-46; Martin, 2008: 32-37).  At 


the end of the Mashteuiatsh Forum in 2006, Ghislain Picard, the Chief of the Assembly 


of the First Nations of Québec and Labrador, captured this difference when he explained 


that he was “delighted with the new dialogue that has emerged between the government 


of Québec and the First Nations” and that he knew “a great deal of work” would be 


necessary “to persuade the federal government to recognize” the importance of this 
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dialogue.  Following him, Québec Prime Minister Jean Charest stated that he “would be 


very happy if one day in [his] life […] the members of the First Nations felt as though 


they were full fledged members of Quebec society and contribute to its development so 


that they could say, ‘I am also a Québécois’.” (Assembly of the First Nations of Québec 


and Labrador, 2006: 135-36 and 140).  


 


Ontario’s poverty reduction strategy stands somewhere between that of the 


Atlantic provinces and that of Québec and also defines Aboriginal peoples as a 


vulnerable group.  Like the Atlantic provinces, the Ontario government emphasizes the 


need for federal political and financial engagement, but in its own way, more or less like 


Québec, it also values bilateral dialogues with Aboriginal communities, and the 


development of specific provincial programs.  Many Aboriginal specific policies, already 


in place or planned, are outlined in the poverty reduction strategy (Ontario, 2008a: 6, 15, 


27, 40).  Bilateral dialogues, however, tend to stand apart from the poverty reduction 


strategy, because they derive largely from the McGuinty government’s 2005 “New 


Approach to Aboriginal Affairs,” which emphasizes collaboration and partnership, on 


social policies as well as on claims negotiations (Ontario, 2005; Dalton, 2009: 26).  In 


2008 and 2009, the Ontario government signed bilateral agreements with the Métis 


Nation of Ontario and with Treaty 3 First Nations, which committed both parties, 


respectively, to “work together to improve the well-being of Métis children, families, and 


communities” and “the quality of life for First Nations communities in Grand Council 


Treaty 3 territory” (Ontario, 2008b and 2009). 


 


For all their differences, Québec and Ontario fit the pattern of provinces “with a 


relatively small Indigenous [population], more economic means, and an interest in 


distinguishing itself from Ottawa in political matters” (Martin, 2008: 35).  For Manitoba 


and Saskatchewan, the situation is radically different.  As Martin observes, “in relatively 


poor provinces, and where the Indigenous population is present in significant numbers, 


the government has a diminished interest in championing the cause of Aboriginal 


people, lest this position result in substantial cost to the public purse” (35). 
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In Manitoba, the NDP government of Gary Doer was reluctant from the first place 


to respond positively to strong social calls for a poverty reduction strategy (Carter and 


Polevychok, 2009: 25).  When it finally announced one, in May 2009, it released a rather 


short, cursory document, produced with little or no prior consultation (MacKinnon, 2009).  


This document, entitled “All Aboard” mentioned Aboriginal peoples as a vulnerable 


group, but presented as its main, comprehensive action to improve the well-being of 


Aboriginal peoples its Closing the Gap commitment, an approach that may have echoed 


a plan signed in October 2006, without the provincial government, by Indian and 


Northern Affairs Canada and the First Nations of Manitoba, but was probably more of a 


slogan used by Manitoba Aboriginal and Northern Affairs to lend some coherence to its 


different programs  (Manitoba, 2009a: 3-4, 6; Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, 2006; 


Manitoba, 2009b: 1).  The 2007 budget, for instance, refered to this commitment to list a 


series of measures ranging from a training program developed by Manitoba Hydro to 


education support and health initiatives, in a manner that seemed more additive than 


innovative (Manitoba, 2007: E6-E7).  Given the Aboriginal population of the province 


and its socioeconomic situation, acknowledging so little undermined the credibility of a 


rather meager poverty reduction strategy, and indicated a weak commitment to build 


new partnerships to reduce Aboriginal poverty. 


 


Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia do not have poverty reduction plans 


or strategies, and except for British Columbia, have not sought to address Aboriginal 


poverty in a comprehensive, collaborative fashion (Holden, Chapin, Dyck and Frasier, 


2009; Faid, 2009; Graham, Atkey, Reeves and Goldberg, 2009).  Saskatchewan has a 


Framework for Cooperation to govern its social and economic policies regarding off-


reserve First Nations and Métis peoples, but this is a rather succinct document, hardly 


indicative of a genuine bilateral engagement (Saskatchewan, 2001).  Likewise, Alberta 


offers programs on a pragmatic basis to the First Nations and Métis communities on its 


territory, but it basically avoids any approach that would bring up more ambitious 


discussions about governance. 
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British Columbia long followed a similar path, but the same day the Kelowna 


consensus was reached, in the province, the provincial government announced that a 


Transformative Change Accord had been signed with the federal government and the 


First Nations of the province, with the objective of closing “the social and economic gap 


between First Nations and other British Columbians over the next 10 years” (British 


Columbia, 2005).  A similar objective was part of the agreement signed in May 2006 with 


the Métis of the province (British Columbia, 2006). 


 


Obviously, there is a distance between these different frameworks and 


agreements and actual policies.  There was, for instance, much disappointment in the 


years following Québec’s Mashteuiatsh Forum and, as Frances Abele and Katherine 


Graham demonstrated, in the 1980s Alberta’s programs were not as restrictive as the 


province’s uncompromising stance would have suggested (Abele and Graham, 1989).  


In provinces where Aboriginal peoples are numerous, in particular, both needs and 


political reality compel governments to act and implement various measures and 


programs (Mendelson, 2006: 2; Carter and Polevychok, 2009: 12-13).  Still, political 


discourse and frameworks matter, because they announce and institutionalize 


orientations and commitments.  As such, poverty reduction plans and strategies are 


instructive.  Figure 1 below summarizes the evidence and helps us locate the different 


approaches of provincial governments. 
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Figure 1: Provincial Approaches to Aboriginal Poverty 
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On the left of Figure 1 are provinces that have adopted or are in the process of 


adopting poverty reduction plan or strategies, and on the right are governments that 


have not, and simply manage poverty, to alleviate as much as possible its 


consequences.  Vertically, these governments are differentiated by the importance they 


give to recognition and partnership processes involving Aboriginal peoples, as opposed 


to more conventional practices of delegation toward bands or communities.  This is 


obviously a rough representation, which masks important differences, with respect to 


both poverty reduction and Aboriginal policies.  The figure nevertheless points to 


interesting similarities and differences, notably between provincial governments that 


have made commitments to reduce poverty and renew relationships with Aboriginal 


peoples, and governments that have not.  The two dimensions are distinct and evolve 


relatively independently, as can be seen with the cases of Newfoundland and Labrador, 


New Brunswick, Manitoba and British Columbia, although the nature of Manitoba’s 


poverty reduction strategy could have also justified placing the province in the lower-


right quadrant. 
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The cases of the three Prairie provinces are particularly striking because they are 


at the epicenter of the Aboriginal poverty problem and seem extremely reluctant to move 


forward on the issue.  This may be explained by the very difficulty of the question in 


these three provinces.  But it could have to do, as well, with the broader politics of social 


policy and Aboriginal affairs.  This, however, is a topic for another paper. 


 


Conclusion 
 


Scholarship on Aboriginal politics has largely focused on the high politics of land 


claims and self-government negotiations, at the expense of the politics of living 


standards and social policy (Abele and Graham, 1989; Cairns, 2005: 1-2).  Behind 


conflicts about difference and recognition, however, were also daily state practices that 


profoundly shaped the lives of peoples and communities.  In Canada, Aboriginal peoples 


have been particularly affected by these practices because they were largely excluded 


from the labor market, from home ownership and from mainstream social relations.  


Historically, they were “wards” of the federal government, which dictated many aspects 


of their life, down to family relations.  With the advent of the welfare state, they were 


gradually incorporated into mainstream social programs, and these often involved 


provincial governments, but they did not necessarily have the same options or 


opportunities as other citizens. 


 


In this paper, we sought to clarify the role played by provincial governments, 


through an assessment of their poverty reduction plans or strategies and of their policy 


frameworks regarding Aboriginal quality of life.  In doing so, we tackled a huge and 


complex question, and could only begin to identify trends and differences.  We have not, 


for instance, looked systematically at programs, expenditures and outcomes, nor have 


we attempted to account for the political determinants of provincial approaches.  Still, 


revealing differences emerged, between provincial governments that were committed or 


not to reduce poverty, and willing or not to recognize Aboriginal peoples as partners in 


the governance of social policy.  Overall, a pattern appears that distinguishes a politics 
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of neglect and of reliance on Ottawa in the Atlantic provinces, a politics of engagement 


and innovation in Québec, Ontario and, to some extent, British Columbia, and what 


seems to be a deliberate political of avoidance in the Prairie provinces and in Ottawa, 


where the Prime Minister seems to have brought with him the Albertan vision.  Sadly, it 


is in the provinces where the problem of Aboriginal poverty is the most acute that 


provincial governments appear the least receptive and engaged. 


 


To some readers more familiar with Aboriginal politics and with issues of 


recognition, these conclusions about poverty politics may appear unusual or even odd.  


In our opinion, they cast a revealing light on the politics of Aboriginal quality of life in 


Canada.  More importantly, they remind us, as did Miriam Smith in her presidential 


address to the Canadian Political Science Association, that the politics of difference 


never plays out simply “on the abstract ground of recognition or in a stand-alone arena 


of culture or even political culture, but rather on and through the concrete materiality of 


public policies — both action and inaction — which, in turn, are subjected to debate, 


conflict, contestation and political mobilization” (2009: 2).  Hence, for Aboriginal peoples 


in Canada, recognition necessarily works itself out also through provincial welfare states.  


Conversely, for persons in situation of poverty, of whatever origin, the politics of poverty 


is always also a politics of recognition. 
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Poverty remains a persistent reality for about 20% of children in Manitoba.  While the number of children living in 


poverty has gone down over the last 20 years, an unacceptably large number - 54,000 in 2010 - are being held back 


by the limitations of inadequate income, poor housing, limited recreation and compromised learning opportunities. 


The Provincial government is spending millions of dollars on a range of programs and services intended to help 


Manitobans living in poverty.  The All Aboard Poverty Reduction Strategy is coordinating government programs but it 


has yet to have a significant impact on reducing the rate or depth of poverty in Manitoba.  The Strategy plans to 


include “targeted supports for those most in need,” however, supports are not yet identified. 


The Federal Government is not doing its fair share to eradicate poverty.  While federal transfers to individuals and 


to provincial governments have increased over the last 20 years, they are not keeping up with widening inequity, new 


demands and deepening poverty.  Economic and tax policies of the government, coupled with inadequate funding of 


health and social services, are making it harder for people to escape poverty.  For example, over 11,000 children were 


waiting for a child care space in Manitoba in September 2012.  When the Federal Government cancelled the 


Manitoba Child Care Agreement, we lost $233.6 million over five years that should have been available for child care.   


Government efforts to lower taxes have resulted in revenue reductions and budget cuts, which keep people living 


in poverty.  However, governments can and must do more to supplement incomes, fund programs, coordinate public, 


community and private resources and make tax changes to redistribute wealth and create opportunities for people 


living on a low income.    
Our society is also letting down those families living in poverty.  The income gap between rich and poor is growing 


and is undermining society’s ability to maintain universal health and education standards, a decent quality of life for 


all Canadians and equal opportunities to live healthy secure lives.  Income inequality is a major factor in maintaining 


poverty and is also affecting Manitoba’s middle class by skewing how we use national resources and wealth to benefit 


some in society, not all. 


 


A new approach is necessary to ensure that the poorest of the poor 
do not fall further and further behind. 


 
Of the 20% of children growing up poor in Manitoba, many live so far below the poverty line that it is virtually 


impossible for their families to rise out of poverty.  The number of people using food banks in Manitoba is an 


indicator of the depth of poverty – many have jobs but are still unable to meet their basic requirements.  Winnipeg 


Harvest and the Manitoba Association of Food Banks recently released Hunger Count 2012, showing that food banks 


shared more food with more people than ever before across Manitoba. 


Families in deep poverty are getting income supplements to cope day to day, but not enough support to take the 


steps necessary to rise out of poverty.  The depth of poverty and the focus on coping is a barrier to making 


substantive changes to live beyond poverty.  Thus, the further families fall behind, the harder it is for them to catch 


up. 


While there is a lot being done to help people living in poverty - clearly there is more to be done.  It is important to 


provide the opportunities for people to earn a decent income and get supports to meet their needs.  Ultimately, 


when that has happened for children and families in poverty, all of society will benefit. 
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FACT SHEET #1         Manitoba Second Highest Poverty Rate in Canada 


   


 


What does this chart tell us? In 2010 Manitoba had the second highest child poverty rate in Canada.  Over 20% of 


children in Manitoba, about 54,000 children, live below the Low Income Measure. For a family of four, that means 


living on less than $38,322 per year.  The child poverty rate for all of Canada is 14.5%.  Across Canada, fewer children 


live in poverty than five years ago, but in Manitoba 5,000 more children live in poverty than in 2005. Resource rich 


Alberta and Saskatchewan have the lowest levels of child poverty. 


What does it mean for Manitobans?  Children who grow up poor are more likely to fall behind in school, experience 


more health and mental health problems and are more likely to live in poverty as adults. Ultimately Manitoba’s 


economy suffers as we lose the economic and social potential of a large segment of our community whose 


contributions are not recognized. The extra need for reactive services that poverty creates in health care, the judicial 


system, and social services continue to cost Manitobans millions of dollars a year.  


What should be done?  Manitoba should use the All Aboard Poverty Reduction Strategy to build public consensus 


and support to eradicate poverty. Addressing the magnitude of the problem requires a coordinated approach to 


government supports, the involvement of social agencies and the private sector.   Priorities for leadership in this 


consensus approach include wage increases, social assistance (EIA) rate improvements, transfers targeted to those 


living in the deepest poverty, and a more progressive taxation policy to provide those benefits and to pay for the 


programs which help lift people out of poverty.   
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FACT SHEET #2 Manitoba Rate of Poverty Still Above Canadian Rate 


    


 


What does this chart tell us? Manitoba’s child poverty rates have remained above the national rate since 1989.  


There is only a 0.1% decrease from the 1989 data which indicates that, although there have been some slight 


increases and decreases over this span, the rate of child poverty remains pretty much the same as it was 21 years 


ago.  While the national poverty rate has remained relatively stable since 2006, the child poverty rate in Manitoba 


has been gradually increasing and remains 6.4 percentage points higher than the national average. 


What does it mean for Manitobans?  We have an entrenched systemic problem in Manitoba – poverty is not just 


about individuals living on social assistance – it involves persistent social and economic barriers to shared economic 


prosperity for a large segment of society. The data cannot tell us who moves out of poverty and who moves into it, 


but the fluctuations in poverty rates mean that families are moving in and out of poverty. There are new families 


(primarily immigrants and First Nations people moving off reserves) coming into cities and towns without the income 


supports for a relatively fair standard of living. The poverty rates for children from Aboriginal and newcomer families 


remain higher than for other populations. 


What should be done? The government of Manitoba should be commended for being the first province in Western 


Canada with Poverty Reduction Legislation, indicators of poverty reduction and a plan for community input. However, 


actions to address poverty in Manitoba have not yet had an impact on the rate of child poverty compared to the rest 


of Canada.  The All Aboard Poverty Reduction Strategy needs more resources, political commitment to clear goals and 


leadership in building public support.    
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FACT SHEET #3   The Poorest of the Poor fall Further Behind 


 


 
 
What does this chart tell us?  Families who receive the general social assistance (EIA) income of $21,072 are living in 
deep poverty, at only 45.0% of the Low Income Measure (LIM). The income for a family on EIA disability assistance is 
$13,374 below the LIM, or 34.9% of the LIM.  A family with two full-time minimum wage workers has an income that 
is slightly above the poverty line, which explains why poverty rates are so much lower for couple families than for 
single parent families. Manitoba is ranked 4th out of the 10 provinces when comparing welfare income to the LIM 
(using 2009 welfare rates). Saskatchewan and PEI have the highest welfare rates for couple families at 56.8% of the 
LIM. Not shown is the income of a family with 2 kids and one minimum wage earner at $28,115, or totaling 26.6% of 
the LIM. 
 
What does it mean for Manitobans?  People with such low income cannot afford even the basic needs of food, 
shelter and clothing.  From 1999 to 2011, two parent families on EIA lost 16% of their provincial benefits compared to 
the consumer price index. For Manitobans not living in poverty, it is important to realize that though most people 
who receive social assistance do so temporarily, those who rely on long-term social assistance are facing numerous 
barriers – social, cultural, educational – to accessing training and employment.   
 
What should be done?  Government support programs and policies must have a goal of raising people out of poverty, 
not just meeting their basic needs.  Strategies are necessary for those families who rely on EIA and low wages to 
move closer to the standard of living that the majority of Manitobans enjoy.  The government has been focused on 
moving the ‘working poor’ just out of poverty, thus reducing the rate of poverty.  Meanwhile, EIA rates have been 
kept low to discourage people from relying on the EIA program. A new approach is necessary to ensure that the 
poorest of the poor are not falling further and further behind. 
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FACT SHEET #4  The Wealthy Get Wealthier; the Rest not so Much 


 


 
 
What does this chart tell us? From 1989 to 2010 the average income for poorest 10% of Manitoban families 
increased by just $4,538. The middle 80% of families saw an average increase of $14,316, and the richest 10% 
enjoyed the greatest growth in their total income, a $51,991 increase.  Overall the incomes of the richest Canadians 
have grown 38.7% since 1989. In Manitoba the gap is less, as there is a 34.5% increase in the gap between the richest 
and poorest, but the richest in our society continue to benefit more from economic growth.   
   
What does it mean for Manitobans?  As society becomes richer, norms change and the level of income considered 
adequate rises. When substantial numbers of people fall below such minimum standards, not only are they excluded 
from opportunities and standards of living of other Manitobans, but it negatively affects the rest of us and reduces 
overall social cohesion in our society. In unequal societies everyone – rich and poor – suffer worse health, less 
security and stability, and lower economic growth.  
 
What should be done? Governments must focus on improving equality through social programs that supplement 
income and more progressive income taxes and transfers that redistribute wealth and move people out of poverty. 
Currently, before taxes and transfers, the 20 % of the population with the lowest income has just four percent of all 
income in the province. After taxes and transfers, this doubles to eight percenti. Other jurisdictions have a greater 
redistribution of income through taxes and transfer programs.  It becomes obvious, when looking at where growth in 
income has gone in the past 21 years, why levels of poverty have not decreased. To seriously address child poverty, 
improvements in income equality are needed.  
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FACT SHEET #5  Governments Can and Do Make a Difference 


 


 


What does this chart tell us? Government transfers have a positive impact in reducing family and child poverty.  The 
rate of poverty would be more than 38% higher without government intervention (from 28.5% before transfers to 
17.6% after).  Manitoba sits in the middle of the country in terms of the impact of government transfers on reducing 
poverty.  The average impact of transfers on reducing poverty for Canada is 12 percentage points while for Manitoba 
it is 10.9. Government transfers, in particular the Canada Child Tax Benefit supplement that has been targeted to 
lower income families since 1989, has meant a reduction in child poverty.   
 
What does it mean for Manitobans? The impact of government transfers are felt quickly and affect both the rate and 
depth of poverty, therefore playing an important part in reducing poverty. While Manitobans received about $6.9 
billion in Federal transfers to individuals in 2009, the Manitoba Government received over $3.3 billion last year in 
Federal transfers and programs (Canada Health Transfer, Canada Social Transfer and Equalization).  However, it is not 
enough to cover all the increased costs the Province is facing. The proportion of costs the Federal Government is 
covering compared to Provincial Governments in areas like health, housing, and education continues to drop. 
 
What should be done? Some government transfers are working better than others.  The Manitoba Child Benefit 
provides $35 per month, per child, for families with an income of less than $15,000 and costs $4.2 million per year. 
These funds could have a bigger impact if consolidated with other programs.  Similarly, the Rewarding Work program 
has put $3.7 million into the pockets of Manitobans on social assistance. However, we don’t know how much this 
program costs to administer and if it is successfully transitioning people into sustainable employment and out of 
poverty.  A better option might be to increase the earnings exemption for those on EIA and let people keep more of 
their earned income.  This could increase their ability to meet their daily needs and when coupled with other benefits 
and supports, to be able to get out of a life of poverty.   
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Federal Policies and Programs 
 
Canada has more children growing up in poor families than most other Organization for Economic Cooperation 


and Development (OECD) countries.  About 2% more children in Canada live in poverty than in other OECD countries. 


Even the Conference Board of Canada gives Canada a ‘C’ grade for what the government has done to solve the 


poverty problem.  As the Conference Board of Canada supports:  


 


“Countries that have reduced poverty rates have turned away from passive, benefits-only poverty 


reduction schemes in favour of national anti-poverty strategies that incorporate a number of “active” 


policies. Active policies are social policies that integrate strategies across governments, departments, and 


service providers to reduce poverty and increase self-sufficiency.ii” 


 


While all countries show a trend to more social spending, France with just 7.6% of children living in poor families 


(half of the proportion of children in Canada), spends the highest on social programs at 54.2%. In comparison, Canada 


spends just 42.7% of its budget on social supports. The Manitoba Government received over $3.3 billion in 2010 in 


Federal transfers and programs (Canada Health Transfer, Canada Social Transfer and Equalization) – an increase of 


$644 million from 2005-06. At the same time, the Provincial Government has lost specific program funding, such as 


for support for new immigrants and in the cuts to refugee health coverage which the province has picked up. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Campaign 2000 (National) is a cross-Canada movement supporting the 1989 all-party House of Commons 
resolution to end child poverty in Canada by 2000. The Campaign brings together a vibrant network of 
national, regional and local organizations who work on child/family issues. The purpose of the campaign is 
to help Canadian elected officials keep their promise to Canada's children.   
 
Recommendations from this year’s National Child and Family Poverty Report Card include: 


 Introduce a federal action plan with targets and time lines to reduce and eradicate poverty in 
consultation with provincial and territorial governments, Aboriginal governments and 
organizations, non-governmental organizations and people living in poverty. 


 
 Increase funding and combine the National Child Benefit with the Canadian Child Tax Benefit, to 


provide $5,400 per child (2012 dollars, indexed to inflation).  
 


 Increase funding and collapse the Universal Child Care Benefit, Child Tax Credit and Child Fitness Tax 
Credit into a National Children’s Benefit, that could bring the child poverty rate down by 15% and lift 
174,000 children out of poverty at a modest additional cost of $174 Million. 
 


 There are a range of other programs and tax mechanisms that can be adjusted to put needed funds 
into the hands of low income Canadians.  
 


See the full report and recommendations at www.campaign2000.ca 



http://www.campaign2000.ca/
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Provincial Policies and Programs 
                 
      Provincially, the Government can address poverty through policy and program means that put more financial 


resources in the hands of people to enable them to leave a life of poverty. This means adding to the provincial budget 


for practical supports, but more importantly, it means providing the leadership to bring the community together to 


end poverty, not just manage its worst effects.  
 


Policy Improvements 
 


To deal with the systemic basis of poverty, we need a major community effort that deals with a variety of related 


needs: affordable housing, appropriate education, comprehensive health care, an integrated immigration policy and 


most of all for Manitoba, a clear attention to the needs of Aboriginal people living in poverty. At a government level, 


a piece-meal program approach should be replaced with an integrated approach. 


The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act (2011) is an important commitment of the government to address poverty, 


but for the All Aboard Strategy to be effective, it needs to set appropriate poverty eradication targets, timelines and 


goals for movement on the indicators. 


Progress indicators in the All Aboard Poverty Reduction Strategy that have implications for children living in 


poverty,  include: early development instrument scores,  child care availability,  children in care,  teen birth rates, 


graduation rates,  average weekly earnings,  minimum wage rates,  income inequality, and households in Core 


Housing Need.  Goals for improvements on these poverty reduction indicators should be linked with specific program 


objectives that are identified to meet these goals. This approach will allow for more effective planning and will yield 


clearer results for the evaluation of government programs and strategies.  Indicators without clear goals and 


timelines undermine the government’s accountability and commitment to seriously address poverty.   
 


Program Funding 
 


     In addition to expanding funding for programs, the government should consolidate and coordinate the 


implementation of programs, instead of relying on a program-by-program approach to poverty reduction. In addition, 


some of the specific changes that the government could make include: 
 


 Within two years, increase Employment and Income Assistance benefits for all 


categories to the value of 1992 levels and index them to annual increases in the cost of 


living to maintain their value. This would include increasing the EIA rent allowance to 


75% of median market rent, approximately what is was in 1992.   


 Analyze the best ways to improve EIA programming so people can increase their 


incomes until they can transition off EIA permanently. Allowing people who now receive 


EIA to keep more earned income, up to $500 a month (current allowance is $200), 


would substantially improve their quality of life. Consolidating income supports and 


examining such innovations as a guaranteed income option are other possibilities.   



http://www.spcw.mb.ca/files/2313/3960/6091/PRS_Act_Recommendations_SPCW-Jan2012.pdf
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 Increase the provincial minimum wage to $13/hour and help promote a ‘living income’ 


standard for all workers in Manitoba.  


 Expand the system of high-quality, public early childhood education and child care that 


is affordable and available to all children (0-12 years).  


 Reinstate and expand funding for programs that assist people in getting technical 


training or job experience. 


 Create a pension-like living support program for people who are currently receiving or 


will receive EIA, who have a long term disability or who experience other factors that 


prevent them from successful and long-term employment. 


 Eliminate the minimum surcharge for child care paid by low income families receiving 


full subsidy, and ensure that increases in child care fees do not add to the burden for 


low income families. 


 Expand supports for Aboriginal organizations addressing poverty and social exclusion in 


Winnipeg. 


 


We believe that there should be certain minimum standards for the quality of life in Manitoba, below which no 


one should fall. Unless those living on low income can keep up with growth in average incomes, they will increasingly 


be excluded from the opportunities that the rest of society enjoys. No one should live with resources so limited, so 


seriously below that which is needed by the average individual or family, that they are excluded from the benefits, 


rights and activities of our society.. 


The character of poverty is changing in Manitoba – it is persistent and complex. Many people have acquired the 


education, income and skills to exit poverty yet economic circumstances out of their control mean they live in poverty 


temporarily. Others are trapped in the social and economic conditions that deny them opportunities and resources 


that others have to meet their family and individual needs.  


However, as demonstrated in other parts of Canada and the world, children and families can be supported to 


change their conditions, but it takes public and private resources, political will, cultural respect and community 


collaboration. 


 


 


 


 


                                                           
i
 Social Planning Council of Winnipeg. (2012). Understanding death and taxes: Tax backgrounder.  
ii
 Conference Board of Canada. (2009). Child Poverty 2009. Retrieved from 


http://www.conferenceboard.ca/hcp/details/society/child-poverty.aspx 
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Poverty in Manitoba 
 


Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID), data for 2006: 
 
Based on after tax Low Income Cutoffs (LICOs): 
 
Percentage of all persons living in poverty: 11.4 
Total number of persons living in poverty (x 1,000): 125 
 
Percentage of persons in economic families living in poverty: 8.8 
Total number of persons in economic families living in poverty (x 1,000): 82 
 
Percentage of children (persons under 18) living in poverty: 12.4* 
Total number of children (persons under 18) living in poverty (x 1,000): 31* 
 
*Use with caution 
 
Based on before tax Low Income Cutoffs (LICOs): 
 
Percentage of all persons living in poverty: 16.1 
Total number of persons living in poverty (x 1,000): 177 
 
Percentage of persons in economic families living in poverty: 12.5 
Total number of persons in economic families living in poverty (x 1,000): 117 
 
Percentage of children (persons under 18) living in poverty: 18.7 
Total number of children (persons under 18) living in poverty (x 1,000): 47 
 
* Use with caution 
 


Census data (2005): 
 
Based on after tax Low Income Cutoffs (LICOs): 
 
Percentage of all persons living in poverty: 12.2 
Percentage of children (persons under 18) living in poverty: 15.9 
 
Based on before tax Low Income Cutoffs (LICOs): 
 
Percentage of all persons living in poverty: 16.7 
Percentage of children (persons under 18) living in poverty: 21.4 
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Methodology 


 Statewide telephone survey among 800 likely 2014 
voters age 50/over (margin of error ±3.5 percentage points), 
conducted June 30-July 10, 2014, including: 


• 446 retirees (margin of error ±4.6 percentage points) 


• 354 non-retirees (margin of error ±5.2 percentage points) 


 Respondents were selected at random from a list of 
registered voters and were reached either on a 
landline or mobile phone. 
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Overview 


 Likely voters 50+ are worried and concerned about their 
financial futures.  Those who are not yet retired are 
feeling especially anxious. 


 Voters worry that their incomes are not keeping up with 
the cost of living, especially health costs and taxes. 


 Many of those not yet retired worry that a secure 
retirement will be out of reach.    
• Half say they have postponed or will postpone 


retirement.  


 Voters 50+ are looking to elect candidates who will focus 
on improving their financial security. 
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Overview 


 Challenger Tom Wolf holds a 23-point lead in the 
gubernatorial race, with 11% of 50+ voters still undecided. 


 Voters say it is hard to get good information about the 
candidates, and they want candidates to tell them more 
about their plans for key issues like affordable utilities, 
independent living, and financial security. 


 Voters want more support for caregiving so that the elderly 
and people with disabilities can live independently. 
Caregivers and those who have received care constitute an 
important emerging constituency. 
• In addition, the majority of voters believe PA lottery funds should be 


used to pay for at-home care, as opposed to care provided in a 
nursing home. 
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Profile of Likely Voters Age 50/over 
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Men 
Women 


Age 50 to 64 
Age 65 to 74 
Age 75/over 


High school grad/less education 
Some college 
College graduate 


Whites 
Non-whites 


Household income under $30K 
Household income $30 to $50K 
Household income over $50K 


Democrats 
Other 
Republicans 


Receive Social Security benefits 
Health insurance through Medicare 
Employed (part time or full time) 


Non-retirees 


48% 
52% 


86% 
 11% 
  3% 


36% 
17% 
41% 


90% 
10% 


13% 
14% 
52% 


46% 
9% 
45% 


14% 
17% 
83% 


Retirees 


47% 
53% 


23% 
40% 
35% 


45% 
19% 
32% 


86% 
14% 


33% 
17% 
25% 


46% 
10% 
44% 


82% 
75% 
13% 


Gender 


Age 


Education 


Household 
Income 


Party 
Registration 


Other 


Race 
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ECONOMIC SECURITY 
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Voters 50+ see the economy as more good than bad 
overall, especially the college educated and political 
independents.  
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How would you rate the condition of the economy here in Pennsylvania these days? 


PA economy 
is good 


PA economy 
is bad 


Very good 
       5%  


52% 


Very bad 
18% 


44% 


All voters 
PA economy 


is good 
53% 
50% 
54% 
49% 
47% 
50% 
59% 
52% 
64% 
49% 
59% 
49% 
37% 
54% 


PA economy 
is bad 
41% 
47% 
41% 
46% 
48% 
46% 
37% 
44% 
35% 
45% 
35% 
46% 
58% 
41% 


Retirees 
Non-retirees 
Men 
Women 
High school grad/less 
Some college 
College graduate 
Democrats 
Other 
Republicans 
Pittsburgh media market 
Harrisburg/Lancaster/York market 
Wilkes-Barre/Scranton market 
Philadelphia media market 
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27% 23% 
10% 10% 


Strongly satisfied Somewhat satisfied
Strongly dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied


A fourth of 50+ voters, and particularly women, are 
dissatisfied with their financial situation. 
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Satisfaction with Own Financial Situation Today 


73% 


26% 


Retirees Non-retirees 


75% 


22% 


Dissatisfied 
(retirees) 


16% 
27% 


20% 
35% 


27% 
13% 


Men 
Women 


Whites 
Non-whites 


Income under $40K 
Income over $40K 


Dissatisfied 
(non-retirees) 


20% 
31% 


26% 
25% 


36% 
23% 
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30% 


4% 


A large majority say that their income is falling behind 
the cost of living. 
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Assessment of Income vs. Cost of Living 


All voters 


My income is 
staying about 
even with cost 


of living 


My income is 
going up faster 


than cost of living 


MY INCOME  
IS FALLING 


BEHIND THE  
COST OF 


LIVING 
63% 


64% 
63% 


70% 
65% 
55% 


72% 
72% 
52% 


Retirees 
Non-retirees 


High school grad/less 
Some college 
College graduates 


Income under $30K 
Income $30K to $50K 
Income over $50K 


Income Is Falling Behind 
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32% 33%     31% 


57% 
52% 


62% 


More hopeful and confident More worried and concerned


Voters 50+ are more worried than hopeful about 
achieving their economic and financial goals, especially 
those not yet retired. 
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Looking ahead to the next five years or so, do you feel more hopeful and confident, or more 
worried and concerned about being able to achieve your economic and financial goals?  


All voters Retirees Non-retirees 


Non-retirees 


58% 
67% 


62% 
63% 


55% 
64% 
70% 


Men 
Women 


Income under $40K 
Income over $40K 


Democrats 
Other 
Republicans 


More Worried and Concerned 
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The Economic Anxiety Index 


 Voters are assigned 20 points for each of five economic concerns 
about which they say they worry very or somewhat often.  A minimum 
score of 0 reflects no economic anxiety, while a maximum score of 
100 indicates a great deal of economic anxiety. 


 The five component concerns of the anxiety index are: 


• Having to pay too much in taxes 


• Income not keeping up with the cost of living 


• Having health expenses they cannot afford 


• Not having financial security in retirement 


• Not having enough to pay for home care or a nursing  
home when they or their spouse get older 
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Components of the Economic Anxiety Index 
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45% 


45% 


47% 


55% 


61% 


Proportions Who Say They Worry Very or Somewhat Often about Each Economic Concern 


Having to pay too 
much in taxes 


Income not keeping  
up with cost of living 


Having health 
expenses I cannot 


afford 


Not having financial 
security in retirement 


Not having enough to 
pay for home care or 


nursing home for 
myself or my spouse 


Retirees 


57% 


51% 


42% 


37% 


42% 


Non- 
retirees 


67% 


60% 


52% 


56% 


49% 


All voters 
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Economic Anxiety Index Scores 
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Maximum score 


Minimum score 


AN
XI


ET
Y 


IN
D


EX
 


Retirees Non-retirees 


55 
59 


59 
56 


61 
52 


60 
56 


55 
57 
59 


60 
54 


Men 
Women 


Unmarried 
Married 


Non-college grads 
College graduates 


Income under $40K 
Income over $40K 


Democrats 
Other 
Republicans 


Caregivers/past caregivers 
Non-caregivers 


Key Subgroups of Non-retirees 


Mean scores 
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The majority of both retired and non-retired voters 50+ 
are satisfied with their retirement savings, although 
women and non-retirees are slightly less so. 


27% 
15% 15% 19% 


Strongly satisfied Somewhat satisfied
Strongly dissatisfied Somewhat dissatisfied
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Satisfaction with Amount of Money Saving/Saved for Retirement 


Retirees 


64% 


    30% 


Non-retirees 


59% 


   36% 


Dissatisfied 
(retirees) 


27% 
33% 


36% 
22% 


Men 
Women 


Income under $40K 
Income over $40K 


Dissatisfied 
(non-retirees) 


34% 
39% 


51% 
33% 
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A majority of non-retirees say they have or will delay 
their retirement for financial reasons.  


57% 
63% 


55%  58% 56% 
61% 


55% 
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Proportions Saying They Have Delayed or Expect to Delay Retirement in Order to 
Save More Money to Live Comfortably in Retirement 


Unmarried Married Age 
50 to 59 


Age 
60/over 


Income 
under $40K 


All non- 
retirees 


Income 
over $40K 
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Other Financial Concerns of Non-Retirees 


19% 


19% 


22% 


28% 


39% 


46% 


16 


Proportions Who Say They Worry Very or Somewhat Often about Each 


Not making enough  
money at my job* 


Losing a job or not being 
able to find enough work* 


Having to provide financial 
support to adult child or 


grandchild 


Having to provide financial 
support to parent or older 


relative 


Having to depend on 
children/family members  


for financial support 


Not being able to afford 
college for children 


* Asked only of voters who are employed 


All non-retirees 
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THE 2014 ELECTION 
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38% 


53% 


Voters 50+ are disappointed with Washington, giving 
President Obama low approval scores. 
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Job Approval of President Obama 


  Approve 


 Disapprove 


All voters 
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11% 


In the gubernatorial election, challenger Tom Wolf holds 
the lead with voters 50+, with approximately one in ten 
still undecided.  
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Trial Heat for Pennsylvania Governor 


  Undecided Tom 
Wolf 


Tom 
Corbett 


Definitely 
vote for 


42% 
Definitely 
vote for 


19% 


Tom 
Wolf 


51% 
61% 


58% 
62% 


59% 
52% 
55% 


53% 
77% 


83% 
58% 
28% 


 33% 


56% 


All voters 


Men 
Women 


Unmarried women 
Married women 


Age 50 to 64 
Age 65 to 74 
Age 75/over 


Whites 
Non-whites 


Democrats 
Other 
Republicans 


Tom 
Corbett 


38% 
29% 


31% 
29% 


31% 
41% 
31% 


36% 
12% 


  9% 
31% 
60% 
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Nearly half of undecided voters say it is hard to find 
objective and reliable information about candidates 
running for office this November. 


19% 
12% 16% 


25% 


Very easy Somewhat easy
Very hard Somewhat hard
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Is it easy or hard to find objective and reliable information about the record and 
positions of candidates running for office this November? 


All voters 


49% 


35% 


Undecided voters in Gubernatorial Race 


35% 


48% 
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The candidates need to do more to explain their 
positions on key voting issues for voters 50+.  


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%


58% 


64% 


66% 


66% 


70% 


21% 


20% 


15% 


22% 


15% 


21% 


16% 


19% 


12% 


15% 


Need to do more Not sure Have done enough
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Gubernatorial Candidates’ Efforts to Explain their Positions on Selected Issues 


Jobs and the economy 


Supporting family 
caregivers 


Affordable utilities 


Helping older people and 
the disabled live 


independently 


Help people save for 
retirement 


All voters 
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55% 41% 


4% 


The cost of utilities is a growing concern for a majority 
of 50+ voters, and three-fifths say affordability is very 
important in helping them make a voting decision. 
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THE COST  
OF UTILITIES 
HAS BECOME 


MORE OF A 
CONCERN 


The cost of utilities has  
become less of a concern  


All voters 


My concern 
about the cost 


of utilities 
hasn’t changed 


Thinking about heating my home last winter 
or cooling it this summer: 


All voters 


Men 
Women 


Age 50 to 64 
Age 65 to 74 
Age 75/over 


Democrats 
Other 
Republicans 


Undecided voters 


62% 


58% 
66% 


59% 
64% 
68% 


66% 
65% 
57% 


64% 


Proportions Who Say Candidates’ Positions 
on Affordable Utilities Are Very Important in 
their Vote for Governor 
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A majority of 50+ voters believe it is important for 
consumers to have a default electric plan priced at 
the lowest reasonable rate.  Voters also want a cap 
on variable rate plans. 


33% 
48% 


10% 7% 


Extremely important Very important


Not important Somewhat important
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Importance of Having Default Electric Plan for 
Consumers Priced at Lowest Reasonable Rate 


All voters 


62% 


30% 


All voters 


77% 


16% 


Importance of Having Cap on Rates for Electric 
Customers Who Have Variable Rate Plans 
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CAREGIVING 
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71% 


19% 


10% 


Seven in ten voters 50+ prefer at-home care over 
other options for themselves/family. 
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If a family member or I need help when basic tasks of life become difficult due to 
aging or illness, I would prefer to receive that help: 


Other* 


AT HOME  
WITH 


CAREGIVER 
ASSISTANCE 


*15% assisted living facility,    
   4% nursing home 


Not sure 


All voters 
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Many voters 50+ have at some point been a caregiver* 
to family member or expect to become one in the future. 


17% 


36% 
20% 


24% 
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Current 
caregivers 


Likely to be  
caregiver in 


future 


Not likely to be 
caregiver in future 


All voters 


* Caregiver is defined as “someone who provides unpaid care for an adult loved one who 
is ill, frail, elderly, or has a physical, mental, or emotional disability. This unpaid care 
may include assisting with personal needs such as bathing and dressing, household 
chores, meals, shopping, transportation, or managing finances or medical care.” 


Past 
caregivers 


11% of voters age 
50+ report that they 
or their spouse have 
received care from a 
family caregiver. 
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Caregiver Households* 
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All non-retirees 


Men 
Women 


Unmarried 
Married 


Age 50 to 59 
Age 60/over 


Non-college grads 
College grads 


Income under $40K 
Income over $40K 


Non-retirees 


54% 


52% 
57% 


53% 
55% 


52% 
59% 


53% 
56% 


49% 
54% 


All retirees 


Men 
Women 


Unmarried 
Married 


Age 50 to 69 
Age 70/over 


Non-college grads 
College grads 


Income under $40K 
Income over $40K 


Retirees 


58% 


48% 
67% 


54% 
60% 


64% 
52% 


57% 
63% 


53% 
65% 


* Those households where unpaid care is currently being provided, or has been provided in the past 
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Voters 50+ want their elected officials to make 
availability of at-home care a priority. 
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How important a priority should it be for elected officials to make services that help older 
adults live independently (home health care, personal care, day programs) more available 
in the community? 


41% 47% 


5% 4% 


Extremely important priority Very important priority
Not important priority Somewhat important priority


74% 


All voters 


24% 


Caregiver Households 


78% 


20% 
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Helping people live independently is a powerful poten-
tial issue for candidates, especially among women, 
low-income voters, and caregivers. 


  18% 
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How important is this issue in helping you make your voting decisions this year? 


Very/fairly 
important 


Less/not 
important 


Very  
important 


64% 


   78% 


Helping older people and the disabled live independently 


Very Important Issue in my Vote Decisions 


Men 
Women 


Age 50 to 64 
Age 65/over 


High school/less  
Some college 
College grads 


Income under $30K 
Income $30K to $50K 
Income over $50K 


56% 
72% 


59% 
70% 


80% 
68% 
51% 


76% 
88% 
52% 


Whites 
Non-whites 


Undecided voters 


Caregiver households 
Likely future caregivers 


63% 
75% 


71% 


66% 
71% 
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There is near universal support to shift PA lottery 
funds from nursing home to home-based care. 


8% 


30 


* Information before question: “The PA Lottery 
funds programs such as property tax and rent 
rebates, transportation, and in-home care 
services to help both lower- and middle-
income seniors stay in their homes as they 
age. Recently, lawmakers have shifted these 
funds away from programs that help seniors 
remain at home so that more can be spent on 
nursing home care.”  Support Oppose 


Support 
strongly 


67% 


   78% 


Which do you think would be a better use of Pennsylvania lottery revenues—paying 
for nursing home care, or funding programs to help seniors remain in their homes 
as they age?*  


Men 
Women 


Age 50 to 64 
Age 65 to 74 
Age 75/over 


Undecided voters 


60% 
73% 


61% 
74% 
71% 


64% 


Strongly support home care 


funding 
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		Overview

		Overview

		Profile of Likely Voters Age 50/over

		ECONOMIC SECURITY

		Voters 50+ see the economy as more good than bad overall, especially the college educated and political independents.

		A fourth of 50+ voters, and particularly women, are dissatisfied with their financial situation.

		A large majority say that their income is falling behind the cost of living.

		Voters 50+ are more worried than hopeful about achieving their economic and financial goals, especially those not yet retired.

		The Economic Anxiety Index

		Components of the Economic Anxiety Index

		Economic Anxiety Index Scores

		The majority of both retired and non-retired voters 50+ are satisfied with their retirement savings, although women and non-retirees are slightly less so.

		A majority of non-retirees say they have or will delay their retirement for financial reasons.

		Other Financial Concerns of Non-Retirees



		THE 2014 ELECTION

		Voters 50+ are disappointed with Washington, giving President Obama low approval scores.

		In the gubernatorial election, challenger Tom Wolf holds the lead with voters 50+, with approximately one in ten still undecided.

		Nearly half of undecided voters say it is hard to find objective and reliable information about candidates running for office this November.

		The candidates need to do more to explain their positions on key voting issues for voters 50+.

		The cost of utilities is a growing concern for a majority of 50+ voters, and three-fifths say affordability is very important in helping them make a voting decision.

		A majority of 50+ voters believe it is important for consumers to have a default electric plan priced at the lowest reasonable rate. Voters also want a cap on variable rate plans.



		CAREGIVING

		Seven in ten voters 50+ prefer at-home care over other options for themselves/family.

		Many voters 50+ have at some point been a caregiver* to family member or expect to become one in the future.

		Caregiver Households*

		Voters 50+ want their elected officials to make availability of at-home care a priority.

		Helping people live independently is a powerful poten-tial issue for candidates, especially among women, low-income voters, and caregivers.

		There is near universal support to shift PA lottery funds from nursing home to home-based care.












 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
September 2010 
 
 
 
 
His Honour the Honourable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 
 
May It Please Your Honour: 
 
 
I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of the Department of Family 
Services and Consumer Affairs of the Province of Manitoba for the year 2009/10. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 


 
Gord Mackintosh 
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September 2010 
 
The Honourable Gord Mackintosh  
Minister of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
357 Legislative Building 
 
Sir:  
 
I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for the Department of Family Services and 
Consumer Affairs for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2010. 
 
Family Services welcomed the addition of the Consumer and Corporate Affairs in November of 2009, 
bidding farewell to colleagues in the Housing Division as they became part of the newly created 
Department of Housing and Community Development. Further changes also have the Disabilities Issues 
Office now reporting to the Minister of Labour and Immigration and Minister responsible for Persons with 
Disabilities. (For further information on these areas, please refer to the specific Departmental reports.) 
 
The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to implement Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda 
for Early Learning and Child Care. Highlights in 2009/10 included committing funding for 500 child care 
spaces – for a total of 2,850 under the first two years of Family Choices, implementing regulation changes 
to further support children with additional support needs, supporting more projects under the Family 
Choices Building Fund to renovate existing and construct new child care centres, and continuing training 
initiatives, supports and investments to build the workforce to support expansion and high quality child 
care. 
 
A first in Canada, we, in partnership with Winnipeg Police Service, launched the StreetReach initiative in 
Winnipeg. StreetReach builds on the hard work of agencies and outreach workers, and will result in the 
stabilization of many vulnerable children identified as high-risk victims. StreetReach is a key component 
of Tracia's Trust, the province's $2.4-million strategy to combat child sexual exploitation. The Branch also 
continued to support the Youth Emergency Crisis Stabilization System. 
 
Significant progress has made in the implementation of the Changes for 
Children initiative to stabilize and address the 295 recommendations from the 
2006 external reviews of the child and family services (CFS) system.  Highlights 
include: continued growth in emergency and alternative care resources for 
children in care; new resources for workload relief and the Family Enhancement 
stream of service; investments in the provincial Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder 
and Youth Suicide Prevention strategies; extensions of care up to age 21 for 
Permanent Wards; and ongoing implementation of quality assurance reviews for 
CFS agencies.  
 
Ongoing poverty reduction efforts in 2009/10 have made significant 
improvements for children and single parents. May 2009 saw the release of ALL 
Aboard, Manitoba’s first comprehensive Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion 
Strategy. ALL Aboard complements the many strong initiatives already 
underway and brings together the successful programs across government that 
are working to reduce poverty and improve social inclusion in Manitoba.   


 


 


Deputy Minister of                                                                                                               Winnipeg, Manitoba, CANADA 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs                                                                                                                 R3C 0V8







We continued to invest in the well-being of our communities through our Rewarding Work programs which 
provide benefits to low-income working families and help to reduce the barriers to employment, and by 
increasing the advantages of employment over Employment and Income Assistance. This includes the 
successful launch of the Rebound Initiative, a retraining and support strategy to help low-income workers 
affected by the economic downturn to re-enter the workforce. The Recreational Opportunities for Children 
pilot project also supports children in JobConnections families on Employment and Income Assistance to 
participate in recreational activities. 
 
The Department will continue to create strategies that reduce the number of families living in poverty. 
While these new initiatives represent a significant move forward, together with other governments, 
community organizations and individual citizens, we will work towards the important goal of providing 
supports to low-income families in a manner that helps them live independently and with dignity. 
 
The Department continued to move forward on integrated service delivery. Six projects were identified to 
demonstrate improved cross program integration through formal joint planning for specific target 
populations. The initiatives are designed to improve services to citizens while increasing business 
efficiencies. With development and planning completed, implementation of two of the projects is targeted 
for the fall of 2010. ServiceLink, a new interactive online tool was successfully launched in 
December 2009. The online tool provides individuals and families with a quick and easy way to find 
information on the availability of financial benefits and social services that may be available to them 
through the Department.  
 
We recognize the importance of the Department’s role in promoting community living. Children’s Special 
Services and the Supported Living Program offer a range of specialized supports to assist disabled 
individuals as they move through childhood and adolescence, and into adulthood. These programs 
enable people to live and participate in society. 
 
Amendments to The Consumer Protection Act in 2009 changed the authority for establishing maximum 
rates for payday loans from the Public Utilities Board to a regulation and provided for the creation of a 
financial literacy fund. This fund will help ensure that payday loan borrowers have information to help 
them make sound financial decisions. Full regulation of payday loans is anticipated in 2010. 
 
The Residential Tenancies Act was also amended in 2009 to enable a landlord to collect a pet damage 
deposit when a tenant is allowed to keep a pet in a rental unit. The amendments also give the Residential 
Tenancies Branch the ability to impose administrative penalties on landlords or tenants for failing to 
comply with orders made under specified sections of the Act. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 


 
 
Grant Doak 



anovikov

Typewritten Text

"Original Signed By"







 


 
Septembre 2010 
 
Monsieur Gord Mackintosh  
Ministre des Services à la famille et Consommation  
Palais législatif, bureau 357  
Winnipeg (Manitoba) R3C 0V8 
 
Monsieur le Ministre, 
 
J’ai l’honneur de vous présenter le Rapport annuel du ministère des Services à la famille et de la 
Consommation pour l’exercice terminé le 31 mars 2010. 
 
Les Services à la famille ont accueilli favorablement l’ajout de Consommation et corporations à leur 
ministère en novembre 2009, et ont dit au revoir à leurs collègues de Logement Manitoba, qui ont été 
intégrés à un nouveau ministère, celui du Logement et du Développement communautaire. Entre autres 
changements, le Bureau des personnes handicapées relève dorénavant du ministre du Travail et de 
l’Immigration et ministre responsable des Personnes handicapées. (Pour en savoir plus, veuillez vous 
référer aux rapports des ministères concernés.) 
 
Le Programme de garde d’enfants du Manitoba a poursuivi la mise en œuvre de Choix familiaux : 
Programme quinquennal du Manitoba pour l’apprentissage et la garde des jeunes enfants. Les faits 
saillants en 2009-2010 comprennent l’engagement de fonds pour 500 places de garderie, portant le total 
des places à 2 850 pendant les deux premières années de Choix familiaux; la mise en œuvre de 
modifications réglementaires en vue de renforcer l’appui aux enfants ayant des besoins de soutien 
additionnels; le soutien d’un plus grand nombre de projets de rénovation de garderies existantes ou de 
construction de nouvelles garderies par le Fonds de développement du programme Choix familiaux; et la 
poursuite d’initiatives de formation, de soutiens et d’investissements en vue de former une main-d’œuvre 
pouvant soutenir l’expansion des services de garde et leur qualité supérieure. 
 
En partenariat avec le Service de police de Winnipeg, nous avons lancé l’initiative Secours-rue à 
Winnipeg, une première au Canada. Secours-Rue s’appuie sur le travail acharné des organismes et des 
travailleurs des services externes, et permettra la stabilisation d’un grand nombre d’enfants vulnérables 
jugés à haut risque d’être victimes. Secours-Rue est un élément clé de Tracia’s 
Trust, la stratégie provinciale de 2,4 millions de dollars axée sur la lutte contre 
l’exploitation sexuelle des enfants. La Direction a également continué à appuyer 
le Système d’aide d’urgence à la jeunesse en crise. 
 
Des progrès considérables ont été faits dans la mise en œuvre de l’initiative 
Changements pour les enfants afin de donner suite aux 295 recommandations 
provenant des examens externes du réseau des services à l’enfant et à la 
famille réalisés en 2006. Les points saillants comprennent : une croissance 
continue des ressources d’urgence et d’hébergement pour les enfants pris en 
charge, de nouvelles ressources pour l’allégement de la charge de travail et une 
gamme de services pour l’épanouissement de la famille, des investissements 
dans les stratégies provinciales de prévention de l’ensemble des troubles 
causés par l’alcoolisation fœtale et de prévention du suicide chez les jeunes, 
une extension des soins jusqu’à l’âge de 21 ans pour les tutelles permanentes, 
et une mise en œuvre continue des vérifications de la qualité pour les offices de 
services à l’enfant et à la famille. 
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Les initiatives continues de réduction de la pauvreté en 2009-2010 ont grandement amélioré la situation 
des parents seuls et des enfants. La première stratégie globale de réduction de la pauvreté et d’inclusion 
sociale du Manitoba, Tout le monde à bord, a été lancée en mai 2009. Cette stratégie s’ajoute aux 
nombreuses excellentes initiatives déjà en cours et réunit les programmes gouvernementaux efficaces 
qui visent à réduire la pauvreté et à améliorer l’inclusion sociale au Manitoba. 
Nous continuons à investir dans le bien-être de nos collectivités en offrant des programmes de Travail 
profitable qui versent des prestations aux familles à faible revenu et aident à réduire les obstacles à 
l’emploi, et en faisant en sorte qu’il soit plus avantageux d’occuper un emploi que de recevoir des 
prestations d’Aide à l’emploi et au revenu. Nous avons notamment lancé avec succès l’initiative 
Rebondir, une stratégie d’aide et de recyclage qui vise à aider les travailleurs à faible revenu touchés par 
le ralentissement économique à réintégrer la population active. Le projet pilote Recreational Opportunities 
for Children aide également les enfants de familles bénéficiaires de l’Aide à l’emploi et au revenu qui sont 
inscrites au programme Connexion-emploi à participer à des activités récréatives. 
 
Le ministère continuera à créer des stratégies qui réduisent le nombre de familles vivant dans la 
pauvreté. Ces nouvelles initiatives constituent un pas en avant important. Nous travaillons également 
avec d’autres gouvernements, des organismes communautaires et des particuliers afin de réaliser notre 
but d’aider les familles à faible revenu à vivre de façon autonome et dans la dignité. 
 
Le ministère a continué d’aller de l’avant avec la prestation de services intégrés. Six projets ont été 
désignés pour montrer la meilleure intégration des différents programmes au moyen d’une planification 
conjointe pour des populations cibles choisies. Les initiatives visent à améliorer les services à la 
population tout en augmentant l’efficacité. Les étapes d’élaboration et de planification étant terminées, la 
mise en œuvre de deux des projets est prévue pour l’automne 2010. Un nouvel outil interactif en ligne, 
InfoServices, a été lancé avec succès en décembre 2009. Cet outil permet aux particuliers et aux familles 
de trouver rapidement et facilement de l’information sur l’admissibilité aux prestations financières et aux 
services sociaux qui pourraient leur être offerts par le ministère. 
 
Nous reconnaissons l’importance du rôle du ministère dans la promotion de la vie en société. Les 
Services spéciaux pour enfants et le Programme d’aide à la vie en société offrent une gamme de 
soutiens spécialisés en vue d’aider les personnes handicapées pendant le passage de l’enfance à 
l’adolescence, puis à la vie d’adulte. Ces programmes permettent aux personnes de vivre en société et 
d’y participer. 
 
Les modifications apportées à la Loi sur la protection du consommateur en 2009 prévoient la régie des 
taux maximaux applicables aux prêts de dépannage par règlement plutôt que par la Régie des services 
publics, ainsi que la constitution d’un fonds de littératie financière. Ce fonds permettra d’aider les 
emprunteurs de prêts de dépannage à obtenir l’information nécessaire pour prendre des décisions 
financières judicieuses. Les prêts de dépannage devraient être entièrement régis par règlement dès 
2010. 
 
La Loi sur la location à usage d’habitation a aussi été modifiée en 2009 afin que les locateurs puissent 
demander un dépôt pour les dommages attribuables à un animal de compagnie lorsqu’un locataire est 
autorisé à avoir un animal de compagnie dans une unité locative. Les modifications donnent également à 
la Direction de la location à usage d’habitation l’autorité d’imposer des sanctions administratives aux 
locateurs ou aux locataires qui ne respectent pas les ordres donnés en vertu de dispositions précises de 
la Loi. 
 
Le tout respectueusement soumis, 
 


 
 
Grant Doak 
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REPORT STRUCTURE 
 
The Annual Report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs appropriation structure as set out in the Main Estimates of Expenditure of the Province of Manitoba 
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2010. 
 
The report includes information at the Main and Sub-Appropriation levels related to the Department's 
objectives, actual results, financial performance and variances.  A five-year adjusted historical table of 
staffing and expenditures is provided.  In addition, expenditure and revenue variance explanations are 
provided. 
 
 


VISION, MISSION, GOALS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
Vision 
 
The Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs is committed to improving the quality of life for 
Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market inclusion of all citizens. We 
promote a fair, efficient and informed marketplace for business and consumers that contributes to a 
competitive Manitoba economy. We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted 
and valued, and live with dignity and security. We work with the community to support Manitoba children, 
families and individuals to achieve their fullest potential. 
 
Mission 
 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs supports citizens in need to achieve fuller participation in society 
and greater self-sufficiency and independence. We help keep children, families and communities safe 
and secure and encourage the well-being of all citizens. We also strive to strengthen the protection 
mechanisms in place for Manitoba citizens, businesses and consumers.  


Our Mission is accomplished through: 


 provision of support for those in financial need;  
 provision of services and supports that assist individuals to improve their attachment to the labour 


market;  
 provision of supports and services for adults and children with disabilities;  
 provision of early learning and child care services and supports;  
 provision of child protection and related services;  
 provision of assistance to people facing family violence, sexual exploitation and family disruption;  
 provision of services and supports to promote the healthy development and well-being of children and 


families;  
 maintenance of regulatory frameworks that provide consumer protection and promote fair business 


practices;  
 maintenance of regulatory frameworks for rent increases and tenant and landlord rights and related 


dispute resolution mechanisms;   
 maintenance of regulatory frameworks for insurers and distributors of insurance products, 


cooperatives and credit unions/caisses populaires; 
 provision of an independent Commission to hear appeals concerning benefit decisions under the 


Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation's Personal Injury Protection Plan and advisers to assist 
claimants with such appeals;  


PREFACE 
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 maintenance of registries for births, deaths and marriages, business and corporate names, and 
information and interests in land and personal property;  


 fostering and development of community capacity by engaging the broader community to participate 
in and contribute to decision-making; and 


 respectful and appropriate delivery of programs and services.  
 
Goals 
 
The Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs has established the following goals for its 
programs and services: 


 to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income;  
 to increase participation in the labour market and community;  
 to increase the self-sufficiency, independence and inclusion in society for children and adults with a 


disability;  
 to increase the safety and well-being of persons who are vulnerable or at risk;  
 to improve the healthy development of children, families and communities;  
 to foster consumer and business confidence in the marketplace through the administration of a fair 


and effective regulatory framework; 
 to provide reliable and accurate registries for births, deaths and marriages, business and corporate 


names and information and interests in land and personal property; 
 to assist consumers and business, and landlords and tenants in resolving their disputes;  
 to improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the Department; and 
 to increase community capacity and opportunities for community involvement and input.  
 
Guiding Principles 
 
The Department's work is guided by the following principles:  


 diversity is valued, individual difference is supported, respected and developed to encourage both 
independence and interdependence;  


 opportunities are provided for equal access to valued outcomes, self-determination, meaningful 
involvement and valued roles; 


 community capacity exists to sustain and build upon achievements; and  
 dispute resolution is fair, impartial and accessible.  
 


OVERVIEW  
 
The Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs is organized into five divisions.  The 
Administration and Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative and information 
systems support to the Department.  Two of the Department’s divisions, Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance, and Child and Family Services, focus on policy and program 
development, budgeting, setting standards, monitoring, quality assurance and evaluation.  The 
Community Service Delivery Division is responsible for all of the integrated delivery of the Department’s 
programs and services. 
 
The Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division facilitates the resolution of disputes between consumers 
and businesses, tenants and landlords. The Division also administers legislation for the incorporation and 
registration of business names; licensing of trust and loan corporations, credit unions and caisses 
populaires; licensing companies and individuals involved in the sale of insurance and raising capital; and 
maintains registries of vital events and of interests in land and personal property.  
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The Human Resource Services Branch and the Policy and Planning Branch provide executive support to 
the Minister and Deputy Minister.  In addition, the Social Services Appeal Board, a quasi-independent 
body, as well as the Public Utilities Board, a quasi-judicial administrative tribunal, report to the Minister of 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs. 
 
The Department also supports Cross-Department Coordination Initiatives (CDCI), a partnership with the 
departments of Health; Housing and Community Development; Family Services and Consumer Affairs; 
and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors.  In partnership with the Regional Health Authorities and the 
community, CDCI identifies and reviews policy issues, coordination approaches and service delivery with 
respect to housing and supports for the seniors population, individuals with mental health issues, and 
individuals who are homeless or at risk of being homeless.  The work of the unit is focused on creating a 
range of adequate and affordable housing options, with related health and social service supports, 
through the development and coordination of programs and service delivery mechanisms.  Using a 
horizontal management approach, and working in collaboration with government and community partners, 
CDCI proposes enhancements and improvements or alternatives to housing policy and support services 
for these specific populations. 
 
ALL Aboard, Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was launched in May 2009.  At 
the same time, a Homeless Strategy with a Focus on Mental Health Housing was announced under 
ALL Aboard.  The Homeless Strategy will provide a range of affordable housing with appropriate housing, 
health and social supports for individuals with mental health and homelessness issues.  The Homeless 
Strategy includes 10 initiatives that fall under four components: Emergency Shelters, Outreach, Housing 
with Services, and Prevention.   
 
The Department’s Organization Chart and maps that illustrate the regional service delivery structure 
follow this Overview.   
 
The statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs are as follows: 
 
The Adoption Act 
The Business Names Registration Act 
The Business Practices Act 
The Cemeteries Act 
The Change of Name Act 
The Charities Endorsement Act 
The Child and Family Services Act 
The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
The City of Winnipeg Act (passenger carrier agreements) 
The Community Child Care Standards Act 
The Condominium Act 
 (except for tenant complaints that would then fall under The Residential Tenancies Act) 
The Consumer Protection Act 
The Cooperatives Act 
The Corporation Capital Tax Act 
The Corporations Act 
The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Act 
The Electronic Commerce and Information Act (Part 5) 
The Emergency 911 Public Safety Answering Point Act (Appeals) 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act 
The Funeral Directors and Embalmers Act 
The Gas Allocation Act 
The Greater Winnipeg Gas Distribution Act  
The Highways Protection Act (Appeals) 
The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act (clause 44(k))  
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The Hudson’s Bay Company Land Register Act 
The Insurance Act 
The Insurance Corporations Tax Act 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act 
The Landlord and Tenant Act 
The Life Leases Act 
The Manitoba Evidence Act (Parts II and III) 
The Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation Act 
 (s. 174.1 to 174.4 (Claimant Adviser Office) and  
 s. 175 to 185 (Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission) 
The Manitoba Water Services Board Act (Appeals) 
The Marriage Act 
The Municipal Act 
The Parents Maintenance Act (Section 10) 
The Partnership Act 
The Personal Investigations Act 
The Personal Property Security Act 
The Prearranged Funeral Services Act 
The Professional Home Economists Act 
The Public Health Act 
 (Responsible for the Bedding and Other Upholstered or Stuffed Articles Regulation, M.R. 78/2004) 
The Public Utilities Board Act 
The Real Property Act 
The Registry Act 
The Religious Societies’ Lands Act 
The Residential Tenancies Act 
The Social Services Administration Act 
The Social Services Appeal Board Act 
The Special Survey Act  
The Surveys Act (Part I) 
The Title to Certain Lands Act (R.S.M. 1990, c. 259) 
The Trade Practices Inquiry Act 
The Vital Statistics Act 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
 
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act and The Social Services Administration Act, require the 
Minister to report annually to the Legislature.  These reporting requirements for 2009/10 are met by this 
Annual Report.   
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Rural/Northern Regional 
Service Delivery Structure 


(at March 31, 2010) 
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Winnipeg Regional Service Delivery Structure  


(at March 31, 2010) 
 


 
 


Community Area Pairings 
 
        Downtown 
 
        Point Douglas 
 
        Seven Oaks / Inkster 
 
        River East / Transcona 
 
        St. Boniface / St. Vital 
 
        River Heights / Fort Garry 
        
        St. James-Assiniboia /  
        Assiniboine South 
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FAMILY SERVICES AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
Performance Measurement 
 
The following section provides information on key performance measures for the Department for the 
2009/10 reporting year.  All Government of Manitoba departments include performance measures in 
their Annual Reports which are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with 
meaningful and useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and 
its citizens. 
 
For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit 
www.manitoba.ca/performance. 
  
Your comments on performance measures are valuable to us. You can send comments or questions 
to mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 
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Reducing the incidence and depth of poverty
 
What is being measured? Why is it 


important to 
measure 
this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2009/10 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? Performance 


measure 
Component 
of the 
measure 


Dependency on 
Income Assistance 


Per cent of 
population 
(excluding 
First Nations 
people  
on reserve)  
receiving 
income 
assistance1.  


A low 
percentage 
may show 
positive 
results for the 
provincial 
economy and 
government 
policies.


5.4%  
(2001/02)2 


5.1% 
(2009/10) 


Manitoba has among 
the lowest 
percentage of the 
population receiving 
income assistance in 
Canada.   
 
 
 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Using the Market Basket Measure (MBM)3, in 2008 (the most recent year for which data is available), 7.8 per cent of 
Manitobans were living in low income (excluding First Nations people on reserve).  For children, the rate living in low-
income families was 8.5 per cent.  Of single-parent families, 13.4 per cent lived in low income.  Since 2000, the rate of 
change in the per cent of children living in low income reflects a decrease of 44 per cent; for single-parent families, the 
decrease in the rate was 67 per cent.  Comparing provinces in 2008, Manitoba had the second lowest rate of all 
persons and children living in low income.  Further, Manitoba had the lowest incidence of low income for single-parent 
families.  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
1. Source:  2009/10 population data from the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Report; 2001/02 population data from  


the Manitoba Health Population Report and EIA caseload data. 
2. Previous Annual Reports excluded 2001/02 Municipal Assistance recipients and cited this figure as 5.2 per cent.  The figure in  


this report (5.4 per cent) has been revised to include Municipal Assistance recipients. 
3. In past Annual Reports, Low-Income Cut-Offs (LICOs) were used to report on low income.  MBM thresholds, used in this report,  


are based on the cost of a “basket of goods and services” that includes food, clothing and footwear, shelter, transportation and a 
range of other items, such as personal care, household equipment and supplies, telephone services, educational and recreational 
items and reading materials.  MBM provides an advantage over using LICOs since they account for cost of living differences 
across Canada. 
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Expanding early learning and child care 
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2009/10 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Component 
of the  
measure 


Availability of child 
care 


Per cent of 
children age 
12 and under 
for whom 
there is a 
regulated 
child care 
space4. 


The availability 
of regulated 
child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of 
how Manitoba 
is progressing 
with respect to 
access to 
supports for 
children, 
families and 
communities. 


Overall
Ages 0-12: 
12.4% (2000/01) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
21.0% (2000/01) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
6.0% (2000/01) 


Overall
Ages 0-12: 
16.9% 
(2009/10) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
25.6% 
(2009/10) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
10.0% 
(2009/10) 


There has been an 
increase in this 
indicator since 2001 
for all categories, and 
an increase in all 
categories since 
2008/09. 
 


 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
In April 2008, Manitoba launched Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care.  In 
the first two years of Family Choices, initiatives to strengthen early learning and child care were introduced, including a 
commitment to fund 2,850 more spaces as well as building new program sites, a Workforce Stability Strategy, an  
age-appropriate curriculum framework, new safety measures and more. 
 
Since 1999, over 10,000 more child care spaces have been approved for funding.  In 2008/09, there were 28,336 
licensed spaces in Manitoba; in 2009/10, the number of spaces increased to 29,383.   
 
Funding for the Inclusion Support Program, which encourages meaningful participation of children with additional 
support needs in child care, has increased by 155 per cent since 1999. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
4. The baseline measurement data has been made consistent with the current reporting process which utilizes the number of 


children in Manitoba based on Statistics Canada’s Labour Force Survey.  This data was chosen to be more consistent with other 
Canadian jurisdictions reporting on child care access.  Previous annual reports used data from Manitoba Health and Healthy 
Living Population Reports for 2000 and 2006.  The Labour Force Survey population estimates do not include persons living on 
reserves, full-time members of the Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in correctional institutions. 
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Enhancing services and supports for persons with disabilities
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2009/10 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Components 
of the 
measure 


Supported Living 
Supports 


Active 
caseload of 
people 
assisted by 
the 
Supported 
Living 
Program (this 
includes 
individuals 
who received 
some type of 
funded 
service as 
well as 
individuals 
who received 
assistance 
through case 
management 
activities). 


An increase to 
this measure 
demonstrates 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in 
the community. 


Total 
3,527  
(1999/00) 


Total 
4,894  


Since 1999, the 
Supported Living 
total active caseload 
has increased by 
38.8%.   


 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Since 1999, individuals funded for Residential Services increased by 91.2 per cent (from 1,680 to 3,212).  Individuals 
receiving Residential Services increased by 2.5 per cent (from 3,134 to 3,212) in the last year. 
 
These supports allowed over 4,894 adults with a mental disability to safely live and more fully participate as active 
members of the community. 
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Supporting the well-being of children and families
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2009/10 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Components 
of the 
measure 


Child Protection Children in 
care as a 
percentage of 
children in 
Manitoba 
ages 17 and 
under. 


An increase in 
children in 
care, as a 
percentage of 
the total child 
population, 
may indicate 
that more 
families are 
struggling to 
care and 
provide safety 
for their 
children.  


1.9%  
(2000/01) 


3.2% 
(2009/10) 
 


The rate of children 
in care has continued 
to increase since the 
base year.   
 
The annual rate of 
increase declined 
from 10.1% in 2009 
to 5.7% in 2010.   


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Increases in this figure may be due to societal changes, breakdowns in community and other supports for families and 
changes in practice.   
 
As part of the Changes for Children Initiative, Manitoba has begun implementing a Differential Response/Family 
Enhancement approach to child welfare.  This early intervention and prevention approach will assist the child welfare 
system by providing services where immediate child protection concerns or the apprehension of a child is not 
warranted, but where families are struggling with challenges that, if left unaddressed, could result in children being at 
risk in the future.  The intent of this prevention-focused approach is to intervene early in a supportive manner so that 
the more intrusive and potentially adversarial child protection response may not be required.  By intervening early, 
before children’s safety is at risk, we can help to preserve and strengthen families and prevent children from coming 
into care.  Child safety remains paramount and safety assessments will continue to be utilized at initial contact.  In all 
situations where there is an immediate or high probability that children are at risk, these families will continue to 
receive a child protection response as required in legislation. 
  
Evidence-based, structured decision-making (SDM®) risk assessment tools developed by the Children’s Research 
Centre in Wisconsin, USA were selected for implementation/testing.  These tools are already in use in Ontario and 
British Columbia, as well as several states in the USA and Australia.   
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Client perceived fairness and effectiveness – Residential Tenancies Branch
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2009/10 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Components 
of the 
measure 


Client perceived 
fairness and 
effectiveness with 
decisions of the 
Residential 
Tenancies Branch  
 


Rate of 
appeals of 
decisions 
under The 
Residential 
Tenancies 
Act. 


To ensure that 
the Branch’s 
hearing 
processes and 
decisions 
continue to be 
fair and 
effective. 


3,198 orders 
were issued 
under Parts 1 – 
8 of The 
Residential 
Tenancies Act 
(landlord and 
tenant disputes) 
in 2005/06 of 
which 568 
(17.8%) were 
appealed.  
 
Orders were 
issued for 469 
cases under Part 
9 of the Act (rent 
regulation 
matters) in 
2005/06 of which 
98 (20.9%) were 
appealed. 


4,331 orders 
were issued 
under Parts 1 
– 8 of The 
Residential 
Tenancies 
Act (landlord 
and tenant 
disputes) in 
2009/10 of 
which 406 
(9.4%) were 
appealed.  
 
Orders were 
issued for 
526 cases 
under Part 9 
of the Act 
(rent 
regulation 
matters) in 
2009/10 of 
which 100 
(19%) were 
appealed. 


The appeal rate for 
Parts 1 – 8 is lower 
than in previous 
years.  The appeal 
rate for Part 9 
matters is historically 
consistent with 
previous years. 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Nil 
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are required to 
integrate into their annual reporting processes information about their progress made at incorporating 
sustainable development into their activities.  
 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs recognizes that bringing sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into departmental activities and planning cycles will take place incrementally.  In 2009/10, the 
Department made significant progress in developing and participating in more sustainable, 
environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.  
  
Departmental staff participated in the annual Commuter Challenge, a Canada-wide event that 
encourages daily commuters to leave their car at home and use alternative and active forms of 
transportation.  In the 2009/10 event, 112 departmental staff registered and logged over 10,200 “green” 
kilometres.  As a result of the green kilometres travelled, approximately 1,635 kilograms of greenhouse 
gases were not emitted into the atmosphere.  
 
The Department continued to make progress on reducing fuel consumption and usage.  By continuing 
with fuel efficiency guidelines and an “Idle Free” approach, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s fleet 
vehicle fuel consumption remained within seven per cent of the 2008/09 levels.  Mileage of the Manitoba 
Developmental Centre’s fleet vehicles decreased by three per cent due to replacing five large vans with 
three 22-passenger buses.   
 
In 2009/10, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program collected and 
processed 19 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.   
 
The Community Service Delivery Division piloted a project to use web-conferencing to share information 
with staff in rural and northern regions.  It is anticipated that this will decrease travel time, vehicle fuel 
consumption and costs associated with staff meetings.   
 
The Manitoba Child Care Program (MCCP) ensured that early learning and child care construction 
projects adhered to the Manitoba Green Building Policy to be eligible for Capital funds.  Consistent with 
the policy, large projects must meet or exceed the internationally-recognized LEED (Leadership in Energy 
and Efficiency Design) Green Building Rating System Silver standard.  Projects under the required 
square footage must outline cost effective green building principles in their design.  Further, MCCP 
encouraged child care groups to form as many community and/or school partnerships as possible to 
enhance community strength and take advantage of economies of scale. 
 
The non-profit organizations, Resource Conservation Manitoba and Time to Respect Earth’s Ecosystems 
(RCM/TREE), have been regular interveners in Manitoba Hydro Electricity, Centra Gas and Manitoba 
Public Insurance (MPI) applications, bringing sustainable development perspectives to these three files in 
the Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division.  The Public Utilities Board (PUB) has encouraged Demand 
Side Management initiatives in both Hydro Electricity and Centra Gas, and was instrumental in the 
development of the furnace replacement program for low-income earners, which not only conserves fossil 
fuel, it also avoids greenhouse gas emissions.  The PUB also changed the declining block rate for 
electrical consumption, to an inverted block rate, in an effort to encourage conservation.   
 
In regulating water utilities, the PUB has encouraged the collapsing of declining block rates where larger 
volume users paid less per unit used for higher volumes.  Many municipal utilities have already eliminated 
these, many have decreased the gap, and many others are making proposals to do so.  The PUB has 
also encouraged utilities to support environmentally friendly initiatives.   
 
Regarding sewer utilities, the PUB has been receptive to applications for rates to support better sewage 
treatment, thereby reducing the impact on the environment. 
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Progress continues to be made in the area of recycling.  In 2009/10, the Department continued to use the 
Waste Stream Services recycling program in most of its buildings across the province, which included 
mini-bins for desk side refuse, desk side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for 
aluminum, plastic, and non-confidential paper.  This program endorses the continued use of Government 
Records Boxes for destruction of confidential paper.  There is a commitment to maintaining this program 
in the future. 
 
The Department maintained its sustainable development homepage on the Intranet as a department link 
to The Sustainable Development Act and the Green Procurement page of the Procurement Services 
Branch, Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation.  
 
“Green” products and recycled materials continue to be purchased where available including the 
purchase of recycled copy paper.  
 
Departmental staff who are assigned fleet vehicles continue to use ethanol-blended gasoline where 
available. 
 
As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the Department remains committed to 
developing strategies and policies to facilitate the integration of sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into its ongoing activities. 
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The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act  
 


The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in April 2007. This law 
gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about significant and serious matters 
(wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and strengthens protection from reprisal. The Act builds on 
protections already in place under other statutes, as well as collective bargaining rights, policies, 
practices and processes in the Manitoba public service.  


Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an act or omission 
that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross mismanagement; or, knowingly 
directing or counselling a person to commit a wrongdoing.  The Act is not intended to deal with routine 
operational or administrative matters.  


A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a reasonable belief 
that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed is considered to be a disclosure under the Act, 
whether or not the subject matter constitutes wrongdoing.  All disclosures receive careful and thorough 
review to determine if action is required under the Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual 
report in accordance with Section 18 of the Act.  


The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services and Consumer Affairs, 
the Companies Office, The Property Registry and the Vital Statistics Agency for fiscal year 2009/10: 
 
 


Information Required Annually  


(per Section 18 of The Act) 


 
Fiscal Year 2009/10  


The number of disclosures received, 
and the number acted on and not 
acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a)  


NIL  


The number of investigations 
commenced as a result of a 
disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b)  


NIL 


In the case of an investigation that 
results in a finding of wrongdoing, a 
description of the wrongdoing and 
any recommendations or corrective 
actions taken in relation to the 
wrongdoing, or the reasons why no 
corrective action was taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c)  


NIL 
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MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT  
 
 


MINISTER’S SALARY 
 
Objectives  
 
 To provide overall policy direction and central support services for the Department. 
 
Responsibilities  
 
 Provides overall policy direction to the Department pertaining to program and financial matters and 


central support services for the provision and delivery of services by the Department.    


 
09-1A Minister’s Salary 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
    FTE    


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   46 1.00 46 
 


0  
     


 


EXECUTIVE SUPPORT  
Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 
 
Objectives 


 To provide leadership to the Department on program matters, policy development and resolution of 
policy issues. 


 To advise the Minister on all policy and program matters related to departmental services. 


 To manage the activities of the Department. 
 
Responsibilities 


 Interprets and implements government policy through the delivery of departmental programs. 


 Ensures effective and efficient management of departmental programs. 


 Safeguards the public interest through enforcement of legislation and regulations. 


 Ensures effective development and management of the Department’s human resources. 


MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 
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09-1B Executive Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
    FTE    


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits     910 10.00 911 
 


(1) 
 


 


Total Other Expenditures 


 


    62 


 


- 


 


62 


 


0 


0 


*   The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
     Appropriation. 
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Objective 


 To ensure that Manitobans have access to a fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions 
relating to the various social services and programs administered by the Department.  


 
Responsibilities  


 Hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various financial assistance programs, 
licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons with disabilities, private adoption agencies and 
residential care facilities under the provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


 Convenes hearings throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation and 
provides a written decision within 15 working days of the hearing. 


 Acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in legislation, issues arising 
out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board by the Minister. 


 


Reporting Requirements 


 Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the Appeal Board 
has produced its annual report separate from the Department of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs' annual report.  The Social Services Appeal Board's independent report includes: 


 
- a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
- an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
- financial information; 
- statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
- a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
- samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 


 
The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2009/10 can be obtained at the Appeal 
Board’s office at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8; telephone (204) 945-3003 or 
online at www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html. 
 
  


SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD 
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HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 
 
 
Objectives  


 To provide the Department with a comprehensive range of human resource services that support and 
enable managers and employees in their efforts to deliver effective programs to Manitobans.  


 To support the effective and efficient use of human resources in achieving departmental objectives. 


 To assist the Department in managing and maximizing the availability and quality of human services. 
 
Responsibilities  


 Conducts recruitment, selection and payroll activities according to departmental needs and Civil 
Service Commission policy. 


 Assists departmental management with their submissions for position reclassification requests to 
Treasury Board Secretariat for assessment. 


 Facilitates organizational design and development to meet the program objectives of the Department. 


 Facilitates resolution of grievances, participates in arbitrations, assists managers in interpreting 
collective agreements and related legislation, participates in contract negotiations and develops 
policies related to employee relations issues.  


 Facilitates the identification and implementation of human resource programs, policies and 
procedures relating to the current and future workforce renewal needs of the Department, including 
staff training and development. 


 Continues efforts towards the achievement of Employment Equity and Diversity goals through 
integration of Employment Equity and Diversity considerations in staffing, retention and employee 
development activities, in partnership with management. 


 Continues to implement integration of human resource services of the departments of Health; Healthy 
Living, Youth and Seniors; and Family Services and Consumer Affairs. 


 Provides pay and benefits services in a timely manner.   


 Oversees and provides leadership in the development and implementation of Workplace Health and 
Safety programs and training. 


 
09-1D Human Resource Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    1,401       21.50 1,435 
 


(34)  


Total Other Expenditures 
 


18  
 


 
 


17  
 


 1 


 


HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 
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Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 The Branch continued to be heavily involved in the secondment and workforce adjustment process of 
Child and Family Services staff affected by the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative. 


 Developed Recruitment Guidelines for Management.  


 Continued to provide leadership to the Workplace Safety and Health Program for the Department. 


 The consolidated Human Resource Services unit continued to develop, acquire and coordinate a 
range of training and development activities to meet needs identified by managers. The Department 
has established a Departmental Training and Development Committee chaired by Human Resource 
Services.  The Committee identifies, prioritizes and develops a plan to address department-wide 
training and development needs. 


 Continued to be involved in integrating Diversity and Employment Equity policies and department-
specific practices in staffing, retention and development activities.  Participated in career fairs and 
Diversity and Employment Equity events to further opportunities for target group members to enter 
the civil service. 


 Continued to coordinate special events to raise awareness of diversity and employment equity groups 
and continued ongoing diversity training such as Valuing Diversity and Aboriginal Cultural Awareness.  
Examples of special events include informational sessions for staff in recognition of International Day 
of Disabled Persons, the Cultivating Diversity Series in recognition of International Day for Elimination 
of Racial Discrimination, National Aboriginal Day informational sessions in recognition of National 
Aboriginal Day, and lunch and learn sessions on Civil Service Programs such as the Aboriginal 
Management Development Program.  


 Worked closely with the Child and Family All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 
management and the Union to anticipate and ameliorate issues as they arose as a result of a 
complement of 60 staff in their permanent and temporary secondments with ANCR.  Permanent 
secondments require an increased level of complexity in the management of employee and 
labour/management issues.   


- Participated in discussions with the Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs, 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services Branch, the Southern First Nations Child and Family 
Services Authority and ANCR regarding the transfer of Emergency Placement Resources 
(including shelters, hotels and certain emergency foster home bed spaces) and a portion of In-
Home Support Services to ANCR.  Emergency Placement Resources and In-Home Support 
Services remain with the WCFS branch until the anticipated transfer to ANCR. 


- Participated in the negotiations for the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Branch Support 
Workers Collective Agreement with CUPE Local 2153. 


 Continued to be a key participant in the development of the Department’s annual Renewal Plan, 
taking a lead role in implementing a number of initiatives, particularly those related to diversity, 
training, development and succession planning.  


 Implemented a recruitment strategy to: 


- increase Employment Equity representation in the Department by partnering with various 
agencies; and 


- promote the Department as an Employer of Choice at various educational institutions and 
career fairs. 
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Participated as a key member on human resource committees relating to a number of major departmental 
and government-wide initiatives including: 


- Corporate Renewal Committees 
-  Departmental Labour Management Committees 
-  Winnipeg Integrated Service Committee with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority 
-  The Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative Labour Management Committee 
-  Departmental Senior Management Committee 
-  Departmental Integrated Services Advisory Group 
-  Sector Diversity and Employment Equity Coordinators Committee 
-  Diversity Strategy Working Group 
-  Career Fair/Outreach Committee 


 Participated in the delivery of the Departmental Orientation Program. 


 Participated in the development of integrated Human Resource policies and processes for Winnipeg 
Integrated Service. 


 Participated in the identification of alternate Payroll Services for the old Manitoba Support Services 
Payroll for Community Home Support Program. 
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Objectives  


 To provide leadership, coordination and support on policy issues that affect the Department and 
impact on the delivery of social services to Manitobans and on web-related communications that 
support or enhance the Department’s program and service delivery systems.  


 To lead intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities involving the Department. 


 To provide leadership and coordination on access to information and protection of privacy policy. 
 
Responsibilities  


 Undertakes strategic planning, social policy research and analysis.  Provides project management 
services and policy development and coordination support.  Conducts program and data reviews and 
provides program evaluation expertise.  Provides a variety of analytical and corporate supports to 
executive and divisional management and provides support for legislative debate and Estimates 
review.  Undertakes interprovincial comparisons and prepares policy papers.  


 Co-chairs ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. 


 Represents the Department in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral discussions 
related to a broad range of social issues. 


 Supports the Minister and Deputy Minister as Provincial/Territorial Co-Chairs of the Federal/ 
Provincial/Territorial Social Services Forum.  


 Coordinates the Department’s policy development, staff training, and responses related to requests 
for access to information under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The 
Personal Health Information Act.   


 Develops, manages and coordinates all web support services for the Department. 
 
09-1E Policy and Planning 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


     
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
 


1,379 
 


18.00 
 


1,193 
 


186 
 


1 


Total Other Expenditures 195  115 80  2 


*   The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
     Appropriation. 


1.  The variance is primarily due to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 
2.  The variance is primarily due to office costs. 


 
Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Provided analysis of existing and emerging policy and program-related social services issues, trends 
and research in support of departmental strategic and program planning, and policy development. 


 Provided project management support for the development and implementation of cross-divisional 
and interdepartmental policy initiatives.   


POLICY AND PLANNING 
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 Provided executive support and project management services to the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion Ministers’ Committee.  Acted as co-chair of the Intergovernmental Working 
Group for ALL Aboard and provided leadership on poverty-related issues across government.   


 Coordinated departmental strategic planning and performance management activities. 


 Coordinated program evaluations and reviews. 


 Provided support for executive correspondence and briefing materials for legislative debate, the 
budget process and Estimates review. 


 Developed and coordinated the Department’s Annual Report. 


 Coordinated timely and accurate departmental responses to requests for access to information 
consistent with the requirements of The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
The Personal Health Information Act. 


 Acted as Provincial/Territorial (P/T) co-chair for the Support Committee of Officials responsible for 
coordinating the Forum of Federal/Provincial/Territorial (F/P/T) Ministers and Deputy Ministers of 
Social Services.  Acted as P/T co-chair of the Benefits and Services for Persons with Disabilities 
Working Group.  Represented the Department on National Child Benefit and Early Childhood Working 
Groups.   


 Participated on a number of intra- and interdepartmental committees. 


 Coordinated a policy network for departmental policy and program staff to share information and best 
practices.  


 Developed, managed and coordinated all web support services for the Department and for ALL 
Aboard.  Ensured that all websites and portals meet the Office of Information Technology standards 
and provide the public with helpful, user-friendly information.   
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 ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 
 


Divisional Goals  


 To maintain an active comptrollership and administrative support function by ensuring that financial 
and administrative policies, services and reporting systems are developed and administered 
effectively. 


 To provide technical expertise in the development and maintenance of computer systems in support 
of departmental and Healthy Child Manitoba Office programs and services. 


 To improve the Department’s accountability framework. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


 Provides centralized financial, administrative and information technology support services to the 
Department.  This is accomplished through the Division’s three branches: 


- Financial and Administrative Services 
- Innovation, Information and Technology 
- Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


 
The Division is also responsible for coordinating the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery.  The 
goal of Integrated Service Delivery is to reduce service fragmentation and to provide citizens with 
improved access to coordinated services.  As part of Integrated Service Delivery, the Department 
continues to deliver the majority of its services through a single division - Community Service Delivery. 


 
Through Winnipeg Integrated Services, the Department continues to work collaboratively with the 
Department of Health and the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority to integrate social services and health 
services, including primary care, at the community level.  With its partners, the Department continues to 
develop community access centres that will provide integrated health and social services within 
community areas. 
 


FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES  
Objectives  


 To maintain an active comptrollership function that safeguards and protects the Department’s 
financial and physical assets and ensures that financial and administrative policies, services and 
reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet the financial 
control, accountability, and reporting needs of the Department. 


 To provide central financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 


 To provide a broad range of operational, administrative and project management support services to 
the operating divisions.  


 
Responsibilities 


 Plans, organizes and evaluates departmental financial administration and management activities 
which include comprehensive budget Estimates planning and support services, financial forecasting 
and reporting, disbursements and revenue accounting, appropriation control and the provision of 
functional direction on financial and administrative policies and operational procedures and practices 
to divisional staff. 


 Manages the French Language Services policy throughout the Department and for a number of 
outside agencies that deliver services on the Department’s behalf.  


ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 







28 


 Provides project management support for the planning and implementation of integration initiatives 
within the Department. 


 Coordinates accommodation planning activities. 


 
09-1F Financial and Administrative Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,022 32.00 2,007 15  


Total Other Expenditures 392  363 29  


*   The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
     Appropriation. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the Department's fiscal status, to executive 
management and central government. 


 Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program management 
issues and ensured that control and accountability systems were in place. 


 Provided ongoing coordination of the Department's annual Estimates exercise, including the 
production of the Supplementary Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates 
briefing material. 


 Continued to review and improve departmental financial and administrative control procedures as part 
of ongoing comptrollership activities.  Beginning in 2009/10, the Branch also participated in central 
government’s Controllership Change Management Initiative.  


 Participated in a number of cross-government audits performed by the Department of Finance, 
Internal Audit and Consulting Services. 


 Continued to implement changes and refinements as part of Integrated Service Delivery. 


 Centralized support for accommodation projects and planning activities. 


 Coordinated French Language Services within the Department and for a number of external agencies 
which deliver services on behalf of the Department.   


 Provided administrative support to the Vulnerable Persons' Hearing Panel, which included the 
coordination, tracking of attendance, and scheduling of hearings. 
 


INNOVATION, INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY  
Objectives  


 To provide information technology leadership and expertise, consulting services and solutions to the 
Department and related clients to promote the efficient use of information in support of the 
Department’s business strategy and goals. 


 To provide strategic and tactical information technology planning, analysis and ongoing support to the 
users of existing systems.  


Responsibilities 


 Plans long-term information systems strategies, facilitates the annual departmental information 
technology plan and develops detailed project plans in support of new initiatives.  
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 Develops information systems in support of departmental programs and assists in the development of 
necessary training material. 


 Reviews and revises systems development standards, procedures and policies in support of the 
strategic information technology direction of government. 


 Assists divisions and branches in designing effective technical solutions to meet their business 
needs. 


 Ensures the security of departmental information technology assets and the continuity of services. 


 Refines the manner in which the Department manages and utilizes information technology. 


 Manages the outsourcing of certain departmental information technology resources including 
hardware, software and local/wide area network support. 


 
09-1G Innovation, Information and Technology 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


 $000 


 
FTE 


 Estimate 
 2009/10 
 $000 


 
 Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,455 11.50 2,758 (303) 
 


Total Other Expenditures 1,628 
 


1,470 158 
 
 


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Implemented a new online service to citizens called ServiceLink as part of the ALL Aboard Poverty 
Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy.  This interactive online tool was designed to help 
Manitobans learn about benefits and resources that may be available to them through the 
Department. 


 Enhanced the Child and Family Services Application (CFSA) system and the Social Allowances 
Management Information Network (SAMIN). 


 Provided ongoing support to users of existing systems. 


 Continued to develop and enhance the Department’s Strategic Information Technology plan. 
 


AGENCY ACCOUNTABILITY AND SUPPORT UNIT 
Objectives 


 To ensure that agencies which receive funding from the Department are operating under a clear and 
effective accountability framework, this includes regular and appropriate financial reporting. 


 To build the capacity of the Department to effectively monitor agency financial performance, and to 
take corrective action when necessary. 


 To support agency and board development by providing advice and assistance on agency operations 
and financial management. 


 To mitigate the administrative burden on agencies by coordinating departmental requirements with 
the requirements of other Manitoba government departments and agencies, as well as with other 
jurisdictions. 


 To bring a more systematic approach to the planning, implementation and response to internal and 
external audits of the Department.  
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Responsibilities 


 Leads negotiations of Service Purchase Agreements. 


 Develops and enhances Financial Reporting Requirements. 


 Monitors agency compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 


 Examines the financial performance of agencies, investigates areas of concern and performs 
operational reviews. 


 Develops the capacity of the Department to link financial performance and program performance of 
agencies. 


 Develops the capacity of agencies to meet Service Purchase Agreement terms and conditions, 
including Financial Reporting Requirements.   


 Coordinates the development of an annual audit plan through the Audit Advisory Committee and 
monitors the implementation of audit recommendations. 


 
09-1I Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


     
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 879 
 


12.00 922 (43)  


Total Other Expenditures 231  350 (119) 1


1.   The variance is primarily due to under expenditure of operating costs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 In 2009/10, the number of active Service Purchase Agreements with agencies increased from 200 to 
205.  This is in addition to four Contribution Agreements with the Child and Family Services 
Authorities. 


 Facilitated 23 general training sessions on board governance throughout the province to agencies in 
all program areas.  The sessions covered the general roles and responsibilities of non-profit boards, 
legal duties and liabilities and a discussion of governance versus management responsibilities.  In 
addition, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit conducted orientations on Service Purchase 
Agreements and Financial Reporting Requirements. 


 Conducted financial reviews in seven agencies primarily in response to non-compliance with 
Financial Reporting Requirements. 


 In response to allegations, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit worked extensively with some 
agencies to improve their financial management practices.  


 Continued to monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with Financial Reporting 
Requirements. 


 Continued to monitor the implementation of recommendations made by the Office of the Auditor 
General and Internal Audit and Consulting Services. 
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The Public Utilities Board is an independent quasi-judicial regulatory body operating under the authority of 
the Manitoba Legislature. 


 


Responsibilities  


The Board is responsible for the regulation of public utilities, as are defined under The Public Utilities 
Board Act. Public utilities include: 


 Centra Gas Manitoba Inc. - natural gas distribution 
 Stittco Utilities Man Ltd. - propane distribution 
 Swan Valley Gas Corporation - natural gas distribution 
 Water and Sewer Utilities - excluding the City of Winnipeg and the Manitoba Water 


Services Board 
 


With respect to The Crown Corporations Public Review and Accountability and Consequential 
Amendments Act, the Board is also responsible for the rate regulation of compulsory driver and vehicle 
insurance premiums charged by Manitoba Public Insurance, and electricity rates charged by Manitoba 
Hydro. 
 


In addition to the general and rate regulation of the above noted public utilities, the Board, pursuant to 
The Gas Pipe Line Act, is responsible for assuring natural gas and propane are distributed to Manitoba 
consumers in a safe manner. 
 
Other legislation that assigns either regulatory or adjudicative responsibilities to the Board is: 


 The Greater Winnipeg Gas Distribution Act 
 The Gas Allocation Act 
 The Prearranged Funeral Services Act 
 The Cemeteries Act 
 The Manitoba Water Services Board Act (Appeals) 
 The Highways Protection Act (Appeals) 
 The Consumer Protection Act (maximum rates for payday loans and for cashing 


government cheques) 
 The City of Winnipeg Act (passenger carrier agreements) 
 The Municipal Act 
 The Emergency 911 Public Safety Answering Point Act (Appeals) 


 
Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


The Board convened 13 oral public hearings over 41 days and 5 pre-hearing conference days. As a result 
of those oral public hearings and approximately 100 paper-based proceedings, which included public 
notices, the Board issued 177 formal Orders (172 in 2008/09): 
 


 2009/10 2008/09 


Water and Sewer Utilities 70 68 
Natural Gas Utilities and Propane 15 18 
The Highways Protection Act 2 6 
Manitoba Hydro  67 63 
Manitoba Public Insurance 11 7 
The Cemeteries Act 3 1 
The Prearranged Funeral Services Act 3 0 
Disconnection 1 0 
Pay Day Lending 0 8 
Shuttle Service (Avion) 5 1 
Total 177 172 


THE PUBLIC UTILITIES BOARD 
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The Board also issued 205 annual licences: 


Direct Purchase of Natural Gas 2009/10 2008/09 


 Brokers 10 11 


The Cemeteries Act   


 Cemeteries, renewal 11 11 
 Columbariums 19 19 
  Initial licensing 1 - 
 Mausoleums 5 5 
 Crematories 17 18 
 Sales- Owners 11 11 
  Agents 106 86 
  Agent Transfer     1    2 
  171 152 
The Prearranged Funeral Services Act   


 Renewal 24 25 
 Initial licensing      -       - 
    24   25 


Total licences issued 205 188 
 
The Board dealt with public enquiries and complaints related to public utilities and engaged in discussions 
with natural gas brokers and firms within the bereavement industry in order to resolve customer concerns. 
 
The Board also supervised the Service Disconnection and Reconnection policies and procedures of 
Centra Gas Manitoba Inc., Swan Valley Gas Corporation and Stittco Utilities Man Ltd.  In this regard, the 
Board received and resolved a number of customer complaints. 
 
During the 2009/10 year, the Board received three appeals.  Two decisions were handed down, including 
an appeal carried over from the previous year, and two were pending hearing and resolution as of 
March 31, 2010. 
 
09-1H The Public Utilities Board, Direct Expenditures 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 823 7.23 760 63 
 


Total Other Expenditures 469  649 (180) 1 


*  The 2009/10 Estimate reflects an allocation from an Enabling Appropriation for unbudgeted severance costs.  
 
1.  The variance is primarily due to under expenditures in external engineering consulting costs, travel and related expenditures, 
     and deferred acquisition of equipment. 
 
The Board also directed public utilities to meet certain costs of Board proceedings. These costs included 
external counsels and advisors and cost awards to interveners.   
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Divisional Goals 


 To contribute to a dynamic Manitoba economy by creating certainty in the marketplace through the 
administration of a legal and policy framework within which consumers, non-profit organizations and 
businesses can operate. 


 To maintain registries of information for the protection of individual and property rights. 


 To assist consumers and businesses in resolving their disputes. 


 To provide quality service through the responsible use of fiscal resources.  


 To collect fee and tax revenue. 


 To promote and enhance consumer and business knowledge and skills. 


 To anticipate, identify and monitor marketplace issues and recommend appropriate action. 
 


Divisional Responsibilities 


The Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division facilitates the resolution of disputes between consumers 
and businesses, and tenants and landlords. The Division also: administers legislation for incorporation 
and registration of businesses; licences trust and loan corporations, credit unions and caisses populaires; 
licences companies and individuals involved in the sale of insurance; and maintains registries of vital 
events and of interests in land and personal property. 


ADMINISTRATION AND RESEARCH 
Administration and Research is comprised of two units; the Assistant Deputy Minister’s office and 
Research and Planning. 
 


Objectives 


 To provide advice and support to the Minister and Deputy Minister on issues related to the Division. 


 To provide leadership to the Division. 


 To provide divisional financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 


 To provide policy development and research services as required. 
 


Responsibilities 


 Provides overall direction to the Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division; 


 Assesses the need for new or amended legislation and co-ordinates the development of legislation 
and other responses to marketplace problems; 


 Investigates marketplace issues and assesses alternative responses to them; and 


 Provides support for the Division’s financial systems and budget processes. 


CONSUMER AND CORPORATE AFFAIRS DIVISION 
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Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Supported the Minister in connection with Bills introduced in the Legislature, including The Consumer 
Protection Amendment Act (Payday Loans), The Residential Tenancies Amendment Act, The 
Cooperatives Amendment Act and The Mortgage Dealers Amendment and Securities Amendment 
Act; 


 Policy work underway:  


- Comprehensive review of The Condominium Act; 
- Legislative amendments for phased condominium development; 
- Continued consultation on a new home warranty program.   


 
09-2A Administration and Research 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 476 7.28 501 (25)  


Total Other Expenditures 174  219 (45)    1 


1. The variance is primarily due to under expenditures of legal services. 


CONSUMERS’ BUREAU 
Objectives 


 To provide a medium for the investigation of consumer complaints and the resolution of disputes. 


 To take action as appropriate concerning the prosecution of offenders. 


 To license/register/grant certifications or authorizations to vendors and individuals engaged in direct 
selling, collection agencies and collectors, hearing aid dealers, charitable fundraisers and 
manufacturers or renovators of stuffed articles. 


 To identify problems and issues in the marketplace and make recommendations to amend legislation 
as required. 


 To inform and educate consumers, businesses, service groups, consumer groups and student 
organizations regarding their rights and responsibilities as well as potential risks in the marketplace. 


 To ensure there is a level playing field in the marketplace for consumers and businesses. 


 To consult on current issues with other departments, agencies and organizations in Manitoba, 
Canada and other countries. 
 


Responsibilities 


Bureau functions fall into five main areas: 
 


- Investigation and dispute resolution 
- Licensing and registration 
- Special investigations 
- Information/education 
- Administration/legislative review 
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09-2B Consumers’ Bureau 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,010 19.00 1,274 (264) 1 


Total Other Expenditures 238  342 (104) 2 


Total Grants 150  150 0 


1.  The variance is primarily due to position vacancies. 
2.  The variance is primarily due to decreased costs associated with the Payday Loans hearings.  
 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


Investigation and Dispute Resolution 


The Bureau responded to requests for information, advice and assistance as follows: 


 Over 9,800 new calls or email messages and over 800 ‘walk-in’ inquiries were received by the 
Bureau.  These include businesses who contacted the Bureau to determine their obligations under 
the legislation, and consumers who sought information or assistance with a specific situation. 


 1,302 formal written complaints were handled, with financial and home improvement complaints 
registering the highest numbers.  162 files were carried over from the previous year.   


 Cash settlements or adjustments for consumers totalling $212,611.20 were obtained.   


 


ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS 
Complaint Type 2009/10 2008/09 


Automotive 189 3501 
Home Improvements 227 223 
Financial 237 189 


Personal Effects And Services:   
 Hardware and Software 48 70 
 Personal Services 25 26 
 Personal Effects  7 4 
 Mover/Storage 6 10 
 Personal Improvement 43 33 


Home Furnishings And Accessories:   
 Home Furnishings and Accessories  61 64 
 Home Entertainment 29 21 


Mail Order And Subscriptions 2 11 
Travel 24 17 


Other:   
 Telemarketing 4 10 
 Charities 6 8 
 Other2 394 375 


Total 1,302 1,411 
1 The comparatively higher number of automotive complaints in 2008/09 was as a result of targeted efforts to enforce cost  


of credit disclosure requirements in this sector. 
2 Includes buying clubs, prepaid purchase cards, and bedding and stuffed articles.  This category also includes phishing and 


other similar scams that were referred to law enforcement agencies. 
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Licensing and Registration 


The Consumer Protection Act regulates vendors and direct sellers, collection agents and collectors 
through licensing and bonding requirements.  Additionally, licences are issued to hearing aid dealers, 
registrations are issued to manufacturers and renovators of stuffed articles, and authorizations are 
granted to charitable fundraisers. 


 9,269 licences, registrations and authorizations were issued in 2009/10. 


 In addition to administering existing licensing programs, work continued on the development of a 
licensing framework in anticipation of pending legislation that will require payday lenders to license. 


 In 2009/10, The City of Winnipeg ceased issuing permits to charitable fundraisers.  As a result, the 
Bureau made adjustments to its processes to take on this additional responsibility. 


 Bonds are required under the licensing requirements for vendors engaged in direct sales and for 
collection agents.  Where companies fail or refuse to honour obligations to consumers, the bonds 
provide fair and effective recourse.  The Director demands forfeiture of the bond of a collection agent 
as the result of unsatisfied complaints.  


 A formal inspection program to conduct inspections at the Manitoba locations of registrants under the 
Bedding and Other Upholstered and Stuffed Articles Regulation of The Public Health Act that are 
located in Manitoba was initiated.  Approximately 35 inspections were conducted and the inspections 
will continue in 2010/11. 


 Staff conducted licensing inspections at a number of trade shows, fairs and exhibitions. 
 
Licences, Registrations and Authorizations 
Type 2009/10 2008/09 
Collection Agent 68 74 
Collectors 4,193 3,476 
Vendors 175 168 
Direct Seller 2,170 2,052 
Hearing Aid Dealers 67 63 
BOUSA* 2,316 2,334 
Charities Authorized 280 229 
Total 9,269 8,396 


* Bedding and Other Upholstered and Stuffed Articles  
 
Special Investigations 


While voluntary compliance with statutes is often obtained through mediation, there are instances where 
investigations of breaches of the various Acts are necessary.  Following investigation, some matters are 
referred to the Justice Department for prosecution or for other court action as appropriate. The Crown 
may also seek redress in court for consumers who have been victimized.  As alternatives to prosecution, 
investigations may result in obtaining assurances of voluntary compliance, orders to freeze assets, or 
injunctions prohibiting certain actions. 
 
While no charges were laid in 2009/10, investigation information was forwarded to the Department of 
Justice to consider whether to lay two charges under The Business Practices Act and eight charges 
related to licensing infractions under The Consumer Protection Act. 
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Information/Education 


The information/educational activities of the Bureau fall into formal and informal categories.  Many of the 
calls and emails received are from businesses or consumers who are looking for information regarding 
their respective rights and obligations.  This informal information sharing is typically accompanied by 
sending out written material, directing the caller to the Bureau’s website, or directing them to other 
agencies that may be able to assist with related issues. Formal presentations and activities are also 
important Bureau functions. 


 Staff made numerous visits to businesses in Winnipeg and throughout Manitoba providing information 
on the requirements under the legislation administered by the Consumers’ Bureau such as the cost of 
credit disclosure requirements, the prepaid gift card requirements, and the payday lending provisions 
under The Consumer Protection Act. 


 Eighteen presentations were made to a variety of consumer groups, seniors, students, and agencies.  
Topics included the role of the Consumers’ Bureau, overviews of the statutes administered by the 
Bureau and rights and responsibilities of consumers and businesses under those statutes, identity 
theft, and scams. 


 Two presentations were made to approximately 175 individuals on the requirements under The 
Charities Endorsement Act as part of the Canada Revenue Agency’s charities information sessions 
held to advise Manitoba charities of the requirements under the legislation that governs them. 


 Information booths were set up at Law Day organized by the Canadian Bar Association, the Boomer 
Consumer trade show at the Convention Centre, and at the Centre on Aging’s Dialogue on Aging 
Symposium.  Staff advised participants of their rights and responsibilities under consumer protection 
legislation. 


 The Bureau continued in a partnership that includes the RCMP, the Winnipeg Police Service, 
Manitoba Seniors and Healthy Aging Secretariat, and the Addictions Foundation of Manitoba, to hold 
“Police Academies” for older adults.  Training sessions were held in Dauphin, Brandon and Winnipeg 
with representatives from organizations and agencies from the surrounding areas to instruct them on 
how to hold “Police Academies” in their communities.  As a result of those sessions, “Police 
Academies” for older adults were held in 10 communities.  Staff gave presentations and provided 
information on frauds and scams, and identity theft at the “Police Academy” sessions as needed. 


 The Bureau, in partnership with other organizations, completed a consumer tips calendar for 
distribution to consumers.  There were 32,000 copies of the calendar distributed to various seniors' 
organizations and consumer groups and individuals.    


 News releases continued to be used as a proactive measure.  Seven news releases were issued and 
contained timely information about current issues in the marketplace.  They informed consumers and 
businesses of their rights and responsibilities and offered information on steps to take to prevent 
problems. 


Administration/Legislative Review 


The administration/legislative review program effectively manages the internal operation of the 
Consumers’ Bureau, including the management of financial and human resources within the Branch.  All 
staff participate in the business planning, policy reviews and legislative reviews of the Acts administered. 


 The Business Practices Amendment Act (Disclosing Motor Vehicle Information) received assent in 
June 2008.  The legislation requires disclosure of information to consumers when they purchase or 
lease a vehicle.  A discussion paper was released in 2009 to obtain feedback and advice from 
consumers and industry representatives about specific provisions related to the disclosure of 
information during transactions for the sale or lease of motor vehicles.  Consultation will continue in 
2010/11. 
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 The Consumer Protection Amendment Act (Payday Loans) received assent on June 11, 2009.  The 
Act rescinded the Public Utilities Board order that set maximum rates on payday loans and allows 
maximum loan rates to be set out in a regulation.  It also changed the role of the Public Utilities Board 
to one of an advisory body in relation to payday loans which would include continuing to conduct 
public consultations and make recommendations to government respecting the maximum rates that 
could be charged for payday loans.  The provisions include the creation of a financial literacy fund to 
help ensure that payday loan borrowers have information to help them make sound financial 
decisions. 


 Public consultation was held with respect to amendments to The Payday Loans Regulation.   


 As required, the effectiveness of The Prepaid Purchase Card Regulation, Regulation 82/2007, was 
reviewed through a process that included public consultation.  It was determined that no changes to 
the Regulation were required at this time. 


 Work continued on the program to develop and deliver inspection, complaint investigation, and 
education services related to payday loans. 


 Staff participated in the Federal, Provincial/Territorial Consumer Measures Committee (CMC). The 
CMC provides a forum for national co-operation to improve the marketplace for Canadian consumers 
through the harmonization of laws, regulations and practices and through actions to raise public 
awareness. 


 


RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES BRANCH 
Objectives 


 To create a rental marketplace that serves landlords and tenants fairly. 


 To help landlords and tenants solve rental problems. 


 To help tenants and landlords make well-informed, responsible decisions. 


 To administer the province’s rent regulation program. 


 To administer The Residential Tenancies Act, The Life Leases Act and certain provisions of  
The Condominium Act. 


 


Responsibilities 


 Provides information to landlords, tenants and others on The Residential Tenancies Act,  
The Life Leases Act and The Condominium Act. 


 Investigates complaints of non-compliance with legislation. 


 Mediates disputes between landlords and tenants. 


 Makes decisions on disputes between tenants and landlords about: 
 


- security deposits 
- repairs 
- terms and conditions of a tenancy agreement or life lease 
- the right to continue in occupancy, including termination for non-payment of rent and noise and 


disturbance  
- claims for compensation 
- privacy 
- non-payment of utilities 
- life lease entrance fees 
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 Makes decisions on landlords' applications for rent increases above the guideline and tenants' 
objections to any rent increases. 


 
The Branch consists of the following areas: 
 


- Client Services – Responsible for providing information to clients who contact the Branch by 
phone, in-person or by email.  Client Services Officers also provide front-end dispute resolution 
services, working with tenants and landlords to resolve their concerns as soon as possible. 


- Investigation – Responsible for investigating breaches of the legislation and enforcing 
compliance.  Investigation Officers compile information from landlords and tenants, inspect rental 
units and issue orders necessary to obtain compliance (e.g. orders to make repairs or allow 
access to the rental unit). 


- Mediation/Adjudication – Responsible for the formal dispute resolution activities of the Branch.  
Mediation Officers attempt to resolve disputes before the date set for the determination hearing; 
Hearing Officers hear unmediated matters and can issue orders that are enforceable in the 
Courts (e.g. order to pay money, order to move out of a rental unit). 


- Rent Regulation – Responsible for matters relating to rent increases, including applications to 
increase rent above the annual rent increase guideline, tenant objections to rent increases, and 
applications for approval of a rehabilitation scheme.  Rent Regulation Officers review submissions 
from landlords and tenants and issue orders setting rent.  


09-2C Residential Tenancies Branch 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,042 60.00 4,330 (288)  


Total Other Expenditures 853  985 (132)  


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Significant amendments to The Residential Tenancies Act were approved by the legislature in 
2009/10. The key changes are: 


 


- Landlords will be allowed to collect a pet damage deposit when they choose to permit a tenant to 
keep a pet in a rental unit. 


- The Branch will have the authority to deal with tenancy agreements under which services such as 
meals, laundry or housekeeping are provided by the landlord for a separate charge in addition to 
rent. 


- The Branch will have clear authority to determine claims relating to a guarantor’s liability under a 
guarantee agreement that relates to a residential tenancy agreement. 


- The Branch will be able to impose administrative penalties on landlords and tenants for failing to 
comply with orders made under specified sections of the Act or for contravening those sections. 


- Provisions setting out how landlords can discount rent if they are offering a rent discount to a new 
tenant after regaining possession of rental units in complexes with three or fewer units. 


- The Branch can correct or amend typographical, numerical, or other errors in their orders rather 
than requiring the parties to appeal the decision. 


 As part of the continual enhancement of the Branch’s website, Renting 101 was introduced.  It is a 
new feature geared to younger renters who might be looking for their first apartments or who have 
concerns about their first rentals. Visits to the website increased significantly in 2009/10 to 212,895 
from 122,876 in 2008/09. 
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 Resolving disputes through mediation remains a priority for the Branch.  In 2009/10, over 5,500 
complaints were resolved informally. The Branch resolved an additional 2,651 disputes by issuing 
formal mediated agreements. Of those agreements, only 16 per cent required the Branch to issue an 
order for enforcement. 


 The Branch’s caseload increased in 2009/10 to 5,006 files from 4,604 in 2008/09.  The Branch also 
closed more cases during the fiscal year than in the previous fiscal year.  


 Demand for general information continues to be strong. The Branch’s client services staff handled 
close to 67,000 calls during the fiscal year and responded to 4,627 email requests for information. 
The number of people visiting branch offices to request information or file a formal complaint 
increased in 2009/10 to 8,587 from 6,363 in 2008/09. 


 Public education through presentations and information displays continued.  The Branch made 
149 presentations to 3,390 participants. The Branch also had displays at 10 events and had the 
opportunity to speak with 1,590 people at these venues.  Staff also held informal drop-in information 
sessions at a community service agency. 


 There was increased outreach to new immigrants and agencies that work with these individuals.  
Some of the Branch’s resource material has been translated into Punjabi and Tagalog.  


 Quarterly issues of the Branch’s newsletter, “Open Doors” were published.  The subscriber list 
continues to grow.  The newsletter is also available on the Branch’s website. 


 Consultation with stakeholders about issues affecting residential tenancies. 


 Review and refinement of business processes and technical solutions to improve service delivery 
continued. 


 Strong demand continued for rent status reports as many rental properties were sold to new owners.  
Anyone who is considering the purchase of a rental property can apply to the Branch for a rent status 
report.  The report can alert prospective purchasers to potential rent increase problems because it 
provides information on a property’s rent history. The Branch received 171 of these requests in 
2009/10, up from 146 in the previous fiscal year. 


 The Residential Tenancies’ Orders System continues to be available online.  The Orders System 
provides information on the orders the Branch issues, except for rent regulation orders.  Clients can 
access the system by subscription or by individual search at branch offices. 


 The Branch continues to offer its Safety Net program.  The program’s main purpose is to help people 
with special needs who are being evicted.  These include clients with mental or physical disabilities, 
the elderly and infirm, single parents or families with children.  The Branch ensures that these tenants 
understand what is happening and connects them with social services agencies that can assist them.  
The program may also be used when a building is closed down by the health authorities. 
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Parts 1 - 8 of The Residential Tenancies Act 
CASE LOAD 


Case Type 2009/10 2008/09 


Security Deposits 654 604 
Hearings 


 Claims 
 Order of Possession 
 Determination 


 
1,487 
1,752 
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1,235 
1,786 


66 
Repairs 712 687 
Notices to Vacate  11 8 
Non-payment of Utilities 199 164 
Tenancy Agreements  2 2 
Failure of Landlord/Tenant to Meet Obligations1 29 35 
Other2 122 17 
Total Cases Opened 5,006 4,604 


Total Cases Closed3 4,783 4,512 
Intakes Resolved4 5,509 5,380 
Total Cases Closed And Intakes Resolved 10,292 9,892 
1 This category includes disputes over locks and doors, privacy, seizure of tenants’ property, non-payment of rent, disturbance, 


withholding of services, unauthorized charges or fees. 
2 This category includes disputes involving assignment and subletting, mobile homes, entitlement to collect rent, change of 


landlord and abandonment of rental unit. 
3 These figures include cases carried over from the previous fiscal year which were closed during the reporting period. 
4 An Intake is a client’s request for assistance that does not result in a formal case file being opened.  Most are resolved 


informally at the first stage of contact.   


 
Part 9 of The Residential Tenancies Act 
CASE LOAD 


Case Type 2009/10 2008/09 


Landlord Application for Rent Increase Above the Guideline1 332 302 
Application for Laundry Increase 26 13 
Application for Approval of a Rehabilitation Scheme - Complex 46 64 
Application for Approval of a Rehabilitation Scheme - Specified Unit  133 132 
Application for Rent Status Report2 171 146 
Application for Tenant Requested Improvement 50 62 
Application for Withdrawal of Service 14 18 
Life Lease Rent Review 4 8 
Tenant Objection to Guideline, or less, Rent Increase 92 106 
Unauthorized Rent Increases 1,1763 676 


Total Cases Opened  2,044 1,5272 
Total Cases Closed4 1,771 1,3332 
1 The rent increase guideline for 2008 was 2.0%, 2.5% for 2009 and 1% for 2010. 
2 The Case Type Application for Rent Status Report was not included in this table for 2008/09; the 2008/09 figure has been 


added for comparison to 2009/10 and the figures for Total Cases Opened and Closed in 2008/09 have been increased because 
of the addition.  


3 A new computer program to track rent increases was introduced in 2009/10.  The number of rent increases flagged for review 
(compliance) by the system increased as a result.  Often there are minor errors that are easily resolved.  This improved system 
will help ensure tenants and landlords are treated fairly as problems will be discovered and resolved sooner.  


4 These figures include cases carried over from the previous fiscal year, which were closed during the reporting period. 
 


Note: The figures shown here may differ from those in the annual report on the administration of The Residential 
Tenancies Act.  This difference results from using figures based on the calendar year versus the fiscal year.  
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FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS REGULATION BRANCH 


The Financial Institutions Regulations Branch administers legislation related to insurance companies, 
trust and loan corporations, credit unions, caisses populaires and cooperatives. 
 


The mandate of the Branch is to: 


 Provide a legislative and regulatory framework to promote the orderly growth and development of 
cooperatives, credit unions and caisses populaires, and the insurance industry in Manitoba. 


 Protect the public while facilitating the transaction of the business of insurance. 


 Regulate and license private insurance companies. 


 License hail insurance agents, hail insurance adjusters and accident and baggage insurance agents. 


 Oversee the Insurance Council of Manitoba in its role to license and supervise the activities of all 
other insurance agents and adjusters. 


 Issue business authorizations to trust and loan corporations to do business in Manitoba. 


 Provide a legislative and regulatory framework to safeguard the funds gathered from the public and 
ensure the prudent investment of those funds. 


 Protect members of cooperatives, credit unions and caisses populaires through the administration of 
The Cooperatives Act, The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Act and corresponding regulations. 


 Monitor the financial and operational performance of the Credit Union Deposit Guarantee 
Corporation, La Société d’assurance-dépôts des Caisses Populaires, The Credit Union Central of 
Manitoba and La Fédération des Caisses Populaires du Manitoba. 


 Maintain a registry for cooperatives, credit unions and caisses populaires, assist with the 
incorporation of such entities and provide advice on statutory matters including issuing securities to 
members. 


 Review existing legislation and recommend changes where appropriate. 
 


In addition, the Branch collects tax under the regulations of The Fires Prevention and Emergency 
Response Act on behalf of the Fire Commissioners Office. 


 
09-2D Financial Institutions Regulation Branch 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 720 9.50 742 (22)  


Total Other Expenditures 142  214 (72) 1 


1. The variance is primarily due to under expenditures of professional services. 
 
Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


Mediated disputes between consumers and insurance companies and between members and their 
cooperative, credit union or caisses populaire with 107 complaint files processed. 


 Reviewed the annual returns from 49 federal and extra-provincial trust and loan corporations 
operating in Manitoba and reviewed areas of concern with the primary regulators from the 
incorporating jurisdictions. 


 Licensed 249 insurance companies to transact insurance in Manitoba. 
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 Licensed 197 hail insurance agents, 550 accident and baggage insurance agents and 56 hail 
adjusters. 


 Reviewed and approved 49 business authorizations for federal and extra-provincial trust and loan 
corporations operating in Manitoba. 


 Collected the premium tax under The Insurance Corporations Tax Act ($72.6 million). 


 Collected the tax under The Fires Prevention and Emergency Response Act ($6.1 million). 


 Monitored stakeholders’ satisfaction by surveying each insurance company and one of every three 
consumers that came into contact with the Branch as a result of the mediation role.  The result was a 
satisfaction rate of 75%.  


Trust and Loan Companies 


As at March 31, 2010, there were 49 federal and extra-provincial trust and loan corporations operating in 
Manitoba. 


Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires 
Following are the consolidated statistics from the credit union and caisses populaires systems operating 
in Manitoba at December 31, 2009: 
 


Credit Unions 2009 2008 


Total Assets $15.9 billion $14.4 billion 
Total Deposits $14.8 billion $13.4 billion 
Total Loans $13.5 billion $12.1 billion 
Members 566,000* 553,674 
Number of credit unions/locations 44/184 48/182 


*  Figures provided by Credit Union Central are rounded effective 2009 
 
 


Caisses Populaires 2009 2008 


Total Assets $811 million $775 million 
Total Deposits $733 million $708 million 
Total Loans $667 million $611 million 
Members 29,600 30,300 
Number of caisses populaires/locations 4/27 5/28 
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Cooperatives 
As at March 31, 2010, there were 366 cooperatives with over 370,000 active members operating in 
Manitoba categorized as follows: 
 


Classification of Cooperatives 2009/10 2008/09 


Housing 56 55 
Consumer 58 59 
Day-care 41 41 
Community Service 32 28 
Utility 38 37 
Marketing 32 31 
Recreational and Community Clubs 33 30 
Farmers Markets 8 10 
Agriculture/Producer 14 17 
Cattle Feeders 9 9 
Employment 25 21 
Fishing 11 11 
Communications and Transportation 9 11 
 
Total 


 
366 


 
360 


 


During 2009/10, 17 new cooperatives were incorporated or revived while 11 cooperatives were dissolved 
or discontinued. 


Insurance 
Summary comparisons of licensing and complaint activities performed by the Branch and Insurance 
Council of Manitoba are as follows: 
 


LICENSING OF INSURANCE COMPANIES 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 
Federal 201 208 
Provincial 48 45 


Total 249 253 
 
 


LICENCES ISSUED BY SUPERINTENDENT OF INSURANCE OFFICE 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 


Hail Agents 197 209 


Accident and Baggage Agents 550 576 


Miscellaneous Agents 4 4 


Agents Sub-Total 751 789 


Hail Adjusters 56 61 
Special Brokers Licences 4 4 


Agent Licences Cancelled or Denied by 
Superintendent of Insurance 


Not 
Applicable 


Not 
Applicable 


Total 811 854 
  







45 


LICENCES ISSUED BY INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 


Life Agents 2,853 2,692 
General Agents 3,399 3,308 
Accident and Sickness Agents 2,303 2,148 
Automobile Agents 2 2 
Subtotal Agents 8,557 8,150 
   
Adjusters 82 74 
Assistant Adjusters 21 9 
Subtotal Adjusters 103 83 


Total 8,660 8,233 
 
 


LICENCES CANCELLED, SUSPENDED, REVOKED OR REFUSED 
BY INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 


Agent Licences Cancelled 0 0 
Agent Licences Suspended 0 0 
Agent Found Unsuitable Fined & Assessed Cost 3 0 
Adjuster Found Unsuitable 0 1 
Agent Licences Refused 1 1 
Suspension, fines and costs 1 0 
Suspension and costs 0 1 
Costs only 0 0 
Fines and costs 10 14 


Total 15 17 
 
 


INSURANCE AGENT AND ADJUSTER LICENSING EXAMINATIONS 
BY INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


 WRITTEN PASSED FAILED 
 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 


Life  501 480 314 288 187 192 


General 30 27 10 11 20 16 


Accident & Sickness 12 2 11 2 1 0 


Subtotal Agents 543 509 335 301 208 208 


Adjusters 22 11 10 7 12 4 


Total 565 520 345 308 220 212 
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ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS – PART ONE 


 


LIFE 
ACCIDENT & 
SICKNESS 


ANNUITIES –
R.R.S.P.'S 


PERSONAL LINES/ 
TENANTS & 


HOMEOWNERS 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 


Claims 1 5 21 12 0 0 22 23 


Application 
Rejected/ 
Renewal 
Refused 


0 0   0   0 0 0   6   1 


Premium 
Payments 


4 3   3   2 0 1   3   5 


Claims Tactics 0 0   0   0 0 0   0   0 


Selling Tactics 1 2   1   1 2 3   0   0 


Sales Promotion 
and Advertising 


1 0   0   0 0 0   0   0 


Rebating 0 0   0   0 0 0   0   0 


Miscellaneous 2 0   1   0 2 0   0   0 


Totals 9 10 26 15 4 4 31 29 


 
ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS – PART TWO 


 


COMMERCIAL TRAVEL FARM 


MISCELLANEOUS 
LINES – LIVESTOCK, 


BAGGAGE, 
WARRANTIES, 


EXTENDED AUTO 
COVERAGE, ETC. 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 2009/10 2008/09 


Claims 1 2 4 1 0 1 2 1 


Application 
Rejected/ 
Renewal 
Refused 


1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Premium 
Payments 


0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 


Claims Tactics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Selling Tactics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Sales 
Promotion and 
Advertising 


0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 


Totals 2 4 4 1 0 1 7 3 
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COMPLAINT STATISTICS - INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 


Number of Complaints Opened 116 81 
Number of Complaints Dealt With 115 72 
Number of Complaints Outstanding at March 31  32 31 


 


NEW COMPLAINTS PER COUNCIL 


Description 2009/10 2008/09 


Adjusters Council 6 7 
General Council 41 24 
Life Council 69 50 
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CLAIMANT ADVISER OFFICE –  
AUTOMOBILE INJURY COMPENSATION APPEALS 


Objectives 


 To assist persons who wish to appeal a decision made by the Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation 
(MPIC) in relation to bodily injury claims to the Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission 
(AICAC).   


 To provide services to appellants in both official languages. 


Responsibilities 


 Advise claimants about the meaning and effect of the provisions of The Manitoba Public Insurance 
Corporation Act, the regulations and decisions made under the Act. 


 Carry out an investigation, including obtaining an expert opinion, respecting an appeal of an MPIC 
internal review decision to the AICAC. 


 Communicate with or appear before the commission on behalf of a claimant.  


 
09-2E Claimant Adviser Office 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 776 11.50 798 (22)  


Total Other Expenditures 171  268 (97) 1 


1. The variance is primarily due to reduced utilization of external professional services. 


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 151 new files were opened involving 156 internal review decisions and 199 appeal issues. 


 All new appeal files were triaged to initiate prompt action on the file. 


 Quarterly meetings were held with claimant advisers to review file investigation progress. 


 The Claimant Adviser Office and MPIC developed and agreed to a Communications Protocol. 
 
File Analysis 
 


Closed Files 2009/10 2008/09 


No appealable issue 64 28 
Appeal allowed 12 10 
Appeal denied 21 13 
Settlement (No hearing) 4 3 
New decision from MPIC 21  6 


Withdrawn after review 60 31 


Total 182 91 
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Status Of Open Files 2009/10 2008/09 


Claimant application incomplete 16 6 
CAO awaiting Indexed File   7 22 


Active files 318         321 


Total 341 349 
 
Status of Files at Appeal Commission 2009/10 2008/09 


Decision pending 2 10 
Hearings adjourned 9 4 
Hearing dates to be scheduled 3 12 
Hearings scheduled 19 24 


 33 40 
 


Appeal Hearing Dates 2009/10 2008/09 


Appeal Hearing dates 40            47 
Pre-Hearing dates 43 29 


Total 83            76 
 


AUTOMOBILE INJURY COMPENSATION APPEAL COMMISSION 


General 


 The Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission (the Commission), now in its 16th full year 
of operation, is a specialist tribunal established under The Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation Act 
(the Act) to deal with appeals of internal review decisions concerning benefits under the Personal 
Injury Protection Plan (PIPP) of the Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation (MPIC), a “no-fault” 
insurance program. 


 The Commission has nine full-time staff comprised of a chief commissioner, two deputy chief 
commissioners, a director of appeals, two appeals officers, a secretary to the chief commissioner and 
two administrative assistants.  In addition, there are 22 part-time commissioners who sit on appeal 
panels on an as-required basis. 


 In 2009/10, 172 individuals filed appeals respecting 223 MPIC internal review decisions.  This 
compares with 152 individuals filing appeals respecting 186 MPIC internal review decisions in the 
2008/09 fiscal year.  Most of the appeals heard during the 2009/10 fiscal year relate to injuries 
sustained in prior years, some as early as 1994.  As each year passes, many of the files increase in 
terms of the volume of documents and time required by the Commission to review the files.  This is 
due in part to the fact that when injuries are relatively serious and the insurer's initial liability is not 
disputed, a claimant may be in receipt of income replacement, medical treatment or other coverage 
from MPIC for an extended period; in such cases it is only when the insurer decides to terminate 
benefits that the appeal process is initiated. 


 
09-2F Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 804 6.00 920 (116)  


Total Other Expenditures 250  284 (34)  
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Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 In 2009/10, the Commission held 120 hearings and 72 pre-hearing meetings or case conferences as 
compared to 123 hearings and 60 pre-hearings or case conferences in 2008/09.  A significant factor 
in the increase of pre-hearings or case conferences in the last four fiscal years was that some 
appeals required further case management by a commissioner for various reasons such as to 
determine the status of the appeal, or whether there is any reason why the Commission should not 
schedule a hearing date.  The result of pre-hearings or case conferences significantly reduced the 
number of appeal hearings that were to be determined on the merits.  Appellants were successful in 
whole or in part in 28 per cent of the appeals heard by the Commission during 2009/10. 


 A decision of the Commission is binding, subject only to a right of appeal to the Manitoba Court of 
Appeal on a point of law or a question of jurisdiction, and then only with leave of the court. There 
were six applications for leave to appeal in the 2009/10 year.  The Court of Appeal granted leave in 
one case, on one question; however, the matter has yet to proceed before a panel of judges.  Leave 
to appeal was denied in three cases. One matter was withdrawn and one was adjourned sine die.  
The Commission proceeded to file a stated case in one matter which is reserved.  On one other 
application for leave which was filed in the previous fiscal year and where leave to appeal was 
granted the matter remains adjourned sine die.  In the Commission’s 16 years of operation, the Court 
of Appeal has granted leave to appeal in a total of 12 cases from the 1,341 decisions decided by the 
Commission. 


 Files were indexed within 12 weeks of the receipt of MPIC’s file and additional material (compared to 
15 weeks in 2008/09 and 27 weeks in 2007/08). 


 Hearing dates were scheduled within 9 weeks from the time the parties were ready to proceed to a 
hearing (compared to 9.5 weeks in 2007/08). 


 The average time from the date a hearing concluded to the date the Commission issued an appeal 
decision was 4.9 weeks (compared to 7 weeks in 2008/09 and 7 weeks in 2007/08). 


 


RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES COMMISSION 


The Residential Tenancies Commission is a quasi-judicial, specialist tribunal that hears appeals from 
decisions and orders of the Director under The Residential Tenancies Act. 
 
The Residential Tenancies Commission consists of: 


 The Chief Commissioner - a full-time position; appointed for up to a five-year term, located in 
Winnipeg. 


 Deputy Commissioners - one full-time position appointed for up to a four-year term and eighteen part-
time positions appointed for up to a four-year term, from Winnipeg, Thompson and Brandon.  The 
Deputy Commissioner may exercise the powers and perform the duties of the Chief Commissioner. 


 Panel members - forty-four panel members from Winnipeg, The Pas, Thompson and Brandon – 
approximately half representing the views of the landlords; the others the views of the tenants. 


 
Some appeals are heard only by the Chief Commissioner or a Deputy Chief Commissioner and some 
appeals are heard by a panel of three, consisting of one landlord and one tenant representative and 
either the Chief Commissioner or a Deputy Chief Commissioner as the neutral Chairperson.  The neutral 
Chairperson also casts the deciding vote if there is a tie.  Hearings outside of Winnipeg are held at the 
nearest judicial district. 
 
The Residential Tenancies Commission decisions can be appealed to the Court of Appeal, but only on a 
question of law or jurisdiction.  A Court of Appeal judge must grant leave or permission to appeal.  
Section 179 of The Residential Tenancies Act dealing with rent regulation states that “No appeal lies from 
a decision or order of the commission made in a matter arising under Part 9.”  The Residential Tenancies 
Commission's decision here is final. 
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09-2G Residential Tenancies Commission 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 814 6.50 855 (41)  


Total Other Expenditures 188  204 (16)  


 
 


ACTIVITY SUMMARY 
April 1, 2009 – March 31, 2010 


 
 Received Processed 
Activity   
Abandonment 1 1 
Claim For Security Deposit or Less 24 36 
Claim 167 193 
Claim and Order of Possession 171 195 
Determination 10 12 
Disputes 0 0 
Distraint and Lockout 2 2 
Enforcement 1 2 
Order of Possession 5 7 
Repairs 22 30 
Utilities 3 5 
Rent Regulation 100 100 
Total 506 583 
   
Appeals1   
Landlord initiated  177 
Tenant initiated  226 
Other Party initiated  1 
Multiple Party initiated  102 
Total  506 
   
Decisions2   
Orders upheld  173 
Orders varied  229 
Orders rescinded/overturned  60 
Orders withdrawn/settled  93 
Orders cancelled  5 
Pending  5 
Orders denied  18 
Total  583 
1. Total Appeals represents the number of Appeals received within the fiscal period. 
2. Total Decisions represents the number of Appeals processed where Orders have been issued and files closed within the fiscal 


period. 
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ACTIVITY SUMMARY 
April 1, 2009 – March 31, 2010 


 


Winnipeg Appeal Hearings  484 


Other Appeal Hearings:   
Altona  1 
Brandon  11 
Dauphin  1 
Morden   2 
Portage la Prairie  2 
Russell  2 
Selkirk  3 
Steinbach   3 
The Pas  2 
Thompson  3 


Total Appeal Hearings  5141 
1. Total Appeal Hearings represents the actual number of hearings which took place within the fiscal period. 


 
Court of Appeal Received Outcome2


Applications for Leave to Appeal 27 0 
Denied  21 
Pending  2 
Granted  1 
New Commission Hearing to be held  0 
Adjourned Sine Die  1 
Withdrawn  3 
Settled  0 
Abandoned  0 


Court of Appeal Hearings   
Pending  1 
2. Outcome describes the status of the applications received in the fiscal period and any applications pending from the prior fiscal 


period. 
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Divisional Goals  


 To enhance opportunities for children and adults with disabilities in Manitoba to attain increased self-
sufficiency, independence and participation in society. 


 To harmonize the major aspects of programs, legislation, policies and practices, providing leadership 
in the development of solutions to better integrate supports for children and adults with disabilities. 


 To continue to develop and implement a framework to establish and strengthen effective, inclusive, 
community partnerships and consultation processes. 


 To continue to develop clear roles, responsibilities and effective working relationships within the 
Division, Department, Disabilities Issues Office, and other government departments. 


 To help Manitobans in regaining their independence by supporting their transition from income 
assistance to employment. 


 To ensure that no Manitoban lacks the goods and services essential to health and well-being, by 
providing income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


 


Divisional Responsibilities  


 Provides program coordination, direction and funding for services to children with disabilities; for 
supported living services for adults with a mental disability; for vocational rehabilitation services for 
adults with a physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for employment support services 
and financial assistance programs. 


 Provides centralized supports in the areas of program and financial management, policy and strategic 
initiative development, legislation and information systems business support services. 


 Administers the substitute decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act. 


 Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation of legislation for income assistance 
programs; policy and program development; new initiatives and public communications such as 
program brochures, fact sheets and the income assistance policy manual. 


 


The Division includes the following program areas: 


- Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
- Disability Programs 
- Employment and Income Assistance Programs 
- Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
- Finance and Administration 


 


DISABILITY PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT AND  
INCOME ASSISTANCE DIVISION 
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  
Objectives  


 To work in conjunction with divisional branches and the Community Service Delivery Division in 
providing effective leadership, coordination, direction and support for the Department’s programs for 
persons with disabilities and employment and income assistance participants. 


 To research, design and develop policies and practices that shape the programs and services 
available to persons with disabilities. 


 To take the lead role in developing and reviewing legislation, standards, procedures, quality 
assurance and performance measures that impact services provided to persons with disabilities. 


 To pursue innovative solutions and initiatives which improve services for persons with disabilities and 
reflect the vision, mission and goals of the Division and the Department.   


Responsibilities  


 Provides central program and policy direction for divisional programming. 


 Provides program analysis, policy and strategic initiatives development. 


 Provides central legislative and regulatory services for divisional programming. 


 Provides business support services for adult and children’s information systems. 


 Develops pilot projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for persons with disabilities. 


 Provides financial management, central administration and support services. 


 


09-3A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,843 27.00 2,243 (400) 1 


Total Other Expenditures 2,820  2,696 124  


1.  The variance is primarily attributable to vacancy management. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to programs in the 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance (DPEIA) Division.  Staff represented the 
Division in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral working groups and committees.  


 Continued to participate in the Joint Community and Government Members Committee on Disability-
Related Employment and Income Assistance Issues.  The purpose of the Joint Committee is to 
provide a common table where government and community members can participate in a cooperative 
and collaborative way to share information and opinions and provide constructive input as part of a 
process to address common issues for persons with disabilities receiving Employment and Income 
Assistance. 


 Continued the development and enhancement of the Integrated Financial Client and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) computer system, an information management system which will improve participant and 
financial tracking of program expenditures for the Supported Living, Children’s Special Services and 
Special Needs programs.  
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 Provided assistance to Manitoba Health and Manitoba Finance for the enhancement of the 
administration of the Primary Caregiver Tax Credit to include eligible persons with disabilities as care 
recipients.  The tax credit recognizes the invaluable role caregivers play in helping those closest to 
them receive the assistance they need.  The tax credit helps eligible caregivers cover out-of-pocket 
expenses they may incur in providing unpaid support to another person. 


 In conjunction with Community Living – Manitoba, Community Living – Winnipeg, the Office of the 
Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner, the Community Service Delivery Division, the Public Trustee and 
the Supported Living Program, examined the ongoing implementation of the recommendations from 
the 2007 Report on the Examination of the Implementation and Impact of The Vulnerable Persons 
Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA). 


 Coordinated statistical reporting on training relating to the Supported Living Program.  Training 
continues to build the skills and qualifications of service providers and agency staff who support 
vulnerable persons living with a mental disability. 


 Coordinated and assisted in the development of the Supporting Persons with Disabilities: the Online 
Training Calendar which provides information and links to upcoming workshops, training and other 
professional development opportunities related to providing supports to persons with disabilities. The 
training calendar focuses on sessions provided by the Department and by community partners. 


 Participated in program and policy development for the Manitoba Developmental Centre.  


 


DISABILITY PROGRAMS  
Objectives  


 To provide program direction and funding for supported living programs for adults with a mental 
disability. 


 To provide supports and services to families caring for children who have developmental and/or 
physical disabilities. 


 To provide leadership and direction to the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), a joint initiative of the 
departments of Education; Family Services and Consumer Affairs; Health; and Healthy Living, Youth 
and Seniors.  


 To provide leadership and direction in services to the population impacted by autism, through an 
interdepartmental committee including Education; Health; Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors; and 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs. 


The Branch is divided into the following areas: 


- Supported Living – Responsible for the planning, development, maintenance, overall direction 
and management of programs and resources that support and enhance the quality of life for 
adults with a mental disability living in the community.  Responsible for the review and 
development of policies associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services 
and Residential Care Licensing. 


- Children’s Programs – Responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.  Children’s Programs include two components: 
Children’s Special Services and Interdepartmental Initiatives.   
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Responsibilities  


 Provides leadership and support to Community Service Delivery staff, external agencies and other 
service partners in promoting effective and efficient program administrative practices in the delivery of 
support services for adults and children with a physical and/or mental disability. 


 Provides financial management, which includes: developing and managing the overall budget, with 
input from the Community Service Delivery Division; identifying the resources required to provide 
quality, cost-effective services; allocating financial resources; ensuring that programs are delivered 
within budgeted resources; and ensuring financial accountability for program funds. 


 Interprets policy and legislation to government and non-government service providers. 


 Develops and revises policies and programs in a manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, 
ongoing changes in other programs, the socio-economic environment and the community as a whole. 


 Provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of adults with a mental 
disability, mental disorder, cognitive impairment or frailty due to aging, who reside in community 
residential care facilities. 


 Monitors and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
ongoing identification of participants’ needs, and ensures that programs are delivered within 
government policy and legislation. 


 Provides training and development opportunities for staff of the Community Service Delivery Division, 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division and related agencies to ensure 
a working knowledge of programs and policies. 
 


09-3B-1 & 2 Disability Programs 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,180 14.50 1,025 155 1 


Total Other Expenditures 445  423 22  


*   The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
     Appropriation. 


1.  The variance is primarily attributed to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 
 


09-3B-3 Supported Living  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Supported Living 224,312  195,723 28,589 1 
     


1.  The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care. 
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09-3B-4 Children’s Special Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Children’s Special Services 25,907 26,242 (335) 
     


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


Supported Living 


The Supported Living Program (SLP) offers a range of day and residential services aimed at providing 
adults with a mental disability the opportunity for independence in a community setting to the extent 
possible for each individual.  SLP supports that are potentially available include residential services, day 
services and related support services. 


Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in their residential option of choice.  The day services provided through 
the SLP include supported employment and follow-up services, services with a vocational focus and 
individualized development services.  Additional supports available with funding from the SLP may 
consist of transportation between residential and day programs, respite, crisis intervention and clinical 
services. 


 Funding for Supported Living programming increased substantially over the last few years in support 
of the commitment to meet the needs of adults with disabilities and their families.  In 2009/10, the 
Department continued to increase funding for the Program to expand supports and services for adults 
with a mental disability.  These supports, which included residential, respite, and day services, as well 
as case management activities such as counselling and referral, allowed 4,894 adults with a mental 
disability to safely live and participate as full and active members of the community.   


 In 2009/10, the SLP continued to build the skills and qualifications of service providers who support 
adults with a mental disability. 


- Over 4,500 agency staff received sponsorship in training and educational events that were 
delivered in critical skill and knowledge areas such as non-violent crisis intervention, first aid, 
principles of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, person-centered 
planning, protection from abuse and neglect, personal outcome measures, Foundations in 
Disability and Community Support and Supervisory Skills.  


- In support of advancing the Human Resource Strategy and the expansion of a qualified 
professional workforce, agency staff were subsidized in accredited certificate and diploma level 
education programs offered through classroom (43 enrolled), recognition of prior learning (27 
enrolled),and web-based delivery models.  


- In partnership with service providers, a recruitment campaign was initiated that included posters, 
brochures and a website, to enhance awareness of disability support work as an employment and 
career opportunity.  


 Disability Programs, working in partnership with the Disability Issues Office and other jurisdictions 
who work with vulnerable adults, co-chaired the Inter-jurisdictional Working Group to initiate the 
development of a Protection Strategy for Vulnerable Adults. 


 In partnership with the Departments of Health and Justice, Disability Programs participated in the 
management of a Provincial Special Needs Program for individuals who present a serious risk to 
themselves or the community, but who would not otherwise be eligible for the SLP or Community 
Mental Health Services.  
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 By the end of 2009/10, the Provincial Special Needs Program was serving 127 participants, 109 of 
whom were receiving program funding.  The remaining 18 participants received case management 
supports with no direct program funding attached. 


 Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 206 licensed adult residential care facilities, with a total of 
1,323 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with standards.  Staff also provided consultation 
and support to designated licensing authorities for approved facilities.  In 2009/10, the designated 
authorities (Family Services and Consumer Affairs Regional Managers and Regional Health 
Authorities) issued 906 letters of approval for homes with three beds or less, representing a total of 
1,680 bed spaces. 


 Residential Care Licensing continues to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire Prevention Office 
and the Office of the Fire Commissioner to address the fire and life safety needs for individuals 
residing in approved homes (three beds and under) as applicable fire and building codes evolve. 


 Six of the eleven Regional Health Authorities have accepted the delegated licensing responsibility for 
approved homes for their program (Mental Health).  Residential Care Licensing staff provide training 
and policy interpretation, as required. 


 In 2009/10, through the Life Safety Initiative, Residential Care Licensing continued to implement a  
strategy to increase the life safety for individuals and staff providing support by providing funding for 
sprinkler installation and other health and safety related equipment in residential and day program 
settings. 


 In partnership with the Community Service Delivery Division and community representatives, the SLP 
participated in the transition of selected residents from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to 
community residences that are managed by Supported Living agencies. 


 
Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Accommodation 
as at March 31 


Accommodation 
2007/08 


Active Files 
2008/09 


Active Files 
2009/10 


Active Files 


Foster Homes and Private Licensed Residential Care 
Facilities 739 799 821 
Parental Homes 1,197 1,232 1,269 
Agency-Managed Residential Care Facilities 1,370 1,454 1,486 
Extended Family    232    208 205 
Independent Living with Supports    719    722 761 
Independent Living     221     178 147 
Alternate Care (e.g. Hospitals, Personal Care Homes)     153     148 145 
In the Company of Friends       53       58 60 


Total 4,684 4,799 4,894 
 







59 


Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Day Activity 
as at March 31 


Day Activity 
2007/08 


Active Files 
2008/09 


Active Files 
2009/10 


Active Files 


Competitive Employment 228 232 240 
Supported Employment and Follow-Up Services    372    379 387 
Services with a Vocational Focus 1,572 1,604 1,648 
Personal Development Services  1,101 1,169 1,198 
In the Company of Friends      53    58 60 
Attending School    491   565 470 
Retirement Program     129   155 162 
Program Request Pending    738   637 729 


Total 4,684 4,799 4,894 
 
Residential Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 
Winnipeg 1,591 1,716 1,797 
Eastman 199 208 222 
Interlake 211 225 227 
Central  286 309 310 
Westman 397 405 407 
Parkland 150 156 146 
Northern 118 115 103 


Total 2,952 3,134 3,212 
 
In the Company of Friends* 
Individuals Participating in Program 
as at March 31 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Number of Participants 53 58 60 
*  Individualized funding program where participants purchase their own supports such as residential and day activities. 
 
Respite Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Winnipeg 


 
483 


 
483 


 
523 


Eastman 173 156 157 
Interlake 86 77 66 
Central  137 142 152 
Westman 95 112 121 
Parkland 40 41 43 
Northern 53 49 46 
 
Total 


 
1,067 


 
1,060 


 
1,108 
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Crisis Intervention 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Winnipeg 


 
121 


 
48 


 
37 


Eastman 23 27 40 
Interlake 10 37 68 
Central  23 29 40 
Westman 35 27 44 
Parkland 7 1 11 
Northern 6 3 2 


Total 225 172 242 
 
Day Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Winnipeg 


 
1,488 


 
1,552 


 
1,621 


Eastman 326 335 336 
Interlake 213 212 220 
Central  337 340 353 
Westman 308 323 320 
Parkland 135 139 135 
Northern 96 101 95 


Total 2,903 3,002 3,080 
 
Day Services – Special Rate 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Winnipeg 


 
744 


 
880 


 
970 


Eastman 94 113 120 
Interlake 40 43 46 
Central  54 66 78 
Westman 137 145 144 
Parkland 40 37 36 
Northern 42 46 41 
 
Total 


 
1,151 


 
1,330 


 
1,435 
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Day Services – Transportation 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Winnipeg 


 
1,308 


 
1,363 


 
1,421 


Eastman 288 304 301 
Interlake 159 150 153 
Central  291 294 308 
Westman 278 341 365 
Parkland 100 102 99 
Northern 79 74 73 


Total 2,503 2,628 2,720 
 
Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 
 2007/08 


Facilities/Beds 
2008/09 


Facilities/Beds 
2009/10 


Facilities/Beds 


Licensed 205 1,325 208 1,336 206 1,323 


Approved 835 1,520 868 1,579 906 1,680 


Total 1,040 2,845 1,076 2,915 1,112 3,003 
 
 


ANNUAL REPORTS OF ALLEGED ABUSE/NEGLECT 
2007/08 TO 2009/10 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 
 
Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


 
265 


 
240 


 
373 


Referred to Police or RCMP 47 48 155 
Person Charged under the Criminal Code 8 6 7 
 


Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 


April 1, 2009 – March 31, 2010 


 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Winnipeg 0 131 66 50 19 34 300 


Eastman 0 10 4 3 0 1 18 


Interlake 0 11 2 5 1 0 19 


Central 0 3 6 1 2 0 12 


Westman 0 7 0 4 2 0 13 


Parkland 0 4 2 3 1 0 10 


Northern 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 


Total 0 167 80 66 25 35 373 
*   Represents acts of omission. 
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Children’s Programs 


Children’s Programs is responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.   


Children’s Programs continued to play a lead role in promoting the development and delivery of 
appropriate services for children with disabilities through collaboration and consultation with programs 
involved in serving children and families, including the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the Child Protection 
Branch, the Manitoba Child Care Program and the departments of Education; Health; and Healthy Living, 
Youth and Seniors.   


Children’s Special Services 


Children’s Special Services is a non-statutory, voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, 
adoptive or extended families caring for children who have developmental and/or lifelong, physical 
disabilities.  Program staff in six regional offices throughout the province and six community areas in 
Winnipeg provide case management support and individualized services that address the unique needs 
and circumstances of eligible children and their families.  Services and supports are intended to 
strengthen families and reduce stress so that costly out-of-home placement is prevented or delayed. 


Children’s Special Services also provides grant funding to external agencies to deliver specialized 
services including clinical outreach, augmentative and adaptive communication devices, and 
occupational, physical, and speech and language therapies. 


Family Support Services 


Children’s Special Services provides families who have children with a developmental and/or lifelong 
physical disability with a variety of supports that reflect the unique circumstances of each family and the 
needs of their child.  Staff use a family-centred approach to assist families with identifying and accessing 
the resources, both formal and informal, that they require.  These supports include the provision of 
individualized services such as respite care, child development, therapy, supplies, equipment, 
transportation and home/vehicle modifications.  The purpose of providing family supports is to reduce 
stress encountered by families so they are better able to address the needs of their children with 
disabilities in their own homes and communities. 


Children’s Special Services delivers Family Support Services through regional offices, staffed by the 
Department’s Community Services Delivery Division, and supports these services and staff by providing 
financial and program guidelines, consultation, training, research and evaluation. 
 
Children’s Special Services  
Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) Group A 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Winnipeg 2,186 2,344 2,544 
Eastman 427 459 468 
Interlake 297 290 262 
Central  450 487 474 
Westman 553 538 533 
Parkland 159 173 166 
Northern    238     241     220 
URIS Group A 35 36 35 


Total 4,345 4,568 4,702 
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Funding to External Agencies 


Children’s Special Services provides funding and consultation, and establishes reporting requirements for 
external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as augmentative and adaptive communication 
devices and clinical outreach.  Funded non-government agencies include: the Society for Manitobans with 
Disabilities; Rehabilitation Centre for Children; St. Amant Centre; Community Respite Services; Central 
Speech and Hearing Clinic; Open Access Resource Centre; and Canadian National Institute for the Blind.  


Children’s Special Services works closely with the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the Manitoba Child 
Care Program, Child Protection and Support Services, the voluntary sector, the Regional Health 
Authorities, hospitals, schools and agencies.  As well, Children’s Programs staff work collaboratively with 
the provincial departments of Education; Health; and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors, to coordinate 
programs and activities that promote and support the development of children with disabilities and their 
families. 


Unified Referral and Intake System 


Children’s Programs provides leadership and administrative support to the Unified Referral and Intake 
System (URIS), a joint initiative of the departments of Family Services and Consumer Affairs; Education; 
and Health.  The protocol supports children who require assistance to perform health care interventions 
when they are apart from their parents/guardians. 
 
URIS provides funding and policy direction to assist community programs, such as schools, child care 
programs, recreation programs and respite services, to safely support children with special health care 
needs.  
 
Unified Referral and Intake System 
Number of Children Registered for Service 
as at March 31 
 
 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
URIS Group B* 


 
12,089 


 
12,257 


 
13,118 


*   URIS Group B refers to children who require health care routines that may be delegated to non-health care personnel trained and 
monitored by a registered nurse. 


 
Applied Behavioural Analysis 


Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) provides early intensive behavioural intervention therapy for young 
children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder.  ABA is delivered by St. Amant in partnership with 
Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment and includes Pre-school and School-age Programs. 


In 2009/10, the Pre-school Program provided therapy to 99 children while the School-age Program 
served 75 children through a combination of school and home-based therapy. 


 
Number of Children Served (ABA Programs) 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Pre-School Program* 
School-Age Program 


78 
56 


86 
68 


99 
75 


*   The number of Pre-School children served includes both full-year and part-year programs.
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Outreach Therapy for Children (previously the Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children [POTC]) 


The Outreach Therapy for Children (OTC) program is delivered as a joint venture by the Society for 
Manitobans with Disabilities (SMD), the Rehabilitation Centre for Children (RCC), and St. Amant Centre.  
SMD delivers occupational therapy, physiotherapy, and speech and language therapy to pre-school 
children in Winnipeg and delivers speech and language services to pre-school children in rural and 
northern Manitoba.  RCC delivers occupational therapy to pre-school children and some school age 
children in rural and northern Manitoba.  St. Amant provides therapy services to children living in the 
St. Amant catchment area.  Services are provided to children who are eligible for the Children’s Special 
Services program. 


The goal of the OTC program is to utilize a collaborative, consultative approach in which therapy is 
provided in the child’s natural setting.  Therapists work with the child’s parents or caregivers so that they 
become the primary provider of therapy services and integrate that therapy into the child’s and the 
family’s daily routines.  OTC is Family Services and Consumer Affairs’ contribution to the broader 
Children’s Therapy Initiative. 


Children’s Therapy Initiative 


The departments of Health; Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors; Education; and Family Services and 
Consumer Affairs provide funding for children’s occupational therapy, physiotherapy, speech and 
language therapy and audiology services.  These therapies are delivered through the Regional Health 
Authorities, school divisions and service agencies. 


The Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI) is intended to provide coordinated regionally-based therapy 
services that assist all children requiring therapy services.  The approach delivers existing therapies more 
effectively and efficiently through increased collaboration between stakeholders, and is more responsive 
to children’s individual needs.  There are CTIs in every region in the province.   


The number of children served across the province under the Children’s Therapy Initiative continues to 
increase year over year with an estimated 49,500 children served in 2009/10. 


 


EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
Objectives 


 To provide effective leadership, direction, fiscal management and support to ensure the delivery of 
Income Assistance programs, Building Independence projects, Income Supplement, Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Supported Employment programs in accordance with relevant legislation and 
government policy. 


 To develop initiatives that help Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants regain their 
financial independence from income assistance by making the transition to work. 


 To develop initiatives that assist EIA participants in pursuing training and employment opportunities. 


 To develop Vocational Rehabilitation support services for persons with disabilities. 


The Branch consists of the following areas: 


- Policy and Program Development – Responsible for the development, maintenance and 
interpretation of legislation for the EIA programs; policy and program development; new 
initiatives; and public communications, such as program brochures, fact sheets and the EIA policy 
manual.  


- Employment and Training Services – Responsible for training and employment initiatives for 
participants receiving income assistance under the Building Independence strategy.  Provides 
program and policy direction and funding for vocational rehabilitation services for adults with a 
physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for Supported Employment programming. 
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- Quality Assurance and Program Support – Responsible for program standards and quality 
assurance; negotiation of contracts with associations providing health and other services to EIA 
participants; and information technology supports. 
 


Responsibilities 


Employment and Income Assistance (EIA)  


 The major objectives of the EIA program are: 


- to assist Manitobans in regaining their financial independence by helping them to make the 
transition from income assistance to work; and 


- to provide income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


 Financial assistance is provided to persons in need who are eligible for assistance under The 
Employment and Income Assistance Act (the Act), including single parents, aged persons, single 
persons, couples without children, two-parent families, persons with disabilities, persons requiring the 
protection of a crisis intervention facility, and children whose parents are unable to support them.  
Eligibility may also be granted under special case consideration at the discretion of the Minister.  


 Eligibility for assistance is also determined by a needs test, in which the amount of a household’s 
financial resources is compared to the total costs of its basic necessities as defined in the Act and 
Regulations.  Certain items and income are not included in the calculation of financial resources.  


 EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports 
to assist Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force. 


 EIA provided assistance to an average monthly caseload of 33,233 in 2009/10, an increase of 
6.7 per cent from the previous year.  


 During 2009/10, 13.2 per cent of the income assistance caseload made use of the work incentive 
provisions of the program. 


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


In 2007/08, the Province launched a four-year Rewarding Work strategy to address barriers to 
employment facing income assistance participants.  The strategy is based on the following four 
objectives:  


- Enhance Employability – to enhance the employment skills of participants so that they are better 
equipped to obtain and retain sustainable employment; 


- Encourage Work – to support low-income working families and provide incentives for income 
assistance participants to increase their attachment to the labour market; 


- Ease the Transition (to Employment) – to make it easier for people to transition from income 
assistance to work; and 


- Employment Retention – to support and encourage those who are working to stay employed. 


In the first three years of the Rewarding Work strategy, the Department implemented a series of new 
initiatives and improvements.  In 2009/10, the Department saw the continuation of these initiatives as well 
as a number of improvements: 


 Assisted EIA participants prepare for employment through the establishment of the Job Seekers 
Allowance; through Get Ready!, a training and education policy allowing people to participate in 
approved training or education; and through JobConnections, a team of specialized staff providing 
intensive case management to address barriers to employment.   


 Rebound, a new partnership initiative with Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, was launched in 
2009/10 to ensure Manitobans have employment skills.  During the first year, 480 individuals received 
access to employment and training programs and services, including financial assistance to 
participate in a broad range of skill development activities related to their Rebound to Work plan. 
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 Initiated three benefits to assist people to move from EIA to employment.  The Rewarding Work Rent 
Allowance provides a monthly benefit for one year to non-disabled adults without children who move 
from EIA to work, and who live in private rental housing.  Get Started! is a one-time payment to help 
with job-related expenses when individuals leave EIA for employment.  As well, the Rewarding Work 
Health Plan provides non-insured health benefit coverage, including drug, dental and optical benefits 
up to two years for single parents and persons with disabilities who leave EIA for employment. 


 Supported working EIA participants through the Rewarding Work Allowance, a benefit to assist with 
work-related expenses; enhanced work incentives; and Manitoba Works, a wage subsidy program in 
partnership with Employment Manitoba. 


 Increased shelter rates for non-disabled single adults in receipt of income assistance to improve the 
affordability of housing, and to equalize the rate with the amount provided to persons with disabilities.  
The flat-rate Manitoba Shelter Benefit (MSB), which was previously only available to persons with 
disabilities in receipt of income assistance, was also extended to include non-disabled single adults 
and couples without children.  In 2009/10, the flat-rate MSB was increased for eligible EIA 
households. 


 Increased EIA liquid asset exemptions, allowing people on income assistance to save without 
affecting their EIA benefits.  Modest savings and assets help people gain independence from EIA.  
Manitoba Saves! was launched with three components, including financial literacy training and 
matched savings to purchase specific assets; a new policy allowing eligible EIA participants to save in 
the Government of Canada’s Registered Disability Savings Plan (RDSP) without affecting their 
monthly EIA benefits; and a new policy allowing EIA persons with disabilities to receive contributions 
from their families or others without affecting the amount of their monthly EIA benefits. 


 Increased board and room rates for individuals requiring care and/or supervision living with a relative 
to the same level as those living in private board and room accommodations.  As well, board and 
room rates for individuals requiring care and/or supervision, or living in residential care facilities 
increased by two per cent in 2009/10. 


 Continued to support persons with disabilities in finding employment through the following 
marketAbilities initiatives:  


- The marketAbilities Fund which supports innovative employment partnerships in rural and 
northern regions. 


- The marketAbilities Team which is composed of specialized staff that help move EIA participants 
with disabilities into employment.  


- An extension of the multi-media campaign to create an awareness of the abilities of persons with 
disabilities to promote and support their employability.  


- The Rewarding Volunteers benefit that provides persons with disabilities with an additional 
monthly allowance for volunteering regularly. 


- The Stages of Change pilot project which is an innovative, six-step approach to help persons with 
disabilities get ready to work and find good jobs. 


- Better access to the new communication devices program which rents electronic communications 
devices to adults with severely impaired speech to help communicate, and which will also assist 
with finding work, going to school and socializing.  


 Continued a pilot project in two Winnipeg Community Areas and the Eastman Region and opened a 
new pilot site in the Parkland region for some families receiving income assistance to support their 
children’s participation in recreational activities. 


In addition to the marketAbilities initiatives noted above, in 2009/10, Vocational Rehabilitation Program 
activities and highlights include the following: 


 Provided vocational services for 4,046 people with disabilities with 1,198 receiving vocational training 
funds to assist them in accessing education and training opportunities to improve employment 
outcomes. 
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 Continued to support a comprehensive evaluation of Manitoba’s labour market programming 
supported by the Labour Market Agreement for Persons with Disabilities (LMAPD), in partnership with 
the federal government and stakeholders. 


 Agreed upon a definition of supported employment with the Manitoba Supported Employment 
Network and completed the development of new or amended Service Purchase Agreements with 15 
agencies throughout Manitoba.  


 
09-3C Employment and Income Support 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


  Actual 
  2009/10 


  $000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl.  
No. 


Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,686 34.00 2,140 546 1 


Other Expenditures 879  602 277 2 


Employment and Income Assistance 296,990  281,745  15,245 3 


Health Services 61,414  60,533 881  


Income Assistance for Persons with  
Disabilities 23,067  23,339 (272)  


Vocational Rehabilitation 9,245  9,637 (392)  


55 PLUS 5,278  5,382 (104)  


Building Independence 3,480  5,064  (1,584) 4 


Manitoba Child Benefit 3,075  5,154  (2,079) 5 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit 9,098  10,377  (1,279) 6 


Less: Recoverable from Canada-Manitoba
         Labour Market Agreement (7,170)  (8,339) 1,169 7 


Total Expenditures 408,042  395,634 12,408  
*  The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  


 Appropriation. 


1.  The variance is primarily due to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 
2.  The variance is primarily due to higher than expected operating costs. 
3.  The variance is primarily attributable to higher than expected caseload. 
4.  The variance is primarily attributable to delays in start-up.  
5.  The variance is primarily due to lower than expected caseload. 
6.  The variance is primarily due to lower than expected caseload.  
7.  The variance is primarily due to the eligibility of programs under the Labour Market Agreement. 
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Employment and Income Assistance  
Average Monthly Number of Cases and Participants by Category 
as at March 31 


 


Category 


2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Cases Participants Cases Participants Cases Participants


Children 45 73 38 63 35 54 


Single Parents 8,189 25,409 7,961 24,655 8,234 25,404 


Aged 100 145 94 139 87 125 


Crisis Facility Cases 47 107 50 118 48 113 


General Assistance 4,641 8,475 4,918 8,655 6,078 10,406 


Special Cases 6 17 8 9 5 6 


Disabled 17,915 22,543 18,068 22,726 18,746 23,626 


Total 30,943 56,769 31,137 56,365 33,233 59,734 


 
Employment and Income Assistance  
Expenditures by Category ($000) 
as at March 31 


Category 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Children $199 $179 $169 


Single Parents 95,160 93,162 93,675 


Aged 745 796 710 


Crisis Facility Cases 389 247 319 


General Assistance 33,342 36,712 44,635 


Special Cases 1,763  1,439 1,659 


Other 994 2,476 1,984 


Disabled 145,401 146,274 153,839 


Total $277,993 $281,285 $296,990 


 
Employment and Income Assistance 
Employment Income 
as at March 31 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Average Monthly Number of Participants 
Reporting Employment Income 


   


Single Parents 982 990 958 


General Assistance 590 636 777 


Persons with Disabilities 2,631 2,659 2,644 


Total 4,203 4,285 4,379 
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Employment and Income Assistance 
Percentage of Cases in Work Incentive Program 
as at March 31 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Single Parents 12.0% 12.4% 11.6% 


General Assistance 12.7% 12.9% 12.8% 


Persons with Disabilities 14.7% 14.7% 14.1% 


    


Total Caseload 13.6% 13.8% 13.2% 


 


Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 


The Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities program provides for additional financial assistance 
for adults with disabilities enrolled under Employment and Income Assistance, in recognition of the 
additional costs associated with living in the community.  Program benefits are $105.00 per month. 
 
Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Caseload 
as at March 31 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Average Monthly Caseload 17,213 17,393 17,944 


 
Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Expenditures 
($000) 
as at March 31 


 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Total $18,142 $22,342 $23,067 


 


Health Services 


 The Health Services program provides essential drug, dental and optical services and support to EIA 
participants and children in care.   


 Supplies and services are generally provided in accordance with approved fee schedules negotiated 
with professional health organizations.  These agreements specify the types of goods and services 
provided, eligibility criteria, level of payment and related billing procedures. 


 Health Services provided benefits to an average monthly caseload of 34,396 in 2009/10.  Of these 
cases, 7,929 (23.1 per cent) were children in care.   


 


Caseload and Expenditures 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 
Average Monthly Number of Cases 32,417 33,117 34,396 
Average Monthly Number of Participants 51,383 51,556 53,723 
Dental $  5,388 $  5,576 $  6,295 
Drugs $49,770 $51,926 $54,410 
Optical $     734 $     678 $     709 


Total Expenditures ($000) $55,892 $58,180 $61,414 
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Income Supplement Programs 


The EIA Programs Branch administers three Income Supplement Programs for low-income Manitobans 
who are not in receipt of income assistance.  55 PLUS - A Manitoba Income Supplement provides 
quarterly supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over.  The Manitoba Child Benefit 
provides monthly supplements to low-income families with children.  The Manitoba Shelter Benefit assists 
certain low-income groups in Manitoba with shelter-related costs in the private rental market. 


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 


The 55 PLUS program has two components.  The Senior Component is for persons who are eligible to 
receive certain levels of benefits under the federal Old Age Security programs.  The Junior Component is 
for low-income persons 55 years of age and over who are not eligible for federal Old Age Security 
benefits.  Eligibility for the Senior Component is determined from a person’s application for the federal 
Guaranteed Income Supplement.  An annual application is necessary for the Junior Component. 


During 2009/10, the majority (approximately 70 per cent) of 55 PLUS benefits were provided to 
participants who were single. 


 
55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 
Caseload and Expenditures        
as at March 31 


Average Quarterly Number 
of Participants 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Senior Component    


Single* 6,113 5,770 5,748 


Married** 2,545 2,533 2,130 


Total 8,658 8,303 7,878 


Junior Component    


Single* 1,036 968 942 


Married** 831 820 797 


Total 1,867 1,788 1,739 


Program Total 10,525 10,091 9,617 


Total Expenditures ($000)    


Senior Component $3,106 $4,255 $4,075 


Junior Component 885 $1,184 $1,203 


Total $3,991 $5,439 $5,278 
*    Single participants include those who have never been married, as well as those who are no longer married 
     (i.e., widowed, divorced, or separated). 
**  For married participants, in some cases both members of a couple receive 55 PLUS and in other cases only one 
     spouse is a participant. 
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Manitoba Child Benefit  


In January 2008, the Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) replaced and enhanced the former Child Related 
Income Support Program (CRISP).  The MCB provides monthly benefits to low-income Manitoba families 
to assist them with the cost of raising their children.  A new application is required for each benefit year, 
which runs from July 1 to June 30.  


During 2009/10, MCB benefits were provided to an average of 2,537 families per month, representing an 
estimated 6,343 children.  Of these families, approximately 32 per cent were headed by single parents. 


Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB)* 
Caseload and Expenditures 
as at March 31 


Average Monthly Number of Cases 2007/08* 2008/09 2009/10**


Single-Parent Family 402 640 807 


Two-Parent Family 381 1,490 1,730 


Total 783 2,130 2,537 


Average Monthly Number of Children 1,668 5,325 6,343 


Total Expenditures ($000) $699 $2,835 $3,075 


* The MCB replaced the Child Related Income Support Program in January 2008. 
** The MCB database does not track the number of children in a family at this time. The 2008/09 and 2009/10 numbers are 


estimates of the number of children in a family (using historical ratios adjusted to account for the increase in the number of larger 
families now accessing the benefit). 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit   


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit (MSB) is intended to help low-income families, seniors and persons with 
disabilities meet shelter related costs in the private rental market.  The maximum monthly benefit 
available under the MSB was increased to $210 in January 2009.  The MSB was previously administered 
by the Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation and was transferred to the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance Division in 2009/10.  Benefits are delivered through Provincial 
Services. 


A flat rate monthly benefit is also available to persons with disabilities and adults without dependent 
children who are receiving Employment and Income Assistance (EIA), and are living in the private rental 
market or in room and board accommodations.  For eligible households in receipt of EIA in these case 
categories, the monthly MSB increased by $15 per month in July 2009 to a flat rate of $50 for those in 
private rental accommodation and $30 for those living in board and room accommodation.   This 
increase, in combination with the January 2009 enhancements, resulted in increased MSB expenditures. 
 


Fiscal Year 


Average No. 
of Recipients 


Per Month 
(Non-EIA) 


Average No. 
of Recipients  


Per Month 
(EIA) 


No. of 
Active 


Recipients 
at Year End 
(Non-EIA) 


No. of 
Active 


Recipients 
at Year End 


(EIA) 


Total No. of 
Recipients 
(Non-EIA) 


Total No. of 
Recipients 


(EIA) 


2007/08  1,845 8,927 1,707 8,896 2,740 11,444* 


2008/09 1,570 10,491 1,573 11,313 2,406 16,357* 


2009/10 1,795 11,599 1,975 12,276 2,653 18,572 
*   2007/08 and 2008/09 MSB recipient totals have been restated to reflect a processing correction.  
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Fiscal Year 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(Seniors) 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(Families) 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(Disabled) 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(EIA) 


Expenditures Total 
$000


2007/08  65 139 125 30 5,173 


2008/09 78 151 135 31* 5,876 


2009/10 107 161 156 42 9,098 
*   2008/09 EIA Average Monthly Benefit Paid has been restated to reflect a processing correction. 


Building Independence 


 Building Independence supports partnerships that promote job opportunities for EIA participants.  It 
also supports projects that enhance the skills and employability of specific target groups. 


 Building Independence initiatives are designed to: 


- reduce barriers to employment by providing tools, such as child care and voice mail services; 
- provide job readiness assessments; 
- provide links to training and employment; and  
- support agencies to work in partnership with the EIA program. 


 


Building Independence 
Number of Participants 
as at March 31 


Program 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


    


Wage Subsidy    


Manitoba Works 44 59 58 


Employment Enhancement    


Community Home Services Program1 256 249 209 


Northern Affairs Project (positions) 22 17 19 


Job Centre, EIA Intake (referrals) 1,977 1,847 1,2232 


Connect 2 Voice Mail3 950 867 1,065 


Other    


Individual Development Accounts (IDA)    


 EIA participants 42 48 56 


 Non-EIA participants 103 104 136 


Community Unemployment Help Centre4 0 1,090  1,345 


1. The Department modified the manner in which participants are counted to exclude those Individuals who were hired but did not 
start work. 


2. Individuals presenting as employment ready or willing and able to participate in a return to work plan are being diverted from 
both EIA Intake and the Job Centre to Employment Manitoba under the Rebound Initiative.  


3. In use as of March 31, 2010, and includes EIA participants and low-income individuals.   
4. Participant numbers not available in 2007/08.   
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Vocational Rehabilitation 


The Vocational Rehabilitation Program assists eligible adults with a disability to pursue and secure gainful 
employment by providing a spectrum of vocational training, education and support services. 
 
Individual vocational training plans are submitted to the Vocational Rehabilitation Program by Vocational 
Rehabilitation Counsellors who work out of the Community Service Delivery division or grant funded 
agencies.  Based on these plans, funds are approved to assist individuals in accessing vocational training 
services. 
 
The objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation Program are: 


 To provide vocational rehabilitation services to adults with a disability, to enhance their independence 
and ability to contribute socially and economically through employment in the competitive labour 
force. 


 To assist adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disability to prepare for, obtain and 
maintain employment through the provision of assessment, training, education and support services. 


Supported Employment 


Effective April 1, 2007, the Department assumed responsibility from Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade for Supported Employment programming which provides people with disabilities the supports 
required to participate in paid employment.  In 2009/10, 999 people with disabilities received services 
from Supported Employment Agencies. 
 
The objectives of the Supported Employment program are: 


 To enable workers with disabilities to pursue employment opportunities and to physically and socially 
integrate into competitive employment settings. 


 To enable workers with disabilities to receive supports necessary to maintain employment. 


 
Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Disability 
as at March 31 
 
Disability 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Physical Disability 


 
728 


 
777 


 
780 


Psychiatric Disability 879 874 986 
Mental Disability 626 656 679 
Learning Disability 330 348 393 
Sight Disability 297 317 325 
Hearing Disability 204 198 203 
    
Total 3,064 3,170 3,366 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Region/Program/Agency 
as at March 31 
 
Region/Program/Agency 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Winnipeg 


 
1,210 


 
1,222  


 
1,305 


Westman 226 250 275 
Eastman 77 89 123 
Central 49 62 79 
Interlake 27 39 54 
Parkland 60 49 35 
Northern   13 20 25 
Grant Funded Agencies 1,201 1,262 1,266 
Self Directed 16 15 20 
Reaching Equality Employment Services  7 17 23 
Mental Health  178 145 161 


 
Total 


 
3,064 


 
3,170 


 
3,366 


 
 
Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Individuals Funded by Disability 
as at March 31 
 
Disability 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/091 


 
2009/10 


 
Physical Disability 324 


 
303 


 
274 


Psychiatric Disability 511 501 439 
Mental Disability 289 298 212 
Learning Disability 175 184 163 
Sight Disability 38 41 27 
Hearing Disability 83 69 83 
 
Total 1,420 


 
1,396 


 
1,198 


1.   Funding for Employment and Training Centres changed from per diems to grants.  This conversion combined several service 
reporting categories.  This has resulted in a decrease in the count of reported work assessment/training services, however, the 
number of participants served and services provided remains consistent. 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation  
Services Purchased by Type 
as at March 31  
 
Disability 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Education – University 156 


 
183 


 
200 


Education – Community College 179 250 218 
Education – Special Colleges 58 52 67 
Education – School 40 43 34 
Education – Out of Province 14 10 6 
Work Assessment/Training 2,208 1,1651 1,261 
Transportation 1,418 1,270 1,329 
Special Services 2,194 2,109 2,133 
Other 3 172  11 
 
Total 6,270 


 
5,099 


 
5,259 


 
As individuals usually access several services, the total number of services provided is always greater 
than the total number of individuals funded by disability. 
1. Funding for Employment and Training Centres changed from per diems to grants.  This conversion combined several service 


reporting categories.  This has resulted in a decrease in the count of reported work assessment/training services, however, the 
number of participants served and services provided remains consistent. 


 


OFFICE OF THE VULNERABLE PERSONS’ COMMISSIONER  
Objective  


 To ensure the rights of individuals with mental disabilities to make decisions affecting their lives are 
respected and protected through the implementation of the substitute decision (SD) making 
provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 


 


Responsibilities  


 Develops and implements policies and practices related to the SD making provisions of the Act. 


 Conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of SD makers for vulnerable persons. 


 Establishes hearing panels to review applications and make recommendations to the Vulnerable 
Persons’ Commissioner as to whether the criteria for the appointment of a SD maker are met, as well 
as the terms and conditions of any appointment. 


 Makes decisions on applications and where warranted, appoints SD makers. 


 Provides reasons for decisions upon request. 


 Maintains a register of SD maker appointments. 


 Provides advice, consultation and training on the guiding principles and the SD maker provisions of 
the Act. 


 Provides information to vulnerable persons, their families and friends and members of the general 
public. 
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09-3D Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl.  
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 482 6.00 408 74  1  


Total Other Expenditures 106  112 (6)  
 


1.   The variance is primarily attributable to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 
 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Made decisions on: 


-  96 applications for the appointment of a SD maker for a vulnerable person. 
-  30 applications for the appointment of an emergency SD maker for a vulnerable person.  
-  42 applications requesting changes during the term of SD maker appointments. 


 Issued 10 reasons for decision. 


 Maintained a register of SD maker appointments for 1,676 vulnerable persons. 


 Reviewed and monitored financial reports of 477 family members and friends who are SD makers for 
property for vulnerable persons. 


 Conducted reviews of 184 vulnerable persons whose appointment of a SD maker was expiring to 
determine if the appointment should be renewed. 


 Designed and implemented a new website, updated the video on the provisions of The Vulnerable 
Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act and continued work on the review and updating of other 
forms, templates, information and training resources related to the SD maker processes and 
practices. 


 Provided orientation, training, or informational presentations to approximately 250 vulnerable 
persons, parents of vulnerable persons, community service workers, service providers, educators, 
and panel members. 


 
 







77 


Child and Family Services  
 
 


Divisional Goals  


 To work with Child and Family Services Authorities, child welfare agencies, community-based 
agencies, regional offices, community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and 
protected, assist people affected by family violence and family disruption, and promote the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


 To improve parents’ access to quality and affordable child care that assists in the healthy 
development of children and the social, economic and labour market participation of parents. 


 To support the development and maintenance of healthy relationships among parents, children and 
their extended family networks; address the needs of children in need of protection, including those in 
alternative care, and assist people affected by family violence and family disruption. 


 To assist community organizations and communities to increase their capacity to support the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


 To provide policy, program, financial and other assistance and support to Child and Family Services 
Authorities, service providers and other organizations. 


 To work collaboratively with communities, community organizations, other governments, other 
funders, and other sectors to improve outcomes and results for children and families. 


 
Divisional Responsibilities  


 Provides central program management of strategic initiatives for Child and Family Services Division 
programs and co-management of strategic initiatives for other divisions within the Department.  


 Provides program, policy and administrative direction and support for services to children in care, 
child protection and adoption services to communities and families in accordance with The Child and 
Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act and The Adoption Act.  These 
services are delivered by child and family services agencies and regional offices under the auspices 
of the four Child and Family Services Authorities.  As well, the Division provides financial assistance 
to other agencies providing specialized services. 


 Licences and provides program and financial support to child care facilities and provides subsidies on 
behalf of eligible families. 


 Licences, provides program and financial support to residential child care facilities and residential 
child treatment centres and provides subsidies on behalf of eligible families. 


 Provides funding, program and administrative direction and support to a wide continuum of 
community-based agencies which offer services to abused women, their children, and men with 
abusive behaviours. 


 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of community-based agencies 
offering services to at-risk children and families and provides policy support to the Family Conciliation 
program. 


 
Programs and services administered by the Division are directed and supported by four branches: 
 


- Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
- Child Protection 
- Manitoba Child Care Program 
- Family Violence Prevention Program 


CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES DIVISION 
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  
Objectives  


 To provide central program and policy management support for the Division and the programs 
delivered within the Division as well as for Family Conciliation Services. 


 To co-manage implementation of major new initiatives and to ensure collaboration among the 
operational branches in the Division, as well as cooperation with other Divisions within the 
Department and other key departments. 


 To coordinate long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within the Department 
and across government. 


 To ensure fiscal and program accountability by assisting branches to manage financial resources and 
relationships with agencies.  


 To provide recommendations on legislative changes to support government initiatives and priorities. 


 To enhance the quality of divisional programs by conducting program evaluations and providing 
advice to the operational branches on how to incorporate best practice approaches into service 
delivery. 


 
Responsibilities  


 Develops an annual strategic plan for the Division in consultation with the operational branches. 


 Develops implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing services. 


 Provides and participates in inter-sectoral coordination of strategies for children across government 
departments. 


 Coordinates the financial management functions for the Division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditure, cash flow and variance analysis and maintains accountability for public funds 
administered through the Division. 


 Reviews legislation and regulations and makes recommendations on amendments. 


 Conducts or coordinates research and program evaluations and advises operational branches and 
agencies on best practice models. 


 Provides consultation on the development of standards for service delivery. 


 Provides policy support and advice to the branches of the Child and Family Services Division and to 
Family Conciliation Services. 


 Participates in departmental initiatives such as Integrated Service Delivery. 


 Provides ongoing supports including classroom-based and itinerant training to support agencies to 
fulfill the obligation to use the Child and Family Services Applications (Intake Module and Child and 
Family Service Information System). 


 Supports and directs the development of enhancements to the Child and Family Services 
Applications to increase the safety of children, improve information management and streamline 
administrative recording requirements. 


 Coordinates the Child and Family Services Divisional responses to external reviews and audits. 
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09-4A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
2,247 34.00 1,587 660 


 
        1 


Other Expenditures 
1,190  1,027 163 


 
        2 


Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-  
   Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 484  484 -      


 


Total Expenditures  3,921  3,098 823 
 
 


1. The variance is primarily due to improving analytical capacity and accountability, child protection standards and data 
information management requirements. 


2. The variance is primarily due to increased Information Technology operating expenditures. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10  


During 2009/10, the Branch engaged in the following key activities: 


 Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare services resulting 
from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in 
cooperation with the four Child and Family Services Authorities: 


- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;  
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;  
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority; and the   
- General Child and Family Services Authority  


 
The Authorities and the Department have also worked together in the stabilization of system changes 
directly and through the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing Committee. 


 Continued to participate in the implementation of the Changes for Children: Strengthening the 
Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan in response to the 295 recommendations contained in the 
external reviews commissioned to address concerns about the child welfare system as well as 
recommendations from other reviews and reports.  The Manitoba government accepted the 
recommendations of the child welfare reviews and announced an initial investment of $42 million over 
three years in the following priority areas – workload relief, training and prevention.  The Action Plan 
work includes responding to recommendations referred from related reports of the Office of the 
Auditor General and the Office of the Children’s Advocate, for a total of 295 recommendations. 


 Supported service sites to obtain the equipment, training and support necessary to use the Child and 
Family Services Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System; oversaw system 
performance; addressed technology issues; monitored compliance by users; and in cooperation with 
the Authorities, implemented enhancements to the current system as resources allow. 


 Completed work in support of readiness to proceed to the next stage of implementing an advanced 
computerized case management system.  Work included identification of 99 work/business process 
enhancements that could be undertaken to further readiness of the child and family services system 
to implement a new computer system.  The enhancements would eliminate redundant work/business 
processes, simplify existing processes and automate paper-based procedures.  The objective of the 
proposed enhancements is to ensure administratively effective and supportive practices and 
procedures are in place before these are incorporated into a new electronic system.   
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 Coordinated and supported the Division’s and, as appropriate, the Department’s responses to 
recommendations made by the Office of the Auditor General, the Office of the Ombudsman, and the 
Office of the Children’s Advocate. 


 Provided support to the Division-wide strategic planning effort, with emphasis on enhancing the 
means to coordinate and collaborate in the management of initiatives, the development of policy, 
analysis of CFSIS/IM data and recommendations from reviews, and in the timely response to issues. 


 Continued to work in collaboration with the First Nations Child and Family Services Authorities and 
the federal government on a preliminary model to integrate and improve funding for First Nations 
Child and Family Services Agencies and Child and Family Services Agencies generally.  


 Participated in the ongoing implementation of Manitoba’s commitments related to healthy child 
development, with a particular emphasis on the Early Childhood Development strategy and the 
‘Family Choices’ child care strategy.  This was done by partnering with Healthy Child Manitoba 
initiatives and with the Manitoba Child Care Program and by encouraging and supporting the ongoing 
development of the Manitoba Children’s Agenda in partnership with the federal government.   


 Participated in the continuing implementation of Integrated Service Delivery and the implementation 
of other government initiatives such as the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion 
Strategy, Housing initiatives, and the Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives (CDCI). 


 Coordinated the financial management and accountability functions for the Division including the 
annual Estimates of Expenditures, cash flow and variance analysis and processing of accounts,  
funding and service purchase agreements.  Provided support to programs and agencies in meeting 
their financial management and accountability obligations.  Worked with the Agency Accountability 
and Support Unit and the Administration and Finance Division regarding financial and program 
accountability requirements and processes. 


 Provided coordination of policy development consistent with government priorities, departmental and 
divisional objectives and available resources. 


 Worked with the Child Protection Branch and the Child and Family Services Authorities in matters 
such as Differential Response/Family Enhancement, evaluation, quality assurance, governance, 
information technology, accountability and financial management. 


 Assisted Branches in the Child and Family Services Division on legislative and regulatory matters. 


Family Conciliation Services 


Family Conciliation Services are delivered through the Community Service Delivery Division.  This 
program is the social services component of the Court of Queen's Bench, Family Division, Manitoba 
Justice.  Policy responsibility for Family Conciliation Services rests with the Strategic Initiatives and 
Program Support Branch, Child and Family Services Division. 
 
Family Conciliation provides a wide range of dispute resolution services province-wide to families 
disrupted by separation or divorce where parenting of the children is of primary concern.  Family 
Conciliation provides programs; development and monitoring of program policies and service standards; 
training, consultation and leadership in the development of regional service; and consultation and 
networking with stakeholders and the public.  
 
Services to separating/divorcing families are provided to Winnipeg, Eastman, Interlake and Central 
community areas through the office in Winnipeg and to Westman, Parkland, and northern regions through 
Rural and Northern Services, Community Services Delivery Division.  These activities involve the 
provision of the following services: 
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 Information/Referral is an intake service.  Individuals and families are assisted in addressing issues 
and identifying possible solutions, informed of community and government services that may be 
appropriate to their situation, and are referred accordingly.  They are also assessed for mediation and 
other Family Conciliation services and provided with advice and referrals. 


 Conciliation Counselling is a short-term, separation-related counselling focused on parents’ and 
childrens’ adjustment to family reorganization after separation/divorce.  Conciliation counselling is 
also often used for special situations where a quick response may be required or in services such as 
Intake and Grand Relations.  


 Mediation is a structured, short-term intervention to assist families undergoing separation/divorce in 
developing a parenting plan, to maintain a continuing relationship among children, parents, and 
extended family, and to protect children from parental conflict.  This is a preferred intervention for 
resolving custody/access conflicts.  Parents may also choose to mediate financial issues arising from 
their separation (comprehensive mediation) regarding child support, spousal support, and division of 
marital property. 


 Court-Ordered Evaluations provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional opinions, and 
recommendations to the court concerning the best interests of children in custody, access, and 
guardianship matters.  This process serves as a vehicle for the resolution of custody/access/ 
guardianship disputes by providing information that can be used in settlement meetings, lawyer 
negotiations, or litigation as circumstances warrant.  It serves parents, children, lawyers, and the 
court by recommending courses of action and available resources that may serve to ameliorate the 
destructive impact of conflict on the families involved. 


 Brief Consultation Service provides brief consultation for families and children in a shorter time 
frame, focuses on the “voice of the child” for children ages 11 to 17, and offers additional information 
in a consultative format for issues related to time sharing, child developmental needs, parental 
communication, and other aspects of parenting plans for children of all ages. 


 The Parent Education Program, “For the Sake of the Children," educates and focuses parents on 
the needs of their children in the context of divorce.  It is designed to help all separating parents, and 
is an essential first step to mediation. 


 Children's Therapeutic Group for children ages 8 to 12, assists children experiencing trauma, loss, 
and reorganization after divorce. This 10-week session is designed for children living in families 
experiencing severe parental conflict.  


 Just for Teens, is an information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents have separated.  
This group program is aimed at helping this age group adjust to their parents’ separation and deals 
with family changes, feelings and grief, legal questions, questions facing teens and how to survive the 
separation of their parents. 


 Grand Relations, a range of services for improving access between children and extended family or 
significant others, is supported by an amendment to The Child and Family Services Act, and includes 
services such as:  mandatory “For the Sake of the Children” program; First Choice – a pilot of an 
Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a court-ordered assessment; the development 
of an alternative Aboriginal model of dispute resolution for out of court settlements; and the 
Grandparent Advisor.  The Grandparent Advisor provides direct service to grandparents who are 
seeking access with their grandchildren and was established in December 2006. 


 The First Choice Pilot Project provides a hybrid service of assessment, mediation, and counselling 
to help parents resolve their issues without going to trial.  The service utilizes gender balanced teams 
and includes the parents’ lawyers in the process.  The service has two stages – assessment and 
mediation – and provides the parents with a preview of what a court-ordered assessment would in all 
likelihood focus on, recommendations based on the best interests of the children, and potential for 
settlement using the input of legal counsel. 
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 Staff presentations on children and divorce to community organizations, and participation in various 
community and government committees.  Presentations by the Grandparent Advisor to grandparent 
groups and others interested in Grand Relations services. 


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


In 2009/10, Family Conciliation Services provided the following high quality services: 


 Information and referral – 2,092 clients. 


 Parent Education Program – “For the Sake of the Children” – 6,202 clients. 


 Conciliation counselling services – 5 clients. 


 Mediation services – 487 families. 


 Court-Ordered Assessments – 183. 


 Brief Consultation Services – 127 families. 


 Children’s Therapeutic Groups – 26 children. 


 Grand Relations services – 83 families regarding access between grandparents and their 
grandchildren. 


 First Choice Pilot Project – 136 families.  Received approval for multi-year funding from the 
Supporting Families Fund (Justice Canada) to support the ongoing pilot of First Choice services to 
March 31, 2011.  


In addition to these accomplishments, ongoing activities in 2009/10 included: 


 Continued public information and education, through numerous presentations and meetings, to inform 
the public of the needs of divorcing families, and the services provided by Family Conciliation 
Services. 


 Continued education to describe the service to lawyers and the courts, to encourage more 
appropriate referrals and utilization of the service. 


 Continued to review and determine effective educational programming for divorcing/separating 
parents and their children. 


 Ongoing review and revision of program and operational guidelines. 


 Modifications to the First Choice Pilot Project with the ultimate goal of full integration of the program 
into Family Conciliation Services. 


 Collaborated with the Community Legal Education Association to develop a self-representation legal 
guide for grandparents and other family members wishing to seek access to grandchildren. 


 Began the development of a shorter version of the “For the Sake of the Children” parent education 
program specifically for extended family members such as grandparents who wish access to their 
grandchildren. 


 Expanded delivery of the “For the Sake of the Children” program to Eastman Region (Steinbach) and 
began planning for delivery in the Central Region (Morden). 


 A senior policy analyst from the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch was dedicated to 
Family Conciliation Services to provide policy, program and planning support. 


 Expanded First Choice Pilot Project services to Westman Region. 
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Family Conciliation Service Profile     
 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Type of 
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Information 
and Referral 


1,949 506 7 108 25 2,595 1,507 496 12 142 49 2,206 1,464 458 - 141 29 2,092


Conciliation 
Counselling 


1 4 2 - - 7 6 3 1 - - 10 4 1 - - - 5


Mediation 377 73 3 15 25 493 366 77 3 22 14 482 377 77 2 14 17 487


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
Report 


164 47 12 8 10 241 133 50 9 6 11 209 132 39 1 3 8 183


Brief 
Consultation 
Service 


142 1 - - - 143 99 - - - - 99 126 - - 1 - 127


Children's 
Group 


53 - - - 37 90 26 - - - 32 58 11 - - - 15 26


Grand 
Relations 
- Service 


116 - - - - 116 86 - - - - 86 83 - - - - 83


-  Information 255* - - - - 255 147 - - - - 147 123 - - - - 123


First Choice 4 - - - - 4 63 - - - - 63 136 - - - - 136


Parent 
Education   
Program  


4,186 516 71 86 82 4,941 5,561 498 164 84 92 6,399 5,310* 511 188 103 90 6,202


TOTAL 7,247 1,147 95 217 179 8,885 7,994 1,124 189 254 198 9,759 7,766 1,086 191 262 159 9,464


*  Includes Eastman (98) and Interlake (16) 
 


Family Conciliation Mediation Referral Sources   


 Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region 
Northern 


(Thompson) Region 
Northern (Norman) 


Region 


Referral Source 


2007/08
 


2008/09
 


2009/10
 


2007/08
 


2008/09
 


2009/10
 


2007/08
 


2008/09
 


2009/10
 


2007/08
 


2008/09
 


2009/10
 


2007/08
 


2008/09
 


2009/10
 


Court 16% 18% 18% 8% 3% 9% 33% -% -% -% 23% 14% 4% -% -% 


Lawyer 3% 3% 1% 22% 16% 10% -% -% -% 7% 4% 29% 4% -% 6% 


Self 80% 78% 79% 66% 80% 78% 67% 100% 100% 93% 64% 57% 88% 100% 94% 


Other 1% 1% 2% 4% 1% 3% -% -% -% -% 9% -% 4% -% -% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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CHILD PROTECTION  
Objectives  


 To ensure that the community and families provide for the safety and well-being of their children 
under The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act and The 
Adoption Act.   


 To manage, direct and support Branch programs to ensure effective service delivery within available 
budgetary and human resources. 


 To plan and develop a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the Province 
designed to support, supplement, and where necessary, substitute for parental care.  This 
responsibility includes administrative, program and funding support for the four Child and Family 
Services Authorities to provide high-quality services in accordance with provincial statutory 
requirements, policy direction and budgetary allocations. 


 To contribute to the promotion of the healthy social development of children, families and 
communities, and in particular, those at risk, through the development and management of a 
continuum of early intervention and prevention services. 


 To provide funding and support to ancillary and related service organizations that provide a range of 
preventative and supportive services to children and families, including minor and single parents. 


 
The Branch’s programs include Centralized Services, Investigations/Risk Assessment, Intersectoral 
Activities and Community Supports, and Adoption and Post-Adoption Services.  


Responsibilities  


 In accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
and The Adoption Act, the Child Protection Branch oversees a comprehensive continuum of child and 
family services throughout the Province.  This includes providing policy direction and support to the 
four Child and Family Services Authorities that administer and provide for the delivery of child welfare 
services through the agencies they mandate.   


 Directs, coordinates and evaluates the development of program and service delivery options 
consistent with government and Department objectives and with changing needs. 


 Participates with Authorities and stakeholders in the development of strategic plans for the child and 
family services system. 


 Provides funding, program, and administrative support to Authorities and community-based and 
residential care facility agencies and resources that provide early intervention and prevention 
programs and services to at-risk children, families, and communities.  This includes consultation and 
support to the Manitoba Foster Family Network, Child Care Treatment Centres and Manitoba 
Association of Residential Treatment Resources. 


 Establishes and maintains relationships with community-based agencies and the Community Service 
Delivery Division to manage and develop a continuum of early intervention and prevention services 
for at-risk children, families and communities within the context of an integrated service delivery 
system. 


 Develops service purchase agreements, funding models and quality assurance mechanisms; reviews 
financial requirements; and maintains accountability for public funds, with respect to Branch 
programs. 
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 Identifies policy development issues; reviews and recommends changes to legislation and 
regulations; and implements approved policies, legislation and regulations. 


 Establishes provincial standards for service delivery and monitors Authority compliance. 


 Establishes standards and licensing requirements for child care facilities, issues licences and 
monitors and audits licensed facilities. 


 Licenses and monitors private licensed adoption agencies. 


 Promotes high-quality services delivered by child and family services agencies through consultation, 
training, research and evaluation. 


 Provides a range of competency-based training modules and specialized training for child welfare 
professionals including caseworkers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster 
parents.  With the four Authorities, plans for the ongoing development of culturally-appropriate 
training programs.  


 Administers centralized provincial services including the Adoption, Post-Adoption, Paternity and Child 
Abuse Registries, CFSIS and Intake Module System, criminal risk assessments, provincial 
investigations, provincial residential placements, intake and inquiry concerns, and interprovincial 
queries.  


 Administers and provides funding to the Financial Assistance for Adoption of Permanent Wards 
subsidy. 


 
09-4B Child Protection  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,676 72.00 4,181 495  


Other Expenditures 2,856  2,002 854 
1 


Authorities and Maintenance of Children 319,883  293,027 26,856 
2 


The Family Support Innovations Fund 892  928 (36) 


Total Expenditures  328,307  300,138 28,169  


1. The variance is primarily due to increased general operating expenditures such as Accommodation Cost Recovery (ACRS), IT 
operating, communications and professional services. 


2. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as increased costs for Child 
Maintenance. 


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Continued to support the devolution of child and family services delivery responsibilities to the four 
Child and Family Services Authorities. 


 Made significant progress in partnership with the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing 
Committee, to implement the Changes for Children initiative responses to the 295 recommendations 
from the 2006 external reviews and the ongoing stabilization of the child and family services system.  
This work included significant activity to relieve front line workload pressures; improve the CFSIS 
computer system to enhance ease of use and child safety; and introduce Phase 2 of Differential 
Response/Family Enhancement.  Since a standard for hotel placement was implemented in 
November 2007, the Foster Care Teams and their agencies have been successful in ensuring that no 
children were placed in hotels except in exceptional circumstances.  Work continued on recruiting 
new emergency and longer term placement options to sustain this accomplishment.  Participated with 
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Indian and Northern Affairs Canada and First Nations Authorities on the development of an on-
reserve prevention framework which will complement Differential Response/Family Enhancement 
once in place. 


 Continued to develop the online standards manual for child and family services.  During the 2009/10 
fiscal year, a number of updates were added to existing manual sections including a requirement that 
current digital photographs of all children in care are available and stored on the child’s computer file.  
Printed copies of current photos must also be stored on a child’s paper file.  Priorities carried over to 
2010/11 include the development of new manual sections relating to family enhancement services, 
child sexual exploitation, absent and missing children, fetal alcohol spectrum disorder (FASD) and 
agency board operations.   


 Continued to consult and communicate with the four Authorities on policy and program issues, 
monitored fiscal and program issues, and assisted the Authorities to further develop their agency 
relations functions including training, advice, and support. 


 Continued to support the implementation of policy, program and financial initiatives to address the 
recommendations of the external reviews completed in 2006. 


 The 3rd Annual Child Abuse Coordinator Conference hosted by the Child Protection Branch, the 
Child and Family Services Authorities and the Joint Training Team was held in February 2010.  This 
conference was specific to Child Abuse Coordinators and provided up-to-date information on 
legislation, regulations, process and responsibilities, that guide the work of Child Abuse Committees.  
The conference also provided the opportunity for Child Abuse Coordinators to network and develop 
partnerships with each other and the Child Abuse Registrar.  


Developed or continued with the following partnerships: 


 Continued to represent Manitoba on the National Directors of Child Welfare Committee and serve as 
a co-lead for Aboriginal issues at the table. 


 The operational testing phase of the National Outcomes Matrix was completed in 2009.  The overall 
finding that it is possible to establish cross-jurisdictional indicators of child welfare outcomes was 
presented to the National Directors of Child Welfare in October 2009.  An ongoing National Outcomes 
Matrix, if implemented, could represent a key milestone in the establishment of a national strategy for 
evidence-based outcomes measurement for child welfare in Canada.  


 Continued to implement Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy; Tracia’s Trust by establishing a 
Sexual Exploitation Unit at the Child Protection Branch.  Six regional teams operated in areas around 
the province, addressing the issue of sexual exploitation. Proclaimed the second annual Stop Child 
Sexual Exploitation Awareness Week during the second week of March 2010. In Winnipeg, a one day 
forum on offenders was held.  “Dear John: It’s Rape, Not a Date” was well attended by nearly 300 
stakeholders. 


 Launched the StreetReach initiative in Winnipeg, which is a partnership with Winnipeg Police Service, 
Child Protection Branch, CFS and outreach services and which resulted in the stabilization of many 
vulnerable children identified as high-risk victims. A partnership was also developed with the 
Manitoba Hotel Association for the delivery of training material to assist with the identification and 
reporting of child sexual exploitation predators by staff in hotels and motels in Manitoba. Work began 
to establish a six-bed rural healing lodge for sexually exploited children. 


 Continued work to launch two child advocacy centres in Manitoba – one in Winnipeg and one in the 
Parkland Region. 


 The Children’s Advocacy Centre (CAC) model is a child-focused, community-based program in which 
representatives from many disciplines including law enforcement, child protection, prosecution, 
mental health, medical services and victim advocacy work together to better serve the needs of 
children who may have been abused. The Manitoba CAC model has been renamed the Child Victim 
Centre (CVC) as an interim measure until a permanent name is identified. 
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 Continued partnerships with the Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Centres and the 
Manitoba Foster Family Network to develop and deliver competency-based training to child and youth 
care and foster parent professionals. 


 Continued participation on the Provincial Advisory Committee on Child Abuse (PACCA), which is an 
independent body that consists of representatives from various government departments and 
community agencies, dedicated to promoting the best service delivery to children in Manitoba who 
may be victims of abuse. 


 Continued to participate with the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing Committee and 
Healthy Child Manitoba to develop and fund fetal alcohol spectrum disorder (FASD) initiatives 
including prevention, diagnostics and intervention to prevent and support those living with the effects 
of FASD, under the Changes for Children initiative.     


 Continued working with the Joint Training Team, a decentralized training team with representatives 
from each Child and Family Services Authority and the Child Protection Branch.  


 Continued to work with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch and the four Child and 
Family Services Authorities to implement Differential Response/Family Enhancement services. 


 Provided funding to 34 community agencies, which deliver programs for children and families. 


 Coordinated the review, negotiation, revision and implementation of service purchase agreements 
with funded agencies. 


 Participated in the ongoing planning and implementation of the Department’s Integrated Service 
Delivery initiative. 


 Managed funding, community, and agency relations issues and requests regarding funded-agency 
programs and projects. 


 Participated on a number of inter-departmental and inter-governmental committees. 
 


Ongoing supports provided by the Branch included: 


 The delivery of a series of core competency-based training and specialized training modules to case 
workers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster parents throughout the 
system.  The Branch also continued to provide CFSIS and Intake Module training for the Authorities 
and their agencies.   


 Continued to license and review residential placement resources for children, including group homes, 
emergency shelters, and child care treatment centres.  Continued to review and process applications 
for residential child care facilities.  In addition, the Branch processed and prioritized referrals to the 
residential care system and supported the Youth Emergency Crisis Stabilization System. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2008/09 2009/10 
   
Licensed Facilities 125 124 
Licensed Beds 718 711 
Funded Beds 245 259 
Training 
Joint Training Team – Provincial Competency-Based Training 1,386 1,719


Joint Training Team – Specialized Training1 3,671 4,300


Child and Family Services Application (CFSA) 266 310
Registries 
  Adoption  
      Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards2 27 37 
 
      Division 2 – Private Adoptions3 18 30 
 
      Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions4 65 62 
 
      Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions5 11 14 
 
      Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions6 4 3 
  Post-Adoption  
      Post-Adoption Registrations 352 408 
 
      Post-Adoption Reunions 182 223 
  Child Abuse  
     Child Abuse Registrations  183 241 
 
     Employers/Others Using Registry 486 477 
 
     Child Abuse Registry Checks 62,224 65,936 
Others  
     Child Abuse Investigations7 2,194 2,773 
 
     Criminal Risk Assessments8 12,019 11,163 
 
     Repatriations 10 8 
 
     Inter-provincial Alerts 525 539 
 
     Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries 1,636 1,645 


1  In 2007, the Joint Training Unit (JTU) was officially established in a centralized location in Winnipeg and included a full 
complement of staff representing all four Child and Family Services Authorities and Manitoba Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs.  The JTU reports to the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing Committee and is responsible for establishing 
and maintaining a training initiative to develop a qualified, culturally competent workforce for child and family services. In 
July 2009, the JTU transitioned to a decentralized delivery approach with each member based at their respective employing 
body, but continuing to function as a collaborative team.  As such, in December 2009, the name of the unit was changed from 
the JTU to the Joint Training Team (JTT).    


2 Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 
3  Child placed by biological parent. 
4  Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba.  


5 Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years.   
6  Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months. 


7  Includes investigations completed by provincial investigator. 
8 Training agency staff on enhanced confidentiality safeguards resulted in fewer assessments being processed during a two 


month period 
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*    Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
**  Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare. 


  


Provincial Caseload by Category 
As at March 31, 2010 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers 
Number of 


Children in Care 


Number of 
Families 


Receiving 
Services 


Number of 
Unmarried 
Adolescent 


Parents TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY     


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 632 979 88 1,699 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 640 350 17 1,007 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 355 255 44 654 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 293 255 34 582 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and  
   Community Services 414 257 15 686 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 117 347 11 475 


Sub-Total 2,451 2,443 209 5,103 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY     


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 268 175 7 450 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  498 182 9 689 
Child and Family Services All Nations  
   Coordinated Response Network 41 393 0 434 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 650 334 36 1,020 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 166 292 13 471 


Peguis Child and Family Services 198 266 4 468 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 299 183 2 484 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services* 264 191 22 477 
Southeast Child and Family Services 1,111 680 7 1,798 


West Region Child and Family Services 691 713 27 1,431 


Sub-Total 4,186 3,409 127 7,722 


GENERAL AUTHORITY     


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 101 213 16 330 


Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 146 499 36 681 


Churchill Child and Family Services 18 9 1 28 


Eastman Region 173 325 4 502 


Interlake Region 65 151 0 216 


Jewish Child and Family Service** 28 184 0 212 


Northern Region 95 107 3 205 


Parkland Region 6 51 2 59 


Winnipeg Region 1,054 1,790 6 2,850 


Sub-Total 1,686 3,329 68 5,083 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY     


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 797 825 9 1,631 


Sub-Total 797 825 9 1,631 


TOTAL 9,120 10,006 413 19,539 
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 
As at March 31, 2010 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers Inuit Métis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status 


Not 
Aboriginal TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY        


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0 99 533 0 632 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 120 520 0 640 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 2 353 0 355 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 11 8 274 0 293 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and  
   Community Services 0 1 46 365 2 414 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 0 4 2 111 0 117 


Sub-Total 0 16 277 2,156 2 2,451 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 18 16 224 10 268 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 2 32 464 0 498 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
   Response Network 1 11 1 20 8 41 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 3 14 632 1 650 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 0 146 20 166 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 4 18 176 0 198 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 0 56 240 3 299 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services* 0 1 14 249 0 264 


Southeast Child and Family Services 0 3 67 1,041 0 1,111 


West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 24 667 0 691 


Sub-Total 1 42 242 3,859 42 4,186 


GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 14 9 14 64 101 


Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 18 8 14 106 146 


Churchill Child and Family Services 8 2 0 8 0 18 


Eastman Region 1 25 4 26 117 173 


Interlake Region 0 11 6 15 33 65 


Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 28 28 


Northern Region 0 4 5 32 54 95 


Parkland Region 0 0 1 3 2 6 


Winnipeg Region 3 112 57 158 724 1,054 


Sub-Total 12 186 90 270 1,128 1,686 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 19 629 47 69 33 797 


Sub-Total 19 629 47 69 33 797 


TOTAL 32 873 656 6,354 1,205 9,120 


*  Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
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Number of Children In Care by Legal Status  
As at March 31, 2010  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 


2007/08 2008/09 2009/10
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FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY                         
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 309 140 144 593 371 132 101 604 379 108 145 632
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring  
   Agency 280 16 164 460 284 25 198 507 344 48 248 640
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 151 40 88 279 171 31 63 265 204 34 117 355
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 213 35 44 292 203 37 49 289 189 39 65 293
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
   and Community Services 132 26 77 235 171 24 123 318 238 38 138 414
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 61 2 28 91 72 3 21 96 61 1 55 117


Sub-Total 1,146 259 545 1,950 1,272 252 555 2,079 1,415 268 768 2,451
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY    


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 144 38 31 213 176 53 26 255 185 49 34 268
Anishinaabe Child and Family  
   Services  295 74 35 404 389 60 34 483 415 51 32 498
Child and Family Services All Nations 
   Coordinated Response Network 0 0 50 50 0 2 40 42 0 0 41 41
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
   Services 455 35 95 585 493 54 126 673 495 33 122 650
Intertribal Child and Family Services 114 11 30 155 125 5 28 158 134 8 24 166
Peguis Child and Family Services 86 59 31 176 114 38 33 185 132 37 29 198
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 190 30 31 251 208 27 71 306 236 7 56 299
Sandy Bay2 87 16 25 128 111 20 172 303 126 59 79 264
Southeast Child and Family Services 583 235 205 1,023 661 289 201 1,151 718 238 155 1,111
West Region Child and Family  
   Services 357 95 140 592 398 106 134 638 454 81 156 691


Sub-Total 2,311 593 673 3,577 2,675 654 865 4,194 2,895 563 728 4,186
GENERAL AUTHORITY    


Child and Family Services of Central  
   Manitoba 34 50 15 99 34 41 21 96 35 43 23 101
Child and Family Services of Western 
   Manitoba 75 5 49 129 91 4 46 141 90 4 52 146
Churchill Child and Family Services 9 2 7 18 9 0 4 13 13 4 1 18
Eastman Region 64 54 31 149 79 57 54 190 81 53 39 173
Interlake Region 39 20 3 62 36 17 13 66 28 18 19 65
Jewish Child and Family Service 14 1 3 18 11 4 7 22 14 8 6 28
Northern Region 58 4 23 85 51 5 25 81 45 7 43 95
Parkland Region 7 3 9 19 4 2 13 19 6 0 0 6
Winnipeg Region  611 238 228 1,077 517 242 252 1,011 514 257 283 1,054


Sub-Total 911 377 368 1,656 832 372 435 1,639 826 394 466 1,686
MÉTIS AUTHORITY    


Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 448 80 126 654 478 85 154 717 531 110 156 797


Sub-Total 448 80 126 654 478 85 154 717 531 110 156 797
TOTAL 4,816 1,309 1,712 7,837 5,257 1,363 2,009 8,629 5,667 1,335 2,118 9,120
1 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 
2 Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 


As at March 31, 2010 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 
Foster 


Homes1
Residential


Care2 


Other 
Placement
Resources3


Selected  
Adoption  
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 436 17 138 0 41 632 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring  
   Agency 176 74 267 1 122 640 
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 257 23 1 0 74 355 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 218 8 58 3 6 293 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family  
   and Community Services 268 6 104 0 36 414 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 75 25 9 0 8 117 


Sub-Total 1,430 153 577 4 287 2,451 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY   
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 201 9 50 0 8 268 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 392 2 98 0 6 498 
Child and Family Services All Nations  
   Coordinated Response Network 27 2 10 0 2 41 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family  
   Services 483 20 112 0 35 650 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 122 2 37 0 5 166 
Peguis Child and Family Services 148 2 41 5 2 198 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 267 14 18 0 0 299 
Sandy Bay5 107 7 68 0 82 264 
Southeast Child and Family Services 825 101 141 2 42 1,111 
West Region Child and Family Services 532 20 75 0 64 691 


Sub-Total 3,104 179 650 7 246 4,186 


GENERAL AUTHORITY       
Child and Family Services of Central  
   Manitoba 78 4 11 0 8 101 
Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 73 16 37 3 17 146 
Churchill Child and Family Services 12 1 1 0 4 18 
Eastman Region 91 11 56 0 15 173 
Interlake Region 42 4 9 0 10 65 
Jewish Child and Family Services 18 4 6 0 0 28 
Northern Region 53 9 22 0 11 95 
Parkland Region 5 0 1 0 0 6 
Winnipeg Region 684 89 203 18 60 1,054 


Sub-Total 1,056 138 346 21 125 1,686 


MÉTIS AUTHORITY       
Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 531 42 180 2 42 797 


Sub-Total 531 42 180 2 42 797 


TOTAL 6,121 512 1,753 34 700 9,120 
1 Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 
2 Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 
3 Includes places of safety.  
4 Includes St. Amant Centre, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities. 
5 Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007.   
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2009/2010 


 Foster & Special Rate Care   


Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total 
Residential 


Care Total 


First Nations of Northern Child and Family 
Services Authority Agencies/Regions     


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 26,364 55,861 82,225 1,015 83,240 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 12,867 102,886 115,753 2,129 117,882
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 12,749 29,896 42,645 969 43,614
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 11,488 36,553 48,041 1,631 49,672
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and   
   Community Services 23,643 40,929 64,572 1,077 65,649 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 1,759 13,465 15,224 217 15,441 


Sub-Total 88,870 279,590 368,460 7,038 375,498


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and 
Family Services Authority Agencies/Regions     


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 50,012 84,509 134,521 4,411 138,932 
West Region Child and Family Services 58,394 106,382 164,776 1,217 165,993
Southeast Child and Family Services 41,574 151,926 193,500 3,587 197,087
Intertribal Child and Family Services 8,607 29,511 38,118 797 38,915
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 34,874 97,308 132,182 2,954 135,136
Peguis Child and Family Services 21,759 34,007 55,766 819 56,585
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 11,506 79,803 91,309 981 92,290
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 23,537 65,855 89,392 1,179 90,571
All Nations Coordinated Response Network  
   (ANCR) 


1,004 3,967 4,971 0 4,971


Sandy Bay 12,113 18,421 30,534 583 31,117
Sub-Total 263,380 671,689 935,069 16,528 951,597


General Child and Family Services Authority 
Agencies/Regions     


Winnipeg Child and Family Services Region 82,033 247,253 329,286 25,716 355,002 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 5,624 24,855 30,479 305 30,784
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 5,374 30,516 35,890 4,891 40,781
Jewish Child and Family Service 700 7,069 7,769 732 8,501
Churchill Child and Family Services 565 4,007 4,572 748 5,320
Eastman Region 38,501 23,024 61,525 3,705 65,230
Interlake Region 8,519 9,997 18,516 970 19,486
Parkland Region 1,181 3,003 4,184 685 4,869
Northern Region  - Norman 9,987 12,830 22,817 597 23,414
Northern Region - Thompson 1,993 3,500 5,493 1,738 7,231


Sub-Total 154,477 366,054 520,531 40,087 560,618


Métis Child and Family Services Authority     
Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 92,596 166,011 258,607 6,441 265,048 


TOTAL 599,323 1,483,344 2,082,667 70,094 2,152,761 
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*   Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
 


History of Funding ($000s) 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


Service Provider 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


 


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority $  9,172 $ 10,638 $ 11,583
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 5,228 5,298 5,124
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 7,185 7,946 10,982
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 1,672 2,170 2,488
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 3,072 4,314 4,414
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 3,423 4,946 5,923
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 1,172 1,631 1,383


Sub-Total 30,924 36,943 41,897


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority 23,298 28,519 31,033
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 7,670 8,008 8,269
West Region Child and Family Services 9,306 11,502 13,367
Southeast Child and Family Services 11,908 13,368 15,376
Intertribal Child and Family Services 2,227 2,190 2,346
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 6,675 8,760 9,652
Peguis Child and Family Services 2,504 3,540 3,705
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 4,962 5,870 6,864
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 4,077 5,758 7,404
All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 214 367 254
Sandy Bay* 811 1,492 2,107


Sub-Total 73,652 89,374 100,377
General Child and Family Services Authority/ Agencies/Regional 
Offices  


General Child and Family Services Authority $  7,204 $  7,618 $  7,983
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 45,545 51,769 54,833
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 1,530 1,928 2,318
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 1,802 2,183 2,526
Jewish Child and Family Service 529 589 974
Churchill Child and Family Services 372 487 643
Eastman Region 4,900 5,591 5,654
Interlake Region 1,634 1,926 1,975
Parkland Region 543 380 349
Northern Region – Norman 1,709 1,850 2,659
Northern Region – Thompson 694 720 689


Sub-Total 66,462 75,041 80,603


Métis Child and Family Services Authority 20,523 25,874 30,217


Directorate Programs 3,593 2,745 4,571


MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL 195,154 229,977 257,665


Treatment Centres – Grants 7,074 7,666 7,407


Residential Care 22,305 23,039 24,265


Other Agencies/Programs 11,095 11,907 11,612


Changes for Children – External Review 9,745 12,532 18,934


TOTAL  $245,373 $285,121 $319,883
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MANITOBA CHILD CARE PROGRAM  


Objectives  


 To promote sustainable, accessible, affordable, high-quality early learning and child care (ELCC) that 
supports the positive development of children and their families and to assist child care facilities to 
meet established standards of care.   


 To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents, to promote 
positive developmental care for children, including those with special needs and to support parental 
participation in early childhood care and education services.  


Responsibilities  


 Develops legislation, regulations, policies and standards relating to ELCC in Manitoba. 


 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of over 1,100 community 
based ELCC facilities. 


 Supports safe, accessible and affordable high-quality ELCC. 


 Monitors compliance with standards and regulations. 


 Oversees the Subsidy program budget, which provides financial assistance to eligible families. 


 Assesses centres’ financial operations and provides grants to eligible facilities. 


 Assists families participating in employment and training to find and maintain suitable child care. 


 Supports inclusion of children with special needs in ELCC. 


 Reviews regulations, policies and systems to support continuous program development, through the 
Child Care Regulatory Review Committee. 


 Classifies all child care assistants and early childhood educators who work in licensed child care 
centres. 


 Provides competency-based training to enable child care assistants to obtain an Early Childhood 
Educator II classification. 


 Provides an annual training grant to newly licensed family child care providers and currently licensed 
family child care providers and child care assistants who successfully complete a relevant and 
accredited course. 


 Implements the ELCC in Schools Policy in collaboration with the Public Schools Finance Board. 


 Administers the Family Choices Building Fund Program for ELCC centres. 


 Administers various training supports and initiatives for child care assistants, early childhood 
educators and family child care providers. 


 Administers the Recruitment Incentive Grant to attract early childhood educators back to the licensed 
ELCC system. 


 Supports and administers board governance initiatives. 


 Participates on various committees, including the Provincial Healthy Child Advisory Committee, the 
Child Care Regulatory Review Committee, the ELCC Fund Management Committee, and Manitoba 
Advanced Education and Training’s Child Care Education Program Approval Committee. 
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09-4C-1 Child Care 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,193 33.50 1,760 433  1 


Other Expenditures 928  629 299  2 


Financial Assistance and Grants 114,650  116,551 (1,901)   


Total Expenditures 117,771  118,940 (1,169)  


1. The variance is primarily due to severance costs and additional staff required to implement Family Choices. 
2. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with the implementation of Family Choices. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 The total budget for child care was $118.9 million, an increase of $5.8 million, to continue initiatives to 
improve quality, accessibility and affordability.  


 The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to implement Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year 
Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care.  Announced on April 28, 2008, the agenda is based on the 
principles of accessibility and universality, affordability and quality and includes: 


- 6,500 more funded child-care spaces 
- Enhanced nursery school spaces funding 
- $37 million Family Choices Building Fund  
- Child-care safety charter  
- Age-appropriate curricula and enhanced program quality 
- Centralized online registry  
- Lowest fees outside Quebec 
- Greater inclusion and diversity 
- More flexible hours  
- Stronger workforce 
- Strategic expansion  
- Stronger parental stewardship 


 The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review 
Committee to improve the ELCC system in Manitoba. 


Affordability 


 Maintained maximum parent fees at rates established in 2002. 


 Provided funding for the Subsidy Program to support an estimated 9,189 children in subsidized child 
care in every four-week period. 


Accessibility and Universality 


 Committed funding for an additional 500 centre spaces. 


 Provided enhanced funding for an additional 311 nursery school spaces, which reduces parent fees 
to $5 per session and provides additional resources for higher program quality. 


 Continued nursery school subsidy to support access by more low- and middle-income families 
including stay-at-home parents. 


 Continued centralized online registry development. 
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Quality – Workforce Stabilization and Development 


 Increased operating grants to child care centres to allow for an overall three per cent increase in 
revenue to raise wages.  Operating grants for family and group child care home providers also 
increased to assist them to meet established standards of care. 


 Continued the Wage Adjustment Fund to assist facilities in raising the wages of early childhood 
educators (ECEs) to at least $15.50 per hour and Child Care Assistants-in-Training to at least $12.25 
per hour. 


 Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign for ECE.  This fund is 
aimed at attracting more students to the field of ECE. 


 Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to further support the continued 
enrolment of students in approved ECE training programs. 


 Continued innovative training options using leading edge technology to video stream courses over the 
internet to students in three rural communities (Portage la Prairie, Winkler, and Steinbach). 


 Continued funding for training supports including tuition support and staff replacement grant to 
support students in full-time day and as workplace ECE diploma programs. 


 Increased the training grant to $350 from $250 for newly licensed family child care providers, as well 
as for existing providers and child care assistants, who successfully complete an approved 40-hour 
course in a recognized ECE training program.  The grant was also expanded to ECE IIs seeking to 
upgrade their classification to the ECE III level. 


 Continued funding for Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to return to the field. 


 Continued the ECE: International Education Qualifications Program and the Manitoba Child Care 
Program’s competency-based training programs. 


 Established the Family Choices Scholarship Fund as an incentive for high school students in areas 
with the greatest labour shortage. 


Quality – Learning Environments 


 Continued use of infant and preschool environment rating scales to improve quality by service 
delivery and Manitoba Child Care Program staff. 


 Launched a curriculum framework through information workshops and onsite mentoring to help 
facilities articulate their curriculum. 


 Implemented regulation changes to further support children with additional support needs and 
provided resources to help facilities write an inclusion policy. 


 Continued the ELCC in Schools Policy with a focus on the use of surplus school space as a first 
choice location for ELCC.  Capital fund priority is given to development of these spaces. 


 Provided capital investments for child care centres not located in schools, including construction and 
renovation costs up to $400,000. 


 Developed resource materials and delivered over 40 workshops to help facilities write enhanced 
safety plans and codes of conduct required under the Child Care Safety Charter. 


 Offered board governance training sessions in the fall of 2009 through the cross-divisional board 
governance committee and continuing this training as needed 


 Supported four board governance initiatives to develop alternative governance models that are more 
effective and responsive to communities and families. 
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Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 
2008/09 to 2009/10 


2008/09 2009/10 
 
Centres 


 
No. of Centres No. of Spaces No. of Centres 


 
No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  561 22,359  573 23,111 


Unfunded Non-Profit 25 1,332 29 1,760 


Commercial 32 1,194 33 1,174 


Total 618 24,885 635 26,045 


 
 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Homes 


 
No. of Homes No. of Spaces No. of Homes 


 
No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 397  2,685 372 2,563 


Unfunded   95  766 96 774 


Total 492 3,451 468 3,337 


 
 
Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2010 


 Centres Homes Total 


Region 


 
No. of 


Centres 
No. of 


Spaces 
No. of 
Homes 


No. of 
Spaces 


 
No. of 


Facilities 
No. of 


Spaces 


Winnipeg 331 15,842 173 1,182 504 17,024 


Westman 74 2,083 86 613 160 2,696 


Eastman 46 1,531 30 185 76 1,716 


Central 


Interlake 


50 


26 


1,527 


780 


19 


39 


131 


271 


69 


65 


1,658 


1,051 


Parkland 26 674 14 99 40 773 


Northern 20 674 11 82 31 756 


Total 573 23,111 372 2,563 945 25,674 
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Commercial Centres 
as of March 31, 2010 
 
Region 


 
 Total No. of Facilities 


 
 Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg    27   1,077 


Other Regions    6            97 


Total    33   1,174 


 
 


Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2009/10 


 
 
 Facilities 


 
Number of  


Licensing Orders* 


 
Licence 


Suspensions/Refusals 


Non-profit centres 


Commercial centres 


Homes 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Total 1 0 


   *  A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Care Standards Act when serious violations of licensing 
regulations occur. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE 
 
 


 2008/09 2009/10 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 
Total number of program sites: 1,110 1,103 


 number of child care centres 618 635 
 number of child care homes 492 468 


Program capacity (spaces) 28,336 29,382 
 spaces for preschool children 19,005 19,725 
 spaces for school age children 9,331 9,657 
 change in program capacity (spaces) + 1,147 + 1,046 
 change in program capacity (%) + 4.2% + 3.7% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years1 173,300 173,700 


 preschool children (0 to 5 years) 79,200 77,000 
 school age children (6 to 12 years) 94,100 96,700 


Percentage of Manitoba children for whom there 
was a regulated space 


 
16.4% 


 
16.9% 


 preschool children (0 to 5 years) 24.0% 25.6% 
 school age children (6 to 12 years) 9.9% 10.0% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Total number of newly funded child care spaces 
in centres2 1,847 752 


 spaces for preschool children 770 513 
 spaces for school age children 1,077 239 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based) 
 infant $28.00 $28.00 
 preschool $18.80 $18.80 
 school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.60 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based) 
 infant $20.40 $20.40 
 preschool $16.40 $16.40 
 school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.60 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $  2.00 $  2.00 
Average number of children receiving 
subsidized child care per 4-week period 9,483 9,189 
Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 


 one parent, one preschool child 
- full subsidy up to $15,593 $15,593 
- partial subsidy up to $27,796 $27,796 


 two parents, two preschool children 
- full subsidy up to $21,371 $21,371 
- partial subsidy up to $45,777 $45,777 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 
 infant space $9,165 $9,620 
 preschool space $3,335 $3,562 
 school age space $1,219 $1,340 
 nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $   400 $   450 


Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through 
parent fees and operating grants per space) $   253 $   260 
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 2008/09 2009/10 
Parent fees as percentage of 
annual centre revenue3 


 infant space 44% 43% 
 preschool space 59% 58% 
   school age space 72% 70% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 


 infant space $1,676 $1,676 
 preschool space $   934 $1,044 
 school age space  $   578 $   636 


QUALITY 
Regulated ratios (centre based) 


 infant  1:4 1:4 
 preschool  1:8 1:8 
 nursery school  1:10 1:10 
 school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  
 infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 
 school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within 
first year of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Minimum training requirement for family child 
care licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Centre staff by classification 
 Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for 


classification) 
1,336 1,468 


 Number of ECE IIIs (post-diploma education 
required for classification) 


  912   929 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as  ECE II or ECE III 


 number of enhanced homes 77 70 
 number of enhanced home spaces 547 487 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs4 + 4.9% + 4.4% 
Change in income for FCC licensees  + 1.3% + 0.9% 
Percentage of centres that are non-profit5 95% 95% 
Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 95% 95% 
Number of children served under the Inclusion 
Support Program  1,495 1,465 
Percentage of facilities participating in the 
Inclusion Support Program 


 Centres 59% 60% 
 Homes 20% 12% 


1 Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey. Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the 
Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in institutions. 


2 Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces. 
3 Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of 


eligible families. 
4 Based on salary analysis of Early Childhood Educator IIs in funded full-time centres. 
5 Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community 


Studies, August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care 
environments. 
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FAMILY CHOICES:  
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care  


Progress Report to March 31, 2010 
 
 


Agenda Commitment Progress 


 6,500 More Child Care 
Spaces Funded by 2013 


 Funding committed for 2,850 child care spaces for children of all 
ages in need of care. 


 Increased Nursery 
School Enrolment 


 Enhanced funding allocated to 23 nursery schools (429 spaces) 
so more children can access an early learning opportunity. 


 Maximum fee of $5 per session maintained with full subsidies for 
qualifying families. 


 Family Choices Building 
Fund 


 Funding approved for 57 projects to renovate, expand or create 
new child care centres, including: 


o 22 that are complete and operating, creating 600 new child 
care spaces 


o 21 brand new child care sites (with 10 already complete and 
operating)  


o 18 in schools with surplus space across the province 


 Grants offered in November 2008 and June 2009 to help facilities 
buy equipment, enhance centre security and complete 
renovations to support high quality environments for children. 


 Child Care Safety 
Charter 


 Manitoba becomes the first Canadian jurisdiction with a legislated 
Child Care Safety Charter, passed in June 2008. 


 Resources and supports, including province-wide workshops, 
provided to facilities to help them develop comprehensive safety 
plans and codes of conduct. 


 Weather radios provided for programs. 


 Age Appropriate 
Curricula and Enhanced 
Program Quality 


 Materials developed for use by preschool centres and enhanced 
nursery schools as they define their play-based, early learning 
curricula. 


 Mentorship and support provided by quality-enhancement team.  


 Infant and preschool environment rating scales used to enhance 
program quality.  Use of family child care home-rating scale 
introduced as a self-assessment tool. 


 Centralized Online 
Registry 


 A centralized registry under development to provide parents with 
current, reliable information about child care in their communities. 


 Lowest Fees Outside of 
Quebec 


 Manitoba continues to regulate maximum fees (only Manitoba and 
Quebec do so) and has the lowest fees outside Quebec.   


 Fees across Canada monitored. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress


 Greater Inclusion  Program name changed to Inclusion Support Program and 
regulations established to support inclusive programming for 
children. 


 Resources distributed to help facilities write an inclusion policy. 


 Flexible Hours  Currently identifying needs for off-hours and seasonal programs; 
options being explored. 


 Stronger Workforce  Six per cent unit increase provided in operating grants – three per 
cent in July 2008 and three per cent in July 2009. 


 Wage adjustment fund established to support hourly wages of 
$15.50 for Early Childhood Educator IIs and $12.25 for Child Care 
Assistants in training. 


 Workplace training expanded. 


 Annual training grant increased to $350 for Child Care Assistants 
and also extended to Early Childhood Educator IIs. 


 A new recruitment campaign launched – “It’s the small wonders 
that make this career great”. 


 Family Choices Scholarship Fund started as an incentive for high 
school students at University College of the North and Collège 
universitaire de Saint-Boniface (areas with the greatest labour 
shortage). 


 Strategic Expansion  Ongoing research to identify the need for the strategic expansion 
of child care spaces for under-serviced areas. 


 Stronger Parental 
Stewardship 


 Six groups funded in 2008/09 and four groups funded in 2009/10 
to support initiatives that enhance board governance.   


 Ongoing board orientations available for new child care board 
members and ad hoc training sessions for child care centre 
boards. 


 Board members from 24 facilities across Manitoba received 
training in fall 2009. 
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FAMILY VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Objectives  


 To promote the elimination of intimate partner violence through the development and support of a 
continuum of community-based services. 


 To provide policy and program direction, as well as funding, to specialized services for women, their 
children and men caught in the cycle of family violence.  These services are delivered by 33 
community-based agencies across the province.   


Responsibilities  


 Provides grants, monitors, and evaluates agencies’ financial operations to ensure accountability for 
public funds and monitor service quality and delivery. 


 Develops and implements policies and program standards for residential counselling and support 
services for women, children and men caught in the cycle of family violence. 


 Provides program consultation and support to external agencies. 


 Networks and advocates for domestic violence services and supports at the local, national and 
international level. 


 Develops initiatives in partnership with government and community members to improve services and 
supports for those impacted by domestic violence (e.g. Workplace Initiative to Support Employees on 
Family Violence). 


 Works with interdepartmental and national partners to examine policy and legislative changes as 
needed. 
 


09-4C-2 Family Violence Prevention 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 491 9.00 635 (144) 1 


Other Expenditures 76  93 (17) 2 


External Agencies 12,204  12,727 (523)  


Total Expenditures 12,771  13,455 (684)  


1. The variance is primarily attributable to position vacancies. 
2. The variance is primarily related to lower general operating expenditures attributed to position vacancies. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Provided increased funding to Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency to support service expansion 
($167.0). 


 Provided increased funding to two women’s resource centres to assist with administrative functions 
($15.0). 


 Provided increased funding to two urban support programs to assist with meeting union-negotiated 
salary and benefit levels ($40.0). 
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 Provided increased funding through the At the Root initiative to four women’s resource centres to 
support children’s services, and to four residential second stage housing programs for children’s 
program materials ($81.0). 


 Continued to provide training opportunities for staff and board members of Family Violence 
Prevention Program (FVPP)-funded agencies through the provision of annualized funding for training 
to each agency, and opportunities for free training via the Department’s Board Development Strategy. 


 In partnership with Labour and Immigration (Status of Women) and Justice (Victim Services), 
continued to lead an interdepartmental domestic violence awareness workplace initiative called the 
Workplace Initiative to Support Employees (WISE) on Family Violence, which focuses on educating 
employers to recognize the signs of domestic violence among their staff and become familiar with 
relevant support services available to them.   


 In partnership with Labour and Immigration (Status of Women) and Justice (Victim Services), led the 
implementation of a provincial technology safety training and education strategy. 


 Continued to develop, implement, and monitor the minimum security standards in all shelters so that 
these facilities are as safe as possible.  


 Continued to contract with a clinical consultant with the capacity to assist FVPP-funded agencies 
across the province as they deal with complex client cases. 


 Continued to provide ongoing consultation with service providers regarding policy issues and specific 
operational matters, and some assistance in complex client issues. 


 Continued the ongoing monitoring of FVPP-funded agencies through annual or semi-annual site visits 
and annual Agency Program Consultations and Agency Adherence Reviews in support of services to 
women, children and men caught in the cycle of violence. 


 Requested agency audit reviews as necessary, and worked closely with agencies to implement 
recommendations. 


 Continued to ensure that all funded agencies have current, signed contracts/Service Purchase 
Agreements and corresponding program standards manuals; and monitored accountability of all 
agencies. 


 Continued to work with key community stakeholders and other relevant government departments to 
identify existing gaps in services and develop local program responses. 


 Continued to support Domestic Violence Prevention Month with the month-long promotional 
campaign titled “Domestic Violence Destroys Families” through the distribution of over 50,000 posters 
and pamphlets and advertisements in transit shelters, convenience stores and electronic billboards. 


 Continued the focused effort to coordinate family violence policy, protocol, program guidelines and 
relevant legislation within government and with other levels of government. 


Range of Services 


Women’s Resource Centres 


Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and referral, outreach and 
support groups to women affected by domestic violence, as well as educational programs, volunteer 
training and community development activities. Children’s programming for those impacted by domestic 
violence is also available. 


 Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
 Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
 Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
 North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
 Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
 Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc.  
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 Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc.  
 The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
 Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 


Women’s Shelters 


Ten Women’s Shelters provide safe, emergency accommodations and supportive counselling to women 
and their children who are victims of family violence. 
 
 Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
 Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
 Nova House Inc. 
 Osborne House Inc. 
 Parkland Crisis Centre Inc.  
 Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
 South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
 The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
 Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
 Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 


Information/Crisis Lines 


A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible source of information 
and support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence in their families or in the families of 
someone they are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs 


Four Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs offer safe, protective, affordable long-term housing 
and services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have extensive needs.  These programs 
also provide comprehensive emotional and practical support including individual and group counselling, 
parenting support and information. Children’s counselling is also available.   


 Alpha House Project Inc. 
 L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
 Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
 Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H. 


Urban Support Programs 


Six Urban Support Programs located in Winnipeg provide individualized counselling, open and closed 
support groups, longer-term counselling services, training to other service providers and public education. 


 Evolve Program - Klinic Community Health Centre Inc. 
 Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
 Family Violence Counselling Program - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
 Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
 A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service - Nor’West Co-op Community 


Health Centre Inc. 
 The Laurel Centre Inc. 


Specialized Programs 


Seven Specialized Programs, including Supervised Access Services, Couples Counselling, the Men’s 
Resource Centre and programs for men and children affected by family violence. 


 Couples Counselling Program - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
 Men’s Resource Centre - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
 Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
 Brandon Access/Exchange Services  
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 Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
 Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
 Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 


 
Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
 


 
    2007/08 


 
     2008/09 


 
     2009/10 


 
Women * 
Children 
 
Total* 


 
     36,511 


 15 
 


  36,526 


 
     43,749 


 114 
 


 43,863 


 
      46,592 


 211 
 


 46,803 
*  Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 


 
 
Number of Individual Counselling Sessions – Women’s Resource Centres 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
 


 
    2007/08 


 
     2008/09 


 
     2009/10 


 
Women  
Children 


 
     5,484 
       147 


 
      5,208 
        786 


 
      5,406 
      1,118 


 
Total 


 
     5,631 


 
      5,994 


 
      6,524 


 
 
Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
Type of Agency 


 
    2007/08 


 
     2008/09 


 
     2009/10 


 
Shelters 
Women’s Resource Centres 


 
     40,460 
       2,280 


 
      38,725 
        2,178 


 
      38,738 
        2,137 


 
Total 


 
     42,740 


 
      40,903 


 
      40,875 
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Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
Type of Service 


 
   2007/08 


 
     2008/09 


 
     2009/10 


 
Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential 
   Non-residential 
 
Children’s Counselling* 
 
Follow-Up Counselling 


 
 
     1,424 
       592 
 
     1,797 
 
        729 


 
 
       1,433 
          569 
 
       1,588 
 
          690 


 
 
       1,336 
          688 
 
       1,498 
 
          501 


 
Total 


 
     4,542 


 
       4,280 


 
       4,023 


*   Children’s Counselling includes residential and non-residential services.  
 
 
Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
Agency 


 
    2007/08 


 
       2008/09 


 
      2009/10 


 
Osborne House 
Ikwe Widdjiitiwin* 
Other Shelter Crisis Line Calls 


 
6,202 
    842  


    5,998 
 


 
      6,651 


    827 
  6,157 


 


 
      6,209 


    662 
    6,054 


 
 
Total 


 
  13,042    


 
      13,635 


 
     12,925 


*   Ikwe receives calls through the provincial toll-free 1-877 crisis/information line as all Manitoba shelters do. Ikwe has also  
maintained its own line in support of enhanced access to services for women in rural Aboriginal communities.  


 


 
Number of Clients Served by Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
Type of Program 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
191 
151 


 
212 
140 


 
233 
118 


 
Total 


 
342 


 
352 


 
351 


*   Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 
 
 
Number of Residential Bednights for Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
Type of Program 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
15,397 
20,041 


 
17,724 
17,760 


 
17,478 
15,957 


 
Total 


 
35,438 


 
35,484 


 
33,435 


*   Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing.  
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Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2007/08 to 2009/10 


 
 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


    
Urban Support  
Specialized  


          3,397 
          1,773 


          3,923 
          2,002 


          2,400* 
          2,356 


    
*  The reporting process was changed to address the issue of an individual being counted more than once within the same  


program.  
 


History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000s)  
 
Category 


 
2007/08 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


 
 $5,192 
 113 
 717 
 928 


 
 $5,258 
 80 
 717 
 1,050 


 
 $5,260 
 53 
 755 
 1,055 


Shelter Sub-Total 
 
Second Stage 
Urban Support Program 
Women's Resource Centres 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 


 6,950 
 
 527 
 1,687 
 1,568 
 842 


 7,105 
 
 548 
 1,710 
 1,644 
 827 


 7,123 
 
 553 
 1,749 
 1,737 
 1,042 


 
Total 


 
$11,574 


 
$11,834 


 
$12,204 
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Divisional Goals  


 To develop and manage an Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) system in order to better address the 
needs of Manitobans and continually improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services 
provided by the Department. 


 


Divisional Responsibilities 


 Delivers most of the Department’s social services and income assistance programs to eligible 
citizens. 


 
The Division operates through six branches:  
 


- Service Delivery Support  
- Rural and Northern Services  
- Winnipeg Services  
- Provincial Services  
- Manitoba Developmental Centre 
- Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


 


SERVICE DELIVERY SUPPORT  
Objective  


 To provide program expertise and support to service delivery management and staff in both Rural 
and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services. 


Responsibilities  


 Provides day-to-day policy and cross-program consultation and program expertise to service delivery 
staff and management across the province. 


 Ensures that service delivery staff have up-to-date policy and program information. 


 Supports program and policy development by ensuring that the service needs of citizens as well as 
the field perspective are communicated to the program divisions. 


 Investigates, analyzes and prepares briefing material on case-related issues and service delivery 
issues. 


 Coordinates communication between program branches and the regional service delivery system. 


 Assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining working relationships with partner 
agencies that provide services on the Department’s behalf. 


 Assists regions in managing program budgets. 


 Reviews and evaluates service delivery practices and workloads to support continuous improvement 
in service delivery. 


 Provides business expertise to support integrated information technology initiatives. 


 Identifies and responds to new trends and issues resulting from creating and implementing an 
integrated service delivery system. 


 Coordinates training for divisional staff. 
  


COMMUNITY SERVICE DELIVERY DIVISION 
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 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and coordinates assistance to municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


 Responsible for Workplace Safety and Health across the Department, including investigations, 
training and consulting for external agencies. 


 Manages the Business Continuity program and coordinates a department-wide response to all 
hazards including pandemics. 


 
09-5A Service Delivery Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,699 43.00 2,747 952  1 


Total Other Expenditures 4,747  4,293 454  


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with divisional training, special projects related to Integrated Service 
Delivery and the Manitoba Developmental Centre Transition and Community Supports Project. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Continued to support the implementation of recommended changes arising from case reviews, 
inquests, audits and program reviews. 


 Continued to improve processes for allocating, monitoring and tracking program funding to the 
community areas and regions. 


 Continued to support the development and testing of integrated case management processes and 
tools to facilitate a holistic approach to service, including the development of a comprehensive 
assessment system and related service standards. 


 Continued to develop, implement and refine processes for integrating operations into policy 
development processes. 


 Continued to support the implementation of the Children’s Special Services funding framework and 
financial management policies.  


 Continued to participate in the ongoing refinement of the Integrated Financial and Case Tracking 
(InFact) application and act as a communication vehicle for service delivery staff to ensure that their 
issues are addressed and that they are provided with ongoing information on the implementation and 
refinement of InFact.  Continued to develop a self-directed learning component for Children’s Special 
Services and Supported Living Program staff. 


 Continued to collaborate with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance 
Division to develop an updated respite policy for caregivers who need a break from providing care for 
a child with a disability. 


 Enhanced the communication process with regional staff by adopting a system for cross-program 
documentation based on the principles of integrated service delivery. 


 Continued to participate in research projects related to disability programs such as autism studies. 


 Continued to provide leadership and direction in services to the population impacted by autism, 
through an interdepartmental committee including Family Services and Consumer Affairs; Education; 
Health: and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors. 


 In collaboration with departmental and system stakeholders, continued to develop, coordinate and 
implement the annual divisional training plan with a strategic focus on community service. 
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 Implemented various orientation sessions, training sessions and cross-learning opportunities for 
staff/managers in response to divisional needs and priorities such as integrated service delivery 
practices. 


 Collaborated with other departmental partners and external resources to offer orientation, training and 
developmental opportunities for a combined total of over 1,432 staff. 


 Collaborated with the Canadian Mental Health Association to provide Mental Health First Aid training 
for 190 divisional staff. 


 Assisted with the delivery of community engagement orientation sessions for management and staff 
within service delivery regions and community areas, and as part of corporate orientations for newly-
hired departmental staff. 


 Continued to support the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda on Early 
Learning and Child Care.  (For further information regarding Family Choices please refer to the 
specific program section under the Child and Family Services Division.)  


 Supported child care facilities in the development of their codes of conduct and safety plans under the 
Child Care Safety Charter.  Received plans from child care facilities and will continue supporting 
facilities to ensure compliance within the 2010/11 fiscal year. 


 Continued to support the implementation of the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised 
Edition and the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.  The Rating Scales are 
tools to evaluate the quality of programs at child care facilities for children from infancy to school-age. 


 Provided separate monthly child care orientation and consultation sessions for Community Social 
Services Supervisors in Winnipeg and for Child Care Program Managers in the Rural and Northern 
regions.  


 Continued to support regional staff with the management of the Inclusion Support Program budget for 
children with additional support needs in child care facilities. 


 In collaboration with the Manitoba Child Care Program and other regulatory bodies, reviewed the 
national and provincial Fire and Building Codes as related to the expansion and new building of infant 
child care facilities. 


 Supported child care facilities in the preparation of their facility’s business continuity plan and 
received a plan from each facility that would become operational during a pandemic. 


 Continued with a pilot project through JobConnections for testing the Outcomes Assessment which is 
a core tool to support the Integrated Service Delivery Practice Model. 


 Continued with the development of the Outcomes Assessment tool.  A content review and analysis 
resulted in the development of a second revised tool that will be tested further in the field. 


 Continued to support and coordinate the delivery of Emergency Social Services with regional 
involvement. 


 In collaboration with the Emergency Measures Organization, developed and refined polices and 
procedures for provincial disaster recovery operations. 


 Provided or facilitated Emergency Social Services training to 242 individuals from 21 municipalities, 
and to 28 departmental staff. 


 Facilitated advanced training in Emergency Management and Emergency Social Services for two 
departmental staff at the Canadian Emergency Management College in Ottawa.  Also assisted with 
the federal training at the College (Public Safety Canada).  


 Participated on and contributed to a national committee (Council of Emergency Social Services 
Directors) dealing with the establishment of a national framework on Emergency Social Services, with 
support from the Public Health Agency of Canada, and a review of the National Emergency Stockpile 
System.  
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 Led the governmental Emergency Social Services response to the Manitoba Flood of 2009, and 
participated on the Recovery Steering Committee and working groups.  Chaired the provincial 
Evacuation Committee and led the Emergency Social Services planning for the flood, forest fires and 
repatriation of Canadians from Haiti following the earthquake. 


 Participated on and contributed to interdepartmental and multiple agency committees led by the 
Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization on Flood and Forest Fires Annexes to the Manitoba 
Emergency Plan. 


 Provided additional training to existing staff to increase the Branch’s capacity to respond to an 
emergency or assist with business continuity planning. 


 Created a full-time Business Continuity Specialist position to manage and enhance the Business 
Continuity Program for all functional areas of the Department and for critical service vendors. 


 Coordinated a department-wide response to pandemic planning through updates of divisional and 
functional area business continuity plans, workshops for service providers, and collaboration with our 
lead partners in Manitoba Health. 


 Supported critical service vendors in the preparation of their business continuity plans that would 
become operational during a pandemic. 


 As part of business planning, created a database to ensure service continuity on a priority basis to 
vulnerable participants in the Supported Living Program, Children’s Special Services Program, Child 
Care Program and Child and Family Services.  All children served by Child and Family Services, 
whether in their own homes or outside, are assigned the highest priority for service. 


 In response to the H1N1 pandemic, trained departmental staff in routine infection control practices 
and business continuity. 


 Established an Incident Command Centre, initially in response to the H1N1 pandemic.  It remains 
operational in the event of a department-wide emergency and Incident Command staff are engaged 
in quarterly exercises as a measure of preparedness. 


 Continued to provide clinical supervision and support to regionally based Behaviour Specialists and 
Psychologists, including behavioural psychology services, Fetal Alcohol Outreach and Autism 
Community Outreach. 


 Assumed clinical caseloads in Parkland and Northern regions for adults and children with mental 
disabilities. 


 Continued the ongoing review of psychology, fetal alcohol, and autism clinical support services 
throughout the province. 


 Provided ongoing clinical training programs in behaviour intervention and crisis management to 
agencies and care providers delivering services to adults and children with mental disabilities 
throughout the province. 


 Represented the Department on an interdepartmental committee completing the revision of the 
classification specifications for the Manitoba Government Psychologist positions (series). 


 Participated in meetings with clinical and administrative staff of Winnipeg, Pembina Trails and Seven 
Oaks School Divisions to determine and clarify issues and mutual expectations related to the 
eligibility requirements for the Department’s Supported Living Program. 


 Continued to offer leadership through the Transitions and Community Supports Team in the 
transitioning of individuals from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to community placements and in 
developing community capacity to support individuals with complex/multiple needs. 


 Participated in a Winnipeg Services committee addressing the transition of children with disabilities 
from Winnipeg Child and Family Services care to adult services. 
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 Through a co-management arrangement, offered support to Dawson Trail Opportunities Unlimited 
Inc. for the purpose of meeting its obligations under The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act and Residential Care guidelines. 


 Analyzed the results of a Winnipeg Services workload study to support the development of a human 
resource allocation model. 


 Assisted in allocating Innovation Funding for Child and Family Services in the Rural and Northern 
regions. 


 Participated in planning the implementation of the Provincial Youth Suicide Prevention Strategy. 


 Continued to support the operationalization of Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family 
Services.  Refined the communications protocol to ensure the coordination of requests and 
responses for Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family Services, and created a mechanism to 
organize and maintain file records for Winnipeg Child and Family Services.  


 Presented the findings and recommendations from a workload assessment of Winnipeg Child and 
Family Services to all Winnipeg Child and Family Services staff in June 2009, and collaborated with 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services to address the recommendations from the workload assessment. 


 Conducted focus groups and individual interviews with all Eastman Region Child and Family Services 
staff, and collected caseload and human resources data for the purpose of completing a workload 
assessment of Child and Family Services in Eastman Region. 


 Participated in the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Differential Response Design Team. 


 Completed the Differential Response Program logic models for Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child 
and Family Services. 


 Collaborated with the Child and Family Services Division and the General Child and Family Services 
Authority on the development of the Division 1 Adoption Manual which was distributed to all Child and 
Family Services Authorities in the province.  The committee began discussions on the development of 
a Division 2 Adoption Manual. 


 Assisted the General Child and Family Services Authority with the development and planning of its 
second Summit meeting for all General Child and Family Services Authority staff. 


 Collaborated with the General Child and Family Services Authority Best Practices Unit to develop a 
file audit tool. 


 Chaired the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Case Recording Working Group to develop a case 
recording package consistent with Child and Family Services standards. 


 Chaired and coordinated the Winnipeg Child and Family Services monthly Complex Case Review 
Committee. 


 Assisted Winnipeg Child and Family Services in completing its business continuity plan in response to 
the H1N1 pandemic. 


 Continued the work to update the Direct Service Workers Orientation Manual and the Manual for the 
Management of the Direct Service Workforce for dissemination in the 2010/11 fiscal year. 


 Consulted, guided and supported the Department to ensure that it was compliant with The Workplace 
Safety and Health Act and Regulations.  The Safety and Health Unit is a direct link to all Workplace 
Safety Health Committees, provides ongoing legislated training, and liaises with Manitoba Labour and 
Immigration. 
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 Continued to participate in the development of a protocol between the Employment and Income 
Assistance and the Supported Living programs to address equipment needs and essential building 
modifications in support of vulnerable persons living in community residences or private homes. 


 Continued to meet with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division on 
a regular basis to assess and establish policy regarding new program initiatives. 


 In collaboration with Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives and the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance Division, continued to support the development and 
implementation of the Portable Housing Benefit designed to support Employment and Income 
Assistance participants with mental health concerns in establishing housing stability. 


 Established the Recreational Opportunities for Children pilot project at four sites throughout the 
province using three models that engage community partners.  Recreational Opportunities for 
Children supports children in JobConnections families on Employment and Income Assistance to 
participate in recreational activities. 


 Partnered with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to launch a 
review of protection services for vulnerable persons under The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act. 


 Launched the Rebound initiative in collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and 
Income Assistance Division and Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, and through the 
support of the new Canada Skills and Transition Strategy and the Canada-Manitoba Labour Market 
Agreement.  Rebound is a two-year retraining and support strategy to help low-income workers 
affected by the economic downturn to re-enter the workforce. 


 Participated on an Employment and Income Assistance Communications Working Group to review 
Employment and Income Assistance printed information materials, determine gaps, and ensure 
printed materials are clear, concise and relevant. 


 Participated in the Mental Health Commission of Canada’s Housing Project which focuses on 
acquiring adequate housing for persons with a mental health disability. 


 Participated in the Salvation Army Booth Centre Project which addresses housing needs for hard-to-
house persons in the Winnipeg core area. 


 Began the initial work for a community revitalization project in Point Douglas/Lord Selkirk Park.  
Building on the Lord Selkirk Park Housing Redevelopment/Revitalization initiative, the project will 
bring government and the community together to continue to build local community capacity, 
sustainability and improve area outcomes. 


 Continued to work with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to 
enhance the collection of data by integrating Vocational Rehabilitation into the Integrated Financial 
and Case Tracking (InFact) application. 


 Continued to work with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to 
update the Vocational Rehabilitation Program Manual. 


 Continued to work with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division and 
Winnipeg Integrated Services staff to develop a Vocational Rehabilitation caseload prioritization 
strategy. 


 Participated on the Identity Management and Authentication Steering Committee – a government-
wide initiative to design and administer standards such as identity attributes, credentials, and 
privileges for persons accessing services. 


 Collaborated with representatives from various departments to assist with the coordination of efforts 
for tenants of the White Horse Village Mobile Home Park.  Provided coordination and financial 
assistance associated with tenant relocation in view of the failing infrastructure and the landlord’s 
inability to maintain the park as a viable option. 
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 Piloted two sessions of the Mandt System training program in Winnipeg and Eastman Region as an 
option to Non-Violent Crisis Intervention. 


 Piloted a project to use web-conferencing to conduct live meetings and deliver training and 
presentations to staff in rural and northern regions.  This will decrease travel time, vehicle fuel 
consumption and costs associated with staff meetings. 
 


RURAL AND NORTHERN SERVICES  
Objective 


 To deliver departmental social services, income assistance and child and family services to eligible 
Manitobans in rural and northern regions of the Province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, 
Parkland and Westman regions). 


 
Major program areas within each region include: 


- Employment and Income Assistance 
- Supported Living 
- Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
- Children’s Special Services 
- Child Care 
- Child and Family Services (only in Eastman, Interlake, Parkland and Northern regions) 
- Family Conciliation (only in Westman, Parkland and Northern regions) 
- Emergency Social Services 


 
Responsibilities  


 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


 Provides supports and services to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


 Provides preventative services to families, to promote the well-being of the family unit through 
education and community development activities. 


 Delivers child protection services to children who are at risk of abuse or neglect, and provides support 
and protective services to children in care. 


 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


 Ensures Emergency Social Services plans are in place and provides assistance to local municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


 Engages communities to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on needs, priorities, or issues.  
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09-5B Rural and Northern Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 23,713 375.11 23,781 (68)  


Total Other Expenditures 4,107  3,541 566  1 


Less:  Recoverable from Canada- 
Manitoba Labour Market 
Agreement (515)  (494) (21) 


 


1.   The variance is primarily due to increased non-discretionary costs associated with direct service such as the Accommodation 
Cost Recovery System, legal, travel, accommodations, meals and increased vehicle insurance costs. 


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Continued with the annual cycle of Business Planning in each region, which ties in with the annual 
Estimates process and the Department’s strategic planning process. 


 Continued to further integrate the delivery of services to Manitobans eligible for more than one of the 
Department’s programs. 


 Continued to participate in the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative, by strengthening and 
further enhancing partnerships with agencies and their respective Authorities. 


 Furthered the development and implementation of Differential Response Models for Service Delivery 
in Child Welfare. 


 Continued to train staff and external partners where applicable to support and enhance service 
delivery.   


 Continued to train agency staff on The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act to 
establish a similar value base for assisting vulnerable persons. 


 Continued to train staff to support the Workplace Safety and Health legislation and support Safety 
Health Committees. 


 Supported the phase-in of a formalized community engagement process as part of integrated service 
delivery. 


 Participated in and supported the provincial Homelessness Initiative and the Cross-Department 
Coordination Initiatives through regional projects. 


 Implemented and delivered Rewarding Work, a multi-year strategy to help low-income working 
families remain in the workforce and assist Employment and Income Assistance participants in 
moving from welfare to work. 


 Commenced two pilot projects for Recreational Opportunities for Children under Rewarding Work to 
test the impact of recreation on a family’s overall well-being and self-sufficiency. 


 Continued to support the regional development of marketAbilities projects, an initiative under 
Rewarding Work aimed at providing assistance for persons with disabilities to secure employment. 


 Continued to develop and support the Children’s Therapy Initiative, regional services and early years’ 
coalitions. 


 Continued to support and engage community partners regarding regional social service issues. 


 Continued to deliver an expanded Parent Education Program:  For the Sake of the Children under the 
Family Conciliation program. 
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 Continued to support the implementation of the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised 
Edition and the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.   


 Supported the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning 
and Child Care.  


 Participated in planning the Department’s response to the H1N1 pandemic. 
 


WINNIPEG SERVICES 
Objectives  


 To deliver departmental social services and income assistance to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg, in 
partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 


Services are delivered by staff teams in the following community areas: 


-  River East/Transcona 
-  Inkster/Seven Oaks 
-  Point Douglas 
- Downtown 
-  St. Boniface/St. Vital 
-  Fort Garry/River Heights 
-  St. James Assiniboia/Assiniboine South 


 
Major program responsibilities within each community area include: 


-  Employment and Income Assistance  
-  Supported Living 
-  Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
- Children’s Special Services 
- Child Care 
- Emergency Social Services 


 


The Branch also operates two city-wide service units: 


- The Centralized Services and Resources Unit - Responsible for Residential Care Licensing, 
specialized support services, and the Provincial Special Needs Program, as well as for 
coordinating residential placements, day program services, respite, transportation services and 
behaviour specialist services and other resources for vulnerable children and adults across 
community areas. 


- The Employment and Income Assistance Centralized Services and Intake Unit - Promotes job 
opportunities and manages assistance for applicants who do not have a disability and who have 
no dependent children. 


In addition, the Branch operates Family Conciliation Services which provides referral, court-ordered 
assessment services, conciliation, and mediation services to families in dispute. 


Responsibilities  


 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 
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 Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and provides assistance to the City of 
Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


 Engages communities within each community area to share information, consult, and/or collaborate 
on needs, priorities, or issues related to service delivery. 


 
09-5C Winnipeg Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 33,654 521.50 33,423 231  


Total Other Expenditures 4,401  3,760  641 1 


Less: Recoverable from Canada-
Manitoba Labour Market  
Agreement (558)  (541) (17) 


 


*    The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 


1.   The variance is primarily due to increased non-discretionary costs associated with direct service such as the Accommodation 
Cost Recovery System, travel, communications, security and Winnipeg Regional Health Authority cost share regarding basic 
operational and janitorial services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


Winnipeg Integrated Services infrastructure development, in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional 
Health Authority   


 Continued to provide input into the Department’s annual planning process.  


 Continued planning for new Access Centres to be located in the St. James Community Area and 
Access Nor’West, as well as planning for locating community area staff into their respective areas of 
St. Vital and Point Douglas. 


 Participated in planning the Department’s response to the H1N1 pandemic. 


Work process improvements 


 Continued the implementation of integrated front-end processes to ensure that all walk-ins or call-ins 
are seen by on-call professional staff who have been trained in the basics of all the Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority and Family Services and Consumer Affairs core programs at all co-located 
sites. 


 Implemented and trained staff from both partner organizations on a service coordination protocol to 
improve service delivery to clients requiring access to multiple services or programs. 


 Trained management and staff on the community engagement approach that is being phased-in as a 
feature of Integrated Service Delivery. 


 Supported the phase-in of a formalized community engagement process as part of Integrated Service 
Delivery. 


 Developed and implemented safe work assessments and developed safe work plans for staff 
providing direct services to clients while working alone.  
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 Participated in the Department’s Renewal Strategy. 


 Commenced a pilot project for Recreational Opportunities for Children under Rewarding Work.  The 
project is to test the impact of recreation on a family’s overall well-being and self-sufficiency. 


 


PROVINCIAL SERVICES  
Objectives  


 To administer income and housing benefits throughout the province. 


 To administer the delivery of Health Services benefits to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants, Rewarding Work Health Plan participants and children in care.  


Responsibilities  


 Provides assessment and processing of subsidies for the following programs: 


-  Income Benefits: 
o Manitoba Child Benefit 
o 55+ 
o Child Care Subsidy 


-  Housing Benefits: 
o Manitoba Shelter Benefit  
o School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus  
o Rent Supplement Program 
o Complementary Assistance Program  
o Rewarding Work Rent Allowance  
o Portable Housing Benefit 


 Provides assessment and authorization for the delivery of Health Services benefits in accordance 
with approved fee schedules and/or letters of understanding to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants, Rewarding Work Health Plan participants, and children in care. 


 Provides assessment and authorization for the Rewarding Work Health Allowance for former 
Employment and Income Assistance participants who have secured employment. 


 
09-5D Provincial Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,383 53.00 2,592 (209)  


Total Other Expenditures 579  613 (34)  


 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Provided direct services to over 45,682 citizens across the province.  (For further information and 
statistics, please refer to the specific program sections under the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance and Child and Family Services Divisions.)  


 Employment and Income Assistance General Assistance singles, childless couples and persons with 
disabilities began to receive rate increases in July 2009.   
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 Continued to build relationships with the community by offering orientation sessions and participating 
in community child care director meetings. 


 Continued to be committed to search for and develop solutions to the challenges presented in 
providing services to Manitobans.  


 Continued to support the Child Abuse Registry through the receipt, recording and processing of fees 
related to Child Abuse Registry self-checks.   


 Continued to participate in the planning of the pilot project to replace the current Child Abuse Registry 
Point of Sale system. 


 Administered the Primary Caregiver Tax Credit program beginning October 2009.  The program is for 
Supported Living Program and Children’s Special Services Program participants.  The Branch 
participated in developing systems and procedures for delivery of the program. 


 Processed approximately 49,144 claims for dental, optical or chiropractic services on behalf of 
Employment and Income Assistance participants, Rewarding Work Health Allowance participants and 
children in care. 


 


MANITOBA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTRE 
Objectives  


 To provide long-term resident-centred care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with 
a mental disability from all regions of Manitoba.  


 To enhance the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Manitoba Developmental Centre 
(MDC) by focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality improvement. 


Responsibilities  


 Provides long-term residential care and programs in accordance with the vision shared by staff, 
residents, family and the community and in accordance with accepted accreditation standards for 
group living services for residents with developmental disabilities. 


 Provides services to MDC residents including medical, pharmaceutical, nursing, dental, 
physiotherapy, psychiatric, special diet, recreational, psychological and occupational therapy. 


 Provides developmental program supports, including client assessment, communication, literacy, art, 
pottery, music, personal development programs, chaplaincy services and vocational training. 


 Provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in transitioning and 
maintenance of discharged residents in the community. 


 Explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the residents. 


 Maintains positive relationships with families of residents and encourages families to actively 
participate in the residents’ care. 


 Provides orientation, training and ongoing education of staff targeted to MDC’s distinctive 
competencies, the development of leadership consistent with a team-based model of service delivery 
and progressive developments in the operation of MDC. 


 Manages authorized fiscal resources.  
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09-5E Manitoba Developmental Centre  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 31,254 562.40 31,077 177  


Total Other Expenditures 2,890  2,847 43  


Less:  Recoverable from other  
          appropriations (265)  (172) (93) 1 


*    The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 


1.   The variance is primarily due to a contract price increase related to the laundry services provided for Boundary Trails Health 
Centre and Eden Mental Health Centre. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an average daily 
population of 299 residents. 


 Completed Individual Planning for all residents as required by The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act; 100 per cent of MDC residents have a current Individual Plan. 


 Partnered with Supported Living agencies in the discharge of 15 residents to community placements.   


 Accommodated nine various student practicums (nursing, speech). 


 One psychiatric nursing assistant took a Leave of Absence to pursue Licensed Practical Nurses 
training and returned to work at MDC.  Two Licensed Practical Nurses took educational leave to 
pursue Registered Nurses training. 


 Continued the commitment to sustainable development.  There were approximately 19 metric tonnes 
of product recycled in 2009/10.  


 Undertook an accreditation survey conducted by the Council on Accreditation which resulted in MDC 
being in compliance with all the accreditation standards and receiving a four-year accreditation status.  
Seventy-seven per cent accreditation standards evaluated were rated as “Outstanding” or “Strong 
Performance”. 


 Closed one cottage due to declining resident population. 


 Participated in planning the Department’s response to the H1N1 pandemic.  MDC also created its 
own H1N1 pandemic response plan which included updated training for all staff in routine infection 
control practices, isolation procedures and business continuity. 







 123


Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 
1995/96 to 2009/10 


 
Fiscal 
Year 


 
Opening 


Population 


 
New 


Admission 


 
Re- 


Admission 


 
Total 


Admissions 


 
 


Discharges 


 
 


Deaths 
Closing 


Population
 
 
1995/96 
1996/97 
1997/98 
1998/99 
1999/00 
2000/01 
2001/02 
2002/03 
2003/04 
2004/05 
2005/06 
2006/07 
2007/08 
2008/09 
2009/10 


 
 


539 
532 
518 
496 
482 
467 
454 
445 
422 
409 
395 
374 
356 
333 
314 


 
 


4 
4 
2 
0 
2 
3 
1 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
0 
1 


 


 
4 
2 
2 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
0 


 
8 
6 
4 
0 
2 
4 
2 
4 
4 
4 
3 
4 
3 
1 
1 


 
5 


10 
11 
6 
3 
6 
2 


12 
6 
7 
9 


11 
16 
10 
15 


 
 


10 
10 
15 
8 


14 
11 
9 


15 
11 
11 
15 
11 
10 
10 
13 


 
532 
518 
496 
482 
467 
454 
445 
422 
409 
395 
374 
356 
333 
314 
287 


 
 


WINNIPEG CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES  
Objective 


 To provide a comprehensive continuum of child protection and family support services in Winnipeg in 
accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act.   


Responsibilities  


 Provides protection services to children at risk of abuse and neglect. 


 Develops and provides basic and specialized placement services to meet the needs of children in 
care. 


 Provides preservation and reunification services to families.  


 Provides adoptive and post-adoptive services to children and families when reunification is no longer 
an option. 


 Partners with the community to provide supportive and preventative services to families.  
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09-5F Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2009/10* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 22,635 312.85 20,171 2,464  1 


Total Other Expenditures 2,047  1,797 250   


*    The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 


1.   The variance is primarily due to expenditures regarding secondments and transition costs under the Aboriginal Justice  
Inquiry–Child Welfare Initiative, unrealized staff turnover, pension solvency deficiency, as well as the Point Douglas D Unit to  
handle increased workload and focus on new Canadians and immigrants. 


Activities/Highlights in 2009/10 


 Continued to manage the Emergency Placement Resources system (including shelters, hotels and 
certain emergency foster home bed spaces) and In-Home Support Services in the Winnipeg Child 
and Family Services (WCFS) Branch.  Discussions between Family Services and Consumer Affairs, 
WCFS, the First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority and All Nations 
Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) are ongoing regarding the transfer of Emergency Placement 
Resources and a portion of In-Home Support Services to ANCR.  


 Continued to decrease reliance on hotel placements for children by developing and opening new 
shelters through Emergency Placement Resources system.  Children who are placed in hotels are 
given a high priority and alternative emergency care arrangements are arranged as soon as possible, 
including relocating children in the shelter system to allow for individualized care for the highest 
needs children. 


 Made significant progress in the creation of new foster care and residential care resources through a 
WCFS Resource Development Committee in partnership with the General Child and Family Services 
Authority.  The “Purple Martin Program”, a collaborative project between Macdonald Youth Services 
and WCFS, was launched in January 2010.  The aim of the “Purple Martin Program” was to create 40 
new beds by September 2010 for children and youth who are placed in the Emergency Placement 
Resources system.  Discussions are underway with New Directions for Children, Youth and Families 
and the Knowles Centre which have proposed to develop and manage an additional 22 treatment 
foster care and residential beds for Level 4 and 5 youth in the Emergency Placement Resources 
system. 


 As part of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative process, the Department made a 
commitment to accommodate all permanent employees.  The Department secured permanent 
employment for approximately 76 per cent of these employees and continued to find alternate 
employment for the remaining permanent employees within WCFS, Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs and other provincial departments. 


 Hired the WCFS Differential Response unit in September/October 2009.  The Differential Response 
Program works intensively with WCFS families to draw on their own existing strengths, their extended 
family support and community collateral support in the hope that families will become less reliant on 
the child welfare system while building in safety planning for their children.  Cases are referred from 
Child and Family All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) Family Enhancement and 
WCFS Family Service units.  WCFS participates on the General Child and Family Services Authority 
Differential Response Advisory Committee and is completing an evaluation plan with the General 
Child and Family Services Authority and the Child Protection Branch. 
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 Continued to respond to the service needs of recent immigrant/refugee families.  The Newcomers 
Unit provides services to families and children who have recently immigrated to Canada and feature 
unique language and cultural considerations.  This is a family service unit that provides child and 
family protection and support services in much the same manner as the other family service units.  
The Newcomers Unit has partnerships with collateral organizations so that services are provided in 
as holistic and culturally sensitive a manner as possible.  The team is also involved in discussions 
which may lead to the development of a Newcomer Service Centre at Knox United Church.  WCFS 
continues to work on increasing the capacity to provide culturally appropriate family support services 
to a wide range of families. 


 Continued to attend meetings with the Network of Organizations for War Affected Newcomers of 
Manitoba and the Manitoba Immigrant Settlement Sector Association.  WCFS makes monthly 
presentations to newcomers through the Provincial Entry Program, which is designed to orient new 
Canadians to life in Canada and Manitoba.  WCFS also speaks to various community and cultural 
groups about family life in Canada. 


 Continued to participate on the leadership teams in each Community Area to advance plans for 
further integration of services.  Four of the ten Family Services and Consumer Affairs units are  
co-located within the Winnipeg Integrated Services structure and there are plans to co-locate the 
remaining teams. 


 Confirmed plans for the further co-location of WCFS into two Health and Access Centre sites located 
at 755 Portage Avenue and 640 Main Street.  The WCFS Downtown Family Service unit located at 
the 290 Jarvis Avenue office is scheduled to move to 755 Portage Avenue in August 2010.  The 
WCFS Differential Response unit located at 1386 Main Street will move to 640 Main Street in June 
2010.  The WCFS Reunification/Overflow unit at 222 Provencher Boulevard and 290 Jarvis Avenue 
will move to 640 Main Street during July/August 2010.  WCFS looks forward to the opportunities that 
come with being co-located in Health and Access Centres. 


 Continued to work with counterparts in other regions and agencies to coordinate and strengthen the 
specialized, centralized programs at WCFS (foster care, adoption, permanent wards, family support, 
independent living, volunteers and transportation).  WCFS is collaborating with Centralized Services 
and Resources to implement an “Adult Service Provider Network Panel” that will provide information 
and consultation to WCFS Social Workers when youth are transitioning from care.  Discussions are 
underway with WCFS and Children’s Special Services staff to identify processes.  A caseload of 
children with medical complexities was assigned to one Permanent Ward worker who attends a 
Centralized Services Team meeting on a regular basis to share information and participate in case 
consultations.  Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Resources Managers meet quarterly to identify foster 
care and family support issues, develop solutions and to ensure that all regions utilize a consistent 
approach to licensing, managing and training foster parents. 


 Two Child and Family Services Program Specialists in the Service Delivery Support Branch offered 
support to Rural and Northern Services and WCFS.  The Program Specialists advise, consult and 
provide support to field staff on “best practice” in such areas as service delivery, issues management 
and crisis resolution.  The Specialists also assist in case consultations and reviews as well as 
develop responses to inquiries on behalf of WCFS and Rural and Northern Services. 


 Provided year-round field placement and opportunities for Bachelor of Social Work students from the 
University of Manitoba (Fort Garry and Selkirk Avenue campuses), St. Boniface College and Booth 
College. 


 Continued to participate with Renewal at Work initiatives.  WCFS has representation on the Family 
Services and Consumer Affairs Renewal Committee.  WCFS is active in the Learning Network and is 
developing plans to roll out Learning Plans at all levels of the Branch.  WCFS is supporting front line 
social work staff in attending Supervisor Competency Based Training to provide one avenue for 
succession planning. 
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 Continued to support the Diversity and Employment Equity Strategy through recruitment and hiring 
practices.  WCFS diversified its workforce by hiring newly graduated social workers (previously 
WCFS was required to complete its staff assignments through the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child 
Welfare Initiative devolution process).   


 Continued to develop a training strategy for WCFS managers and staff that will identify WCFS’ short- 
and long-term training needs.  WCFS is working in collaboration with the General Child and Family 
Services Authority Joint Training Unit Coordinator and others to develop and access a broad range of 
training opportunities.  There continues to be a number of training events being planned by the Joint 
Training Unit primarily related to recommendations resulting from a number of child death reviews. 


 Continued the work of the Staff Engagement Working Group to improve staff morale.  A Staff 
Engagement Working Group was established in March 2008 (comprised of cross-WCFS staff and 
management representatives).  The Committee was established in October 2008 and aims to 
improve morale through the process of communication and engagement; develop staff engagement 
mechanisms to involve staff in decision making; consult, inform, advocate and make 
recommendations to the General Child and Family Services Authority regarding WCFS engagement 
issues; and consult, inform and liaise with the Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union 
representatives regarding WCFS issues and staff needs. 


 The WCFS Critical Incident Stress Management Peer Support Team updated its information sheet for 
staff as well as developed a fact sheet to be given to family and friends of a staff member involved in 
a critical incident.   


 Continued to work with the Family Services and Consumer Affairs Safety Unit to improve Workplace 
Safety and Health practices.  There are committees in place for WCFS worksites to address specific 
issues of safety through activities in education, building inspections and safe visit planning.  Staff in 
co-located sites with other Family Services and Consumer Affairs and Winnipeg Regional Health 
Authority personnel were encouraged to participate in those local Workplace Safety and Health 
Committees. 


 Through the generous support of the General Child and Family Services Authority, the WCFS Foster 
Parent Training and Recognition Committee, hosted the annual WCFS Foster Parent Appreciation 
dinner in October 2009 and the Kids in Kare (KIK) picnic in June 2009 for all children in care and their 
care providers.  The purpose of the dinner and picnic is to show appreciation to foster families.  The 
KIK picnic also raises the community’s awareness of the important work being done by foster parents, 
and demonstrates to children in care that there are many different types of families and they are part 
of a very important type of family and the community. 


 Formed a WCFS Foster Parent Recruitment and Retention Committee and developed a detailed work 
plan that includes strategies to increase the number of WCFS foster homes and WCFS foster parent 
retention rates.  Promising strategies include engaging staff and foster parents in the retention 
process, working with the General Child and Family Services Authority to explore the possibility of a 
foster care recruitment process, and improved respite supports. 


 In partnership with the General Child and Family Services Authority, WCFS was involved in a pilot 
project to make recommendations that would make it possible for WCFS children in care to have a 
Life Book.  Life Books are widely considered to be an effective and constructive tool for positively 
supporting children and youth involved in the Child and Family Services system.  The pilot end date is 
April 2010, at which time the project will be evaluated and the findings will be presented to the 
General Child and Family Services Authority Directors Leadership Table to consider implementation 
through all General Child and Family Services Authority agencies. 


 The “Skills for Life” pilot project neared completion.  This work is intended to lay the foundation for 
providing youth in care with the skills and abilities they need to successfully transition out of care.  
The General Child and Family Services Authority is assisting WCFS to evaluate the project and focus 
groups are scheduled to begin in May 2010. 
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 Launched the Kinship Program at WCFS in April 2009.  The program consolidates all of the child 
specific foster homes and place of safety providers into one social work team that provides 
specialized supports and training to the group of care providers comprised primarily of extended 
family members and friends. 


 Started a Family Support Training Committee in the fall of 2009.  The purpose of the Committee is to 
identify foundational training required by WCFS Family Support Workers and to recommend an 
implementation plan to the General Child and Family Services Authority Leadership Team.  
Enhanced training to Family Support Workers who provide direct service to children and families in 
their homes will improve service quality. 


 Continued to place a strong emphasis on services to children in permanent care.  More young adults 
are being extended in care to allow for a further period of stability and to support post secondary 
educational programs.  More young people are remaining with their foster parents, preparing for 
independent living and receiving other necessary supportive and therapeutic services. 


 Permanency Planning and Family Service Managers worked together to develop a process for 
transferring Aboriginal Permanent Wards in a timely fashion to allow for culturally appropriate 
planning to occur.  When a child is made a Permanent Ward, WCFS advises the appropriate 
Aboriginal Authority to begin the transfer process.  This process is undertaken on a monthly basis at 
the Permanency Planning meeting run by WCFS. 


 Continued to review cases through the WCFS Complex Case Committee.  The purpose of the 
Committee is to resolve cross services issues by providing a forum to bring together internal and 
external stakeholders to resolve case conflicts and to collaboratively develop case plans.  It also 
provides consultation on high-risk cases as well as developing strategies regarding systemic barriers.  
WCFS, the Director of Programs at the Manitoba Adolescent Treatment Centre, Mental Health 
Services for Children and the Community Inquiry Specialist from the General Child and Family 
Services Authority are standing Committee members.  The General Child and Family Services 
Authority Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) specialist is invited to the Committee when issues 
regarding youth with FASD are prevalent.  The Committee is chaired by Service Delivery Support 
Child and Family Services Program Specialists. 


 Continued to work with the General Authority Community Council of Winnipeg (formerly Area 
Councils).  Council members believe that vulnerable children and families do best when there is a 
partnership between Child and Family Services agencies and the community.  The Council serves as 
a link between the local communities, WCFS and the General Child and Family Services Authority in 
Winnipeg. 


 Continued to participate on the Advisory Committee of VOICES (Manitoba Youth in Care Network) 
and, through the Keith Cooper Scholarship Fund, assisted youth to attend post-secondary education. 


 Maintained a comprehensive internal website for staff to be kept informed of agency resources, 
planning processes and activities. 


 The General Child and Family Services Authority introduced WCFS to “Structured Decision Making”, 
a model of best practice principles in child welfare that is research based and is being used 
extensively throughout North America.  The “Structured Decision Making” tool consists of probability 
assessment, strength-based assessment for families, strength-based assessment for children and 
probability re-assessment.  WCFS plans to train its Service Managers and Supervisors on the four 
tools and to introduce the tools to the WCFS Family Service unit in the fall of 2010.   


 The General Child and Family Services Authority introduced WCFS to the “Signs of Safety” 
intervention model.  The model was developed in Australia and adopted by child organizations 
around the world.  WCFS Supervisors and Senior Managers have been trained on this model.  The 
Reunification/Overflow and the Differential Response unit staff have also been trained and are 
implementing the “Signs of Safety” work into their child welfare practice.  WCFS has started an 
informal monthly supervisory support network to enhance the skill levels within WCFS.  WCFS  
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anticipates more strength-based client-centred work to continue at WCFS with the introduction of the 
“Signs of Safety” model of intervention to WCFS staff. 


 Developed a Recording Committee to review WCFS recording practices.  The goal is to make 
recording practices consistent with standards and to have a more user-friendly recording package 
that would be consistently used across WCFS units.  The WCFS recording package is consistent with 
the principles and language of “Structured Decision Making”. 


 Conducted tests regarding the recording package with five pilot units.  WCFS will be evaluating the 
pilots in the near future.  A full introduction of the new finalized recording package will be provided to 
staff in the 2010/11 fiscal year. 
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REVENUE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs   
Revenue Summary by Source ($000s) 
For the year ended March 31, 2010 with comparative figures for the previous year 


     
Actual 
2008/09 


Actual 
2009/10 


Increase/ 
(Decrease) 


Expl. 
No. 


Revenue Source Actual 
2009/10


Estimate 
2009/10 


Increase/
(Decrease)


Expl. 
No. 


      
    Taxation  


$67,682 $71,964 $4,282 1 Insurance Corporations Tax $71,964 $69,500 $2,464 3 
49,519 53,661 4,142 2 Land Transfer Tax 53,661 46,400 7,261 4 


$117,201 $125,625 $8,424  Sub-Total $125,625 $115,900 $9,725 
      
    Other Revenue   


1,142 1,143 1  Automobile Injury Appeals 
  Commission Cost Recovery


1,143 1,295 (152)  


17,508 18,180 672  Children's Special  
   Allowance Recoveries 


18,180 18,179 1  


982 1,017 35  Claimant Adviser Office  
   Cost Recovery 


1,017 1,146 (129)  


1,893 1,967 74  Consumer Affairs Fees 1,967 2,297 (330)  
1,379 1,378 (1)  Cost Recovery from  


   Municipalities 
1,378 1,378 


0 
 


9,024 8,167 (857)  Income Assistance  
   Recoveries 


8,167 8,710 (543)  


1,097 1,097  
0 


 Insurance Act Fees and  
   Cost Recovery 


1,097 987 110  


210 210  
0 


 Levy for Local Government 
   Welfare Purposes in  
   Unorganized Territory 


210 210 
0 


 


1,366 1,386 20  Public Utilities Board Cost  
   Recovery 


1,386 1,382 4  


251 250 (1)  Trust and Loan Fees 250 245 5  
1,767 1,572 (195)  Sundry 1,572 1,462 110  


$36,619 36,367 (252)  Sub-Total $36,367 $37,291 ($924)
       


4,633 4,507 (126)  Government of Canada 4,507 4,507 0  
       


$158,453 $166,499 $8,046  Total Revenue $166,499 $157,698 $8,801  


1. The variance is due to the fact that direct premiums written in the province continue to increase.  
2. The variance is due to an overall increase in average sale price of homes and the number of transfers with sworn values in excess of


$1.0 million.  
3. The variance is due to the fact that direct premiums written in the province continue to increase.  


4. The variance is due to higher than anticipated overall increase in average sale price of homes and the number of transfers with 
sworn values in excess of $1.0 million. 


 


FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
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FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND STAFFING SUMMARY TABLE 
 


Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Appropriation ($000s)  
For the years ended March 31, 2006 - March 31, 2010 


Actual/Adjusted Expenditures* 


  2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 


Appropriation FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s 
     
09-1 Administration 


and Finance 
 


116.23 
 


10,307 116.23 10,996 117.23 11,587
 


117.23 12,835 117.23 13,323
     


09-2 Consumer 
and Corporate 
Affairs 


 
 


117.28 


 
 


8,481 115.28 9,486 124.78 9,782


 
 


123.78 10,732 119.78 10,808
     


09-3 Disability 
Programs and 
Employment  
and Income 
Assistance  


 
 
 
 


97.50 


 
 
 
 


533,994 97.50 549,996 98.50 577,493


 
 
 
 


81.50 611,250 81.50 665,137
     


09-4 Child and  
Family  
Services 


 
 


148.50 


 
 


291,755 148.50 328,205 148.50 369,891


 
 


148.50 419,831 148.50 462,770
     


09-5 Community 
Service 
Delivery  


 
 


1,927.26 


 
 


107,384 1,933.26 113,175 1,868.96 121,509


 
 


1,877.86 131,453 1,867.86 134,771
     


09-6 Costs 
Related to 
Capital Assets 


 
 


 
 


4,830 5,025 5,639


 


5,294 5,385
     


Total  Family 
Services and 
Consumer Affairs 


 
 


2,406.77 


 
 


956,751 2,410.77 1,016,883 2,357.97


 
 
1,095,901


 
 


2,348.87 1,191,395 2,334.87 1,292,194
*    Adjusted figures reflect historical data on a comparable basis in those appropriations affected by a reorganization during the years under review. 
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
 
Reconciliation Statement 
 


 
 


 
Details 


2009/10 
Estimates 


$000 
 
2009/10 Main Estimates 
 
          Allocation of Funds From: 
                    -  Enabling Appropriations  


 
1,218,251 


 
     


 2,423* 
 


 
2009/10 Estimate 
 


 
 1,220,674 


 


*  Provides for unbudgeted severance costs and workforce adjustments.   
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2010 with comparative figures for the previous year 


       


Estimate 
2009/10a) 


 
Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


Actual 
2008/09b) 


Increase/ 
(Decrease)


Expl. 
No. 


     
 09-1 Administration and Finance    


$46 (a) Minister's Salary $46 $45 $1 
     


 (b) Executive Support    
911     Salaries and Employee Benefits    910 690 220 1 


62     Other Expenditures      62 63 (1) 
     


 (c) Social Services Appeal Board    
358     Salaries and Employee Benefits     332 323 9  


80     Other Expenditures     81 91 (10)  
     


 (d) Human Resource Services    
1,435     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,401 1,468 (67) 


17     Other Expenditures      18 31 (13) 2 
     


 (e) Policy and Planning    
1,193     Salaries and Employee Benefits         1,379 1,296 83  


115     Other Expenditures      195 151 44 3 
     


 (f) Financial and Administrative Services    
2,007     Salaries and Employee Benefits   2,022 1,919 103 


363     Other Expenditures      392 377 15 
       


 (g) Innovation, Information and Technology    
2,758     Salaries and Employee Benefits   2,455 2,520 (65)  
1,470     Other Expenditures   1,628 1,484 144  


      


 (h) Public Utilities Board        
760     Salaries and Employee Benefits      823 741 82  
649     Other Expenditures         469 503 (34)  


       


 (i) Agency Accountability and Support Unit     
922     Salaries and Employee Benefits 879 861 18  
350     Other Expenditures  231 272 (41) 4 


       


$13,496  Total 09-1 $13,323 $12,835 $488  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2010 with comparative figures for the previous year 


      


Estimate 
2009/10a) 


 
Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


Actual 
2008/09b) 


Increase/ 
(Decrease)


Expl. 
No. 


   
 09-2 Consumer and Corporate Affairs  


 (a) Administration and Research   
$501      Salaries and Employee Benefits $476 $501 ($25)  


219      Other Expenditures 174 238 (64) 5 
          


  (b) Consumers’ Bureau        
1,274      Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,010 1,126 (116)  


342      Other Expenditures 238 310 (72) 6 
150      Grants 150 125 25  7 


           


  (c) Residential Tenancies Branch        
4,330      Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,042 3,717 325   


985      Other Expenditures 853 807 46   
           


  (d) Financial Institutions Regulation Branch       
742      Salaries and Employee Benefits 720 750 (30)  
214      Other Expenditures 142 193 (51) 8 


           


  (e) Claimant Adviser Office – Automobile Injury Compensation Appeals    
798      Salaries and Employee Benefits 776 665 111  9 
268      Other Expenditures 171 251 (80) 10 


           


  (f) Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission      
920      Salaries and Employee Benefits 804 802 2   
284      Other Expenditures 250 262 (12)  


           


  (g) Residential Tenancies Commission        
855      Salaries and Employee Benefits 814 800 14   
204      Other Expenditures 188 185 3   


   


$12,086  Total 09-2 $10,808 $10,732 $76  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs  
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2010 with comparative figures for the previous year 


    


Estimate 
2009/10a) 


 
Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


Actual 
2008/09b) 


Increase/ 
(Decrease)


Expl. 
No. 


        
 


09-3 
Disability Programs and Employment and 
Income Assistance 


   


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$2,243     Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,843 $2,096 ($253)  


2,696     Other Expenditures 2,820 2,825 (5)  
          


  (b) Disability Programs        
1,025     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,180 1,179 1   


423     Other Expenditures 445 445  0   
195,723     Supported Living 224,312 197,095 27,217  11 
26,242     Children's Special Services 25,907 24,053 1,854   


          


  (c) Employment and Income Support        
2,140     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,686 2,752 (66)  


602     Other Expenditures 879 1,092 (213) 12 
281,745     Employment and Income  Assistance 296,990 280,764 16,226  13 
60,533     Health Services 61,414 58,180 3,234  14 


23,339 
    Income Assistance for Persons with  
      Disabilities 23,067 22,342 725   


9,637     Vocational Rehabilitation 9,245 9,033 212   
5,382     55 PLUS 5,278 5,439 (161)  
5,064     Building Independence 3,480 1,892 1,588  15 
5,154     Manitoba Child Benefit 3,075 2,835 240   


10,377     Manitoba Shelter Benefit 9,098 5,876 3,222  16 


(8,339) 


    Less:  Recoverable from Canada- 
  Manitoba Labour Market  
  Agreement (7,170) (7,279) 109   


          


  (d) Office of the Vulnerable Persons' Commissioner        
408     Salaries and Employee Benefits 482 523 (41)  
112     Other Expenditures 106 108 (2)  


      


$624,506  Total 09-3 $665,137 $611,250 $53,887  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2010 with comparative figures for the previous year 


     


Estimate 
2009/10a) 


 
Appropriation 


Actual 
2009/10 


Actual 
2008/09b) 


Increase/ 
(Decrease)


Expl. 
No. 


      
 09-4 Child and Family Services  


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support     
$1,587     Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,247 $2,066 $181   


1,027     Other Expenditures 1,190 1,102 88   


484 
    Aboriginal Justice Inquiry – Child 
      Welfare Initiative 484 479 5  


 


          


  (b) Child Protection       
4,181     Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,676 3,870 806  17 
2,002     Other Expenditures 2,856 4,408 (1,552) 18 


293,027 
    Authorities and Maintenance of  
      Children 319,883 286,744 33,139  19 


928 
    The Family Support Innovations Fund 
      - Mandated Agencies 892 916 (24) 


 


          


  (c) Family and Community Support        
          


  (1) Child Care        
1,760     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,193 1,845 348  20 


629     Other Expenditures 928 1,010 (82)  
116,551   Financial Assistance and Grants  114,650 104,956 9,694  21 


          


  (2) Family Violence Prevention       
635     Salaries and Employee Benefits 491 510 (19)  


93     Other Expenditures 76 91 (15) 22 
12,727     External Agencies 12,204 11,834 370   


      


$435,631  Total 09-4 $462,770 $419,831 $42,939  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2010 with comparative figures for the previous year 


      
Estimate 
2009/10a) 


 Appropriation Actual 
2009/10 


Actual 
2008/09b) 


Increase/ 
(Decrease)


Expl. 
No. 


       
 09-5 Community Service Delivery  


 (a) Service Delivery Support    
$2,747     Salaries and Employee Benefits $3,699 $3,460 $239  


4,293     Other Expenditures 4,747 5,043 (296)  
          
  (b) Rural and Northern Services       


23,781     Salaries and Employee Benefits 23,713 23,045 668  
3,541     Other Expenditures 4,107 4,083 24  
(494)     Less: Recoverable from Canada-


 Manitoba Labour Market  
 Agreement (515) (414) (101) 23 


         
  (c) Winnipeg Services       


33,423     Salaries and Employee Benefits 33,654 32,546 1,108  
3,760     Other Expenditures 4,401 4,458 (57)  
(541)     Less: Recoverable from Canada-


 Manitoba Labour Market  
 Agreement (558) (449) (109) 24 


         
  (d) Provincial Services       


2,592     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,383 2,315 68  
613     Other Expenditures 579 633 (54)  
         


  (e) Manitoba Developmental Centre       
31,077     Salaries and Employee Benefits 31,254 30,563 691  


2,847     Other Expenditures 2,890 3,012 (122)  
(172)     Less: Recoverable from other  


  appropriations (265) (227) (38) 25 
         
 (f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services       


20,171     Salaries and Employee Benefits 22,635 21,380 1,255  
1,797     Other Expenditures 2,047 2,005 42  


      
       


$129,435  Total 09-5 $134,771 $131,453 $3,318  


        
$5,520 09-6 Costs Related to Capital Assets $5,385 $5,294 $91  


$1,220,674  
Total Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs $1,292,194 $1,191,395 $100,799 
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1. The variance is primarily due to costs related to a retirement. 


2. The variance is primarily related to travel, stationary supplies, and training. 


3. The variance is primarily related to office space. 


4. The variance is primarily due to financial reviews and audits. 


5. The variance is primarily due to reduced legal services. 


6. The variance is primarily due to decreased costs associated with the Payday Loans hearings conducted by Public Utilities Board. 


7. The variance is primarily due to increased grant to Community Financial Counselling Services. 


8. The variance is primarily due to reduced professional services. 


9. The variance is primarily due to reduced position vacancies. 


10. The variance is primarily due to reduced utilization of external professional services. 


11. The variance is primarily due to annualization of services approved part-year in 2008/09 in addition to new volume in 2009/10 and the 
approved 2% price increase effective July 2009. 


12. The variance is primarily due to higher IT contract costs incurred in 2008/09. 


13. The variance is primarily due to an increase in caseload. 


14. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the volume of prescriptions in the drug program. 


15. The variance is primarily due to full year cost of services for programming that started late in the 2008/09 fiscal year. 


16. The variance is primarily due to enhancements to the Manitoba Shelter Benefit effective July 2009, and extending the MSB to non-
disabled adults and childless couples on income assistance. 


17. The variance is primarily due to fewer vacancies than in the previous year and a General Salary Increase. 


18. The variance is primarily due to a decrease in expenditures related to the Child and Family Services System  Business Transformation 
Project. 


19. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the number of children in care, as well as increased expenditures for Child Maintenance. 
Also, increased expenditures for the implementation of Changes for Children, relating to the Recommendations of the External 
Reviews. 


20. The variance is primarily due to additional staff required for Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child 
Care. 


21. The variance is primarily due to an increase in unit funding approved in 2009/10 and annualized funding for additional spaces funded in 
2008/09. 


22. The variance is primarily due to a reduction in general operating expenditures attributed to staff vacancies in the Branch. 


23. The variance is primarily due to an increase in eligible expenditures. 


24. The variance is primarily due to an increase in eligible expenditures. 


25. The variance is primarily due to a 2009/10 contract price increase related to the laundry services provided for Boundary Trails Health 
Centre and Eden Mental Health Centre. 


  
NOTES:  


a) The 2009/10 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well allocations from an Enabling Appropriation. 


b) The 2008/09 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2009/10 appropriation structure. 
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national council of welfare reportS


M e t h o d o l o g y


welfare incomes 2008 Bulletins 1 to 4 provide a short 
version of our welfare incomes publication. they 
present the main results in a different manner, with 
each bulletin focusing on one of the 4 types of 
families we have reviewed over time: 


●● Single person considered employable;


●● Single person with a disability;


●● lone parent with a child aged two;


●● couple with two children aged 10 and  
15 years old.


the bulletins present selected information by 
province and territory for each family type:


●● 2008 welfare incomes


●● comparison of 2008 welfare incomes with  
three measures


●• after-tax lico


●• market Basket measure


●• average after-tax income


●● liquid asset exemption levels at application and 
once on welfare


●● evolution of welfare incomes in recent years


●● earnings exemption levels.


the last section on earnings exemptions, called 
Bridging from welfare to paid employment, is an 
expansion of last year’s analysis and has its own list 
of notes at the end of this methodology Bulletin.


as always, to ensure the comparability of the data 
as much as possible, we made a number of 
assumptions in calculating the levels of assistance. 
these assumptions include:


●● where welfare households lived;


●● the age of the children;


●● the employability of the household head;


●● the type of housing;


●● case history; and


●● entitlement to additional assistance.


for more details on the calculations and the 
assumptions, please consult the Welfare Incomes, 
2006 and 2007 publication. another reference for 
the definitions of poverty measures is the Poverty 
Profile 2007 Methodology Bulletin.


for the table called The extent of the decline in 
welfare incomes in recent years on page 3, please 
note the additional assumptions made this year:


●● in Quebec, amounts for 1986 and 1989 were not 
included because they were not comparable, 
as estimates were only for recipients younger 
than 30 years.


●● nunavut’s amounts are based on two years 
(2007 and 2008) because its shelter rates are not 
calculated the same way they were before 2007.


M e t h o d o l o g y ,  N o t e s  a N d  I N f o r M a t I o N  s o u r c e s
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N o t e s  o N  l I q u I d  a s s e t  a M o u N t s


●● Single person with a disability in Newfoundland 
and labrador: the $3,000 limit applies to a single 
person with a disability requiring supportive 
services. 


●● Single person considered employable, lone 
parent and couple in Prince edward Island: 
applicants requiring short-term assistance (four 
months or less) could not have assets in excess  
of $50. the higher asset exemption levels applied 
to those requiring long-term assistance.


●● a single person in the Services for persons with 
Disabilities program in Nova scotia requiring 
supportive services or care needs would qualify 
for a $3,000 exemption. an adult in a family on 
SpD requiring supportive services or care needs 
would qualify for a $5,000 exemption. income 
tax returns are no longer treated as chargeable 
income and are now considered under the  
asset levels.


●● quebec single persons and families had to 
divest themselves of part of their liquid assets  
to qualify for welfare if their assets exceeded  
an amount set according to family size. at the 
time of application, the applicant’s liquid asset 
may not exceed the allowable limits. the 
determination of a household’s assets excluded 
income received during the month of application 
which was to cover the cost of rent, heating and 
public utilities. Higher asset exemption levels 
applied after the first month on assistance. 
Starting September 1, 2007, the value of 
donations in goods or services (e.g., clothes, 
furniture, food, meals served by community 
organizations) associated with no charge at all 
are excluded from income calculations, gains 
and benefits of welfare recipients.


●● once an application for assistance has been 
approved, a client’s liquid assets may not exceed 
the allowable limits: the exemption for a lone 
parent in quebec was $2,500 plus $370 for the 
child; the exemption for a couple was $2,500 
plus $475 for the two children.


●● asset levels were increased for ontario works 
clients in December 1, 2007. the new limits were 
$560 for a single person, $1,529 for a lone parent 
and $2,107 for a couple with two children.


●● $5,000 represents the liquid asset exemption  
level for a single person on the ontario Disability 
Supports program.


●● under the General assistance provisions of the 
Manitoba employment and income assistance 
program, employable singles, childless couples 
and two-parent families are not eligible for any 
liquid asset exemption at application. as of 
april 1, 2007, the allowable exempted cash assets 
for persons with disabilities doubled to $4,000 for 
a single adult; up to $8,000 for a person with one 
dependant; $4,000 for the second and each 
additional dependant to a maximum of $16,000. 
in January 2009, exempted cash assets for 
applicants and recipients were increased and 
equalized across all categories to $4,000 per 
person up to a family maximum of $16,000 
including at the point of application.


●● the maximum allowable liquid assets for those 
albertans in the “expected to work” category of 
income Support were equivalent to one month’s 
core benefit for the applicable household unit. 
the maximum applicable national child Benefit 
Supplement is included for families with children. 
as of January 1, 2007, asset exemption levels 
were $895 for a lone parent with one child and 
$1,389 for a couple with two children. effective 
august 2007, the asset exemption levels were 
increased to $898 for a lone parent and $1,396 
for a couple with two children as a result of the 
increase to the ncB Supplement. 


●● for those in alberta in the “not expected to work” 
category, the maximum allowable liquid assets 
were equivalent to two months’ core benefits. 
asset exemption levels for January 1, 2007,  
for these clients included the personal needs 
Supplement (effective august 2005). in July 2007, 
core essentials for clients “not expected to work” 
increased, which resulted in the new asset 
exemption level of $1,400. 
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●● in alberta, most people with severe and 
permanent disabilities received assistance  
under the alberta assured income for the 
Severely Handicapped program (aiSH). aiSH  
has an asset limit of $100,000, not including the 
primary residence, personal belongings, or a 
vehicle (includes a specially-adapted vehicle). 
effective october 1, 2005, personal benefits  
were available for aiSH clients with $3,000 or  
less in assets.


●● in British columbia, the maximum exempt ‘cash’ 
assets for applicants (other than persons with a 
disability) were $150 for a single person and $250 
for a family, as cash in excess of these limits is 
deducted dollar for dollar from the base rate.


●● Beginning September 1, 2007, Northwest 
territories exempted liquid assets of $300 for a 
single employable, $380 for a lone parent with 
one child and $560 for a couple with two children. 
persons with a disability and persons 60 years of 
age or older still had an exemption of $50,000.


●● in Nunavut, there was no exemption on liquid 
assets other than for persons with a disability  
and persons 60 years of age or older.


N o t e s  o N  e a r N I N g s  e x e M P t I o N s 
l e v e l s — J a N u a r y ,  1 ,  2 0 0 8


Newfoundland and labrador (nl) amended its 
earnings exemptions policy in 2008. effective July 1, 
2008, the enhanced earnings exemption has been 
increased from 10 % to 20 % and the maximum cap 
was also eliminated. as well, in order to support 
individuals with the transition from income support 
to employment, clients will be able to maintain their 
full income support benefits for 30 days after the 
commencement of employment.


a person with a disability in nl is one who requires 
supportive services. the base earnings exemption 
rate for individuals has increased from $95 per month 
to $150, and from $190 per month to $250 for families.


Nova scotia’s provision applies to persons with a 
disability participating in supported employment. 
additional special needs such as transportation, 


child care and clothing may be provided based  
on need. families can earn up to $3,000 annually 
without these earnings affecting their basic income 
assistance payments. this program considers income 
earned from working in some seasonal occupations.


New Brunswick has two types of wage exemptions: 
the regular wage exemptions and the extended 
wage exemption (ewe). the ewe provides higher 
exemptions to clients during their transition to self 
sufficiency. a client may only receive one type of 
exemption at any time. the ewe, which is limited to 
a maximum of two years, exempts a percentage of 
net income based on the household type. Singles 
and families with no children may receive an 
exemption of up to 30% of net earned income for 
the first six months, 25% of net income for the next 
six months, then the appropriate flat rate wage 
exemption for the remaining 12 months. families 
with children may receive an exemption of up to 
35% of income for the first six months, 30% of income 
for the next six months, then the regular flat rate 
wage exemption for the remaining 12 months. 


the single person is considered to be receiving 
interim assistance. the single person with a disability 
is considered to be receiving extended Benefits.  
the families are considered to be receiving 
transitional assistance.


in quebec, the single person considered 
employable is in the Social assistance program  
with no limitations to employment. the single person 
with a disability is in the Social Solidarity program. 
the lone person is considered in the Social 
assistance program with temporary limitations  
to employment. the couple is considered in the 
Social assistance program regardless of the type  
of limitations to employment.


Manitoba provides the rewarding work allowance 
(rwa) to all employed non-disabled adults on 
income assistance. the rwa is $100 for non-disabled 
people working more than 80 hours or 10 days in a 
month, or $50 for those working less.
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the saskatchewan employment Supplement (SeS) 
is a monthly payment to low-income parents who 
worked for pay, were self-employed or received 
child or spousal support. the supplement is paid at 
the rate of 25 to 56 % of income and depends on 
the size of the family and the ages of the children. 
in January 2007, the maximum monthly benefit for  
a single parent with one child aged 2 was $275.  
a couple with two children aged 10 and 15 could 
receive a maximum of $319. the SeS is fully exempted 
income in determining entitlement to Sap benefits.


employment income earned by a dependent  
child in a household who is attending school is  
100% exempt.


in alberta, persons who qualified for assured income 
for the Severely Handicapped (aiSH) had higher 
earnings exemptions. an eligible single person had 
a flat rate exemption of $400 a month plus 50% of 
the surplus, to a total maximum exemption of $1,500. 
in addition, single aiSH clients were also able to 
receive a partial exemption for other types of 
income, such as investment income, of $200 a 
month plus 25% of the surplus.


as of november 1, 2008, alberta increased the 
earnings exemption levels for single individuals to 
$230 allowing them to keep an additional $115 of 
their earnings before their income is affected.


as of July 2008, yukon amended its earnings 
exemptions policy. people who receive social 
assistance benefits and are working can keep  
50% of their employment income before their social 
assistance benefits are reduced, for up to three 
years. after the 36 months, they will be able to  
keep 25% of their employment income.


effective July 2005, persons who qualified for the 
territorial Supplementary allowance (payable to 
persons with a disability and the elderly) were 
eligible for an additional annual earned income 
exemption of $3,900.


as of September 1, 2007, Northwest territories 
amended its earnings exemptions policy. in 
addition to the previous exemption levels, all  
types of household had an additional 15% of any 
earned income in excess of the applicable amount 
plus unearned income of the applicant and 
dependents if not exceeding $1,200 yearly.


N o t e s  o N  B r I d g I N g  f r o M 
W e l f a r e  t o  e M P l o y M e N t


in Northwest territories: the amounts take into 
account the territorial worker’s Supplement.


in saskatchewan: the amounts take into account 
the Saskatchewan employment Supplement.


in alberta: the amounts take into account the 
alberta family employment tax credit (afetc).


in British columbia: the Bc earned income Benefits 
changed as of July 2008 to $0, $2, $8 and $13 
respectively.


in New Brunswick, some amounts take into account 
the new Brunswick working income Supplement 
(nBwiS).


in Nunavut, the amounts take into account the 
territorial worker’s Supplement, part of nucB.


in quebec: the amounts show the new work 
premium. in 2008, the maximum work premium was 
$518 for a single person, $2,219 for a lone parent 
family and $809 for a couple without children and 
$2,861 for a couple family. a new work premium, the 
adapted work premium (awp), was granted as of 
the 2008 taxation year to individuals who were part 
of a household that included an adult with severely 
limited capacity for employment, and who meet the 
conditions for receiving the existing work premium.


in Manitoba, the amounts take into account the 
rewarding work allowance (rwa), implemented in 
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December 2007. the rwa is $100 for non-disabled 
people working more than 80 hours or 10 days in a 
month, or $50 for those working less. (the rwa has 
been added to the single employable and lone 
parent tables. persons with disabilities and aged 
participants work force are provided with a work 
clothing allowance and transportation costs,  
which have been added into the person with 
disabilities table.)


in Newfoundland and labrador: effective July 1st, 
2008 the enhanced earnings exemptions increased 
from 10-20% and the cap for the maximum was 
removed. therefore, in the case of the single person 
with a disability, earning $800/mth, as of July 2008 
the new amount which they are able to keep is 
$280 (first $150 and 20% of balance). also, a single 
client who begins employment receives a $125  
Job Start benefit once in a 12-month period. a 
recipient with a spouse or dependent would 


receive the Job Start Benefit in the amount of  
$250 when they begin employment (after 12 months 
if the employment has ended and they begin 
another job, they are eligible for another Job Start 
Benefit). income Support is overlapped for the first 
30 days upon commencement of employment, 
without any deductions. a client who leaves 
income Support for employment reasons receives 
an extended drug card for themselves and their 
family for the first 6 months.


K e y  s o u r c e s  o f  I N f o r M a t I o N : 


on provincial and territorial work-related benefit or 
supplement: http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/e/pub/tg/
t4114/t4114-e.html#P277_19666


on the working income tax Benefit or witB: http://
www.cra-arc.gc.ca/bnfts/wtb/fq_qlfyng-eng.html
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Background 


 
 
In 2004, the Pennsylvania legislature passed an Act that changed the process that utility 
companies must follow to disconnect services to customers who have not paid their bills.  
Utility companies are no longer required to personally visit the home of customers who are 
about to be shut-off due to unpaid bills.  Similarly, there are no longer winter shut-off 
protections for those above a certain income level.  This means that utility companies are 
allowed to discontinue services, including heat and water, to customers from December 
through March.  Prior to 2004, such winter shut-offs required the permission of the Public 
Utility Commission.  Finally, the 2004 Act allows utility companies to charge a two-month 
security deposit to customers who do not meet the utility company’s credit standards or who 
have missed payments in the past.   
 
This survey was commission by AARP Pennsylvania to explore members’ views and concerns 
about these and other utility issues.  As prices for heating fuel continue to increase, many 
members worry about their ability to heat their homes during the coming winter months.  The 
provisions included in the 2004 Act may make heating their homes even more difficult for 
elderly Pennsylvanians.   
 
A 2005 survey conducted by National Energy Assistance Directors’ Association of Low 
Income Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) recipients found that many of them had trouble 
paying their heating bills this year.  Nineteen percent said they had to keep their home at a 
temperature they felt was unsafe or unhealthy, which is particularly dangerous for the elderly.  
Almost a quarter (24%) said they used their stove or oven to provide heat.1 
 
The present report is based on data from a telephone survey of 801 Pennsylvania AARP 
members.  It was conducted by Woelfel Research, Inc. from October 28 through November 2, 
2005.  The survey has a sampling error of +/- 3.3%.2  The full methodology is provided at the 
end of the report and the full annotated questionnaire is contained in the appendix of this 
report.  Percents may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                 
1 2005 National Energy Assistance Survey Report, downloaded from www.neada.org. 
2 Meaning that at the 95% confidence level, member responses reported here are within 3.3 percentage points of what they 
would have been if every Pennsylvania AARP member was interviewed. 
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Findings 
 
Nearly three-fourths of members say their heating bills have increased. 
 
When asked if their home heating bills had increased, decreased, or stayed the same over the 
past three years, almost three-fourths (74%) of Pennsylvania members say their bills have 
increased a lot (39%) or a little (35%).  Two in ten (19%) say their bills have stayed the same, 
while two percent say they have decreased.   
 
 


Changes in Heating Bills in Past Three Years 
(N =801) 


 
 


 
 
Pennsylvania members most commonly use natural gas (54%) to heat their homes.  A quarter 
(25%) use fuel oil, while 15 percent use electricity.  Propane gas (2%) or some other type of 
heat (3%) are used more rarely. 
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A third of members say it was difficult for them to pay their home heating 
bills last winter. 
 
A third of Pennsylvania members say it was very (9%) or somewhat (24%) difficult for them to 
pay their home heating bills last winter.  Members with incomes under $30,000 were more 
likely than those with higher incomes to say paying their heating bills was very difficult (15% 
under $30K; 7% $30-50K; 4% $50K+).  Those with incomes below $50,000 were more likely 
than those with incomes above $50,000 to say paying their heating bills was fairly difficult 
(30% under $30K; 23% $30-50K; 13% $50K+). 
 


Difficulty of Paying Heating Bills Last Winter 
(N =801) 


 


Don't know/ 
NA
 3% Very easy 


8%


Fairly
difficult 


24%


Fairly easy 
26%


Very difficult 
9%


Neither 
difficult nor 


easy 
30%


 
One in seven Pennsylvania members cut back on items such as food, 
prescription drugs, or other necessities to pay their heating bills last 
winter. 
 
One in seven (15%) members say they had to cut back on food, prescription drugs, or other 
necessities to be able to afford their home heating bill last winter.  Over eight in ten (84%) said 
they did not cut back on necessities.  Five percent of Pennsylvania members say that in the past 
12 months they have switched to a different home heating supplier in an effort to save money.   
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Eight in ten Pennsylvania members support protections for utility 
customers who have not paid their bills. 
 
In 2004, Pennsylvania law concerning how utility companies may go about shutting off service 
to customers was changed.  Prior to 2004, utility companies were required to obtain the 
permission of the Public Utility Commission (PUC) before shutting off service to customers 
from December through March.  During the winter months, except for individuals below a 
certain income level, utility companies may now shut-off service without the permission of the 
PUC. 
 
Over eight in ten (81%) members support the statement that “utility companies should not be 
allowed to shut off services to customers – regardless of income – during the winter months 
without getting permission from the Public Utility Commission.”   
 
 


Utilities Should Not Be Allowed to Shut-Off Service to Customers During Winter 
Months Without Permission from the PUC 


(N =801) 
 


Don't know 
2%


Somewhat 
agree 
19%


Disagree 
11%


Strongly 
agree 
62%


Neither agree 
nor disagree 


6%
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Over nine in ten members agree that winter shut-offs should not be 
allowed for low-income customers. 
 
Overall, nine in ten (91%) Pennsylvania members agreed that winter shut-offs to low-income 
customers should require permission from the PUC.  Those who disagreed or neither agreed 
nor disagreed that winter shut-offs should require the permission of the PUC were asked an 
additional question: “Utility companies should not be allowed to shut off services to LOW-
INCOME customers during the winter months without getting permission from the Public 
Utility Commission.”  Over half (56%)of those who were asked agreed that winter shut-offs to 
low-income customers should require the permission of the PUC.   
 
 
Almost eight in ten Pennsylvania members support a low-income energy 
assistance program. 
 
Almost eight in ten (79%) 
Pennsylvania members 
strongly (51%) or somewhat 
(28%) support the state 
legislature passing legislation 
that would create and fund a 
low-income energy assistance 
program.    
 


 
Support for a Low-Income Energy Assistance Program 


(N = 801) 
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Over eight in ten members agree that utility companies should be required 
to provide customers with an in-person notice prior to shutting off 
service. 
 


More than eight in ten (86%) 
Pennsylvania members agree 
that utility companies should 
be required to provide 
customers with an in-person 
notice prior to shutting off 
utility service.  Prior to 2004, 
such notice was required by 
law. 
 
 


Agreement with In-Person Shut-Off Notice 
(N = 801) 


Don't know
1%


Disagree
8%


Neither 
agree nor 
disagree


5%


Somewhat 
agree
14%


Strongly 
agree
73%


 
Almost nine in ten Pennsylvania members support creating a hardship 
fund for individuals unable to pay their heating bills. 
 
Almost nine in ten (88%) 
members support creating a 
hardship fund for individuals 
unable to pay their heating 
bills.  This fund would be 
created using money from 
unclaimed security deposits.  
 


Support for Hardship Fund 
(N = 801) 
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Over seven in ten Pennsylvania members agree that the changes in the 
utility law that permits winter shut-offs, requires two-month security 
deposits, and removes the requirement for in-person shut-off notice 
should be reversed. 
 
More than seven in ten (72%) members agree that the utility law should be changed back to 
pre-2004 standards.  Prior to 2004, winter shut-offs required the permission of the PUC and an 
in-person shut-off notice was required.  In addition, there was no requirement for a two-month 
security deposit.   
 
 


Agreement with Changing Utility Consumer Law Back to Pre-2004 Standards 
(N =801) 
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Conclusion 


 
Nearly three-fourths of Pennsylvania members say their heating bills have increased over the 
last three years, and a third say it was difficult for them to pay their home heating bills last 
winter.  Fifteen percent say they have had to cut back on necessities such as food or 
prescription drugs to be able to afford heating their home.  If projected to the entire 
Pennsylvania membership, this means that 168,343 members have had to cut back on 
necessities in order to heat their home.   
 
Eight in ten members support protections for utility customers who have not paid their bills.  
Over eight in ten believe that utility companies should not be able to shut off services to 
customers during the winter months regardless of income level.  More than nine in ten 
members agree that winter shut-offs should not be allowed for low-income customers. 
 
Support is also high for a low-income energy assistance program and for a hardship fund for 
people unable to pay their heating bills.  Pennsylvania members also agree that utility 
companies should be required to provide customers with an in-person notice prior to shutting 
off utility service.   
 
In 2004, Pennsylvania utility law changed to allow winter shut-offs and two-month security 
deposits.  In addition, an in-person shut-off notice was no longer required.  Seven in ten 
Pennsylvania members agree that these aspects of the law should be changed back to pre-2004 
standards. 
 
As prices for heating fuel continue to rise, it is important that the Pennsylvania legislature 
recognize the difficulty that some residents face in heating their homes.  This survey was 
conducted before the beginning of the 2005 heating season, and home heating prices are 
expected to rise by as much as 48 percent this winter for those with natural gas.3  Older and 
economically disadvantaged residents should not be forced to make a choice between food, 
prescription drugs, or keeping the heat on. 
 
 
 


Methodology 
 
The present report is based on data from a telephone survey of 801 Pennsylvania AARP 
members.  This was a random sample of members for whom we had or were able to obtain a 
telephone number.  It was conducted by Woelfel Research, Inc. from October 28 through 
November 2, 2005.  The survey has a sampling error of +/- 3.3%.4  The full annotated 
questionnaire is contained in the appendix of this report.  Percents may not add to 100 percent 
due to rounding.  
 
 


                                                 
3 Energy Information Administration, Short Term Energy Outlook, October 12, 2005. 
4 Meaning that at the 95% confidence level, member responses reported here are within 3.3 percentage points of what they 
would have been if every Pennsylvania AARP member was interviewed. 
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ANNOTATED QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Pennsylvania Utility Survey 


N=801 , Sampling Error =+/-3.3 
 
Introduction/Screener 
 
Hello, my name is__________.  I’m calling on behalf of Woelfel Research, a national opinion research 
firm.  Tonight we are calling Pennsylvania residents to find out their opinions on utility services and 
practices. 
 
It is important to us that you know we are NOT telemarketers.  This is NOT a sales call and you will 
NOT be asked to buy anything either now or later.     
 


Your views are important and we would greatly appreciate your participation.   
The survey should only take a few minutes (7 minutes) of your time depending on your answers. 
 
Respondent Selection 
 


S1.  RECORD GENDER OF PERSON WHO ANSWERED PHONE: 
1) Male        40% 
2) Female    60% 


 
Main Questionnaire 
 
 


1. What type of fuel do you use to heat your home?  Is it natural gas, electricity, fuel 
oil, propane gas, or some other type of fuel?   (READ EACH OPTION) 
 


 % 
Natural gas 54 
Electricity 15 
Fuel oil 25 
Propane gas   2 
Other   3 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   1 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 


 


2. In the past three years, on average, have your home heating bills …(READ EACH 
OPTION)           
 % 
Increased a lot 39 
Increased a little 35 
Stayed about the same 19 
Decreased a little   1 
Decreased a lot   1 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   5 
Refused (DO NOT READ)  <.5 
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3. Thinking about last winter, how difficult was it for you to pay your home heating 
bills? Was it …  (READ EACH OPTION) 


 
 % 
Very difficult 9 
Fairly difficult  24 
Neither difficult nor easy 30 
Fairly easy 26 
Very easy    8 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)  3 
Refused (DO NOT READ) <.5 


 


4. Did you have to cut back on items such as food, prescription drugs, or other 
necessities to be able to pay your home heating bills last winter? 


 
  % 
Yes 15 
No 84 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   1 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 


 
5. In the past 12 months, have you or a household member switched to a different  


home heating supplier in an effort to save money? 
 


  % 
Yes   5 
No 94 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   1 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 


 
READ:  In 2004, the Pennsylvania legislature passed an Act that changed the process that 
utility companies must follow to disconnect services to customers who have not paid their 
bills.  For instance, 
 


• Utility companies are not required to personally visit the home of customers who are 
about to be shut off because of unpaid bills. 


• Also, there are no longer winter shut-off protections for customers above a certain 
income level who are unable to pay their bills.  This means that utility companies are allowed 
to discontinue services, including heat and water, to customers from December through March.   
Prior to this change, utility companies had to first get permission from the Public Utility 
Commission to shut-off services during this time. 


• Another part of the Act allows utility companies to charge a two-month security deposit 
to customers who do not meet the utility company’s credit standards or who have missed 
payments in the past. 
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6. Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with the following statement:  


“Utility companies should not be allowed to shut off services to customers – 
regardless of income – during the winter months without getting permission from 
the Public Utility Commission.”?  (If agree or disagree, ask:  is that strongly or 
somewhat?)  


 % 
Strongly agree  ► [GO TO QUESTION 8] 62 
Somewhat agree  ► [GO TO QUESTION 8] 19 
Neither agree nor disagree   6 
Somewhat disagree    6 
Strongly disagree   6 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   2 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 


 
7. Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with the following statement:  


“Utility companies should not be allowed to shut off services to LOW-INCOME 
customers during the winter months without getting permission from the Public 
Utility Commission.”?  (If agree or disagree, ask:  is that strongly or somewhat?)   
(IF NEEDED:  Low income would mean having less than $24K a year for an 
individual, or $32K for a couple in most of the Commonwealth—It is less than this 
in Philadelphia)  (n=156) 


 % 
Strongly agree   32 
Somewhat agree   24 
Neither agree nor disagree 13 
Somewhat disagree    8 
Strongly disagree 18 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   5 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   1 


 
8. Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with the following statement:  


“Utility companies should be required to provide customers with an in-person notice 
prior to shutting off utility service”?  (If agree or disagree, ask:  is that strongly or 
somewhat?)    


 % 
Strongly agree   73 
Somewhat agree   14 
Neither agree nor disagree   5 
Somewhat disagree    5 
Strongly disagree   3 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   1 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 
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9. Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with the following statement:  
“The changes in the utility law that permits winter shut-offs, requires two-month 
security deposits, and removes the requirement for in-person shut-off notices should 
be changed back to the way it was.”  (If agree or disagree, ask:  is that strongly or 
somewhat?)  


 %
Strongly agree   49 
Somewhat agree   22 
Neither agree nor disagree 12 
Somewhat disagree    5 
Strongly disagree   6 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   6 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 


 
10. Utility companies regularly require customers to pay a security deposit in order to 


begin receiving services.  Often customers move without leaving a forwarding 
address so their security deposits are not returned to them.  There is a proposal to 
use these unclaimed security deposits to create a hardship fund, like they do in New 
Jersey, that would be used to help people who are unable to pay their home heating 
bills.  Would you support, oppose, or neither support nor oppose creating a hardship 
fund using unclaimed security deposits for individuals unable to pay their heating 
bills?  (If support or oppose, ask:  is that strongly or somewhat?)  


 


 % 
Strongly support 66 
Somewhat support   22 
Neither support nor oppose   3 
Somewhat oppose   2 
Strongly oppose   4 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ)   3 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   0 


 


11. Would you support, oppose, or neither support nor oppose the Pennsylvania 
legislature passing legislation that would create and fund a low-income energy 
assistance program.  (If support or oppose, ask:  is that strongly or somewhat?)  


 


 % 
Strongly support 51 
Somewhat support 28 
Neither support or oppose      8 
Somewhat oppose 4 
Strongly oppose 5 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 3 
Refused (DO NOT READ)    <.5 


Finally, the following few questions are for classification purposes only and will be kept 
entirely confidential. 
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Demographics 
 
D1.   What is your age as of your last birthday? (IN YEARS)  ___________ 
 


 % 
50-54 10 
55-59 13 
60-64 13 
65-69 15 
70-74 16 
75-79 17 
80 or older 14 
Refused   4 


 
D2. What is your marital status?  Are you currently….. (READ LIST) 
 


 % 
Now married 65 
Not married, living with partner   1 
Widowed 22 
Divorced   6 
Separated   1 
Never married   5 
Don't know/Not sure (DO NOT READ)   0 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   1 


 


D3. What is the highest level of education you have completed?  (READ ANSWER 
CATEGORIES)        


 


 % 
Up to 12th grade  12 
High school graduate or equivalent 38 
Post-high school education without a degree 14 
2-year college degree 11 
4-year college degree 12 
Post-graduate study   4 
Graduate or professional degree   9 
Don't know/Not sure (DO NOT READ) <.5 
Refused (DO NOT READ)     1 
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D4.  Which of the following best describes your current employment status?  Are you 
currently….       


  % 
Self-employed, part-time   2 
Self-employed, full-time   3 
Employed, part-time   7 
Employed, full-time 15 
Retired, not working at all 65 
Not in labor force for other reasons   5 
Unemployed but looking for work   1 
Something else [Specify: _______]   2 
Don't know/Not sure (DO NOT READ)   0 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   1 
  


D5.  Are you of Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino origin or descent? 
 


 % 
Yes 1 
No  98 
Not Sure 1 
Refused 1 


 
D6 What race do you consider yourself?  


% 
 White or Caucasian 92 
 Black or African American   4 
 American Indian or Alaska Native 0 
 Asian   <.5 
 Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0 
 Other 1 
 Don’t know  <.5 
 Refused (DO NOT READ) 3 
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D7. Now, for statistical purposes only, please stop me when I get to the category that 


includes your household’s income before taxes in 2004.  Was it…  (READ ANSWER 
CATEGORIES) 


 
  % 
 Less than $10,000   3 
 $10,000 but less than $20,000 13 
 $20,000 but less than $30,000 18 
 $30,000 but less than $40,000 11 
 $40,000 but less than $50,000   7 
 $50,000 but less than $75,000 12 
 $75,000 but less than $100,000   6 
 Or was your income $100,000 or more   4 
 Don't know/Not sure (DO NOT READ)   5 
 Refused (DO NOT READ) 21 
 


D8.  And, finally, may I verify that I reached you at: 
 (_____)_________________________ 
 
 
 


Thank you for participating!   
 







 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
AARP  


Knowledge Management 
For more information contact Erica Dinger at (202) 434-6176. 
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The Manitoba government is committed to 
reducing poverty and promoting social inclusion. 
In 2011, The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act 
was passed to enshrine in law a long-term and 
provincewide poverty reduction strategy. This 
important piece of legislation recognizes that 
certain groups in society face a higher risk of 
experiencing poverty and social exclusion, and 
therefore, require collective and focused attention. 
This action plan, focused on the needs of some of 
the most vulnerable Manitobans, is one of seven 
under the All Aboard Strategy.   


People may experience poverty for a variety of 
reasons.  The risk of poverty is higher during life 
transitions, where poverty may be temporary.  
These changes are triggered by major life events, 
like having children, getting separated or divorced, 
becoming an adult, losing a job or becoming ill.  
Manitobans with disabilities, those living with 
addictions and those living with mental illness are 
also at higher risk of poverty. 


Children who are born into families with low 
income are at a greater risk of living in poverty 
as adults. Those children who face trauma, such 
as experiencing abuse or being taken into care, 
are at even greater risk of experiencing poverty 
throughout their lives. These different situations 
require innovative and flexible solutions, which 
take into account Manitobans’ unique needs, lives 
and experiences. 


In spring 2013, the government held consultations 
to hear the public’s ideas on actions to reduce 
poverty and promote social inclusion. One 


All Aboard Action Plan: 
Targeted Supports for Those Most in Need


“I feel addictions treatment should be 
a very strong focus in any attempt to 
conquer poverty in Manitoba.” 


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013


persistent message during the consultations 
was the need to provide enhanced supports and 
services to Manitobans likely to experience poverty 
because of addictions and mental illness. 


Living with a mental illness or an addiction may 
be challenging and, when not treated effectively, 
can lead to the inability to hold employment 
and maintain stable housing. Research also 
indicates that a history of mental illness and/or 
substance abuse places people at greater risk for 
homelessness. 


  


Mental illness and addictions issues are often a 
cause of poverty, and may be a consequence as 
well. In 2010, the Manitoba Centre for Health Policy 
(MCHP) reported that 24 per cent of Manitobans 
were treated for mental health problems (including 
depression, anxiety, substance abuse, personality 
disorders and schizophrenia) from 2004 to 2009. 
MCHP researchers also reported a link between 
income and the mental health of Manitobans.
Those with low incomes are more likely to be 
treated for mental illnesses.1  


1 Manitoba Centre for Health Policy: Patterns of Regional Mental Illness Disorder Diagnoses and Service Use in 
Manitoba: A Population-Based Study, 2004.
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The Manitoba government will continue to 
invest in services and supports aimed at helping 
Manitobans with mental illness and addictions 
issues. Investments are being directed towards 
expanding and improving access to services, 
reducing wait times and focusing on early 
intervention. Addictions and mental illness affect 
not only individuals, but also their families, 
friends and the community. Taking action to 
help those affected is the right thing to do and 
everyone has a role to play.


“As a person who has suffered with 
mental illness for 40 years of my adult 
life, rendering me under-employed and 
living on assistance, I would like to see 
more media attention on the people who 
live with mental illness in our society. 
These conditions must be given some 
education, understanding and acceptance 
in our culture. So many people with 
benign forms of mental illness live 
in poverty and cannot get gainful 
employment.”


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013


Children and youth in the child welfare system 
also represent one of the most vulnerable groups 
in society, as they are often taken into care after 
experiencing serious and traumatic life events. 
Being placed in care can cause distress, instability 
and uncertainty; therefore, these situations require 
special attention and assistance. We heard during 
the consultations that more support is needed to 
keep families together. We will continue to  
invest in families by offering individualized and  
client-centred supports for families, caregivers and 
children and youth in care.  


Leaving an abusive or violent relationship is 
not easy. During consultations we heard that 
adults and children affected by domestic violence 
require enhanced services – including appropriate 
interventions and supports – for them to remain 
safe, heal and reach their full potential. 


We also know that, compared to other groups  
(ex: seniors, Aboriginal people), the poverty rate 
among Manitobans with disabilities has been falling 
far more slowly. From 2002 to 2011, the incidence  
of low income among this group decreased by  
1.5 per cent. In 2011, 13.0 per cent of Manitobans 
with disabilities were living in low income, 
as compared to 11.5 per cent for the general 
population.2  Statistics Canada reports that in 
2010, 24.2 per cent of persons with disabilities in 
Manitoba were not in the labour force, compared to 
8.4 per cent of persons without disabilities.3


2   These rates are based on the Market Basket Measure of low income for 2011, the most recent year for 
 which data are available. Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics.


3   Persons not in the labour force are those aged 16-64 years who were neither employed nor unemployed.   
  Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Custom Tabulation.  
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“I am 59 years old but still haunted by 
the endless poverty I faced as a youth 
- the mother filled with despair and 
humiliation - her dignity lost to domestic 
violence, depression and mental illness. 
For a young person, this experience can 
‘make or break me’... I can write an essay 
of what the costs to society were as a 
result. We [siblings] all managed to ‘break 
the cycle’ but not without some deeply 
embedded images that haunt us and our 
relationships to each other. A street kid 
is not a bad kid - he/she is looking for a 
home, for connection, for food/comfort/
security - really I know...Studies were my 
escape. I studied all week but partied and 
was a street kid all weekend long - the 
journey was way too hard for anyone to 
bear.”


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013


“Focus investments on individual 
capacity-building versus increasing 
‘do for’ programs which – although 
necessary to avert crises – perpetuate 
existing conditions and essentially do not 
contribute to a solution.  ‘Give a man a fish 
and you feed him for a day. Teach a man to 
fish and you feed him for a lifetime.’  We 
need a mind-set change: skills building, 
personal responsibility and action to 
improve one’s lot in life.” 


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013


Programs that follow a “housing first” approach 
offer housing to people who need it the most, 
and then provide the health and social service 
supports required to maintain a stable tenancy. 
These programs are showing positive results. They 
are helping people with serious mental illnesses, 
addictions, and homelessness issues to stabilize 
their lives and access supports on their road to 
recovery. 


Working is healthy and, for those who are able to 
work, it is the best way out of poverty. However, 
we realize that there is no one path into the labour 
market; flexibility – allowing for multiple paths – 
is required. Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable 
Employment and a Stronger Labour Market was 
launched in April 2013. This strategy is focused 
on structuring support systems to ensure that all 
Manitobans – including those most in need – receive 
appropriate and targeted assistance to succeed in 
the labour market. 


This action plan spells out how the 
Government of Manitoba in partnership 
with key stakeholders plans to assist 
Manitobans who face complex, and often 
compounding, barriers that prevent them 
from leading a healthy, participatory and 
socio-economically vibrant lives. 


Our plan of action includes:


• Looking at existing initiatives to see who is 
accessing services and achieving successful 
outcomes.


• Restructuring support systems to ensure that 
Manitobans who are most in need are receiving 
appropriate supports (where practical and 
desirable). 


• Ensuring that government-delivered programs 
are efficiently administered, so that public 
investments go towards providing front-line 
services. 
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Actions in Progress:


• Supporting Manitobans dealing with 
homelessness, mental health and addictions 
issues to access and maintain housing, by 
working with the health, housing and social 
service sectors.


- Since 2009, over $7 million has been 
allocated to programs that provide a range 
of housing and supports to individuals with 
homelessness, mental health and addictions 
issues. Examples include: the Portable 
Housing Benefit, the Bell Hotel Supportive 
Housing Project, the Community Housing 
with Supports Project and the Community 
Wellness Initiative. In addition, Manitoba 
has supported the At Home/Chez Soi 
initiative of the Mental Health Commission 
of Canada, which committed almost $20 
million over four years (2009-2013) to the 
Winnipeg site. 


• Working with the Canadian Mental Health 
Association to assist 50 individuals with 
mental health and homelessness issues to find 
and maintain stable housing and supports.


• Implementing Rising to the Challenge, a 
comprehensive, five-year, provincial mental 
health strategic plan for Manitoba. Launched 
in 2011, this plan recognizes that mental health 
and wellness affects every aspect of people’s 
lives and that investment in mental health 
promotion, prevention of mental illness and 
accessible services and supports will lead to 
improved outcomes for all Manitobans.


• Providing Manitobans with information to 
access addictions services, by implementing 
a provincial toll free number (1-855-662-6605), 
called the Manitoba Addictions Information 
Line.


• Working with the Manitoba Liquor and 
Lotteries Corporation and other sectors to 
assess issues in the field of alcohol and 
alcohol-related harm, as well as the growing 
health and social impacts on Manitobans. 
The goal is to develop strategies to reduce 
the harm associated with alcohol, modify the 
behaviour of high-risk drinking, and promote 
a culture of moderation. 


 “Focus on helping and supporting 
people with addictions.  I feel that 
addictions create a number of issues 
in the individual as well as their family 
and friends; often there is no support.  
Many Manitobans deal with addictions 
and this affects their ability to work and 
support their families.  It also decreases 
a person’s ability to function and be a 
contributing member of society.”


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013 
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• Delivering Turnabout, a provincewide crime 
prevention program, providing support and 
referral services to children under the age of 
12 who are in contact with the law. 


• Investing $16.5 million in preventative child 
and family services (to keep children safe at 
home with their families) in 2012/2013.


• Operating the Mental Health Court, 
launched in 2012, to provide an alternative 
to mainstream criminal courts for adults 
charged with criminal offences, who are 
assessed to have severe and pervasive 
mental illness. 


“Deal with abusers in family violence 
strongly, while supporting the abused 
person. The abused person (usually with 
children) is often forced out of homes, 
jobs/education and family supports.   
They are then forced into poverty, having 
to start over, often with nothing.”


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013


• Implementing Manitoba’s new, multi-year, 
domestic violence strategy and, in partnership 
with the Winnipeg Blue Bombers, launching a 
public awareness campaign to end domestic 
violence, called Break the Silence. 


• Investing over $1 million in capital 
improvements to shelters and other  
family-violence facilities, owned by Manitoba 
Housing, between 2009 to 2014. 


• Piloting Towards Flourishing, an initiative that 
promotes the mental well-being of parents 
and children by adding a mental health 
promotion strategy to the Families First home 
visiting program. 


• Increasing the capacity of Fetal Alcohol 
Spectrum Disorder (FASD) support programs 
and expanding FASD diagnostic capacity in 
northern and rural communities.


• Funding world class research at the University 
of Manitoba on FASD diagnostic tools, as 
well as funding prevention strategies in order 
to reduce the effects of FASD in Manitoba 
communities.
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• Assisting youth (ages 16 to 21) who have left 
or are leaving temporary Child and Family 
Services (CFS) care through the MYTEAM 
project, by providing mentorship and other 
resources to help with their transition to 
independent adulthood. 


• Continuing to implement Reclaiming Hope: 
Manitoba’s Youth Suicide Prevention Strategy. 
Since 2008, the Province of Manitoba  
has invested more than $7 million, and  
has implemented 18 regional and  
community-based youth suicide prevention 
initiatives, to help prevent suicide, improve 
access to mental health services and 
supports, and provide hope and opportunity 
to young Manitobans, with a focus on 
Aboriginal youth. 


• Supporting the Adult Crisis Stabilization Unit 
in Steinbach, which provides short-term stays 
for Manitobans experiencing a mental health 
crisis that can be stabilized in a community 
facility. 


• Amending The Human Rights Code to 
prohibit discrimination based on social 
disadvantage, including discrimination 
against those living in chronic poverty.


• Continuing to make available voluntary care 
and maintenance for former permanent wards 
to assist these young adults in completing the 
transition to independence, up to the age of 
21 years.


2013 and Beyond:


• Established Canada’s first-of-its-kind ‘mental 
health crisis response centre’ in Winnipeg, 
to improve access to services for adults 
experiencing mental health crises. 


• Implemented Manitoba’s adult abuse registry, 
the first-of-its-kind in Canada, to help protect 
vulnerable adults and patients living in  
health-care settings from abuse and neglect.


• Investigate measures to regulate payday lines 
of credit, building on provincial regulation of 
payday loans.


• Introduce new provincial legislation to 
direct two per cent of Manitoba Liquor and 
Lotteries Corporation’s net annual income 
to responsible gaming and consumption 
initiatives, with dedicated funding to help 
Manitoba families coping with addictions. 
This commitment will be enshrined in law 
and will increase existing funding for socially 
responsibility initiatives by approximately  
$20 million over the next four years. 


• Introduce a withdrawal management service 
(detox service) at the Addictions Foundation  
of Manitoba site in Thompson. 
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• Co-locate youth addictions stabilization 
services (both voluntary and involuntary) 
and services for youth detained under 
The Intoxicated Person Detention Act in 
one facility. This will provide parents/
caregivers and youth options for intervention, 
stabilization and, if required, access to 
treatment services.


• Expand Manitoba’s Family Violence 
Prevention Program to offer accessible and 
appropriate supports for people abused 
by family members who are not intimate 
partners (ex: parents, siblings, grandparents 
and extended family members).


• Introduce new accessibility legislation to 
support the full participation of Manitobans 
with disabilities in our society.


• Train an additional 17 mental health  
first-aid instructors for school-based staff 
across Manitoba to provide schools with 
tools and resources to assist students  
in need.


• Collaborate with employers and employees 
to launch the Manitoba Healthy Workplace 
Campaign. This campaign will help participants 
make changes in workplaces that support 
improved physical and mental health, including 
stress management. 


• Develop and promote practical, web-based 
tools to assist families in accessing mental 
health services for children and youth. 


• Create 28 units of safe, secure, affordable and 
supportive housing for people living with a 
mental illness, in collaboration with the Sara 
Riel Foundation. 


• Provide safe and supportive housing for 
immigrant and refugee women who are new 
to Canada and have limited or no local family 
or community support. Marie Rose Place, 
supported by three levels of government and 
Hargrave Holdings Ltd., will be a 40-apartment, 
six-storey building in the heart of Winnipeg.


“Unfortunately, securing housing in 
Manitoba is not enough, given that many 
landlords are able to evict tenants who 
do not behave in particular ways. Some 
of us need help in maintaining housing 
and I believe that support should be 
provided alongside the much needed 
subsidized housing programs.”


Public Consultation Survey Response, 2013 
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• Create 45 units of safe and affordable 
housing for families and adults with 
mental health problems and illnesses, in 
collaboration with Eden Health Services 
and the Government of Canada. 


• Explore ways to support employers to 
hire and provide job accommodations to 
Manitobans with disabilities, so they can 
more fully participate in the labour market 
and contribute to Manitoba’s economy. 


• Improve access to mental health and 
addictions services for youth in Northern 
Manitoba by completing the construction 
of a youth crisis stabilization facility in 
Thompson, equipped with four mental 
health crisis beds and two beds for youth 
addictions stabilization.


• Reduce barriers for Manitobans with 
disabilities by developing an action 
plan, with timelines for creating and 
implementing standards and other means 
of achieving accessibility.


• Review existing Manitoba laws to ensure 
they reflect Manitoba’s four accessibility 
principles: Access, Equality, Universal 
Design and Systemic Responsibility.


• Develop supports for agencies and individuals, 
to address the needs of women who use  
family-violence shelters frequently, and for 
extended periods of time, by:


– exploring a partnership with the Addictions 
Foundation of Manitoba to better meet the 
needs of clients who are leaving abusive 
relationships and have addictions issues.


– adopting Housing First principles in the 
implementation of a pilot project aimed 
at reducing barriers for victims of family 
violence.


• Provide tools and processes to health-care 
practitioners to assess and intervene early with 
Manitobans at risk of developing problems with 
alcohol.


• Introduce River Point Centre, a new, multi-
service addictions treatment facility that will 
provide intake and screening, withdrawal 
management, treatment readiness 
programming, community-based day 
treatment, residential treatment, outreach, 
ongoing care and temporary residential 
housing. This facility will reduce barriers for 
Manitobans seeking addictions treatment by 
providing a physical intake hub that will provide 
centralized intake and screening to help them 
navigate the addictions service system.
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Executive Summary 


The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (BPU) implemented the New Jersey Universal Service 
Fund (USF) in October 2003.  The goal of the USF program is to make electric and gas service 
affordable to low-income households in New Jersey.  The BPU has contracted with APPRISE to 
conduct an evaluation of the USF program.  The purposes of the evaluation are to assess whether 
the program has been successful in meeting its affordability goal and to determine what changes, 
if any, are needed to improve the program’s performance. 


Introduction 


In 1999, the Electric Discount and Energy Competition Act (EDECA) authorized the BPU to 
establish a USF program.  An interim program furnished benefits to nearly 100,000 low-income 
customers in 2002.  The current USF program was established by BPU order on April 30, 2003. 


In October 2003, households that had received either HEA or Lifeline during the 2002-2003 
program year were screened for USF program eligibility.  Additional HEA recipients were 
screened for USF benefits in April 2004 and September 2004.  Starting in November 2004, 
households were able to directly apply for USF benefits through a joint USF/HEA application.  
In addition, households that apply for HEA as part of their annual Food Stamp recertification 
procedures continue to be screened for USF eligibility.  USF benefits are granted for a twelve-
month period.  At the end of the twelve months, a customer must reenroll in the program to 
continue to receive USF benefits.1  By November 2005, 176,707 different low-income 
households had received USF benefits.   


The Fresh Start program was implemented in April 2004.  Any USF customer with an overdue 
balance of $60 or more was automatically enrolled.  After that time, any customers who were 
qualified for USF and had an overdue balance of $60 or more at the time of enrollment were 
automatically enrolled in the Fresh Start program.  The Fresh Start program gives the USF 
participant the opportunity to retire preprogram overdue balances by paying current bills for one 
year.  A customer is only allowed to participate in the Fresh Start program one time. 


The USF program is implemented through a partnership among state agencies, the state’s seven 
investor-owned utilities, and local community-based agencies.  The partners and their 
responsibilities are: 


                                                 
1 The one-year enrollment period has been extended for certain groups of customers.  HEA recipients enrolled in 
October 2003 had their benefits extended to April 2005 so that they could take advantage of the Fresh Start program.  
USF recipients enrolled in October 2003 had their benefits further extended to September 2005 because of a backlog 
in processing USF/HEA applications at some local agencies.  USF recipients enrolled in April 2004 also had their 
benefits extended to September 2005 because of the backlog.  Lifeline recipients enrolled in the program in October 
2003 had their benefits extended to November 2006 while the BPU considers alternatives for enrolling Lifeline 
recipients in the USF program. 
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• BPU - The BPU has fiscal responsibility for the program. 


• DHS - The program administrator is the New Jersey Department of Human Services. 


o OIT - The NJ Office of Information Technology (OIT) supports DHS through the 
development and operation of the USF/HEA computer system.   


o DCA - The NJ Department of Community Affairs (DCA) supports DHS through 
its management of the community-based agencies that serve as USF/HEA intake 
sites.  


• Utilities – The seven investor-owned utilities furnish DHS with information to identify 
customers and calculate benefits, credit customer accounts with USF and Fresh Start 
benefits, and furnish reports to the BPU on the status of USF customers. 


• Community-Based Agencies – Local agencies contract with DCA to conduct HEA/USF 
outreach and to process HEA/USF applications. 


The APPRISE evaluation team has contracted with the BPU to furnish information regarding the 
benefits and costs of the USF program, and to identify alternatives for program design and 
operations that can increase program benefits and/or cost-effectiveness.  The evaluation team 
was tasked to address the following topics. 


• Program Targeting 
• Program Accessibility 
• Payment Compliance 
• Program Retention 
• Client Program Impacts 
• Utility Program Impacts 
• Agency Program Impacts 
• Program Linkages and Efficiency 
• Summary of Program Benefits and Costs 


The program evaluation research consisted of Administrative Interviews, USF Customer 
Interviews, OIT Database Analysis, Utility Data Analysis, and Financial Data Analysis.  All of 
the evaluation findings are presented in this report.  A companion report, NJ USF Program 
History and Operations, was prepared to furnish detailed information about the USF program 
and is referenced throughout this report. 


USF Program Design 


Households are eligible for the USF program if they meet the following criteria. 


• Utility Customer – Receive electric or natural gas service from one of the seven BPU-
regulated utilities. 
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• Income – Have household income at or below 175 percent of poverty. 


• Energy Burden – Have an electric or natural gas bill that exceeds 3 percent of income, or 
have an electric heat bill that exceeds 6 percent of income. 


Households are screened for USF program eligibility if they enroll in one of the following ways. 


• USF/HEA Application – They complete a USF/HEA application and send it or bring it to 
a USF/HEA intake agency. 


• Food Stamp Application – They complete a Food Stamp application (or recertification) at 
the county social services office. 


The USF benefit screening process includes the following steps. 


• HEA Benefit – Qualifying households are assigned a HEA benefit based on the HEA 
benefit matrix. 


• Lifeline Benefit – Households are screened to determine whether they received a Lifeline 
benefit in the previous year. 


• Electric Energy Burden / Gas Energy Burden – OIT requests information from the 
household’s electric and gas suppliers regarding the household’s expected energy bill for 
the next year. 


• USF Benefit Determination – OIT determines whether the household’s electric or gas 
burden, net of available assistance benefits, exceeds the 3 percent threshold (or 6 percent 
for electric heaters). 


• Notification – OIT notifies the utility of the amount of the USF benefit for which the 
household is qualified. 


• Fresh Start Benefit Determination – When the utility designates that a customer is on the 
USF program, it determines the amount of Fresh Start program benefits for which the 
customer is eligible. 


The USF program operations include the following. 


• Monthly Credit - The USF customer receives a fixed USF credit each month.  The 
customer is responsible for paying the remainder of the utility bill. 


• Fresh Start Credits – Each utility has established procedures for periodically reviewing 
payments by USF customers and granting Fresh Start credits. 


• Fresh Start Reconciliation – After 15 months, any Fresh Start credits that have not been 
retired are restored to a customer’s active account. 
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The NJ USF program has the following characteristics. 


• Program Integration - The USF program is integrated with the HEA program. 


• Percent of Income – It is designed to limit bills to a fixed percent of income. 


• Percent Standard – The affordability standard is 3 percent of income for each utility bill. 


• All Eligible Customers – The program is available to all customers who meet the 
eligibility standards, whether or not they have exhibited payment problems. 


• Fixed Credit – The program furnishes a fixed monthly benefit. 


• 12-Month Benefit Period – The program furnishes benefits for 12 months. 


• Income Certification – Proof of income is required for program participation. 


• 12-Month Arrearage Forgiveness – The program forgives 100 percent of preprogram 
arrears for 12 months of payments on current bills. 


There are a number of ratepayer-funded low-income programs in other states.  Some are similar 
to the NJ USF program, while others are quite different. 


• Program Integration – Some ratepayer programs are integrated with HEA, while others 
are not.  Integration is preferred because it ensures that households receive all of the 
benefits available to them through a single program application. 


• Percent of Income – Some ratepayer programs offer customers a rate discount rather than 
a benefit that is designed to keep energy bills to a fixed percent of income.  Rate 
discounts are easier to implement but do not furnish the highest benefits to customers 
with the greatest need. 


• Affordability Standard – Affordability standards for electric baseload usage range from 3 
percent of income (NJ and MD) to 5 percent of income (OH).  Affordability standards for 
gas heating usage range from 3 percent of income (NJ) to 10 percent of income (OH). 


• All Eligible Customers – Some programs are limited to customers who are “payment-
troubled.”  Those programs do a better job of targeting program benefits to customers 
who exhibit the greatest need.  However, advocates suggest that payment problems are 
only one indicator of need and that such programs unfairly penalize low-income 
customers who forgo other necessities to pay their utility bills. 


• Fixed Credit Program – Some programs have implemented fixed payment programs, 
where the customer pays a monthly percent of income and the monthly credit varies to 
cover the difference between the customer payment and the utility bill.  Fixed payment 
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programs offer the customer more protection, while fixed credit programs give the 
customer greater incentives for usage reduction. 


• 12-Month Benefit Periods – Most ratepayer-funded low-income programs have a 12-
month benefit period.  A few have a 24-month benefit, particularly for elderly customers.  
The CARES program in California has a program that expires only when the customer 
closes an account. 


• Income Certification – Most ratepayer-funded low-income programs require customers to 
furnish income documentation.  The CARES program allows customers to self-certify. 


• Arrearage Forgiveness – Ratepayer-funded low-income programs vary widely in the type 
of preprogram arrearage forgiveness offered.  Some programs retire arrearages over a 24-
month or 36-month period.  Some programs required the customer to pay a portion of 
their arrears to receive forgiveness for the remainder. 


The NJ USF program has many characteristics in common with other ratepayer-funded low-
income programs that have been implemented in other states.  However, the NJ program is 
unique in terms of having a statewide program that integrates HEA, Lifeline, and USF programs, 
in conjunction with direct measurement of electric and natural gas energy burdens. 


Program Targeting 


The program targeting evaluation examines: 


• The size of the population eligible for USF benefits. 


• The participation rate of eligible households in USF. 


• The participation rate for households with the greatest need for USF. 


The program targeting made use of publicly available databases, 2000 Census Public Use 
Microdata Sample (PUMS), and 2004 Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic 
Supplement (CPS-ASEC), along with price data from the NJ investor-owned utilities to estimate 
the population that is eligible for the NJ USF program.  Those estimates were compared to 
program participant data to examine program targeting. 


Households Income Eligible for USF 


The following statistics were developed with respect to the population that is income eligible for 
the NJ USF program (i.e., have income at or below 175 percent of the HHS poverty guidelines). 


• About 646,000 of the 3,233,000 NJ households (20 percent) are income eligible for USF. 
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• About 272,000 of the 646,000 income-eligible households (42 percent) have incomes at 
or below the HHS poverty guideline.  About 228,000 of the income-eligible households 
(35 percent) have incomes less than $10,000 per year. 


• The median electric energy burden of income-eligible households is 5.2 percent of 
income.  About 153,000 income-eligible households have an electric bill of $1,000 or 
more and about 145,000 income-eligible households have an electric burden of 10 
percent or more. 


• The median gas energy burden of income-eligible households is 7.1 percent of income.  
About 179,000 income-eligible households have a gas bill of $1,000 or more and about 
138,000 income-eligible households have a gas energy burden of 10 percent or more. 


• About 364,000 of the income-eligible households are eligible for a HEA benefit for their 
electric or gas heating service.  About 310,000 of the income-eligible households are 
eligible for a Lifeline benefit for their electric and/or gas service. 


Households Eligible for USF Benefits 


The following statistics were developed with respect to the income-eligible population that 
qualifies for a USF benefit (i.e., has a net electric bill or a net gas bill that exceeds 3 percent of 
income). 


• About 320,000 households are eligible for electric USF benefits and about 189,000 
households are eligible for gas USF benefits.  In total, 361,000 households are eligible for 
at least one USF benefit. 


• The median electric USF benefit for which households are eligible is $445 per year.  The 
median gas USF benefit for which households are eligible is $672 per year.  The median 
combined USF benefit for which households are eligible is $701 per year.   


• About 66,000 of the 361,000 households that are eligible for a USF benefit have a 
combined need that exceeds the $1,800 annual cap on USF benefits. 


• In total, about 320,000 households are eligible for about $174 million in electric USF 
benefits. 


• In total, about 189,000 households are eligible for about $133 million in gas USF 
benefits. 


Households eligible for USF benefits have the following characteristics. 


• 164,000 of the 361,000 households eligible for USF benefits (45 percent) have incomes 
at or below the HHS poverty guideline. 
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• 133,000 of the 361,000 households eligible for USF benefits (37 percent) have incomes 
at or below $10,000 per year. 


• About 43 percent have a head of household that is 60 or older. 


• About 18 percent have a disabled head of household that is younger than 60. 


• About 18 percent have a child age 5 or younger in the household. 


• About 40 percent are one-person households. 


• For about 17 percent of the households, Spanish is the primary language spoken in the 
household. 


• For about 16 percent of the households, a language other than English or Spanish is the 
primary language spoken in the household. 


These statistics show that, in addition to having a high energy burden, households that are 
eligible for USF benefits have low incomes and tend to include vulnerable individuals. 


Characteristics of USF Recipients 


We obtained data on USF participants from the USF/HEA database that is maintained by the NJ 
State Office of Information Technology (OIT) and from reports sent by the utilities to the BPU.  
Our findings include: 


• About 177,000 households have received USF benefits since October 2003.  139,000 
households received electric benefits and 100,000 household received gas benefits. 


• About 67,000 USF recipients (41 percent) have incomes at or below $10,000. 


• The median gross electric burden (i.e., electric bill divided by income) for USF electric 
participants is 8 percent of income.   


• The median gross gas burden (i.e., gas bill divided by income) for USF gas participants is 
11 percent of income.   


• About 37 percent of USF participants have an elderly head of household. 


• About 13 percent of USF participants have a child 5 or younger in the household. 


By comparing the characteristics of households that are eligible for USF benefits to the 
characteristics of USF recipients, we can examine the USF program participation rates for USF-
eligible households.   Our findings are: 
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• Overall, about 49 percent of eligible households have received USF benefits.  About 44 
percent of households eligible for electric USF benefits have received them and about 52 
percent of households eligible for gas USF benefits have received them. 


• Households with incomes at or below 100 percent of poverty are more likely to receive 
benefits than are households with incomes above 100 percent of poverty. 


• Households with incomes at or below $20,000 are more likely to receive benefits than are 
households with incomes above $20,000. 


• Lower-burden households are more likely to receive benefits than are higher-burden 
households.  About 43 percent of households with a gas burden of 15 percent or more 
receive benefits, but almost 70 percent of households with a gas burden of 3 percent to 5 
percent of income receive benefits. 


• Households with an elderly head of household are less likely than other eligible 
households to receive benefits. 


• Households with child 5 or younger are less likely than other eligible households to 
receive benefits. 


• Households that speak Spanish as their primary language have a lower participation rate 
than households that speak English as their primary language. 


• Very few households that primarily speak a language other than Spanish or English 
receive benefits. 


• Smaller households participate in the program at a higher rate than do larger households. 


Findings on Program Targeting 


To serve the households with the greatest need, the program should serve: 


• The households with the lowest income. 


• The households with the highest energy burden. 


• The households with vulnerable household members (i.e., elderly, disabled, young child). 


The findings from the targeting analysis show that the program has not been effective in 
targeting the households in the greatest need.  It does not serve households in poverty at a higher 
rate than those with incomes above poverty.  It does not serve the households with the highest 
energy burden at the highest rate.  It serves households with vulnerable members (elderly and 
young children) at a lower rate than other households.  In addition, the program does not appear 
to serve eligible households whose primary language is not English or Spanish. 
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Program Accessibility 


The program accessibility evaluation examines: 


• What are the barriers to program participation? 


• Do the barriers differentially affect different population groups? 


• What are the potential remediation alternatives? 


The information used to address these questions was developed from administrative interviews 
with program mangers and intake workers, review of program procedures documents, analysis of 
program participation rates, and interviews with USF customers. 


The study finds that there are three types of barriers to program participation. 


• Technical Barriers – Program procedures that directly limit or restrict program 
participation. 


• Procedural Barriers – Intake procedures that are so burdensome that they discourage 
program participation. 


• Informational Barriers – Eligible households may be unaware of the program, may be 
unaware that they are eligible for the program, or may fail to understand program 
requirements. 


The evaluation found that each of those types of barriers exist for the USF program. 


Technical Barriers to USF Program Participation 


We identified four technical barriers to USF program participation. 


• Utility Bills in Rent – Households that pay for their utility bills in rent are excluded from 
the program.  About 15 percent of low-income households have utility bills included in 
their rent. 


• Name on Account – An individual must have his or her name on the utility account to 
apply for USF benefits.  This problem affects an unknown number of households. 


• Food Stamp Applicant Screening – Food Stamp applicants are automatically screened for 
HEA and USF.  However, since the Food Stamp application has not been updated to 
include information on nonheating electric accounts, some Food Stamp applicants who 
receive gas HEA and USF benefits cannot be screened for electric USF because the 
electric account information cannot be located.  About 50 percent of USF recipients apply 
for the program through the Food Stamp application system. 
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• Lifeline Applicant Screening – In 2003, PAAD/Lifeline applicants were screened for 
USF eligibility.  However, since the Lifeline application does not include all of the 
information and documentation that is required for an application for HEA and USF, 
these households are not screened for USF eligibility.  About one-third of the October 
2003 USF participants were screened from the Lifeline database. 


A major barrier to program participation could be eliminated if the USF/HEA, Food Stamp, and 
Lifeline program applications all included an information request that would allow a household 
to be screened for eligibility for the USF program.  That way, any household that completes an 
application for energy assistance of any type would be considered for USF benefits. 


Procedural Barriers to the USF Program 


We reviewed a number of components of the USF program application and processing 
procedures to identify procedural barriers to the USF program. 


• Application Requirements – The program application requires extensive documentation 
to ensure the fiscal integrity of the program.  The evaluation team identified some 
requirements that might be eliminated.  These should be reviewed by the program 
administrator. 


• Application Procedures – The program allows clients to mail applications and 
coordinates its applications with the Food Stamp program.  This gives clients a number of 
options for submitting an application.  However, clients who speak a language other than 
English or Spanish, and clients with literacy problems could have a significant problem 
completing the application.  The program administrator should try to identify procedures 
that will facilitate completion of the application by these households. 


• Agency Processing Procedures – Agencies review and enter HEA/USF applications.  
However, they face challenges in ensuring that the application is complete.  It is hard for 
them to contact households that send applications by mail and to track the status of 
applications that have been submitted.  A set of “best practices” for intake agencies 
should be identified and agencies should be furnished with the information and resources 
needed to implement those “best practices.”  


• Agency Processing Backlog – For 2005, a processing backlog at intake agencies 
represented a major barrier to program participation.  In Section IX of the report, we 
discuss the apparent sources of that backlog and remediation procedures in greater depth. 


The USF customer survey also furnishes some information on the procedural barriers perceived 
by USF customers.   


• Only about 60 percent of USF customers are aware that they applied for HEA 
benefits. 
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• Of those who are aware of applying, only 25 percent reported that the HEA 
application was “somewhat difficult” or “very difficult.” 


• Of those who reported difficulty, about half indicated that the forms were too long or 
burdensome. 


From the current client perspective, the application procedures are not the major barrier to the 
program.  However, since a client must be able to complete the forms to become a client, we are 
missing the information on potential clients who are unable to complete the required forms. 


Informational Barriers 


Three types of informational barriers can affect program participation. 


• Program Awareness – Eligible customers may not be aware that the program exists. 


• Program Perceptions – Eligible customers may be aware of the program, but may 
perceive that they are not eligible or the program is not useful. 


• Program Procedures – Eligible customers may be aware of the program and may wish 
to apply, but do not understand the application procedures. 


The evaluation found that all three types of informational barriers are present in the USF 
program. 


Client Outreach 


In thinking about potential information barriers, it is important to assess whether there has been 
an active communication environment and whether clients are receptive to communications.  
From the available evidence, it appears that communication attempts have been made and that 
clients are used to working with utilities, local agencies, and other resources. 


• Outreach – USF clients who were enrolled in the program in October 2003 received 
at least four communications from the utilities and the state over the two-year period.  
Fresh Start program participants received at least eight program communications. 


• Client Receptivity – Most clients reported that they had a source of information when 
they needed assistance with their energy bill.  Over three-fourths of the clients 
surveyed reported having one or more information sources.  Almost all of these 
clients felt confident working with at least one of the sources. 


Client Awareness 


Despite this outreach and information, between 20 and 30 percent of USF clients are unaware of 
the HEA program and 40 percent are unaware of the USF program.  Only 40 percent of USF 
clients were aware that they were receiving USF benefits.  Only about 20 percent of USF Fresh 
Start clients were aware that they were also receiving Fresh Start Benefits. 
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These program awareness rates are quite low.  However, since the USF program has been 
implemented in conjunction with the HEA program, it may be quite difficult for clients to 
understand that they are applying for both HEA and USF when the procedures are essentially the 
same as they were for HEA alone.  Moreover, when clients who are receiving USF were asked 
whether they saw credits on their utility bill and why they were receiving them, many clients 
suggested that they were HEA benefits. 


Program Perceptions and Program Procedures 


Since relatively few clients are aware of their USF benefits, we were only able to gather 
information on program perceptions and program requirements from a small sample of USF 
participants.  Among those who were aware of the program, about half perceive that it had 
improved their ability to pay both their energy and nonenergy bills.  About half of the clients 
perceive that the only program requirement is that they pay their energy bills.  Only about 25 
percent of the clients were aware that they needed to reenroll in the program.   


Program Accessibility Recommendations 


Our evaluation suggests that there are three initiatives that the program should undertake to 
improve access to the program. 


• Technical – Coordination of the three existing energy information systems – 
USF/HEA, FAMIS, and Lifeline -- should improve program access. 


• Procedural – There is evidence that incomplete applications are a major barrier to 
clients’ properly enrolling in the program.  The program administrator should work to 
develop strategies that help to reduce or resolve these application problems. 


• Informational – Clients have very little awareness of the USF program.  A more 
effective communication strategy should be developed. 


As the program start-up issues are resolved, the program implementers can turn their attention to 
these accessibility issues.  However, we expect that additional resources would be required to 
meet program goals for accessibility. 


Payment Compliance 


One important goal of the USF program is to ensure that clients can pay all of their utility bills 
each year.  To examine the success of the program in meeting these goals, we used utility 
transaction data to measure the rate at which USF clients paid their energy bills in the most 
recent twelve months – approximately August 2004 to July 2005.  In this analysis, we examined: 


• Payment Compliance Rates – The percent of a customer’s bill that was paid. 


• Sources of Payment – The average share of customer charges that were paid by 
different sources and the distribution of payment by different sources. 
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• Client Group – We examined which subgroups had the most difficulty paying their 
energy bills. 


• Utility Service – We reviewed the actions being taken by utility companies to help 
clients maintain service. 


After examining all of these factors, we identified program changes that might help to improve 
payment compliance. 


Payment Compliance Rates 


On average, USF clients covered over 100 percent of their charges.  The average of client 
charges was $1,668 and the average of client payments was $1,689.  However, Fresh Start 
participants had a lower payment compliance rate; Fresh Start participants paid about 94 percent 
of their charges during the annual period. 


The distribution of coverage rate, however, does not appear as promising.  About 67 percent of 
clients paid 100 percent or more of their charges.  Over 15 percent of clients paid less than 90 
percent of their charges.  Fresh Start participants had more difficulty paying their bills; 35 
percent of Fresh Start participants paid less than 90 percent of their bill. 


Sources of Payment 


In the USF program, utility bills for clients are paid by a number of sources, including customer 
payment, HEA benefits, USF benefits, and Lifeline benefits.  Of course, each different client has 
a different set of benefits.  However, the averages are instructive. 


• Customer Payments – The mean amount is $705, or 44 percent of customer bills. 


• USF Credits – The mean amount is $626, or 39 percent of customer bills. 


• HEA Credits – The mean amount is $206, or 12 percent of customer bills. 


• Lifeline Credits – The mean amount is $61, or 5 percent of customer bills. [Note: 
Lifeline recipients receive $225.  However, only 31 percent of USF customers receive 
Lifeline benefits.] 


It is clear that USF credits represent a major benefit to USF clients. 


Analysis of Client Subgroups 


We conducted an in-depth analysis of individual client groups to assess the differential rates of 
payment coverage.  However, we were concerned that correlation among analysis variables made 
it difficult to discern which factors had the most impact on payment coverage rates. We 
conducted a regression analysis to identify the key factors associated with payment coverage.  
We found: 
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• Fresh Start – Coverage rate for these customers was measured to be about 10 percentage 
points less than that for other clients. 


• HEA Receipt – If the customer received HEA during the year, their coverage rate was 
about 10 percentage points more than that for clients that did not. 


• Total Charges – Each increase in customer charges of $1,000 was associated with a 
coverage rate decline of 3 percentage points. 


• Lower Income – Households with income less than $10,000 had coverage 4 percentage 
points higher than that for households with income above $20,000. 


• Customers in Economically Distressed Areas – Customers in economically distressed 
areas had a coverage rate about 4 percentage points lower than that for those in other 
areas. 


Service Maintenance 


Evidence from the utility collection reports indicates that utilities are cautious in disconnecting 
service for USF customers.  Utilities are reporting that a significant percentage of USF customer 
have arrears – rates range from about 20 percent to over 40 percent.  However, most utilities shut 
off fewer than 1 percent of clients in June 2005.  For many utilities, the reconnection rate 
represents a large fraction of all shutoffs.  Finally, utilities are offering payment-troubled USF 
customers DPA agreements. 


Payment Compliance Recommendations 


The data available from this analysis directly suggest three program enhancements: 


1. HEA Participation – The effort to inform USF customers that they need to reapply for 
their HEA benefits needs to be more effective. 


2. Usage Reduction – High-usage households should be targeted by the Comfort Partners 
and WAP programs to ensure that clients have affordable bills. 


3. Fresh Start/Distressed Communities – The program needs to make use of the information 
developed in the PSE&G and JCP&L pilot programs to develop strategies for working 
with payment-troubled USF clients. 


In addition to these data-driven recommendations, another program enhancement may be 
appropriate.   Under the current program guidelines, most customers have energy bills that vary 
significantly each month.  For example, if a client gets a HEA grant, he or she might not have 
any bill to pay for several months.  Similarly, a gas USF customer might have a USF benefit that 
covers more than 100 percent of a summer bills, but that might cover only 20 percent of a winter 
bill.  These kinds of variation in monthly payments may be challenging for USF customers to 
manage. 
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One option for the program is to offer clients an equal monthly payment plan that accounts for 
all program benefits.  For example, if the client had a $2,400 combined energy bill, he or she 
would have a budget plan for $200 per month.  If the client had a $600 USF benefit, the monthly 
budget amount would be reduced by $50 to $150 per month.  Further, if the client had a $300 
HEA grant, the monthly budget amount would be reduced by another $25 to $125 per month.  It 
may be easier for a client to pay $125 monthly than it would be to pay nothing in some months 
and over $200 in others. 


Program Retention 


It is important for clients that are eligible for USF to continue to receive USF benefits at the end 
of the twelve-month period.  To reenroll in the program, the client must be income eligible for 
the program, successfully complete a HEA/USF application, and have an energy bill that exceeds 
3 percent of income.  From our analysis, it appears that awareness of the need to reapply and 
successful completion of the program application are two factors that are affecting program 
retention rates. 


From the USF/HEA database, we were able to develop the following statistics. 


• Reenrollment Attempt Rate – About 64 percent of USF clients attempted to reenroll in 
the USF program. 


• Income Eligibility – About 62 of USF clients attempted to reenroll and were found to be 
income eligible for the program. 


• Complete Application – About 44 percent of USF clients attempted to reenroll and were 
found to be income eligible and have a complete application.  


The first concern is that about 36 percent of USF customers appear to have failed to reapply for 
the program.  This is not unexpected, since we saw earlier that only 25 percent of USF 
participants were aware of the reenrollment requirement.  However, it means that over one-third 
of the population will lose benefits that they have had for about two years. This will probably 
result in a new HEA application.  However, before they realize that they need to complete the 
application, they may build up new arrears that cannot be forgiven through the Fresh Start 
program. 


The second concern is that about 18 percent of USF customers appear to have attempted to apply 
for the USF program, but were not able to properly complete the application.  Anecdotal 
information from the intake agencies suggests that the system for contacting clients who have 
incomplete applications needs to be improved.  Efforts to enhance that system should pay 
dividends in terms of program continuity for clients who need benefits. 
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Client Program Impacts 


The goal of the USF program is to make electric and gas bills affordable for low income 
households in New Jersey and to thereby minimize the consequences of unaffordable energy 
bills.  In this analysis, we examine client perceptions of affordability, assess impact of the 
program on customer arrearages, and measure the change in electric and gas usage that results 
from USF program participation. 


Energy Bill Affordability 


The USF program is targeted to reduce the client’s net energy burden to 6 percent of income (3 
percent of income for electricity and 3 percent of income for gas).  Prior to enrolling in the USF 
program, the average gross energy burden for customers who use both electricity and gas was 
more than three times that amount, over 18 percent of income.  After accounting for HEA, USF, 
and Lifeline benefits, many customers have energy bills that are about 6 percent of income.  


However, in the USF customer survey, we found that most USF clients do not perceive that their 
energy bills are affordable.  Most worry about paying their bills almost every month and about 
three-fourths say that they need additional assistance to pay their energy bills.  In the USF 
customer survey, we asked a series of questions on the actions that customers must take to pay 
energy bills and the impacts of unaffordable energy bills on their health and safety.  While the 
USF program appears to have some positive impact on these issues, many USF clients continue 
to face significant challenges in paying their electric and gas bills. 


Change in Customer Arrearages 


There are two ways that the USF program can reduce customer arrearages.  First, the Fresh Start 
Program allows a customer to eliminate past arrearages by making payments on current bills.  
Second, the USF program reduces a customer’s current bill, making it less likely that the 
customer will build up significant new arrearages. 


Our analysis showed that the Fresh Start Program was very effective.  On average, Fresh Start 
participants eliminated about 90 percent of their preprogram arrearages.  About three-fourths of 
Fresh Start customers achieved 100 percent forgiveness of preprogram arrearages. 


However, while the Fresh Start Program was able to eliminate a large share of preprogram 
arrears, some USF participants built up new arrearages as a result of an inability to pay their 
current utility bill, despite receiving USF program benefits.   


The program impact was quite variable by customer group.   


• Lifeline-only Clients – On average, Lifeline-only clients started the program with a small 
balance and had a credit on their account by August 2005.  On average, about 10 percent 
of Lifeline-only clients had arrears at the start of the program and about the same 
percentage had arrears at the end of the analysis period.  
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• Electric USF Clients – On average, electric USF clients who enrolled in October 2003 
reduced their arrears by almost $100 between the beginning of the program in October 
2003 and August 2005.  On average, about 60 percent of these customers started the USF 
program with a zero balance and about 75 percent ended the analysis period with a zero 
balance. 


• Gas USF Clients – On average, gas USF clients that reenrolled in FY 2005 reduced their 
arrears by about $125 compared to a reduction of $2 for clients who did not reenroll.  It 
appears that most of the reduction in arrears was the result of a $175 LIHEAP 
Supplemental grant that was paid in 2005.  About 70 percent of these customers started 
the USF program with a zero balance.  For customers that reenrolled in the USF 
program, 85 percent had a zero balance at the end of the analysis period.  However, for 
those that did not reenroll in USF program, there was no change in the share of 
customers with a zero balance. 


• PSE&G Clients – On average, PSE&G customers had a reduction of about $300 in their 
arrears from September 2003 to August 2005.  This reduction is large compared to that 
for the other groups.  Similarly, while only about 50 percent of PSE&G customers 
started the program with a zero balance, over 70 percent of PSE&G USF participants had 
a zero balance by the end of the analysis period. 


It appears that the size of the USF program impact is directly related to the level of payment 
problems prior to program enrollment.  Since few Lifeline-only clients had payment problems 
prior to enrollment in the USF, the program did not have a significant impact on arrearages.  
However, since about half of PSE&G customers enrolled in the USF program had payment 
problems, the program had a larger impact on their arrearages. 


Change in Customer Usage 


Our analysis showed that the USF program did not appear to affect electric or gas usage. A 
comparison of preprogram data (October 2002 to September 2003) to postprogram data (October 
2003 to September 2004) demonstrated that customers who received USF benefits in October 
2003 reduced usage slightly more than did customers who did not receive benefits until later in 
the program implementation. 


Summary of Client Impact Findings 


The USF program significantly reduces electric and gas bills for USF clients.  For some clients 
who have significant payment problems, the program was successful in helping them to 
eliminate preprogram arrears and preventing accumulation of new arrears.  However, the 
program did not achieve success for all clients. 


For some clients, the program may not have been as effective as it could have been because the 
client paid more than the target percentage of income for electric and gas.  To resolve those 
problems, the program must continue to communicate with clients to ensure that they receive all 
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the benefits for which they are eligible and to help those clients who need continued assistance to 
remain on the USF program.   


However, the USF customer survey demonstrated that many USF clients have economic 
problems that go beyond the size of their utility bill.  From that perspective, counseling and 
referral to other assistance programs might be more effective in helping clients to resolve 
payment problems than might increases in the USF benefit. 


Utility Program Impacts 


The implementation of the USF has significantly reduced energy burdens for low-income utility 
customers.  In addition, the Fresh Start program allows participating customers to eliminate past 
arrears by paying their current electric and gas bills.  The USF and Fresh Start programs have the 
potential to reduce payment problems for low-income customers and thereby to reduce utility 
collection costs and utility uncollectibles. 


In this evaluation, we developed three different ways to measure the change in payment 
problems for USF customers.  Each measurement technique furnishes somewhat different 
information on the change in payment problems for USF customers. 


• Payment Compliance – We measured the difference between the share customers that 
paid their full bill during the year prior to program enrollment (10/02 to 9/03) and the 
share of customers that paid their full during the analysis year (7/04 to 6/05).  Data were 
available for ACE, RE, SJG, and NJNG.  For the electric companies, there was a 2 
percent increase in the share of customers paying their full bill, from 79 percent to 81 
percent.  For the gas companies, there was a 28 percent increase in the share of customers 
paying their full bill, from 55 percent to 83 percent.  Data were not available for PSE&G, 
JCP&L, or ETG for this analysis. 


• Arrearage Status – We measured the change in the share of USF customers with arrears 
from 9/03 to 8/05 (4/04 to 8/05 for PSE&G).  This analysis showed a 13 percent 
reduction in the share of customers with arrears for the electric companies, a 4 percent 
reduction in the share of customers with arrears for the gas companies, and a 16 percent 
reduction in the share of customers with arrears for PSE&G.  


• Arrearage Threshold – We measured the change in the share of customers with arrears 
above a certain threshold during the collection periods (April to September) for 2003 and 
2005.  Data were available for JCP&L, ACE, RE, NJNG, and SJG.  The analysis showed 
a 10 percent reduction in the share of households above the threshold for the electric 
companies and a 9 percent reduction in the share of households above the threshold for 
the gas companies.  


Based on these findings, we estimated that the change in the share of customers with payment 
problems is likely to be in the range of 5 percent to 25 percent of USF customers.  In our 
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estimates of utility program impacts, we examine the cost implication of 5 percent, 15 percent, 
and 25 percent reductions in payment problems as a result of the USF program. 


Using utility collection reports submitted to the BPU we examined the actual change in utility 
collections activities from 2003 to 2005.   Our findings include: 


• Disconnect Notices – Utilities experienced changes in the number of disconnect notices.  
However, there was no systematic direction to the change. 


• Field Visits – Utilities experienced changes in the number of field notices.  However, 
there was no systematic direction to the change. 


• Service Terminations – All of the electric-only utilities experienced a decrease in service 
terminations between 2003 and 2005.  Two of the three gas utilities experienced an 
increase in service terminations.  Service terminations increased for PSE&G. 


• DPAs – All of the electric-only utilities experienced an increase in the number of new 
DPAs, while all of the gas-only utilities and PSE&G experienced a decrease in the 
number of new DPAs. 


• Write-Offs – All of the electric only utilities experienced a decrease in the amount of net 
write-offs.  PSE&G and NJNG experience an increase in net write-offs. ETG had no 
change in write-offs.  SJG had a significant reduction in net write-offs that was attributed 
to a significant change in collections procedures and accounting. 


From this analysis, we find no systematic change in actual utility collection actions that are 
attributable to the implementation of the USF program. 


To the extent feasible, we measured how the USF program changed costs for participating 
utilities.  Our findings include: 


• Utility USF Program Administration Costs – We estimate that the total utility cost for 
implementing the USF program is in the range of $20 per USF customer and that the 
incremental cost is about $10 per USF customer.  For the caseload of about 120,000 USF 
customers during 2005, the total utility cost was about $2.4 million and the incremental 
utility cost was about $1.2 million. 


• Collection and Working Capital Cost Offsets – We estimate that the average collection 
and working cost savings for New Jersey utilities was about $34 per payment-troubled 
customer.  Looking at a range of potential program impacts from 5 percent to 25 percent, 
we estimated that the collection and working capital cost offsets were between $200,000 
and $1.1 million for 2005. 


• Write-Off Cost Offsets – Any reductions in write-offs for electric utilities accrue to the 
SBC uncollectible fund, not to the electric utilities.  In 2005, the gas utilities grant about 
$11.1 million in Fresh Start benefits to USF customers.  However, because of the timing 
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of the Fresh Start implementation, a unknown share of the Fresh Start forgiveness would 
have been collected from customers or would have been paid through Emergency HEA 
funds if the Fresh Start program were not in place.  For that reason, it is not possible to 
estimate the potential write-off cost offset.  In addition, we found that gas uncollectibles 
rose by about 10 percent between 2003 and 2005. 


Based on the available evidence, it appears that the utility USF program administration costs 
may have been offset by reductions in collection costs for the 2005 program year.  It is possible 
that the USF program reduced the gas utility write-offs compared to what they would have been 
without the USF program.  However, we do not have the information that we need to measure 
the share of Fresh Start benefits that would have been write-offs in the absence of the USF 
program.  In addition, we find that actual gas company write-offs rose by 10 percent in 2005 
when compared to write-offs for 2003. 


Agency Program Impacts 


The implementation of the USF program has required that DHS, OIT, DCA, and local HEA 
intake agencies make a series of significant changes, including the development and use of new 
information systems and changes in the ways in which they communicate with the low-income 
families they serve.   


• Impact on DHS – To implement the USF program, DHS had to develop USF policies and 
procedures, direct OIT in the establishment of procedures for implementing USF policies 
and procedures, direct OIT in the development of a new system for processing the joint 
HEA/USF application, and establish new policies and procedures for DCA and HEA 
intake agencies.  DHS, with the assistance of OIT and DCA, was successful in meeting 
most of these challenges.  However, a number of important program management 
activities, client outreach and communication procedures, and systems enhancements still 
need to be completed.  It is our assessment that DHS does not have adequate funding to 
implement these procedures in a timely way.  Further, state hiring and contracting 
policies represent a barrier to DHS managers in their attempts to obtain the resources 
needed to meet all of the USF program goals.  


• Impact on DCA and Contracting Local Intake Agencies - Under the purview of DCA, 
local intake agencies have been required to train staff on the new USF/HEA application 
and supporting technology for the database, work with DFD and OIT to troubleshoot the 
newly installed system as they input client data, and alter procedures for communicating 
with their clients.  While DCA and the local intake agencies were successful in enrolling 
a large number of clients in the USF program, there were important barriers to the 
successful program implementation in FY 2004-2005 that continue into the FY 2005-
2006 program.  In particular, the USF contracting procedure has not been effective at 
furnishing USF intake agencies with funding at the beginning of the program year, 
clearly documenting the responsibilities of the intake agencies with respect to program 
outreach and program performance, and clearly establishing agency fiscal reporting 
requirements.   
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We recommend implementation of the following changes in program administration to ensure 
that the responsible agencies are able to fulfill their responsibilities to their clients. 


• Funding – The USF program administration budget should be raised to 10 percent of total 
program funding to ensure that adequate resources are available to address all program 
issues.  


• Hiring and Contracting Policies and Procedures – BPU staff, the treasurer’s office, DHS, 
OIT, DHSS, and DCA need to meet together to establish the staffing and contracting 
needs for each agency to fulfill its USF responsibilities.  Subject to the availability of 
USF funds, individual program managers should be authorized to hire the staff required 
and to fund the contracts needed to fully implement the USF program. 


• DHS and OIT Reporting – Once DHS and OIT have adequate resources to meet the 
current program operational requirement, DHS and OIT should devote appropriate 
resources to the development of reports to meet the BPU’s information needs and to the 
development of resources for DCA and the intake agencies to facilitate communications 
with USF clients regarding program applications and benefit determination. 


• DCA and Intake Agencies – Procedures should be established that ensure that local 
agencies have USF funding at the start of the program year, have a clear statement of 
program responsibilities, and have well-documented fiscal reporting responsibilities. To 
facilitate this process, the BPU, DHS, and DCA need to work together to align the fiscal 
management practices for USF so that they meet the audit requirements of all of the 
organizations that have responsibilities for the USF program. 


• Memorandum of Understanding – The USF program administration MOU needs to be 
updated to reflect the changes that have been made in the program and to document all of 
the agreements among the program implementation partners.  The MOU should explicitly 
include interactions with DHSS regarding the linkage between the Lifeline Program and 
the USF/HEA program. 


The evidence on program accessibility suggests that a significant number of eligible households 
are failing to receive benefits because they are unaware of the USF program and/or because they 
do not understand their status with respect to the program.  These changes in program 
administration are required to resolve those program issues. 


Program Linkages and Program Efficiency 


Improving the functionality of the USF program, to a great extent, lies in eliminating missed 
opportunities to serve USF-eligible clients and synthesizing the activities of other social service 
programs that provide energy assistance and/or serve low-income families with the USF 
program.   
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Recommendations for Enhanced Collaboration 


Analysis of the current linkages with other related programs indicates that USF eligible 
customers would benefit if the BPU improved coordination with the following agencies: 


• Lifeline Program - Without direct linkage between the USF and Lifeline programs, 
analysis indicates that a significant portion of this population will not be served.  The 
BPU needs to make a policy decision on procedures for including Lifeline households in 
the program.  It can decide that all Lifeline households should be screened for USF or it 
can decide that all Lifeline households should receive effective communications on USF 
program benefits and support in completing USF/HEA applications.  Once it makes this 
policy decision, it should direct DHS to implement procedures that will meet those policy 
goals. 


• NJ SHARES - Although participants in the NJ SHARES program are ineligible for HEA 
and USF benefits, there are ways to improve linkages between NJ SHARES and USF. 
Both local intake agencies and NJ SHARES offices should standardize the practice of 
referring ineligible clients to the other program.  DCA should also investigate 
opportunities to develop contracts with any of the 80 NJ SHARES intake agencies that 
serve subgroups of clients that may currently be underserved by the local intake agencies 
for the USF/HEA program. 


• Comfort Partners - There are currently no BPU guidelines or MOU in place with the 
Comfort Partners program to provide energy efficiency devices and education to USF 
customers.  Utility companies and the agencies that contract with the Comfort Partners 
program have developed systems for identifying and recruiting USF customers.  The 
BPU should work with the utilities to standardize their system for referring USF clients to 
the Comfort Partners program and establish official guidelines for coordinating these two 
benefits. 


While other public assistance programs in New Jersey also provide services to USF customers, 
the BPU should prioritize establishing the aforementioned linkages prior to undertaking 
additional activities with other social service agencies. 


Summary of Program Benefits and Costs 


The USF program has furnished important benefits to the low-income households in New Jersey, 
including: 


• Cash Benefits – USF program participants received credits of over $600 per year. 


• Preprogram Arrears – USF program participants that had preprogram arrears received 
forgiveness that averaged $540. 


APPRISE Incorporated Page xxii 







www.appriseinc.org Executive Summary 


• Nonmonetary Benefits – There is evidence that USF program resulted in reductions in the 
negative consequences of unaffordable energy bills. 


The USF program is also beneficial to the agencies that administer the program.  DHS was able 
to develop a new USF/HEA information system that potentially can furnish much more 
information on low-income households.  The local intake agencies are able to serve clients on a 
year-round basis, rather than just seasonally as they did under the HEA program. 


The USF program demonstrated that it has the potential to deliver two kinds of benefits to the 
utility companies.  It allows the utilities to establish a different kind of relationship with their 
low-income customers; a collaborative relationship, rather than an adversarial one.  It also has 
the potential to reduce collections and write-off costs.  However, it the short run, it appears that 
program administration costs at least offset program collection savings.  Further, the timing of 
the Fresh Start forgiveness for 2003 and 2004 participants makes it impossible to measure the 
share of Fresh Start forgiveness that was uncollectible for gas utilities.  


There are a number of ways that we recommend that the USF program be improved, including: 


• Program Intake Systems – Program enrollment barriers can be reduced by enhancing and 
coordinating the systems that serve low-income households.  More consistent receipt of 
benefits by eligible households would enhance program benefits. 


• Client Education – Clients need information that helps them to take full advantage of the 
set of benefits available to them.  The program has communicated with clients in a 
number of ways.  However, it appears that those communications have not been effective 
in furnishing clients with the information that they need. 


• Distribution of Benefits – Some USF clients perceive that their bills are still unaffordable.  
The program should consider a system that makes client payments more consistent from 
month to month, and thereby improves the client’s ability to manage their energy bills. 


• Usage – The program should formalize the procedures for delivering usage reduction 
services to USF program participants and should furnish incentives that ensure that the 
highest-usage households participate. 


• Nonparticipant Outreach – The program needs to develop better procedures for informing 
nonparticipants about the USF program so that they can take advantage of the program 
benefits if they need them. 


These actions should be effective in improving the benefits that USF customers receive from the 
program.  To implement these initiatives, the program administration budget should be increased 
to 10 percent of total program funding.  


The total USF program costs for the 2004-2005 fiscal year was about $102 million, including: 


• USF Credits to Customers - $74 million 
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• Fresh Start Credits to Customers - $22 million 


• Utility Administration and Interest Charges - $1 million 


• Program Administration Costs - $5 million. 


We did not find any evidence that program cost-effectiveness could be improved by spending 
administrative dollars more efficiently.  Rather, we believe that the best way to improve the cost-
effectiveness of the program is to implement program changes that will increase the program 
impact.  
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I. Introduction 


The New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (BPU) implemented the New Jersey Universal Service 
Fund (USF) in October 2003.  The goal of the USF program is to make electric and gas service 
affordable to low-income households in New Jersey.  The BPU has contracted with APPRISE to 
conduct an evaluation of the USF program. The purposes of this evaluation are to assess whether 
the program has been successful in meeting its goal and to determine what changes, if any, are 
needed to improve the program’s performance. In this section of the report we furnish 
information on the program history and structure, and furnish detailed information on the 
specific questions to be addressed in the evaluation. 


A. Program History 


The USF has evolved through several stages from initial legislation to the current permanent 
program.  


• On February 9, 1999, former Governor Christine Todd Whitman signed the Electric 
Discount and Energy Competition Act (EDECA) into law. The primary purpose of 
the EDECA legislation was to deregulate the utilities and allow residential customers 
to choose their own electric or gas supplier apart from their utility supplier. As part 
of the EDECA legislation, the BPU was authorized to establish the USF. 


• In February 2000, the BPU initiated the process for establishing the USF. The BPU 
conducted meetings, held public hearings, and solicited comments regarding the 
EDECA requirements, existing energy assistance social programs for New Jersey 
residents, and USF programs that had been established nationwide. 


• In November 2001, the BPU ordered that an interim USF program be established. 
The interim USF provided nearly 100,000 low-income New Jersey utility customers 
with $15 million of utility assistance by means of a one-time fixed credit of $200 (or 
$100 for utility customers whose utility expenses are included in their rent). 


• Using information developed from the interim USF program and several USF 
working group meetings, the BPU staff developed a "Straw Proposal" for a 
permanent USF. After review of the proposal and comments, the BPU established 
the permanent USF on April 30, 2003.  


There have been two phases of the permanent USF: automatic enrollment and direct 
enrollment.  


• The automatic enrollment program began in October 2003 when low-income utility 
customers were enrolled into the USF automatically by the Division of Family 
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Development within the New Jersey Department of Human Services (DHS) based on 
eligibility criteria using existing lists of Home Energy Assistance (HEA) Program 
and Lifeline benefit recipients.  


• The direct enrollment program began in October 2004 when procedures were 
developed to allow low-income utility customers to directly apply for USF benefits 
by completing a USF/HEA application and submitting it to a designated community-
based organization. In addition to direct enrollment, a customer also can be enrolled 
in USF through an automatic screening process of Food Stamp applicants. 


While the basic elements of the USF program have been consistent since the program 
inception, there have been a number of changes in the way that the program operates.  For a 
complete description of the program operations, see the Program History and Operations 
Report. 


B. Program Structure 


The NJ USF program has a unique design that represents a major step forward in the 
integration of rate-based and government-funded programs, as well as in the targeting of 
benefits to the customers in the greatest need.   


As a result, the USF has a complex administrative structure.  


• The BPU has fiscal responsibility for the program.  


• DHS is responsible for program administration.  


o DHS works with the New Jersey Office of Information Technology (OIT) to 
develop and maintain a data system for the program.  


o DHS has also contracted with the New Jersey Department of Community 
Affairs (DCA) to use community-based organizations to provide intake 
services.  


• The seven major electric and natural gas utilities in New Jersey are responsible for 
providing program benefits. 


o The utilities furnish DHS with information on projected energy costs for each 
program applicant. 


o The utilities credit customer accounts with the benefits assigned by DHS. 


o The utilities enroll customers who are assigned USF benefits by DHS and 
have arrearages of $60 or more into the Fresh Start Program, and credit those 
customer accounts with arrearage forgiveness benefits that are earned through 
customer payments.  
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o The utilities provide and exchange information necessary for customer 
benefits to continue when the customer moves and initiates utility service at a 
new residence in New Jersey. 


Each of these program partners plays an important role in the successful implementation of 
the USF. 


C. Purpose of the Evaluation 


The APPRISE evaluation team was contracted to furnish information to the BPU regarding 
the benefits and costs of the USF and to identify alternatives for program design and 
operations that can increase program benefits and/or cost-effectiveness. It is important to 
note that the work scope did not ask the evaluation team to recommend goals for the USF 
program, nor to comment on whether the implied targeting goals associated with the benefit 
determination procedures are appropriate.  The evaluation team considers those to be policy 
questions, rather than evaluation questions and they are not addressed in this report. 


The evaluation addressed the following questions. 


I. Program Targeting 


A. What is the size and composition of the population that is eligible for benefits 
under the under USF and Fresh Start? 


B. What percentage of the eligible population is receiving benefits from the USF 
program? 


C. Explain whether or not the program is serving the customers with the greatest 
need. 


II. Program Accessibility 


A. What are the barriers to program participation? 


B. Do the barriers differentially affect different population groups? If so, how? 


C. What are the potential remediation alternatives? 


III. Payment Compliance 


A. What is the distribution of customers by payment rate for both USF customers 
in general and Fresh Start participants specifically?  


B. What factors are associated with a failure or inability of USF and Fresh Start 
participants to make payments? 


C. What are the potential remediation alternatives? 
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D. Explain whether effective additional steps are being taken to keep utility 
service available to USF recipients who continue to face utility bill 
affordability problems. 


IV. Program Retention 


A. What percentage of clients reenroll in the program? 


B. What factors are associated with a failure to reenroll? 


C. Explain whether or not there are appropriate remediation procedures. 


V. Client Program Impacts 


A. To what extent does the program make participants’ energy burden 
affordable? 


B. Is the size of the benefits under USF and Fresh Start appropriate?  If not, how 
should it be changed?  


C. Do USF and Fresh Start; enable households to reduce preprogram arrearages? 
Are customers successful under the Fresh Start program, and why and why 
not? 


D. Explain whether or not USF increases the household’s ability to maintain 
service. 


E. How are client disputes resolved with respect to eligibility, the amount of 
monthly credit, and application of Fresh Start credits? 


F. Explain whether or not the program reduces the other consequences of high 
energy bills. 


G. What impact does the program have on clients’ energy usage? 


H. Are clients satisfied with the program? If not, why? 


VI. Utility Program Impacts 


A. What is the net change in collection actions for participating customers? 


B. What is the net change in arrearages for participating customers? 


C. What is the net change in uncollectibles for participating customers? 


D. What is the net change in cash working capital? 


E. How do these changes affect the costs incurred by the utilities? 
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F. In what other ways does the USF program affect utility costs? 


VII.   Agency Program Impacts 


A. How does the program affect the ability of DHS to fulfill its responsibilities to 
low-income households?  


B. How does the program affect the ability of service provider agencies to serve 
their low-income clients? The service provider agencies are DCA community 
agencies that interface with customers. 


VIII. Program Linkages and Program Efficiency 


A. Is the program effectively linked to other energy programs, (including 
LIHEAP, LIFELINE, WAP, Comfort Partners, FEMA, NJ SHARES)? What 
improvements, if any, could be made in linking these programs? 


B. Is the program effectively linked to other federal, state, and local benefit 
programs; what improvements, if any, could be made in linking these 
programs? 


C. Is the current organization of the program the most efficient? How, if at all, 
could the organization of the program be made more efficient? 


D. Is the current organization of the program most effective in reaching potential 
customers; how if at all, could the program be more effective in this respect? 


IX. Summary of Program Benefits and Costs 


A. What are the set of benefits, monetary and non-monetary, that have been 
delivered by the USF program to program recipients and ratepayers?  
Nonmonetary program benefits could include, by way of example but not 
limitation, clients’ satisfaction with the program, decreased disconnections, or 
clients’ ability to pay for other needs.   


B. In what way could the program benefits be enhanced? 


C. What are the program costs for USF credits, arrearage forgiveness and 
administration? 


D. In what ways could the program be more cost effective?  


 
These evaluation questions were prepared by the BPU, in consultation with the USF 
Working Group. In each report section, we discuss the extent to which each evaluation 
question can be answered with the available data.  The NJ USF program data tracking 
system is still being developed.  In some cases, we were not able to answer evaluation 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 5 







www.appriseinc.org Introduction 


questions because data were not yet being reported or because historical data were not 
available to be maintained. 


D. Organization of the Report 


The report begins with a discussion of the design of the New Jersey USF program in the 
context of the energy needs for low-income households and the existing energy assistance 
programs in New Jersey.  Each subsequent section addresses one of the evaluation 
questions, including a discussion of the evaluation question, the methodology used to 
address the evaluation question, and the evaluation findings with respect to the evaluation 
question.  The final section of the report presents the findings and recommendations of the 
evaluation team.  
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II. USF Program Design 


The USF program was designed to make electric and natural gas bills affordable for low-income 
utility customers in New Jersey.  In this section of the report, we discuss the program design 
elements and furnish background information to establish the context within which the program 
was designed.   


• USF Program Design Elements – We describe the basic elements of the USF program 
and discuss how the program is expected to make energy bills affordable for low-income 
utility customers. 


• Preexisting NJ Energy Assistance Programs – We identify the energy assistance 
programs that were available to low-income households prior to the implementation of 
the USF program and document the ways in which those programs are integrated and/or 
coordinated with the USF program. 


• Energy Needs of Low-Income Households – We furnish statistics on the energy needs of 
low-income households and discuss how the USF program is designed to address those 
needs in conjunction with the other low-income energy assistance programs. 


• Other State Program Design Models – We compare and contrast the NJ USF program 
design with the designs of ratepayer-funded low-income energy assistance programs 
implemented by other states.   


This section of the report shows how the NJ USF program is designed to work with other New 
Jersey energy assistance programs to meet the energy needs of low-income utility customers.  It 
identifies program design alternatives that could have been adopted by the USF program and 
discusses the implications of the choices that were made in the NJ USF program design. 


A. USF Program Design Elements 


The USF program furnishes energy assistance to low-income utility customers.  It operates 
in the following way. 


1. Eligibility – Households are potentially eligible for the USF program if they meet the 
following eligibility criteria. 


a. Utility Customer: They receive natural gas or electric service from one of the 
seven BPU-regulated utilities2,  


                                                 
2 The seven BPU regulated utilities are Atlantic City Electric Company d/b/a Conectiv Power Delivery 
("Conectiv"), Jersey Central Power and Light Company d/b/a GPU Energy ("JCP&L"), Public Service Electric and 
Gas Company ("PSE&G"), Rockland Electric Company ("RECO"), AGL Elizabethtown Gas Company ("Etown"), 
New Jersey Natural Gas Company ("NJNG"), and South Jersey Gas Company ("SJG"). 
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b. Income: They have household income at or below 175 percent of the Health 
and Human Services (HHS) poverty guideline3, and 


c. Energy Burden: They have electric or natural gas bills exceeding a 3 percent 
energy burden threshold for each utility (or 6 percent for customers who use 
electric heat). 


2. Enrollment – Currently, households are screened for the USF program if they 
complete the HEA section of the Food Stamp application at a county social services 
office or if they submit a USF/HEA application to a designated HEA/USF intake 
site.4 


3. Screening – OIT screens a household for USF eligibility in the following way. 


a. Affordable electric bill / affordable gas bill – The household is assigned an 
affordable electric bill amount that is computed as 3 percent of the 
household’s annual income (6 percent if the household heats with electricity).  
The affordable gas bill amount is computed as 3 percent of the household’s 
annual income. 


b. HEA benefit – The household is assigned a HEA benefit based on the HEA 
benefit determination procedures. 


c. Lifeline benefit – Lifeline files are checked to determine whether the 
household has received a Lifeline benefit in the most recent fiscal year. 


d. Electric energy burden / Gas energy burden – An information request is sent 
to the household’s utility companies for information on the projected annual 
energy burden for the household. 


e. Net electric energy burden / Net gas energy burden – OIT computes the 
household’s net electric energy burden as the reported electric energy burden 
minus any assistance amounts (HEA or Lifeline) that were credited to the 
household’s electric account.  The household’s net gas energy burden is 
computed as the reported gas energy burden minus any assistance amounts 
(HEA or Lifeline) that were credited to the household’s gas account.  


f. Annual USF Electric / Gas Benefit – OIT computes the annual USF electric 
benefit as the net electric energy burden minus the affordable electric bill.  
The annual USF gas benefit is computed as the net gas energy burden minus 


                                                 
3 The HHS poverty guidelines are used as an eligibility criterion by a number of federal programs, including the 
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program. New Jersey has set the state LIHEAP income eligibility standard at 
175 percent of the HHS poverty guideline. The USF income standard is tied to the LIHEAP standard by BPU 
decision. 
4 In October 2003, FY 2003 Lifeline recipients were screened for USF.  Since that time, Lifeline recipients are only 
screened for USF if they apply for HEA through Food Stamps or through the local intake sites. 
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the affordable gas bill.  A household is eligible for a USF benefit if the 
computed benefit is greater than $0. 


g. Maximum annual benefit – The maximum annual combined electric and gas 
USF benefit is $1,800 per year.  A household with a higher computed benefit 
is capped at $1,800.   


h. Monthly USF Electric / Gas Benefit – The monthly benefit is computed by 
dividing the annual benefit by 12.  If the monthly benefit is less than $5, the 
benefit is set at $5. 


4. Communication – On a monthly basis, OIT sends each utility a list of customers who 
were determined to be eligible for a USF benefit. 


5. Monthly Credit – Each month, the customer is assigned the USF credit.  That amount 
is applied to the customer’s account irrespective of the customer’s other payment 
activity. 


6. USF Reenrollment/Reestimation – To maintain USF benefits, the customer is 
expected to apply for USF each year.  Each year, the customer is rescreened to 
determine USF program eligibility. 


7. Fresh Start Enrollment – For any first time USF recipient, the utility checks the 
customer’s balance.  If the customer has a balance greater than $60, the customer’s 
balance is transferred to the utility’s Fresh Start account.   


8. Fresh State Credits - A portion of the balance is eligible to be retired each time the 
customer makes a payment on his or her current balance.  Some utilities apply those 
credits monthly, while others apply them quarterly. 


9. Fresh Start Reconciliation – After 15 months, any Fresh Start amounts that are not 
retired according to forgiveness guidelines are restored to the customer’s account as 
an outstanding balance. 


10. Fresh Start Reenrollment – The Fresh Start program is a one-time program benefit.  
The customer is not allowed to reenroll in the Fresh Start program. 


The USF Program is design to assist the customer in the following ways. 


• Affordable Energy Bills – The customer is asked to pay an electric and/or gas bill 
that, in most cases, is equal to 3 percent of the customer’s income.  The program 
considers that to be an affordable energy bill. 


• Arrearage Retirement – The customer has the opportunity to retire preprogram 
arrearages by simply paying what the program considers to be an affordable current 
energy bill for 12 months.  To ensure that the customer has an opportunity to 
completely retire outstanding balances, a three-month grace period is allowed. 
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• Program Continuity – The customer will continue to receive program benefits as 
long as he or she completes an annual application, continues to be income eligible, 
and continues to have an energy burden net of assistance payments that exceeds 3 
percent of income. 


 The NJ USF program is considered to have the following characteristics. 


• Program Integration – The USF program is completely integrated with the HEA 
program.  It is partially integrated with the Lifeline Program in that it considers 
receipt of Lifeline benefits in the benefit computation procedures. 


• Percent of Income – The USF benefit is designed to limit the customer’s utility bill 
to a fixed percent of income. 


• 6 Percent Affordability Standard – The USF program sets an affordability standard 
of 6 percent of income for total residential energy use (i.e., electric and gas). 


• All Eligible Customers – The USF program is available to all customers who meet 
the eligibility standards. 


• Fixed Credit – The USF program assigns the customer a fixed monthly credit. 


• 12-Month Benefit Period – The USF program furnishes benefits for 12 months. 


• Income Certification – A customer must furnish proof of income to certify that 
household income is at or below the maximum income standard. 


• 12-Month Noncontributory Arrearage Forgiveness – The program allows a customer 
to retire preprogram arrearages in 12 months by making payments on current bills. 


Each of these characteristics has an impact on program operations and, potentially, on 
program effectiveness.  Later in this section, we compare and contrast the NJ USF program 
to programs implemented in other states and discuss these issues in depth. 


B. New Jersey Energy Assistance Programs 


Prior to the implementation of the USF program, a number of existing programs helped low-
income households with energy bills.  As part of the USF program design, a direct linkage 
was established between some of the existing energy assistance programs and the USF 
program.  In this section, we review the other New Jersey energy assistance programs and 
identify the linkage to USF. 


Two major programs furnish direct assistance to low-income households to help pay their 
energy bills - HEA and Lifeline.  
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• HEA – HEA is a federally funded program (LIHEAP) that is administered by the 
New Jersey Department of Human Services.  In 2004, the NJ HEA program received 
about $72 million in funding and assisted 156,000 households with home energy 
bills (i.e., home heating and home cooling).  HEA furnishes benefits to low-income 
households in three different ways. 


o Regular HEA grants – During the HEA enrollment season (November 1 to 
March 31), households can apply for HEA grants to a county social services 
agency as part of a food stamp application or to a designated HEA intake site.  


o Emergency HEA grants – Households that have a utility shutoff notice or that 
have run out of a bulk fuel and do not have the funds to make a purchase can 
apply for HEA emergency grants at a designated HEA intake site. 


o Medically Necessary Cooling grants – Households that receive a doctor’s 
certification that cooling is medically necessary qualify for a cooling grant. 


• Lifeline – Furnishes a $225 benefit to elderly and disabled households for electric 
and natural gas bills.  In 2004, the Lifeline program distributed about $72 million to 
319,000 households.  The program was authorized in 1979 and was originally funded 
from Casino revenues.  In 2003, program funding was transitioned to the System 
Benefits Charge (SBC) paid by electric and natural gas ratepayers. 


The USF program takes HEA and Lifeline grants into account when assessing the need for 
USF benefits.  However, there are limits to the program integration. 


• Emergency HEA grants – The USF program does not consider the potential for 
receipt of emergency HEA grants when computing the household’s net energy 
burden. 


• Cooling grants – The USF program does not consider the potential for HEA cooling 
grants when computing the household’s net energy burden. 


• Off-Season USF Applications – If a household applies for USF when HEA 
enrollment is closed (April 1 to October 31), the USF program does not consider 
potential HEA grants when computing the household’s net energy burden. 


Some low-income households also receive direct assistance with energy bills through other 
programs.  A portion of Section 8 housing subsidies help to pay energy bills.  Through the 
TANF program, some households receive emergency assistance to help pay energy bills.  
The New Jersey Natural Gas Gift of Warmth Fuel Fund also assists low-income customers 
of New Jersey Natural Gas.   Currently, receipt of energy assistance from these programs 
does not have any impact on a household’s eligibility for a USF grant. 


Low-income households also receive assistance in making their homes more energy efficient 
from two programs.  The Weatherization Assistance Program receives about $5 million in 
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funding from the U.S. Department of Energy and about $3 million of the LIHEAP funding 
for use in weatherizing residences of low-income households.  The NJ Comfort Partners 
Program is a ratepayer-funded program that spends about $15 million annually to increase 
the efficiency of low-income residences. 


Currently, there is no formal linkage between the WAP and Comfort Partners Program and 
the USF program.  The utilities have implemented guidelines for targeting USF customers 
for Comfort Partners outreach.  However, there is no requirement that a customer receiving 
USF must participate in the Comfort Partners or WAP programs. 


C. Energy Needs of Low-Income Households 


The USF program has established 6 percent of income as an affordable share of income for a 
household’s residential energy bills.  A review of energy burden statistics is useful in two 
ways.  First, it helps to establish a context for selection of the 6 percent target.  Second, it 
helps to demonstrate how many low-income households exceed the established affordability 
target. 


The LIHEAP Home Energy Notebook is published annually by the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Office of 
Community Services, Division of Energy Assistance.  This report furnishes information on 
the energy needs of low-income households and the extent to which the Federal LIHEAP 
program is able to address those needs. 


The most recent report available is for Federal Fiscal Year 2003.  The report furnishes the 
following information at the national level. 


• The average household spent $1,527 for residential energy and had a median energy 
burden of 3.4 percent of income. 


• The average low-income household spent $1,304 for residential energy and had a 
median energy burden of 8.0 percent of income (i.e., nationally, 50 percent of low-
income households had a gross energy burden that exceeded 8 percent of income). 


• About 6.6 million low-income households spend more than 15 percent of income on 
residential energy. 


• In FY 2002, the federal LIHEAP program served about 13 percent of households that 
were income eligible for LIHEAP at the federal maximum standard. 


Some of these statistics were available for households in the Northeast Census Region.  This 
region includes New Jersey. 


• In the Northeast Region, the average household spent $1,846 for residential energy 
and had a median energy burden of 3.0 percent of income. 
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• In the Northeast Region, the average low-income household spent $1,543 for 
residential energy and had a median energy burden of 9.0 percent of income. 


In addition, the report furnished the following estimates of the LIHEAP eligible population 
for New Jersey. 


• If New Jersey used the Federal LIHEAP Maximum Income Standard, it was 
estimated that 1,056,018 households were income eligible for LIHEAP for the years 
2002 to 2004. 


• Using the state standard of 175 percent of poverty, it was estimated that 644,130 
households were income eligible for LIHEAP for the years 2002 to 2004. 


In addition to the LIHEAP Home Energy Notebook, there are other sources of information 
on the energy needs of low-income households in New Jersey.  The 2000 Census long form 
gathered information on residential energy expenditures for households in New Jersey.  
Using microsimulation procedures (see Appendix A), we aged those data to 2004 to develop 
estimates of electric and natural gas energy burden for New Jersey households.  Key 
findings from that analysis include: 


• About 646,000 New Jersey households are income-eligible for the USF program 
(i.e., have annual income less than or equal to 175 percent of poverty). 


• In 2004, the average (mean) electric bill for income-eligible households was $871. 


• The median electric burden for income-eligible households was 5.2 percent of 
income; 145,000 households had an electric burden of 10 percent or more. 


• In 2004, the average (mean) natural gas bill for income-eligible households was 
$1,172. 


• The median natural gas burden for income-eligible households was 7.1 percent of 
income; 138,000 households had a natural gas burden of 10 percent or more. 


These statistics demonstrate that many low-income households in New Jersey must use a 
large share of their income to maintain electric and gas service. 


D. Comparison of NJ USF Program to Other Ratepayer-Funded Programs 


A number of other states have implemented ratepayer-funded energy assistance programs.  
Some of the programs are similar to the NJ USF program, while others are quite different.  
In this section, we compare and contrast the USF program with some of those programs. 
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1. Program Integration 


The NJ USF program is directly integrated with the NJ HEA program.  The programs 
utilize a joint application, and the size of a household’s HEA benefit has a direct impact 
on the size of a household’s USF benefit. 


Some other states also have integrated their ratepayer-funded programs with their HEA 
program.   


• In Maryland, both the LIHEAP program (MEAP) and the Electric Universal 
Service Program (EUSP) are operated by the state Office of Home Energy 
Programs.  However, receipt of electric MEAP benefits are not yet integrated 
into a household’s EUSP benefit calculation.  [The 2004 EUSP report suggests 
that such integration is planned.] 


• In Wisconsin, the state LIHEAP office receives funding from the ratepayer-
funded systems benefit charge.  The funds are used to make grants to households 
for a nonheating electric benefit. 


In other states, the ratepayer-funded programs are not integrated with the LIHEAP 
program. For example, in Pennsylvania, each utility operates its own low-income 
payment assistance program. In computing benefits, some programs net out the 
customer’s expected LIHEAP grant.  If the customer fails to apply for that LIHEAP 
grant, the customer has a much larger net energy burden than the program target. 


In general, coordination between LIHEAP and a ratepayer-funded energy assistance 
program is preferred since coordination helps to ensure that a customer pays the target 
percent of income.  If the ratepayer program ignores LIHEAP benefits, customers who 
receive LIHEAP will pay considerably less than the target percent of income.  If the 
ratepayer program assumes that LIHEAP benefits will be received, customers who fail 
to apply for LIHEAP will pay considerably more than the target percent of income. 


2. Percent of Income 


Many ratepayer funded programs attempt to reduce a customer’s energy bill to a target 
percent of income.  States with such programs include Maryland, Ohio, and New 
Hampshire.  In addition, most of the programs implemented by Pennsylvania utilities 
are percent-of-income programs. 


Some ratepayer-funded programs are rate discount programs.  Rate discount programs 
give customers a percentage discount on their electric and/or gas bills.  For example, the 
California CARE program furnishes a 20 percent discount on electric and gas rates for 
participating customers.  The PECO CAP program furnishes rate discounts that vary 
from 25 percent to 85 percent depending on the circumstances of the individual 
customer. 
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A percent-of-income approach is generally thought to do a better job of targeting energy 
assistance benefits.  Consider two households with an annual energy bill of $1,000.  
With a percent-of-income approach, a household with an annual income of $5,000 will 
get a higher benefit than a household with an annual income of $10,000.  However, with 
a flat rate discount program, both households would receive the same benefit.  With a 6 
percent of income standard, both households in the example would end up paying 6 
percent of income for energy.  However, with a 50 percent rate discount program, both 
households would have their energy bill reduced to $500.  The household with annual 
income of $5,000 would have their energy burden reduced to 10 percent, while the 
household with annual income of $10,000 would have their energy burden reduced to 5 
percent. 


3. Affordability Standard 


The NJ USF program has set a 6 percent energy affordability standard, 3 percent for 
nonheating electric accounts and 3 percent for gas accounts.  The 6 percent affordability 
standard is about twice the median energy burden for all households in the Northeast 
Region. 


Among states that use a percent-of-income approach to their ratepayer-funded energy 
assistance programs, the range for the affordability standard is quite wide. 


• Maryland EUSP – 3 percent of income for electric usage. 


• New Hampshire – 4 percent of income for electric usage. 


• PGW – 8, 9, or 10 percent of income for gas usage, depending on income level. 


• Ohio – 10 percent of income for gas usage and 5 percent of income for electric 
usage (15 percent of income for electric heating usage). 


There is no national standard of energy affordability.  New Jersey’s program is one of 
the most aggressive in the country. 


4. All Eligible Customers 


The NJ USF program is available to any customer that meets the eligibility criteria.  
Some ratepayer-funded low-income programs are available only to those customers 
who are “payment-troubled” (i.e., have a certain level of arrears and/or have broken 
previous deferred payment agreements).  In such programs, payment problems are 
treated as an “indicator of need” for assistance.  Some advocates suggest that programs 
that are restricted to payment-troubled customers unfairly penalize households that do 
without food, medicine, and other necessities to pay their energy bills. 
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5. Fixed Credit Program 


There are two different ways to implement a percent-of-income payment plan. 


• Fixed Credit – Under the fixed credit plan, the customer’s annual energy bill is 
estimated.  The customer is assigned a fixed monthly credit that will limit 
energy bills to the target percent of income for the year if the customer uses the 
expected amount. 


• Fixed Payment – Under the fixed payment plan, the customer’s monthly 
payment is set by multiplying the affordability standard times the customer’s 
monthly income.  Each month, the utility applies a variable credit to make up for 
the difference between the actual bill and the customer’s fixed payment. 


The fixed credit program is easier for a utility to implement and makes program 
expenditures more predictable.  However, the customer is at risk for any changes in 
usage and/or energy prices. 


The fixed payment program is more complex for a utility to implement since the billing 
system needs to compute the program credit each month; this results in greater risk to 
the utility and/or ratepayer.  However, the fixed payment program protects the customer 
against changes in weather, prices, and other changes in energy bills. 


In addition to the NJ program, the Maryland EUSP program is a fixed credit plan.  Most 
other percent-of-income plans use the fixed payment methodology. 


6. 12-Month Benefit Period 


The NJ USF program makes benefits available to customers for 12 months, as long as 
the household remains a customer of a New Jersey utility.  Some other programs make 
program participation contingent on bill payment. 


The NJ USF approach has the advantage of being easier to implement.  The utility sets 
up the system so that the household receives a monthly credit for twelve months.  
Regular collection procedures can then be implemented for any customer who does not 
pay the remaining balance. 


In programs with contingent participation, there can be considerable administrative 
expense in identifying customers who are behind on payments, suspending them from 
the program, and reenrolling them in the program.  However, the threat of suspension of 
program benefits may encourage some customers to make payments. 


7. Annual Income Certification 


The NJ USF program requires customers to reapply for the program each year and to 
furnish documentation of income.  Application and income certification has some 
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program cost.  In addition, it represents a barrier to participation.  However, since 
household income changes over time, a failure to certify income annually could result in 
participation by ineligible households. 


The California CARE program allows customers to self-certify for the program and 
does not require them to recertify.  As a result, the CARE program has a very high 
participation rate (the number of participants is 75 percent of the estimated number of 
eligible customers).  However, there is no estimate of the current number of CARE 
participants that are currently income eligible for the program. 


8. One-Time 12-Month Noncontributory Arrearage Forgiveness 


The Fresh Start program grants forgiveness for preprogram arrears.  The forgiveness is 
contingent on payment of current bills for a 12-month period.  The customer does not 
have to make any payment on the preprogram balance.  The customer is eligible for this 
forgiveness only once. 


Many other programs grant customers forgiveness of preprogram arrears.  Some 
programs forgive arrears over 12 months, while others require payment for 24 months 
or 36 months to achieve full forgiveness.  Many programs require customers to make 
some contribution to preprogram arrears.  A common approach is to ask the program 
participant to pay 50 percent of the preprogram arrears over a 24-month period (i.e., 
about 2 percent of preprogram arrears per month).   Some other programs also allow the 
customer to have preprogram arrearages forgiveness each time the customer enters the 
program. 


There has never been a systematic study of preprogram repayment alternatives that give 
us information about the relative performance of the alternatives.   The New Jersey 
program is easier to implement than many others.  It also gives the customer a strong 
incentive to develop good payment habits during the first program year.  However, it 
does not furnish a remediation alternative for customers that have used their one Fresh 
Start opportunity. 


E. Summary of Findings 


In this section of the report, we document the NJ USF program design and characterize it in 
standard terms.  The basic benefit program can be described as a fixed credit percent-of-
income benefit that requires annual recertification.  The affordability standard is 6 percent of 
income.  The Fresh Start program is a 12-month noncontributory arrearage forgiveness plan.    


We documented the ways that the USF program is integrated and/or coordinated with other 
NJ energy assistance programs.  USF is integrated with the HEA program and its benefits 
are coordinated with those of the Lifeline program.  USF is not coordinated with any of the 
other energy assistance programs available to low-income households.  Some USF 
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recipients have been targeted for the Comfort Partners program.  However, there are no 
explicit usage reduction program participation requirements for USF recipients. 


The NJ USF program is one of many ratepayer-funded energy assistance programs.  It has 
one of the lowest affordability standards and one of the most aggressive arrearage 
forgiveness programs.  A number of program design elements are easier to implement and 
furnish more predictable program budgets than those of programs in other states.  However, 
the program’s fixed credit approach puts program participants at risk for changes in weather, 
prices, and usage. 
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III. Program Targeting 


The first set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to program targeting and ask: 


• What is the size and composition of the population that is eligible for benefits under USF 
and Fresh Start? 


• What percentage of the eligible population is receiving benefits from the USF program? 


• Explain whether or not the program is serving the customers with the greatest need. 


To address these questions, we have developed estimates of the eligible and recipient population 
from a range of data sources.  These data sources allow us to characterize the eligible and 
recipient populations, and thereby make estimates of program participation rates for the overall 
low-income population as well as for important population subgroups. 


A. Methodology for Estimating the Population Eligible for USF Benefits 


To develop estimates of the USF-eligible population, we developed a microsimulation 
database of the population of New Jersey households using the following procedures. 


1. NJ PUMS Sample – We started with the sample of New Jersey households available 
from the 2000 Census Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS).  This is a 5 percent 
sample of NJ households and includes all responses to the 2000 Census long form 
questionnaire. That questionnaire has self-reported information on income, 
demographics, and energy bills. 


2. 2004 CPS ASEC – We used the 2004 Current Population Survey Annual Social and 
Economic Supplement to update income and population counts to 2004. 


3. 2004 Energy Prices – We used information furnished by the seven New Jersey IOUs 
to update electric and gas prices. 


The final database contains updated information for about 150,000 NJ households that can 
be used to make estimates of the population that is eligible for USF benefits.  


B. Estimates of the USF Income-Eligible Population 


The first eligibility standard for the USF program is income. Households with income at or 
below 175 percent of the federal poverty guidelines are income eligible for the USF 
program.  Using the microsimulation database, we can to furnish estimates of the income-
eligible population. 
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Tables 3-1 through 3-3 furnish basic information on the population of households that are 
income eligible for the NJ USF program.  Table 3-1 shows that 20 percent of New Jersey 
households are income eligible for the USF program (i.e., have income at or below 175 
percent of the poverty guideline).  Table 3-2 shows the distribution of households by poverty 
group, while Table 3-3 shows the distribution of households by income group.  Table 3-2 
shows that over 270,000 NJ households have income at or below the federal poverty 
guideline.  Table 3-3 shows that about 228,000 NJ households have annual income of less 
than $10,000. 


Table 3-1 
Households Income Eligible for USF (2004) 


 
Poverty Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Income At or Below 175% 646,192 20% 


Income Above 175% 2,586,930 80% 


ALL NJ HOUSEHOLDS 3,233,122 100% 


 
Table 3-2 


Poverty Levels for Income-Eligible Households (2004) 
 


Poverty Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Income At or Below 100% 271,755 42% 


Income 100% to 150%  250,518 39% 


Income Above 150% 123,919 19% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  646,192 100% 


 
Table 3-3 


Income Distribution for Income-Eligible Households (2004) 
 


Income Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


$0 to less than $10,000 228,054 35% 


$10,000 to less than $20,000 292,918 45% 


$20,000 to less than $30,000 91,199 14% 


$30,000 or more 34,020 5% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE 646,192 100% 


 
Using the microsimulation database, we also were able to develop information about the 
energy bills and energy burden for income-eligible households.  Tables 3-4 through 3-7 
furnish information on electric and gas bills and burden for income-eligible households.  
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Tables 3-4 and 3-5 show that over 150,000 income-eligible households had an electric bill in 
2004 of more than $1,000, and almost 400,000 income-eligible households had an electric 
burden more than 3 percent of income.  The median electric burden was 5.2 percent. 


Table 3-4 
Electric Bills for Income-Eligible Households (2004) 


 
Electric Bill Number of Households Percent of Households 


No electric bill 98,206 15% 


$1 to less than $500 214,329 34% 


$500 to less than $1,000 180,629 28% 


$1,000 or more 153,028 24% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE 646,192 100% 


 
Table 3-5 


Electric Burden for Income-Eligible Households (2004) 
 


Electric Burden Number of Households Percent of Households 


No electric bill 98,206 15% 


0% to less than 3% 150,025 23% 


3% to less than 5% 114,048 18% 


5% to less than 10% 139,138 22% 


10% or more 144,775 23% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE 646,192 100% 


 
Tables 3-6 and 3-7 show that almost 180,000 income-eligible households had a gas bill in 
2004 of more than $1,000; over 280,000 income-eligible households has a gas energy 
burden greater than 3 percent of income.  The median gas burden for households that had a 
gas bill was 7.1 percent of income. 


 
Table 3-6 


Gas Bills for Income-Eligible Households (2004) 
 


Gas Bill Number of Households Percent of Households 


No gas bill 273,761 42% 


$1 to less than $500 107,439 17% 


$500 to less than $1,000 86,089 14% 


$1,000 or more 178,903 28% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE 646,192 100% 
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Table 3-7 


Gas Burden for Income-Eligible Households (2004) 
 


Gas Burden Number of Households Percent of Households 


No gas bill 273,761 42% 


0% to less than 3% 88,965 14% 


3% to less than 5% 50,354 8% 


5% to less than 10% 95,551 15% 


10% or more 137,560 22% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE 646,192 100% 


 


C. Estimates of Program Eligibility for HEA, Lifeline, and USF 


USF program benefits are based on net energy burden (i.e., energy burden net of HEA and 
Lifeline assistance benefits).  The USF eligibility standard is that a household must have a 
net electric bill that is greater than 3 percent of income (6 percent for electric heaters) and/or 
a net natural gas bill that is greater than 3 percent of income.  Using the microsimulation 
database, we were able to estimate the number of households that met these criteria using 
the following procedures. 


1. Electric Bill – We assessed whether a household had an electric bill. 


2. LIHEAP Benefit – If the household had electric main heat, we used the LIHEAP 
benefit matrix to estimate their LIHEAP benefit.  


3. Lifeline Benefit – If the household was elderly or disabled, we estimated their 
Lifeline benefit. 


4. Net Electric Bill – We computed their net electric bill by subtracting applicable 
LIHEAP and Lifeline benefits. 


5. Affordable Electric Bill – We computed their affordable electric bill by multiplying 
their income by 3 percent (6 percent for electric heaters). 


6. USF Benefit – We estimated their USF benefit by subtracting their affordable 
electric bill from their net electric bill.  


We repeated the same process for each household’s gas bills. 


After applying these procedures, we had a database that furnished information on the 
amount of USF, HEA, and Lifeline benefits for which a household was eligible.  [Note: This 
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analysis focuses on households with electric and/or gas bills.  We do not model HEA and 
Lifeline benefits available to households with electric and/or heat included in rent.] 


Tables 3-8 through 3-10 furnish information on the number of USF income-eligible 
households that are eligible for HEA, Lifeline, and USF.   Table 3-8 shows that over 
360,000 electric and gas heating customers are currently eligible for HEA heating benefits.  
Table 3-9 shows that over 300,000 households that are income eligible for USF are also 
eligible for Lifeline benefits.5


Table 3-8 
Eligibility for HEA Heating Benefits (2004) 


 
Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


Electric HEA 80,840 13% 


Natural Gas HEA  282,968 44% 


Other HEA 88,923 14% 


Heat in Rent 193,461 30% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  646,192 100% 


 
Table 3-9 


Eligibility for Lifeline Benefits (2004) 
 


Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


Electric Only 109,395 17% 


Natural Gas Only 3,927 1% 


Gas and Electric 196,658 30% 


Not Elderly or Disabled 244,643 38% 


No Electric or Gas Bill 91,570 14% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  646,192 100% 


 
Table 3-10 


Eligibility for USF Benefits (2004) 
 


Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


Electric USF Only 171,632 27% 


                                                 
5 The actual number of Lifeline recipients is about 315,000 per year.  However, some of those recipients have 
incomes that are above the USF eligibility standard.  The estimate is overstated.  We used Census disability 
questions as a proxy for Lifeline eligibility.  However, a household must receive Social Security disability or SSI 
disability to be eligible for a Lifeline benefit. 
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Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


Natural Gas USF Only 41,222 6% 


Electric and Gas USF 148,082 23% 


Net Energy Burden Under 3% 193,687 30% 


No Electric or Gas Bill 91,570 14% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  646,192 100% 


 
Table 3-10 shows that over half (56 percent) of the income-eligible households are eligible 
for USF program benefits. About 320,000 households are eligible for electric USF benefits 
and about 190,000 household are eligible for gas USF benefits.  A total of over 360,000 
households are eligible for the USF program.   


Using the microsimulation database, we are able to estimate the expected size of the USF 
benefits.  Tables 3-11 through 3-13 furnish information on the distribution of electric USF 
benefits, gas USF benefits, and combined USF benefits for which households are eligible.  
Table 3-11 shows that about one-third of households eligible for an electric USF benefit are 
eligible for less than $250, while about 7 percent have a USF need that exceeds the $1,800 
cap.  The median electric USF benefit for which households are eligible is $445.   


Table 3-11 
Distribution of Electric USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


$1 to less than $250 101,338 32% 


$250 to less than $500 73,266 23% 


$500 to less than $1,000 80,243 25% 


$1,000 to less than $1,800 41,901 13% 


$1,800 (cap) 22,964 7% 


ELIGIBLE FOR ELECTRIC USF 319,713 100% 


 
Table 3-12 shows that about one-third of households eligible for a gas USF benefit qualify 
for benefits between $500 and $1,000.  Almost 20 percent have a USF need that exceeds the 
$1,800 cap.  The median gas USF benefit for which households are eligible is $672.   


Table 3-12 
Distribution of Gas USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


$1 to less than $250 36,183 19% 


$250 to less than $500 34,235 18% 
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Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


$500 to less than $1,000 58,371 31% 


$1,000 to less than $1,800 34,833 18% 


$1,800 (cap) 25,682 14% 


ELIGIBLE FOR GAS USF 189,304 100% 


 
Table 3-13 shows that almost 20 percent of all households that are eligible for a USF benefit 
would have their USF benefit limited by the USF $1,800 cap.  The median combined USF 
benefit for which households are eligible is $701.   


Table 3-13 
Distribution of Combined USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Benefit Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


$1 to less than $250 78,783 22% 


$250 to less than $500 62,443 17% 


$500 to less than $1,000 83,078 23% 


$1,000 to less than $1,800 70,492 19% 


$1,800 (cap) 66,140 18% 


ELIGIBLE FOR USF BENEFITS 360,935 100% 


 


D. Aggregate Need for HEA, Lifeline, and USF for Income-Eligible Households 


Using the microsimulation database, we can estimate the aggregate electric and gas bills for 
income-eligible households and can show how the aggregate bill would be paid if all eligible 
households participated in HEA, Lifeline, and USF. 


Table 3-14 furnishes information on the aggregate electric bills for income-eligible 
households.  About 548,000 households have an electric bill.  The aggregate amount of their 
bills is about $477 million.  Of that, about $215 million is considered to be affordable (i.e., 
is less than 3 percent of income).  The remaining $262 million is considered to be 
unaffordable.  Based on program guidelines, the $262 million would be paid by $215 
million in USF benefits and $47 million in HEA and Lifeline benefits.  Table 3-14 shows 
that households are eligible for about $87 million in HEA and Lifeline benefits.  However, 
$40 million of those benefits actually reduces net electric energy burden for households 
below the USF standard. The table also shows that, while total need for USF is about $215 
million, about $42 million will not be met because of the $1,800 cap on USF benefits. 
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Table 3-14 
Aggregate Statistics for Electric (2004) 


 
Electric Bill Category Number of Households Aggregate Bills 


Aggregate Electric Bills 547,986 $477,023,688 


Affordable Share 547,986 $214,516,930 


Estimated Need 381,575 $262,506,757 


 


Assistance Category Number of Households Aggregate Benefits 


Electric HEA 80,848 $40,377,841 


Electric Lifeline 306,052 $46,639,416 


Electric USF (no limit) 319,713 $215,510,448 


Electric USF (capped) 319,713 $173,762,714 


 
Table 3-15 furnishes information on the aggregate gas bills for income-eligible households.  
About 372,000 households have a gas bill.  The aggregate amount of their bills is about 
$436 million.  Of that, about $112 million is considered to be affordable (i.e., is less than 3 
percent of income.  The remaining $265 million is considered to be unaffordable.  Based on 
program guidelines, the $265 million would be paid by $182 million in USF benefits and 
$83 million in HEA and Lifeline benefits.  Table 3-15 shows that households are eligible for 
about $114 million in HEA and Lifeline benefits.  However, $31 million of those benefits 
actually reduce net gas energy burden for households below the USF standard. The table 
also shows that, while total need for USF is about $182 million, about $49 million will not 
be met because of the $1,800 cap on USF benefits. 


Table 3-15 
Aggregate Statistics for Gas (2004) 


 
Electric Bill Category Number of Households Aggregate Bills 


Aggregate Gas Bills 372,430 $436,449,611 


Affordable Share 372,430 $112,226,469 


Estimated Need 235,316 $265,029,247 


 


Assistance Category Number of Households Aggregate Benefits 


Gas HEA 282,968 $90,634,356 


Gas Lifeline 200,584 $23,105,800 


Gas USF (no limit) 189,304 $182,192,247 


Gas USF (capped) 189,304 $133,296,335 
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The statistics in Tables 3-14 and 3-15 present an important challenge to the BPU.  Our 
simulation estimates that full participation in the HEA, Lifeline, and USF programs by 
households that are USF income eligible would require $131 million in HEA benefits, $70 
million in Lifeline benefits, and $307 million in USF benefits.   


For FY 2005, the HEA program received about $85 million from the Federal government.  
In addition to funding benefits for households that heat with electric and natural gas, that 
funding pays for program administration, HEA heating benefits for households with other 
heating fuels, emergency HEA benefits, and medically necessary cooling benefits.  For FY 
2005, the Lifeline program furnished about $72 million in benefits to elderly and disabled 
households.  However, some of those funds were distributed to households that are not 
income eligible for USF.  Finally, the FY 2005 budget for USF was about $120 million, 
considerably less than the $307 million that would be required to serve all of the eligible 
customers. 


E. Characteristics of the Population Eligible for USF Benefits 


Using the microsimulation database, we can characterize the population that is eligible for 
USF benefits. Tables 3-16 to 3-22 furnish information on the characteristics of these 
households.  The statistics for eligible households can be compared to the statistics for 
recipient households to assess whether the program is targeting the households in the 
greatest need. 


Tables 3-16 and 3-17 show the income distribution for eligible households.  Almost half of 
the households eligible for USF benefits have incomes at or below 100 percent of the 
poverty guidelines; three-fourths have income less than $20,000.   Only 5 percent of the 
households eligible for USF benefits have annual income greater than $30,000. 


Table 3-16 
Poverty Levels for Households Eligible for USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Poverty Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Income At or Below 100% 163,871 45% 


Income Over 100% to 150%  134,062                          37%         


Income Above 150% 63,003 18% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  360,935 100% 


 
Table 3-17 


Income Distribution for Households Eligible for USF Benefits (2004) 
 


Income Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


$0 to less than $10,000 133,156 37% 
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Income Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


$10,000 to less than $20,000 160,345 44% 


$20,000 to less than $30,000 49,939 14% 


$30,000 or more 17,495 5% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE 360,935 100% 


 


Tables 3-18 and 3-19 furnish information on the energy need of households eligible for USF 
benefits. More than one-fourth of the households eligible for electric USF benefits have a 
gross electric burden (i.e., annual electric bill divided by annual income) of more than 15 
percent of income.  The median electric burden for USF-eligible households is about 9 
percent of income.  Almost 40 percent of households eligible for gas USF benefits have a 
gross gas burden of more than 15 percent of income.  The median gas burden for USF-
eligible households is about 12 percent of income.  


Table 3-18 
Gross Electric Burden for Households Eligible for Electric USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Electric Burden Number of Households Percent of Households 


3% to less than 5% 67,713 21% 


5% to less than 10% 118,240 37% 


10% to less than 15% 45,430 14% 


15% or more 88,331 28% 


ALL ELIGIBLE FOR USF 319,713 100% 


 
Table 3-19 


Gross Gas Burden Households Eligible for Gas USF Benefits (2004) 
 


Gas Burden Number of Households Percent of Households 


3% to less than 5% 10,783 6% 


5% to less than 10% 66,324 35% 


10% to less than 15% 42,727 23% 


15% or more 69,469 37% 


ALL ELIGIBLE FOR USF 189,304 100% 


 
Tables 3-20 through 3-22 furnish information on the demographic characteristics of 
households eligible for USF benefits.  Table 3-20 furnishes information on the vulnerability 
group for eligible households.  Households with members who are elderly (60 or older), 
disabled, or young (5 or younger) are generally considered to be vulnerable.  About 43 
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percent of households eligible for a USF benefit had an elderly head or spouse, with another 
2 percent of the households having an elderly person living in the house who is not the head 
of household.  About 21 percent of the eligible households have a disabled household 
member, and about 18 percent have a young child.   


Table 3-20 
Vulnerability Group for Households Eligible for USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Vulnerability Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Elderly Head or Spouse (60 or older) 156,303 43% 


Other Elderly Person (60 or older) 7,114 2% 


Nonelderly Disabled Head or Spouse 68,384 18% 


Other nonelderly disabled 10,437 3% 


Young Child (5 or younger) 65,341 18% 


No Vulnerable Member 80,090 22% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  360,935 100% 


 
Table 3-21 furnishes information on the type of public benefit that households eligible for 
USF benefit receive.  Less than 10 percent of households eligible for a USF benefit indicate 
that they receive SSI; less than 10 percent indicate that they receive public assistance.   
These statistics are useful because they demonstrate the potential for using public benefit 
programs as a way to target eligible households.  


Table 3-21 
Public Benefits Group for Households Eligible for USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Public Benefits Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


SSI 27,997 8% 


Public Assistance 28,151 8% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  360,935 100% 


 
Table 3-22 furnishes information on the household size for eligible households.  This table 
shows that about two-thirds of households eligible for a USF benefit have either one or two 
household members.  Some analysts have argued that larger households should have a lower 
affordability standard (i.e., less than 3 percent of income).  


Table 3-22 
Household Size for Households Eligible for USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Number of Members Number of Households Percent of Households 


One 143,221 40% 
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Number of Members Number of Households Percent of Households 


Two 83,035 23% 


Three 44,850 12% 


Four 41,021 11% 


Five or more 48,809 14% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  360,935 100% 


 


Table 3-23 shows the primary language, and degree of language isolation, for households 
that are eligible for a USF benefit.  A household is considered to be isolated if the primary 
language of the head of household is a language other than English and no member of the 
household age 14 or older speaks English at least “very well.”  About one-third of 
households that are eligible for a USF benefit have a primary language other than English, 
and about 12 percent of households that are eligible for a USF benefit are linguistically 
isolated.   


Table 3-23 
Primary Language for Households Eligible for USF Benefits (2004) 


 
Primary Language Number of Households Percent of Households 


English 243,851 68% 


Spanish – Not Isolated 37,356 10% 


Spanish – Isolated 23,786 7% 


Other – Not Isolated 38,374 11% 


Other – Isolated 17,568 5% 


ALL INCOME ELIGIBLE  360,935 100% 


 


F. Methodology for Estimating Characteristics of USF Recipients 


The primary source of information on USF recipients is the USF/HEA database that is 
maintained by the New Jersey Office of Information Technology (OIT).  We obtained two 
sets of information from OIT. 


• 10 Percent Sample – We obtained a 10 percent sample of all households in the 
USF/HEA database in August 2005. 


• Control Totals – We obtained control totals for the entire recipient population from 
OIT in November 2005. 
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These two data sources can be used to furnish information on the number of USF recipients 
and the characteristics of the USF recipient population. 


Each utility also has information on USF recipients.  We obtained billing, payment, and 
Fresh Start data from the utilities for each USF recipient that was part of the 10 percent 
sample.  In addition, we obtained information on the number of USF accounts from the 
utilities in October 2005.  The billing data will be used in Sections V and VII to examine 
payment compliance and program impacts.  The count of current USF accounts is used in 
this section to discuss current program enrollment levels. 


G. USF Program Participation Counts 


Tables 3-24 through 3-27 furnish counts of USF program participation.  Table 3-24 shows 
the total number of USF participants by enrollment group.  Enrollment Sweeps 1 through 3 
were designed to be mutually exclusive (i.e., households that had already been enrolled in a 
prior USF enrollment sweep were not included in a later enrollment sweep).  During FY 
2005 (November 2004 through October 2005), households from one of the Enrollment 
Sweeps were allowed to reenroll in USF.  However, the statistics in Table 3-24 furnish a 
count of new enrollees only. [Note: The data for Enrollment Sweep 1 includes households 
that are labeled “Lifeline Only.”]  To date, 56 percent of all participants were enrolled in the 
first Enrollment Sweep in October 2003.  About 30 percent of participants were first 
enrolled during FY 2005. 


Table 3-24 
USF Participant Enrollment Group (10/3 to 11/05) 


 
Enrollment Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Enrollment Sweep 1 – October 2003 99,687 56% 


Enrollment Sweep 2 – April 2004 14,646 8% 


Enrollment Sweep 3 – September 2004 9,423 5% 


FY 2005 Enrollment 52,771 30% 


ALL USF PARITICIPANTS 176,527 100% 


 
Table 3-25 furnishes information on the enrollment group for USF Electric benefits. Over 
three-fourths of USF participants have electric benefits (139,119 of 176,527).  Almost 60 
percent of electric USF participants first received them in October 2003. 


Table 3-25 
Electric USF Participant Enrollment Group (October 2003 to November 2005) 


 
Enrollment Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Enrollment Sweep 1 – October 2003 81,854 59% 
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Enrollment Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Enrollment Sweep 2 – April 2004 11,015 8% 


Enrollment Sweep 3 – September 2004 7,586 5% 


FY 2005 Enrollment 38,664 28% 


ELECTRIC USF  139,119 100% 


 
Table 3-26 furnishes information on the enrollment group for USF Gas benefits. About 56 
percent of USF participants have gas benefits (99,534 of 176,707).  About half of gas USF 
participants first received them in October 2003.  


Table 3-26 
Gas USF Participant Enrollment Group (October 2003 to November 2005) 


 
 


Enrollment Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Enrollment Sweep 1 – October 2003 51,425 52% 


Enrollment Sweep 2 – April 2004 9,972 10% 


Enrollment Sweep 3 – September 2004 5,204 5% 


FY 2005 Enrollment 32,933 33% 


GAS USF  99,534 100% 


 
Table 3-27 furnishes information on the type of benefits for USF program participants. Over 
40 percent of participants have electric benefits only, over one-third of participants have 
electric and gas benefits, and about one in five has gas benefits only.  


Table 3-27 
USF Participation Type (October 2003 to November 2005) 


 
Participation Type Number of Households Percent of Households 


Electric Only 77,173 44% 


Electric and Gas 61,946 35% 


Gas Only 37,588 21% 


ALL USF PARITICIPANTS 176,707 100% 


 
Tables 3-28 and 3-29 furnish information on the companies with which electric and gas USF 
participants have their accounts.  PSE&G has about two-thirds of the electric USF customers 
and 60 percent of the gas USF customers.  JCP&L, Atlantic City Electric, NJNG, and SJG 
each have between 15 and 20 percent of program participants for their respective fuels.  
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Elizabethtown has slightly less than 10 percent of gas participants, while Rockland has less 
than 1 percent of electric participants. 


Table 3-28 
Electric USF Participant Company (October 2003 to November 2005) 


 
Company Number of Households Percent of Households 


PSE&G 91,062 65% 


JCP&L 25,524 19% 


Atlantic City Electric 21,898 16% 


Rockland 635 <1% 


GAS USF  139,119 100% 


Table 3-29 
Gas USF Participant Company (October 2003 to November 2005) 


 
Company Number of Households Percent of Households 


PSE&G 59,828 60% 


NJNG 14,668 15% 


Elizabethtown 8,714 9% 


SJG 16,324 16% 


GAS USF  99,534 100% 


 


H. USF Program Recipient Characteristics 


The tables in this section were developed from the 10 percent sample of USF participants 
that was furnished to APPRISE by NJ OIT in August 2005.  To prepare this data file, OIT 
merged information from two different data systems.  We have found that this data file is not 
completely consistent with the control totals furnished by OIT.  In particular, the OIT 
control totals report that there were 176,707 different households enrolled in the USF 
program, while the database we received only shows 162,940 different households.  We are 
working to resolve this issue, but are preparing the evaluation report with the existing data. 


Table 3-30 and 3-31 shows the income distribution for eligible households. Tables 3-30A 
and 3-30B present information on the poverty level of participants.6 Between 49 and 54 
percent of program participants are estimated to have income below the poverty guideline.   


                                                 
6 One data issue is that we do not have household size for “Lifeline-only” participants, about 15 percent of the 
participants.  We expect that most “Lifeline-only” households would have a household size of either one or two.  
Using a household size of one for all “Lifeline-only” households, we estimated that 49 percent of participants had a 
poverty level less than 100 percent of poverty.  Using a household size of two, we found that 54 percent of 
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Table 3-30A 
Poverty Levels for USF-Participant Households 


 
Poverty Group7 Number of Households Percent of Households 


Income At or Below 100% 79,190 49% 


Income Over 100% to 150%  52,730 32% 


Income Above 150% 30,520 19% 


ALL USF PARTICIPANTS 162,440 100% 


 
Table 3-30B 


Poverty Levels for USF-Participant Households 
 


Poverty Group8 Number of Households Percent of Households 


Income At or Below 100% 87,890 54% 


Income Over 100% to 150%  51,040 31% 


Income Above 150% 23,510 14% 


ALL USF PARTICIPANTS 162,440 100% 


 
Table 3-31 shows that almost 90 percent of USF participants have annual income less than 
$20,000.  Only about 2 percent of USF participants have annual income over $30,000.  
Median income for USF participants is about $12,000. 


Table 3-31 
Income Distribution for USF-Participant Households 


 
Income Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


$0 to less than $10,000 66,980 41% 


$10,000 to less than $20,000 77,790 48% 


$20,000 to less than $30,000 14,970 9% 


$30,000 or more 3,200 2% 


ALL USF PARTICIPANTS 162,940 100% 


 


                                                                                                                                                             
participants had a poverty level less than 100 percent of poverty.  From another database, we found that 80 percent 
of HEA households that also received Lifeline were one-person households. 
7 A household size of one is assumed for “Lifeline Only” participants.  We estimate that this table understates the 
number of participants with income at or below 100 percent of the poverty guideline by about 1 percent. 
8 A household size of two is assumed for “Lifeline Only” participants.  We estimate that this table overstates the 
number of participants with income at or below 100 percent of the poverty guideline by about 3 percent. 
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Tables 3-32 and 3-33 furnish information on the energy need of households eligible for USF 
benefits.  Table 3-32 shows that the largest number of USF electric participants have a gross 
energy burden between 5 percent and 10 percent of income.  However, almost one in five 
has a burden over 15 percent of income.  The median electric burden for USF electric 
participants is 8 percent of income. Among USF gas participants, almost one in three has a 
burden of over 15 percent of income.  Only about 8 percent of USF gas participants have a 
burden of 3 percent to 5 percent of income.  The median gas burden for USF gas participants 
is about 11 percent of income. 


Table 3-32 
Gross Electric Burden for USF Electric-Participant Households 


 
Electric Burden Number of Households Percent of Households 


3% to less than 5% 30,170 24% 


5% to less than 10% 53,040 42% 


10% to less than 15% 19,080 15% 


15% or more 24,920 19% 


ALL USF ELECTRIC 127,210 100% 


 
Table 3-33 


Gross Gas Burden for USF Gas-Participant Households 
 


Gas Burden Number of Households Percent of Households 


3% to less than 5% 7,400 8% 


5% to less than 10% 35,330 37% 


10% to less than 15% 21,890 23% 


15% or more 30,070 32% 


ALL USF GAS 94,690 100% 


 
Tables 3-34 and 3-35 furnish information on the demographic characteristics of households 
eligible for USF benefits.  About half of USF participants have an elderly person or young 
child in the household.  Public assistance households are reported to be almost 20 percent of 
program participants. 
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Table 3-34 
Vulnerability Group for USF-Participant Households9


 
Vulnerability Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


Elderly Household 59,620 37% 


Young Child 20,400 13% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 162,940 100% 


 
Table 3-35 


Public Benefits Group USF-Participant Households10


 
Public Benefits Group Number of Households Percent of Households 


SSI 18,250 11% 


Public Assistance 11,350 7% 


ALL USF PARTICIPANTS 162,940 100% 


 


I. USF Program Participation Rates 


By comparing the counts of households that are eligible for USF (from the microsimulation 
database) to those that are receiving USF (from the OIT control totals and the 10 percent 
sample of the USF/HEA database) we can examine the overall program participation rates 
for USF, as well as the participation rates for important subgroups of the population. 


Table 3-36 shows that the overall USF participation rate is estimated to be 49 percent. About 
44 percent of the households eligible for electric benefits have received them, while about 
53 percent of the households eligible for gas benefits have received those. 


Table 3-36 
USF Participation Rates 


 
USF Benefit Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


Electric Benefits 319,713 139,119 44% 


Gas Benefits 189,304 99,534 53% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 360,935 176,707 49% 


 


                                                 
9 Table assumes that Lifeline-only households are elderly households. 
10 Table assumes that Lifeline-only households are not SSI recipients. 
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Tables 3-37 and 3-38 furnish information on the program participation rates by poverty 
group and income group.  Tables 3-37A and 3-37B show that households at or below 100 
percent of poverty have the highest participation rates.  Table 3-38 also shows that 
households with the lowest income have the highest participation rate.   


Table 3-37A 
USF Participation Rate by Poverty Group11


 
Poverty Group Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


Income At or Below 100% 163,871 79,190 48% 


Income Over 100% to 150% 134,062 52,730 39% 


Income Above 150%  63,003 30,520 48% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 360,935 162,440 45% 


 
 


Table 3-37B 
USF Participation Rate by Poverty Group12


 
Poverty Group Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


Income At or below 100% 163,871 87,890 54% 


Income 100% to 150% 134,062 51,040 38% 


Income Above 150%  63,003 23,510 37% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 360,935 162,440 45% 


 


Table 3-38 
USF Participation Rate by Income Group 


 
Income Group Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


Less than $10,000 133,156 66,980 50% 


$10,000 to less than $20,000 160,345 77,790 49% 


$20,000 to less than $30,000 49,939 14,970 30% 


$30,000 or more 17,495 3,200 18% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 360,935 162,940 45% 


 


Tables 3-39 and 3-40 furnish information on program participation rates by electric and gas 
burden levels.  Both Tables 3-38 and 3-39 show that the USF program appears to be less 


                                                 
11 For this table, Lifeline Only households are counted as having one household member. 
12 For this table, Lifeline Only households are counted as having two household members. 
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likely to serve those households that have the highest energy burden level.  For example, the 
program participation rates are over 40 percent for households with electric burdens under 
15 percent of income, but less than 30 percent for households with electric burdens over 15 
percent of income.  Similarly, the gas USF program is estimated to serve over 50 percent of 
households with gas burdens under 15 percent of income, but only 43 percent of households 
with a gas burden of 15 percent of income or more.   


One limitation to this study is that the statistics for eligible households are based on self-
reported data on electric and gas bills.  It is possible that those data are biased upwards and 
that we have overcounted the highest-burden households.  However, even a significant 
change in the distribution of households by energy burden would merely change the pattern 
so that the participation rates are approximately equal across energy burden groups.  To 
serve the households with the greatest need, one would expect that the USF program would 
need to serve households at the highest-burden levels at higher rates than those at lower 
energy burden levels. 


Table 3-39 
Electric USF Participation Rate by Electric Burden 


 
Electric Burden Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


3% to less than 5% 67,713 30,170 44% 


5% to less than 10% 118,240 53,040 45% 


10% to less than 15% 45,430 19,080 42% 


15% or more 88,331 24,920 28% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 319,713 127,210 40% 


 
 


Table 3-40 
Gas USF Participation Rate by Gas Burden 


 
Gas Burden Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


3% to less than 5% 10,783 7,400 69% 


5% to less than 10% 66,324 35,333 53% 


10% to less than 15% 42,727 21,890 51% 


15% or more 69,469 30,070 43% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 189,304 94,693 50% 


 
Tables 3-41 to 3-44 furnish information on the program participation rates by various 
population groups.  Table 3-41 shows the estimated participation rate for households with an 
elderly person and for households with a young child 5 or under.  While about 45 percent of 
eligible households participate, only about 36 percent of elderly households participate in 
the program and only 31 percent of households with a young child participate.   Table 3-41 
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shows the estimated participation rate for households that receive public assistance benefits.  
About 65 percent of eligible SSI recipients are estimated to participate in the USF, while 
only about 40 percent of TANF recipients do so.  The findings presented in both of these 
tables suggest that there are some key demographic groups that might be targeted for 
program outreach, and that some additional efforts might need to be made to enroll TANF 
households in the program. 
 
These initial statistics show that elderly households participate in the USF program at a 
lower rate than nonelderly households.  While this is a general concern, there is one aspect 
of the USF program that suggests that the implications of this problem should be carefully 
examined.  The statistics presented in Table 3-41 include over 25,000 program participants 
who were enrolled by screening Lifeline recipients.  DHS has recommended that all 
households be enrolled in USF through the USF/HEA application or the Food Stamp/HEA 
application.  However, of the over 31,538 households that were enrolled in USF through the 
Lifeline program in October 2003, only 6,335 of these households responded to mailings 
that encourage them to directly apply for the USF program.  The remaining 25,203 are on 
the USF program only because their benefits did not expire in September 2005.  If those 
25,203 households were taken off the USF program, the participation rate among elderly 
households would fall from 36 percent to about 21 percent, less than half the overall 
program participation rate. 
 


Table 3-41 
USF Participation Rate by Vulnerability Group 


 
Vulnerability Group Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


Elderly 163,417 59,620 36% 


Young Child 65,341 20,400 31% 


ALL USF ELIGIBLE 360,935 162,940 45% 


 


Table 3-42 
USF Participation Rate by Public Benefits Group 


 
Benefit Group Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


SSI 27,997 18,250 65% 


TANF 28,131 11,350 40% 


ALL USF PARTICPANTS 360,935 181,867 50% 


 


Table 3-43 shows the participation rate for households by language group.  There is a data 
problem with this field in the USF/HEA database.  In our sample, only about 56 percent of 
the participants had the field coded.  However, assuming that the households with data are 
similar to the households without data, the table shows that additional efforts are needed to 
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conduct outreach with households that speak a language other than English.  Households 
that speak Spanish are less likely than those that speak English to participate in the program.  
However, households that speak a language other than English or Spanish have an 
exceptionally low participation rate.  More in-depth analysis of the Census data shows that 
most of these households speak Indo-European languages, including Polish and Russian. 


Table 3-43 
USF Participation Rate by Language Group 


 
Language Group Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


English 243,851 76,810 31% 


Spanish – Not Isolated 37,356 7,980 21% 


Spanish – Isolated 23,786 4,440 19% 


Other  55,942 1,540 3% 


ALL USF ELIGIBLE 360,935 90,77013 25% 


 


Table 3-44 shows the USF participation rate by household size.  This table shows that 
smaller households are much more likely to participate in the program than are larger 
households.  However, we are somewhat concerned that this data element may have errors.  
Community-based agency staff reported that it is quite burdensome to enter all household 
members, since a separate screen needs to be completed for each member.  It is possible that 
data errors have resulted in not all household members being counted or that agency staff do 
not have time to enter the data for every household member.   


Table 3-44 
USF Participation Rate by Household Size 


 
Household Size Eligible Households Participants Participation Rate 


One or Two 226,256 124,120 55% 


Three 44,850 17,090 38% 


Four 41,021 11,440 28% 


Five or More 48,809 10,290 21% 


ALL USF ELIGIBLE 360,935 162,940 45% 


 


                                                 
13 Language was missing for 47,410 households. 
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J. USF Program Targeting 


One important evaluation question is whether the program is serving the households with the 
greatest level of need.  To serve the households with the greatest need, the program should 
serve: 


• Lowest Income – The lowest-income households, since they are likely to have a 
difficult time paying any energy bill. 


• High Burden – The households with the highest energy burden, since energy bills are 
likely to put the greatest stress on their budgets. 


• Vulnerability – The households that are most vulnerable to negative health 
consequences from having inadequate heating, cooling, and other energy services. 


The statistics prepared in this section of the report help us to assess the extent to which the 
program is targeting benefits on those three dimensions. 


1. Income Targeting 


There are two dimensions of income targeting-- poverty targeting and gross income 
targeting.  The federal poverty guidelines are designed to compare the relative needs of 
households by controlling for family size.  They consider a three-person household with 
an income of $15,000 as having a greater need than a one-person household with an 
income of $15,000.  A three-person household with $15,000 in income is considered to 
be below the poverty line, while a one-person household with that income is considered 
to be above 150 percent of poverty. 


In this section of the report, we found that the largest share of USF program participants 
was below 100 percent of poverty, and that the smallest share was above 150 percent of 
poverty.  As a percentage of eligible households, households below 100 percent of 
poverty were served at a higher rate than households with income above 100 percent of 
poverty. 


The USF program is clearly targeting the lowest-income households.  About 90 percent 
of USF participants have income less than $20,000.  About 50 percent of households 
with incomes less than $20,000 are served by the program.  Less than one-third of 
households with incomes over $20,000 are served by the program. 


2. Energy Burden 


The statistics in this section show that the program has not been effective in targeting 
the highest energy burden households.  The gas USF program has served about 55 
percent of the population with an energy burden less than 10 percent of income, and 
only 45 percent of the population with an energy burden greater than 10 percent of 
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income.  The electric USF program has served about 45 percent of households with an 
electric burden under 15 percent of income groups, but less than 30 percent of the 
households with an electric burden over 15 percent of income.  


3. Vulnerability Group   


We have limited data on the participation rate by vulnerable group.  However, in 
general, it does not appear that program outreach efforts have been effective is serving 
the most vulnerable households at the highest rate. 


Elderly Household – Elderly households participate at a lower rate than do other 
household types.  If elderly households had not been allowed to enter the 
program through the Lifeline program, the participation rate by elderly 
households would have been about half of the rate for the average eligible 
household. 


Young Child – It appears that households with a young child participate at lower 
rates than do other households.  However, we are concerned that some data 
entry problems may have resulted in an understatement of the true number of 
households with young children. 


Public Assistance – SSI households appear to participate in the USF program at a 
very high rate.  TANF households are less likely than average to participate. 


Language Groups – Households whose primary language is Spanish participate at a 
lower rate than do households whose primary language is English.  However, 
the lowest participation rates are found among households that speak a language 
other than English or Spanish. 


4. Summary of Findings 


The analysis shows that, in general, the USF program is not serving the households with 
the greatest needs at a higher rate than other households.  If the program wants to 
improve targeting, it needs to target the highest-burden households, elderly households, 
young child households, and households that speak a language other than English or 
Spanish. 
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IV. Program Accessibility 


The second set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to program accessibility.   The 
BPU has asked: 


• What are the barriers to program participation? 


• Do the barriers differentially affect different population groups? If so how? 


• What are the potential remediation alternatives? 


To address these questions, we conducted administrative interviews with program managers and 
program intake workers, reviewed program procedures documents, examined program 
participation rates, and conducted interviews with customers. These data sources have helped us 
to identify technical, procedural, and informational barriers to the USF program.  In this section 
of the report, we discuss the findings from these analyses. 


A. Measuring Barriers to Program Participation 


Generally, there are three barriers to program participation.  First, program intake 
procedures sometimes directly limit or restrict program participation.  Second, program 
intake procedures are sometimes so burdensome that eligible households have difficulty 
meeting program enrollment requirements.  Third, eligible households may be unaware of 
the program, may not think that they are eligible for the program, or may be discouraged 
from participating in the program for other reasons.  We will address each of these types of 
barriers in turn. 


• Technical Barriers – Program technical barriers were identified by conducting 
administrative interviews and by reviewing program procedures documents.  There 
are a number of technical barriers to USF program participation, some of which 
affect a significant number of eligible households.  In this section, we identify those 
barriers. 


• Procedural Barriers – We obtained detailed information on application procedures 
from administrative interviews and by reviewing program documents.  During our 
administrative interviews with intake agencies, we asked intake staff whether the 
application requirements were burdensome for program participants and to identify 
any groups for which the program procedures were particularly burdensome.  During 
our client survey, we asked program participants to discuss any difficulties 
associated with program application procedures. 


• Informational Barriers – As part of the evaluation, we conducted a survey with 
program participants.  In that survey, we asked program participants questions that 
assessed their awareness of energy assistance programs, their perceptions about 
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energy assistance programs, and their understanding of the program application 
requirements.  Those data gave us an understanding of the informational barriers to 
the program. 


The program participation data developed in Section III of the report demonstrate that 
certain groups are more likely to participate in the USF program.  In this section of the 
report, we examine differential program participation rates in the context of program barriers 
and consider whether the program barriers disproportionately affect certain population 
groups. 


B. Technical Barriers to Program Participation 


Our administrative interviews furnished us with information on how the USF program 
operates and allowed us to develop information on the technical barriers associated with the 
program. 


1. Bill Payment Barriers 


Certain households are excluded from the USF program.  These include: 


• Pay Electric or Gas Bill – A household must directly pay an electric or gas bill. 


• Name on Bill – The applicant must have the electric or gas account in his or her 
name or the name of his or her spouse. 


The first of these restrictions affects a large number of households.  About 15 percent of 
income-eligible households have their electric bill included in the rent; about 16 percent 
of income-eligible households have their gas bill included in the rent.  For such 
households, part of the rent payment is used by the landlord to pay the electric and/or 
gas bill.  As part of the interim USF program implemented in 2001, USF payments were 
made to households that had utilities included in rent.  However, since the exact amount 
of the utility payment cannot be determined, one cannot determine the electric and/or 
gas energy burden associated with the payment, and cannot determine whether the 
burden exceeds 3 percent of income.  For that reason, households with utilities included 
in rent are not included in the USF program.  


The second restriction affects an unknown number of households.  From the USF/HEA 
database, we know that, for 16,000 of the 150,000 HEA recipients, the OIT/utility 
matching process was unable to find either a matching gas or a matching electric 
account, making the household ineligible for USF benefits.  However, it is unknown 
what share of that is a function of name/address matching problems and what share 
results from failure to have the bill in the customer’s name. 


As part of the USF program, individual utility companies report that they have 
encouraged households to ensure that utility bills are in the name of a responsible adult 
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in the household.  However, advocates report that households are having difficulty 
establishing service in their name and, subsequently, obtaining USF benefits. 


2. Screening of Program Participants 


During the initial phase of the program implementation, the most important technical 
barrier to program participation was that participation was limited to existing program 
participants.  In October 2003, HEA and Lifeline recipients were screened for USF 
eligibility.  That screening process was repeated for HEA recipients in April 2004 and 
September 2004.  This procedure was very effective in making the program available to 
a large number of eligible households.  However, it limited USF program enrollment to 
households that were enrolled in existing programs. 


In addition to limiting the program to existing program participants, the screening 
process also made it less likely that household would participate in the electric USF 
program.  The HEA database had data only on a household’s heating account.  For 
households that do not heat with electricity, OIT sent files with HEA name and address 
information to electric companies for matching.  It was challenging for the utilities to 
match all of these records.  That may be one reason why Table 3-36 shows that while 
gas USF participation rates are estimated to be 53 percent, electric USF participation 
rates are only 44 percent. 


[Note: Those issues did not affect Lifeline participants, since the Lifeline application 
asks for both the electric and gas company information.] 


3. Continuing Barriers for Automatic Screening of Food Stamp Applicants 


In November 2005, procedures were put in place so that households could directly 
apply for the USF program.  However, many households still enroll for HEA as part of 
their Food Stamp application. For those households, the application continues to request 
information only for the main heating fuel.  As a result, this continues to be a barrier to 
electric USF participation for applicants who enter the system through the Food Stamp 
application process.  This is particularly problematic because our statistics show that the 
average Food Stamp HEA recipient has an income of about $8,400 per year, while the 
average intake agency HEA recipient has an income of about $12,500.  


4. Restriction on New Lifeline Participants 


In October 2003, Lifeline program participants were screened for USF eligibility.  
These households will continue to receive USF benefits until the BPU makes a final 
determination about their status.   


Lifeline program databases were not screened in April 2004 or in September 2004.  
During FY 2005, a Lifeline recipient needed to complete a separate application for HEA 
and USF to receive USF benefits.  As discussed in Section III of the report, elderly 
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households apply for HEA at a much lower rate than do other types of households.  
[Table 3-41 shows that elderly households have a participation rate of about 36 percent 
compared to the average participation rate of 45 percent.  Further, we estimate that if 
households are not allowed to participate in the program through the Lifeline program, 
the participation rate by elderly households could fall to 21 percent, less than half the 
average participation rate.  It is possible that other outreach procedures can enhance the 
participation rate of these households.  However, the outreach efforts to date have not 
been successful in raising participation rates by these households. 


5. Screening of Households in Other Public Assistance Programs 


Including HEA application data as part of the Food Stamp application/recertification 
has made it easier for many low-income households to participate in the HEA and USF 
programs.  There are a number of other public assistance programs that could serve as 
entry points to the HEA and USF programs.  However, to date, procedures have not 
been developed that would allow households that participate in other programs to be 
screened for HEA and USF eligibility.  


[Note: As discussed later in this section, it is challenging to use multiple data sources to 
screen for HEA and USF eligibility, since it is sometimes difficult to identify a unique 
household.  In the current system, cases can enter the database through the FAMIS 
system or can be input directly by a community-based organization.  We received 
reports from community organizations that they sometimes found that information they 
had entered for a client had been overwritten by data from the FAMIS system.  
Therefore, any plan to use other program databases as a program entry point needs to be 
carefully planned prior to implementation.] 


6. Remediation of Technical Barriers 


Direct Payment of Utility Bills 


The first technical barrier to program participation is that a customer must have a utility 
bill in his or her name.  It was a BPU policy decision to exclude households with 
utilities included in their rent from this program.  That decision is consistent with the 
idea of targeting USF benefits to households with the highest direct energy burden.  
However, it is important for the utilities to continue to work to ensure that households 
are able to get service established in their own names.  


Coordination of Existing Energy Assistance Benefit Programs 


Three OIT data systems are used to screen households for energy assistance benefits – 
the USF/HEA system, the PAAD/Lifeline system, and the FAMIS (Food Stamp/HEA) 
system.  The USF/HEA database was developed in 2004 to implement the USF 
program.  The PAAD/Lifeline and FAMIS systems are legacy systems.  To reduce 
program barriers, particularly for the lowest-income households (e.g., those that qualify 
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for Food Stamps) and for elderly households, improvements need to be made in those 
systems so that they are compatible with USF/HEA requirements and facilitate 
identification of the household’s electric and gas suppliers.  Given the status of those 
systems, it is clear that system revisions would be a major undertaking.  However, 
alignment of the systems for these three energy assistance programs is likely to have a 
far greater impact on program participation than any amount of program outreach.  For 
that reason, we recommend that this be made a priority for the program administrator. 


Coordination of USF/HEA with Other Assistance Programs 


In the past, DHS has made use of the data systems from other public assistance 
programs to identify households to whom HEA/USF outreach materials should be sent.  
It is appropriate to continue such efforts.  Once the existing energy assistance program 
systems (USF/HEA, PAAD/Lifeline, and FAMIS) are coordinated, it may be 
appropriate to identify other public assistance databases that can be coordinated. 


C. Procedural Barriers to Program Participation 


In this section, we examine the procedural barriers to program participation.  We examine 
how program application requirements, program application procedures, and application 
processing procedures affect program participation. 


[Note: In this section, we will ignore the procedural barriers associated with the Food 
Stamp/HEA application.  The first step in resolving those barriers is to align the FAMIS 
system with the USF/HEA database.  Until that happens, any efforts to improve procedures 
will be difficult to implement.] 


1. Program Application Requirements 


To enroll in the USF program, a household must complete a USF/HEA application and 
must submit appropriate program documentation.  The program information 
requirements include: 


• Head of household name and address 
• List of all household members 
• Homeownership / housing and rental subsidies 
• Main heating fuel / heating payment arrangement 
• Energy suppliers and account numbers 
• Sources of income. 


 
The other documents required include: 


• Social Security cards for all households members 
• Documentation for all sources of income 
• Ownership / renter documentation 
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• Copies of recent heating and electric bills 
• Documentation for public housing / rental assistance. 
 


These information and documentation requirements are typical for government public 
assistance programs but are more extensive than the requirements for most of the 
ratepayer-funded energy assistance programs.  While these requirements represent a 
barrier to some households, they also are a necessary condition for the integration of 
USF and HEA.  Given the significant benefits of program integration, any reduction in 
requirements that would not be consistent with HEA standards would be inappropriate.  
However, program administrators might consider the following ways to reduce the 
burden associated with the application process. 


• Income verification – The USF/HEA application uses a one-month retrospective 
income verification system (i.e., income received in the last month).  However, 
there are reasons to suggest that either retrospective or prospective annual 
income might be a better measure of need.  Some clients might find it easier to 
furnish annual income certification (e.g., tax returns) than monthly income 
certification.  Other income verification alternatives might also be considered. 


• Homeownership / Renter documentation – Since the ownership/renter 
documentation and copies of the energy bill both can establish residency at a 
specific location and direct payment of a utility bill, it might be appropriate to 
eliminate some or all of the homeownership/renter documentation. 


• Public housing / rent subsidy documentation – It might be possible to build a 
database with a listing of all addresses where tenants receive rent subsidies, 
thereby eliminating the need for specific documentation. 


These suggestions are not meant to suggest that documentation is not appropriate.  
Rather, these suggestions are directed to the elimination of potentially duplicative 
documentation. 


2. Program Application Procedures 


The USF/HEA application can be mailed to an intake agency or a household can bring 
the materials directly to the agency’s office.  The application materials are printed in 
English and Spanish. 


In general, the program application procedures are proactive and appropriate.  Clients 
who are unable to get to an intake agency can have the materials sent to them and can 
return the application by mail.  Clients who have difficulty completing the application 
can go to an agency in their county to receive assistance in completing the application. 


However, there are some clients who might have difficulties with the current system. 
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• Language Barriers – Households who speak a language other than English or 
Spanish could have difficulty in learning about the program, completing the 
application, or even receiving assistance from intake agency staff. 


• Literacy Problems – Households who have literacy problems could have 
difficulty in learning about the program and completing the application. 


• Homebound – Households that are homebound for some reason can complete 
the application by mail, but may have difficulty in obtaining the necessary 
copies of documents. 


There are a large number of social service agencies in New Jersey that are not LIHEAP 
intake agencies.  There may be a way to make use of those agencies to assist households 
in completing the application form.  For example, if workers who deliver meals to 
elderly and disabled households were trained in the USF/HEA program application 
procedures, they might be able to ask clients about their need for assistance and ability 
to complete the required forms, and refer clients who are in need to the appropriate 
intake agency for a home visit. 


3. Agency Processing Procedures 


We conducted administrative interviews with a number of USF/HEA intake agencies to 
develop a better understanding of the agency processing procedures.  In general, an 
agency receives an application, reviews it for completeness, and enters it into the state 
USF/HEA database system.  [Note: A number of agencies are using a client database 
system developed by La Casa.  If they have the system, the agency enters data from the 
USF/HEA application into the database; the database is then used to electronically 
complete the application in the USF/HEA database.] 


There are two potential barriers to processing an application. 


• Incomplete Information – Agencies report that at least 50 percent of the 
applications that they receive are incomplete. 


• Utility Matching Information – After the application is complete, there may be a 
barrier to receipt of USF benefits if the data systems are unable to match the 
applicant to an existing utility account. 


The agencies are in a better position to help clients with the first barrier than they are to 
address the second. 


When an agency finds that an application is incomplete, they attempt to contact the 
client to obtain the required information.  As might be expected, some clients are easy 
to contact and problems are quickly resolved. Others, however, are more difficult to 
contact.  We were not able to obtain any statistics on the rate at which these incomplete 
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applications are turned into complete applications since the system download we 
received does not include an error history. 


The agency must enter the client application within 30 days even if the application 
remains incomplete.  Once they enter the application, the OIT system generates a 
notification that is mailed directly to the client.  The notification is from the State of 
New Jersey and looks like it might be a benefit check.  The notification includes a 
concise message that indicates to the client that they are not receiving a HEA or USF 
benefit.  One example of the printed message is that the client is not receiving a benefit 
“because you have not provided the documents necessary to determine your eligibility.  
If you believe that this is incorrect, or to provide the needed information or documents, 
please contact #CAP# to complete your application.” 


In the USF/HEA database, we found about 58,000 households that applied for but did 
not receive HEA benefits in FY 2005.  About 24,000 of those were due to technical 
reasons related to insufficient information.  It is unclear whether those households were 
eligible for benefits but failed to respond, or the households realized that they were not 
eligible and never completed the application.  However, these statistics do suggest that 
it is possible that incomplete applications represent a significant barrier to program 
participation. 


While the agency can be proactive in helping a client to complete an application, it is 
much more difficult for an agency to help a client when the utility matching process 
fails to find a valid account in the client’s name.  In part, it is difficult to proactively 
help a client because agencies are not receiving detailed reports that would alert them 
that a client’s information was not matched by the system.  Clients are directed to 
contact the CAP when the matching process is unable to find a matching electric or gas 
account.  Again, it is unclear how many of these problems are resolved by 
communications made between or among the client, agency, and/or utility, since there is 
no error history in the file that we received.  However, as reported earlier in this section, 
at the time of our download, about 16,000 clients had an error code that indicated that a 
matching company could not be found.   


[Note: Prior to the implementation of the USF program, each intake agency would get a 
monthly report with a list of all households with incomplete applications.  The agency 
could proactively contact households on the list to help them complete the application.  
During 2005, these reports were not furnished to the agencies.  So, agencies had no 
systematic way to track the status of incomplete applications.] 


4. Agency Application Processing Backlog 


During 2005, many agencies had an application processing backlog.  The sources of 
that backlog will be discussed in Section IX of this report.  However, that backlog 
presented a significant barrier to program enrollment since applications that had been 
submitted by eligible clients were not being processed.  To address what is hoped to be 
a short-term problem, the BPU extended USF benefits to all USF clients from April 
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2005 to September 2005.  That decision was made in June 2005 and was applied 
retroactively to USF customers whose benefits had expired.  The application backlog 
was eliminated by the end of August 2005; those customers who had not yet completed 
a valid application for 2005 were notified that their benefits expired in September 2005. 


As discussed in Section IX, there are a number of ways to prevent the backlog, a 
significant program barrier, from recurring in 2005-2006.   


5. Client Perceptions of Procedural Barriers 


Except for the Lifeline-only households, all of the current USF participants applied for 
HEA either directly to an intake agency or as part of their Food Stamp application.  As 
part of the USF program evaluation survey, we asked participants about the application 
process.   


Only about half of participants report awareness of completing a HEA program 
application.  Among those that report completing the application, we obtained the 
following information. 


• Difficulty – About one-fourth of USF participants reported that the HEA 
application was “somewhat difficult” or “very difficult.”  About 40 percent 
reported that the application was “not at all difficult.” 


• Reasons – Among those that reported that the application was “very difficult,” 
“somewhat difficult,” or “not too difficult,” almost half of the respondents 
indicated that the forms were too long or that the application was burdensome.  


These findings suggest that, from the client perspective, simplifying program 
requirements might have a modest impact on the client’s ability to complete forms.  
However, it seems that the client burden is not as critical as the problem related to the 
reported high rate of incomplete applications. 


6. Remediation of Procedural Barriers 


Application Requirements 


The program administrator should review the application and consider whether there are 
any documentation requirements that can be changed in a way that would maintain the 
fiscal integrity of the program but would reduce the number of documents that an 
applicant must submit. 


Incomplete Applications 


Our analysis of the USF/HEA database finds that there may be as many as 40,000 
households that applied for USF/HEA benefits in FY 2005 that are not currently 
receiving benefits because their application was incomplete or their utility information 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 51 







www.appriseinc.org Program Accessibility 


was incorrect.  We recommend that the program administrator initiate a pilot program 
that would contact a sample of these customers and definitively establish the rate at 
which eligible applicants are not being served due to procedural or technical barriers.  
For the barriers that affect the greatest number of clients, the program administrator 
should identify a remediation plan and then measure the effectiveness of the 
remediation. 


Client Information for Intake Agencies 


Prior to 2005, HEA intake agencies received lists of clients with an incomplete 
application from OIT.  They report that they did not receive those lists in FY 2005.  If 
they have not already done so, OIT should develop a (preferably electronic) procedure 
for notifying intake agencies of the LIHEAP and USF status for all clients that they 
have served. That would facilitate proactive efforts by the agencies to ensure that their 
clients are receiving all of the benefits for which they are eligible.  The program 
administrator also should consider how to assign responsibility for clients who complete 
applications at the County Board of Social Services. 


Application Backlogs 


Application processing backlogs present a significant barrier to program enrollment that 
is completely outside the control of the client.  As discussed in Section IX, the program 
administrator and the intake agencies should work together to ensure that the sources of 
processing backlogs are eliminated for FY 2006. 


D. Informational Barriers to Program Participation 


There are three types of informational barriers that can affect program participation. 


• Program Awareness – Eligible customers may not be aware that the program exists. 


• Program Perceptions – Eligible customers may have a misunderstanding about 
whether they are eligible for benefits and/or the value of the benefits to them. 


• Program Procedures – Eligible customers may not understand certain program 
requirements. 


Three evaluation activities were used to develop information on customer awareness. 


• Administrative Interviews – We conducted interviews with the BPU, state 
administrative staff, and the utilities.  From these: 


o We documented customer outreach activities. 


o We learned about information problems that were observed by state and 
utility call centers. 
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• Agency Observations and Interviews – We met with USF intake agencies to observe 
the application processing procedures and to discuss program barriers that they had 
observed. 


• Client Interviews – We conducted client interviews to assess program awareness, 
program perceptions, and knowledge of program procedures directly from clients. 


The findings from these evaluation activities are presented below. 


1. USF Client Outreach 


There have been a number of different types of program outreach activities.  The most 
systematic communications have been mailings to USF customers from OIT and the 
utilities.  For example, customers enrolled in USF in April 2004 received a number of 
communications about USF and about applying for USF. 


• Welcome Letter – All USF customers received a USF welcome letter from their 
utility. 


• Fresh Start Welcome Letter – All Fresh Start Customers received a Fresh Start 
welcome letter from their utility. 


• FY 2005 USF/HEA Outreach – USF customers who enrolled in HEA in FY 
2004 through the intake agencies received a mailing during FY 2005 informing 
them of the availability of USF/HEA benefits; the mailing included a USF/HEA 
application. 


• FY 2005 Supplemental Outreach – USF customers who had not yet reapplied for 
USF/HEA by January 2005 received a supplemental mailing informing them of 
the availability of USF/HEA benefits; a USF/HEA application was included. 


• Fresh Start Warning – Fresh Start customers who did not achieve full 
forgiveness of their Fresh Start balance at the end of twelve months received a 
warning letter from their utility. 


• Program Dismissal – USF customers who did not reenroll in the USF program 
received a dismissal notice from OIT. 


USF customers received at least four communications during their program enrollment.  
Fresh Start customers received at least six communications.  In addition, most of the 
utilities had various other procedures that were directed at USF customers.  The 
communications covered all aspects of the program, including a discussion of the 
benefits of the program and program reenrollment requirements.  All communications 
also offered clients the opportunity to contact someone regarding the program.   
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Later in this section, we review statistics that demonstrate that clients have a low 
awareness of the USF program, have a limited understanding of the benefits of the USF 
program, and do not understand the program application requirements. However, this 
does not, as evidenced by the aforementioned list of communication, result from a 
failure to send information to the clients.  Rather, we suspect that a communications 
strategy based on mailings to program participants is simply inadequate for this 
program population. 


2. Client Contact Resources 


The client communications referenced a number of different ways that the clients could 
get more information on the USF program.   These include: the intake agency, the DFD 
USF Hotline, the DCA HEA Hotline, the BPU Customer Service Hotline, and utility 
customer service departments. However, two problems were documented relevant to 
these resources. 


• USF Hotline - It appears that one problem was that the primary contact number, 
the USF Hotline, often had considerable more calls than customer service 
representatives. Intake agencies report that clients had difficulty getting through 
to a customer service representative.   


• Information – Not all of these telephone-accessible resources had equal access 
to information.  For example, a representative at the DFD USF Hotline or at an 
intake agency can get into the USF/HEA database to get information on the 
client’s status. Other CSRs do not have access to these systems; therefore, they 
can only give clients general information on program requirements. They cannot 
address clients’ specific problems. 


The gaps in the client information system may, in part, explain why the 
communications to USF clients don’t appear to have achieved the intended effect.  If a 
mail communication encouraged the client to make a contact to one of the information 
resources but they were unable to get the information that they needed (e.g., the line 
was busy or the CSR couldn’t answer their question), it would significantly reduce the 
benefit of the communication. 


3. USF Client Perceptions of Organizational Support 


In the USF survey, we asked clients whether they had had contacts with the various 
social service agencies and hotlines that are available to customers.  About three-fourths 
of USF clients contacted one or more information sources in the last twelve months.  
Over half of the clients contacted their utility for information on energy assistance.  In 
addition, over half of USF clients contacted one or more public agencies, including the 
BPU, a local HEA intake agency, or the county social services office.  About one-fourth 
of clients indicated that they had contacted the HEA hotline, but only about 10 percent 
of clients reported contacting the USF hotline. 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 54 







www.appriseinc.org Program Accessibility 


In general, clients thought that the information they received was helpful.  Among the 
clients who made a contact, almost 90 percent indicated that at least one contact was 
“somewhat helpful” or “very helpful.”  For most contact types, over 80 percent of the 
clients who used that contact type reported that the contact was “very helpful” or 
“somewhat helpful.”  Clients also perceived that the contacts furnished reliable 
information, with over 80 percent reporting that they had at least one reliable contact. 


From the survey data, it appears that most USF clients believe that there is a reliable 
source of information that they can contact if they are having trouble with their utility 
bills. 


4. Client Awareness 


In the customer survey, we measured client awareness with the full set of energy 
assistance programs that are available to low-income customers.  Table 4-1 shows the 
program awareness rate by analysis group.  The analysis groups are: USF/Automatic 
(clients screened in 2003 and 2004), USF Direct (FY 2005 clients), Lifeline-only 
(Lifeline clients screened in October 2003), and HEA Oil (HEA clients not receiving 
USF).  For the three groups of clients who receive HEA, the HEA program has the 
highest awareness rate.  Lifeline also has a high awareness rate, especially for the 
households receiving it.  However, the USF awareness rate is only about 60 percent for 
the HEA/USF recipients and only 30 percent among Lifeline clients.  Among 
nonrecipients, only about one-fourth are aware of the USF program. 


Table 4-1 
Program Awareness by Analysis Group 


 
Analysis Group 


Program 
USF/Automatic USF/Direct Lifeline Only HEA Oil 


HEA 72% 80% 58% 69% 


Lifeline 69% 71% 86% 72% 


USF 61% 60% 30% 26% 


WAP 55% 46% 33% 54% 


NJ SHARES 27% 33% 7% 18% 


Comfort Partners 22% 15% 26% 13% 


 
 
The survey also asked USF clients from whom they received information on energy 
assistance programs and through what media they received information.  Table 4-2 
shows that over 70 percent of clients received information about energy assistance 
programs from at least one source.  However, the clients also report that a wide range of 
sources furnish information to them.  About half of the clients indicated that they 
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received the information in the mail.  Very few households heard about energy 
assistance programs through the media or by word of mouth. 
 


Table 4-2 
Program Information by Analysis Group 


 
Analysis Group 


Program 
USF/Automatic USF/Direct Lifeline Only HEA Oil 


Utility 21% 20% 26% 15% 


Local Intake Agency  18% 20%  2%  21% 


Welfare Office 14%  17%   2%  10% 


Administrator 12%  11%  12%  10% 


State  7% 1%  5%  8% 


No Source 18% 24% 30% 21% 


 
 
The survey also asked USF clients to suggest who they would like to receive 
information from and through what media they would prefer to receive the information.  
About one-third of clients in all analysis groups said that they would like to receive 
information from their utility company, with the remaining two-third indicating that 
they would like to receive information from different public agencies.  More than 90 
percent of clients indicated that they preferred to receive information by mail.   
 
Finally, customers were asked whether they applied for HEA and/or USF.  Only about 
half of the clients reported that they had applied for the HEA and/or USF program in the 
last month.  Of those who said that they did not apply, over half indicated that they did 
not know about the program or they did not know how to apply for the program.  About 
10 percent of USF clients reported that they don’t need to apply because the are already 
receiving benefits.   
 
Only about 20 percent of Lifeline households indicated that they had applied for HEA 
benefits.  Of those who said that they did not apply, about one-third said that they did 
not want or need the benefits.  However, almost half of these households said that they 
did not know about the HEA program or that they did not know how to apply. 
 
Most clients report that they would apply for programs if they had needed help with 
their energy bills.  About 90 percent of all four analysis groups said that they would 
apply for an energy assistance program if they had trouble with their energy bills. 
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5. Client Understanding of Program Benefits 


In the USF customer survey, we asked the USF clients to tell us whether they were 
receiving USF benefits and, if so, to give us information on what benefits they were 
receiving from the USF and Fresh Start Programs. 


Table 4-3 furnishes information on clients’ awareness of receiving benefits.  Only about 
one-fourth of Lifeline-only clients are aware that they are receiving USF benefits, while 
the awareness rate is above 40 percent for other USF recipients.  The awareness rates 
are low for all groups.  


Table 4-3 
Program Information by Analysis Group 


 
Analysis Group 


Received USF 
USF/Automatic USF/Direct Lifeline Only 


Yes 45% 41% 27% 


No 30% 27% 56% 


Don’t Know 25% 32% 23% 


 
Among those clients who are aware that they are receiving benefits, over half report that 
their ability to pay energy bills has improved, and almost all say that it has improved or 
stayed the same.  In addition, about half of USF clients report that their ability to pay 
nonenergy bills has improved as a result of the USF program. 


For those clients who were not aware of their participation in the USF program, we 
asked if they noticed a monthly credit on their utility bill.  About 30 percent of the 
clients noticed the credit.  When asked what they thought the source of the credit was, 
about half said they didn’t know; about one-fifth said that they thought they were HEA 
credits. 


Among those clients who received Fresh Start benefits, only about 20 percent were 
aware that they were receiving benefits.   


6. Client Understanding of Program Requirements 


We asked customers a series of questions that allow us to assess their understanding of 
the program requirements.  Among those customers who were aware that they were 
receiving USF benefits, about half report that their responsibility under the USF 
program was to pay their bills.  Most of the remaining clients said that they did not 
know what responsibility they had.  Only about one-fourth of clients were aware that 
they needed to reenroll in USF each year.  Of those customers whose USF benefits 
ended in September 2005, only about 20 percent were aware that they were no longer 
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receiving benefits.  However, when prompted about the notice that was mailed to them, 
about 40 percent of the clients remembered receiving the notice.   


7. Discussion of Findings 


It is not uncommon for program participants to have a limited awareness of the 
program, the program benefits, and/or the program requirements.  Often, clients are 
simply looking for a solution to the immediate problem that they face.  For USF clients, 
that problem was most often difficulty paying an unaffordable and perhaps overdue 
energy bill.  They found that the HEA grant met their immediate need and they did not 
necessarily even focus on the longer-term benefit from USF.   


However, there are three elements of the NJ USF program that cause NJ USF clients to 
be less aware of program benefits and requirements than most energy assistance 
program recipients. 


• Automatic Enrollment – In 2003 and 2004, existing HEA and Lifeline recipients 
were assigned USF program benefits.  Since the client did not apply for USF, 
they could only become aware of the program by reading one of the USF 
communications or by carefully examining their utility bill. 


• Automatic Screening of Food Stamp Applicants – As part of the Food Stamp 
application, households furnish information to apply for HEA benefits.  Again, 
their only information about the USF program comes from USF 
communications and/or utility bills. 


• Joint Application for HEA and USF – Even when a USF client has directly 
applied for benefits, they may be more focused on the immediate HEA benefit 
than the longer term USF benefit. 


For all of these reasons, it is not surprising to find the low rates of USF program 
awareness, as well as low rates of understanding program benefits and program 
requirements.  However, while this study has measured the levels of program 
awareness, it was not in the evaluation scope to develop an effective communication 
strategy.  The evaluation demonstrates the clear need for the development of an 
effective communication strategy.  That strategy can only be developed through an in-
depth process of testing alternative modes of communication.  We recommend that the 
BPU make the development of an effective communications strategy a top priority for 
FY 2006. 


E. Summary of Findings 


The evaluation has developed a number of important findings with respect to program 
accessibility.  Our key recommendations are: 
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• Technical – The most important technical barrier to program participation is the lack 
of coordination of the three existing energy assistance information systems – 
USF/HEA, FAMIS, and Lifeline.  We recommend that the program administrator 
make it a top priority to coordinate those three systems by modifying the computer 
systems or by modifying the application processing systems. 


• Procedural – It is difficult to develop precise information on the number of 
households for whom there are procedural barriers to program participation.  We 
recommend that the program administrator conduct a pilot program that directly 
examines clients with incomplete applications and establishes the main causes for 
those incomplete applications.  With that information, the program administrator can 
establish a strategy for revising forms, procedures, and/or requirements that would 
facilitate program enrollment while maintaining program integrity. 


• Informational – It is clear that USF clients have very little awareness or 
understanding of the USF program.  The BPU should develop a communications 
strategy that increases the awareness and understanding for both existing program 
participants and program nonparticipants. [Note: In the USF Working Group, there 
has been discussion of the need for client outreach.  Those discussions should be 
renewed and given a high priority by BPU staff.] 


To be successful in implementing these changes to the program, the program administrator 
and BPU staff need resources that are specifically designated for projects that overcome the 
program participation barriers.  They cannot be undertaken as part of ongoing program 
operations.  
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V. Payment Compliance  


The third set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to payment compliance by USF 
customers.  The BPU has asked: 


• What is the distribution of customers by payment rate for both the USF customers in 
general and Fresh Start participants specifically? 


• What factors are associated with a failure or inability of USF and Fresh Start participants 
to make payments? 


• What are the potential remediation alternatives? 


• Explain whether effective additional steps are being taken to keep utility service available 
to USF recipients who continue to face utility bill affordability problems? 


In this section, we address those issues in the following order. 


• Payment Compliance Rate and Distribution of Payment Compliance – We compute the 
payment compliance rate for the most recent program year and present statistics for the 
average payment compliance rate and the distribution of the payment compliance rate. 


• Sources of Payment – We compute the average share of customer charges that are paid 
by different sources and the distribution of the payment by different sources. 


• Client Groups – We present statistics on payment compliance rate, the distribution of 
payment compliance, and the sources of payment for important client subgroups. 


• Maintenance of Utility Service – We review utility reports on service disruptions for USF 
customers.  


• Remediation Alternatives – We identify the most important issues associated with 
payment compliance and offer suggestions for how they might be addressed. 


The data used to conduct these analyses were obtained from the databases maintained by the NJ 
Office of Information Technology (OIT) and from the participating utility companies. 


A. Payment Compliance Data 


The starting point for the analysis of payment compliance is a sample of USF program 
participants from the two databases maintained by the program administrator – the 
USF/HEA database for most participants and the USF records for the Lifeline-only USF 
participants.  The USF/HEA database includes information on all of the households that 
were automatically assigned USF program benefits between October 2003 and September 
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2004, as well as all households that applied for HEA/USF benefits since October 2004, 
including those households that were not awarded HEA and/or USF benefits.  We obtained a 
10 percent sample of these households from the program administrator.  The USF/HEA 
database sample included 27,340 records.  The data on Lifeline-only clients consisted of 
information on Lifeline recipients that were automatically screened for USF benefits in 
October 2003 but who did not apply for HEA benefits during 2005.  The Lifeline-only 
sample had 2,476 records. 


Most of the information on USF client characteristics was obtained from the program 
administrator database.  The database includes demographic information, HEA program 
participation information, and USF program participation information.  One exception is 
Fresh Start participation status.  Those data were furnished by the utility companies. 


For each USF participant in the database, we made an information request to the client’s 
utility company for overall payment status data, a meter reading history, and a transaction 
record.  We requested information from October 2002 through August 2005. 


Utilities furnished data that were available from their information systems.  In some cases, 
the utility no longer had information on a USF client because the client was no longer a 
customer.  In other cases, the utility had information for a USF client, but did not have 
adequate information in the record to complete all of the payment analyses conducted.  In 
Table 5-1A, we furnish information on the data retrieval rate for each utility company.   


Table 5-1A 
Data Retrieval Rates by Utility 


 
Utility Total Number of 


Clients 
Number with Data Data Retrieval Rate 


PSE&G 10,054 6,639 66.0% 


NJNG 1306 1,306 100.0% 


ETG 856 739 86.3% 


SJG 1468 1,468 100.0% 


ACE 2,133 2,133 100.0% 


JCP&L 2,065 2,065 100.0% 


RE 64 64 100.0% 


ALL UTILITIES 17,946 14,414 80.3% 


 


In this section, we examine payment compliance rates for the most recent program year 
(July 2004 to June 2005) for clients who were enrolled in the USF program in October 2003 
or April 2004.  Table 5-1B furnishes information on the number of clients who had adequate 
data for that analysis. Several factors in addition to the utility’s ability to supply data 
affected inclusion in the payment compliance analysis.  The analysis required at least 330 
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days of billing and payment data.  The analysis file also excluded records for clients with 
greater than $4,000 in charges or payments or less than $500 in charges or payments during 
the analysis year.14   


Table 5-1B 
Data Retrieval Rates for Payment Compliance Analysis by Utility 


 
Utility Number of Clients 


Targeted 
Number with 


Sufficient Data 
Data Retrieval Rate 


PSE&G 6,739 3,496 51.9% 


NJNG 866 557 64.3% 


Elizabethtown * * * 


SJG 971 657 67.7% 


ACE 951 654 68.8% 


JCP&L 1,580 999 63.2% 


RE 47 30 63.8% 


ALL UTILITIES 11,154 6,393 57.3% 
*We determined that the ETG transaction data file had fatal errors that could not be corrected.  There was not 
time for ETG to revise the data prior to completion of the report. 


The inability to retrieve data for all households that participated in the USF program is one 
limitation of the analysis.  Households that are no longer customers of a utility could be 
having more difficulty paying their utility bills that those who remain customers.  However, 
this limitation is reduced because the utilities independently report on the number of USF 
households that have their service terminated for nonpayment.  In our analysis, we will use 
those data to assess the extent to which lack of data is a barrier to analysis. 


Table 5-1C presents basic characteristics of the sample analyzed in this chapter.  In all we 
are conducting an analysis of 5,910 households.  About 60 percent of those households were 
automatically screened for the program in October 2003 as a result of receiving HEA 
benefits during HEA program year 2003.  Another 30 percent of those households were 
automatically screened for the program in October 2003 as a result of receiving Lifeline 
benefits during 2003.  The remaining 10 percent of households were those screened 
automatically in April 2004 as a result of receiving HEA benefits prior to April 2004.  
Almost 40 percent of the households had arrearages in April 2004 and were enrolled in the 
Fresh Start Program.  Excluding the Lifeline-only households, about 60 percent of the 
households reenrolled for the USF program in 2005 by applying for HEA and USF.  [Note: 
The Lifeline-only households retained their USF benefits.  Any household that was 


                                                 
14 In our preliminary analysis, we found that customers with unusually low bills and unusually high bills tended to 
skew the coverage statistics, making it difficult to discern the coverage patterns for all households and subgroups of 
households.  About 3 percent of customers were determined to have unusually high bills and 8 percent of customers 
were determined to have unusually low bills.  They are excluded from most of the analyses in this section, but are 
included in the analysis of payment coverage patterns by usage amount. 
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originally enrolled in the program as a result of Lifeline participation, but that has 
subsequently directly enrolled in USF is not part of the Lifeline-only group.] 
 


Table 5-1C 
Characteristics of Payment Compliance Analysis Sample 


 
Group Percent of Households 


  


All Analysis Clients 100% (n=5,910*) 


  


Enrollment Group:  


    Lifeline Only 27.8%  (n=1644) 


    October 2003 59.4% (n=3508) 


    April 2004 12.8% (n=758) 


  


Ever Participated in Fresh Start 38.8% (n=2295) 


  


Reenrolled in USF in FY2005 59.5% (n=2536) 


  


USF Benefit Type  


    Electric Only 30.7% (n=1,813) 


    Gas Only 12.7% (n=750) 


    Gas and Electric Combination** 35.1% (n=2,073) 


    PSEG Combination *** 21.4% (n=1,267) 


  


Average Annual Income $12,200 
*In Table 5-1B it shows that we received adequate billing data for 6,393 accounts.  Those accounts related to 
5,910 households. 
**Gas and Electric combination are clients who have both electric and gas utility service and both electric and 
gas USF benefits, including PSE&G customers with both types of service and benefits. 
***PSE&G Combination are clients who have both electric and gas utility service, but only have a USF benefit 
for one of the fuels. 


B. Payment Compliance Rates for All USF Customers 


In this section, we furnish information on the average payment rates for all USF customers 
and the distribution of payment rates.  For each USF client, we computed the amount the 
customer was billed for usage and other charges during the most recent twelve-month period 
(July 2004 to June 2005 for most customers) and compared it to the amount credited to the 
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customer’s account during the payment window for those charges.15 We use the utility 
transaction file to compute the annual charges for a customer.16 We also use the utility 
transaction file to compute the customer payments, including: customer payments, HEA 
payments, Lifeline payments, USF credits, and other credits to the customer’s account.  By 
comparing the payments to the charges, we developed a “coverage rate” for each customer.  
The tables in this section show the average “coverage rate” and distribution of “coverage 
rate” for customers who were on the USF program prior to the start of the analysis period.17   


For this group of households, the “coverage rate” may not be the best analysis tool.  Some 
clients had a credit on their account at the start of the analysis period.  For that reason, we 
computed a second analysis variable, “the effective coverage rate.”  The “effective coverage 
rate” is computed as:  


                                                


ECR = (Customer Payments + Outstanding Credits) / Customer Bills 


In this way, the analysis recognizes that a customer would not be expected to make 
payments on all of the bills they received during a year if they had a credit on their account 
at the starting point of the analysis.  


To assess the ability of the USF program to make bill payment easier for clients with 
preprogram arrearages, these tables also describe coverage rates and composition of 
payments for subsets of Fresh Start customers.  The tables in this section present information 
for all USF customers, those who did not need the Fresh Start program, and those who 
participated in the Fresh Start Program.  


Tables 5-2A and 5-2B show the average coverage rate and the average effective coverage 
rate for the most recent program year.  On average, USF recipients were successful in 
paying their bills over the analysis period.  Average customer payments, credits, and 
beginning credits to recipients’ accounts exceeded charges by $21 and resulted in an average 
effective coverage rate of over 101 percent.   


Overall, recipients had an average of $87 in credits at the beginning of the analysis period.  
This beginning balance increased the average payments from $1,602 to $1,689 and gave 
recipients over 5 percent more bill coverage than cash payments and credits during the 
analysis year.   


 
15If a customer receives a utility bill on June 30, the payment for the bill would be due some time in July.  For 
purposes of this analysis, we started the annual payment period when the first bill was sent to the client and ended 
the annual payment period 30 days after the last bill was sent to the client. 
16 For many customers, the usage charges in the billing file are the same as the consumption charges in the 
transaction file.  However, for budget billing customers, the two numbers are likely to be different for any twelve 
month period.  We used the data from the transaction file because those are the charges that actually appear on a 
customer’s bill and represent the amount that the customer is required to pay. 
17 The analysis includes USF customers who were enrolled in USF in October 2003 and April 2004.  The analysis 
does not include customers who were enrolled in USF in September 2004 and during FY 2005.  For those 
customers, the annual period includes months when they were not on USF and months when they were on USF.  
Therefore, the experience of those customers cannot be used to assess payment compliance under USF.  
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Table 5-2A 
Coverage Rate and Effective Coverage Rate for FY 2005 Program Year 


   
Analysis Variable Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


Coverage Rate $1,668 $1,602 96.0% 


Effective Coverage Rate $1,668 $1,689 101.3% 
 


Fresh Start participants had a lower average level of bill coverage than did non-participants.  
The effective coverage rate for Fresh Start Customers was about 12 percentage points lower 
than for USF recipients who did not need Fresh Start forgiveness. On average, about 6 
percent of the bills for Fresh Start participants were not paid. Nonparticipants had their bills 
fully covered and credits to their account resulting in an average effective coverage rate of 
107 percent. 


Table 5-2B furnishes another piece of information about Fresh Start customers.  The average 
total bill for Fresh Start customers was over 30 percent higher, while average total payments 
for Fresh Start customers were over 16 percent higher.  Higher bills for Fresh Start 
customers appear to be associated with lower payment coverage rates. 


Table 5-2B 
Coverage Rate and Effective Coverage Rate for FY 2005 Program Year,  


By Fresh Start Status  
   


 FRESH START STATUS 


 Fresh Start Participant Non-Fresh Start 


 Mean 
Charges 


Mean 
Payments 


Coverage 
Rate 


Mean 
Charges 


Mean 
Payments 


Coverage 
Rate 


Coverage Rate $1,958 $1,792 91.5% $1494 $1,487 99.5% 


Effective 
Coverage Rate 


$1,958 $1,845 94.2% $1494 $1,596 106.8% 


 


Tables 5-3A and 5-3B show the distribution of coverage rate for USF customers.  Without 
incorporating beginning credits into the analysis, utility companies received less than 90 
percent reimbursement for over one-quarter of USF customers. About 44 percent of clients 
covered 100 percent of their annual utility bill with the payment made during the target 
analysis period.   


In this table we also note that those customers who paid 100 percent or more of their bills 
had lower average bills than did the customers who paid less than 100 percent of their bills.  
Customers who paid less than 50 percent of their bill had the highest average charges. 
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Table 5-3A 
Distribution of Coverage Rate for FY 2005 Program Year 


   
Coverage Rate Number of Clients Percent of Clients Mean Charges 


LT 25% 0 0.0% N/A 


25% to LT 50% 71 1.2% $2,035 


50% to LT 75% 404 6.8% $1,762 


75% to LT 90% 1,057 17.9% $1,727 


90% to LT 100% 1,784 30.2% $1,732 


100% or More 2,594 43.9% $1,574 


ALL CLIENTS 5,910 100.0% $1,668 


 


USF clients who were not eligible for the Fresh Start program had significantly higher levels 
of payments compliance than did Fresh Start participants.  About 51 percent of 
nonparticipants paid 100 percent of their bills compared to about 32 percent of Fresh Start 
participants.   


Table 5-3B 
Distribution of Coverage Rate for FY 2005 Program Year, 


By Fresh Start Status 
  


 FRESH START STATUS 


 Fresh Start Participant Non-Fresh Start 


Coverage Rate 


Number of 
Clients 


Percent of 
Clients 


Mean 
Charges 


Number of 
Clients 


Percent of 
Clients 


Mean 
Charges 


LT 25% 0 0.0% N/A 0 0.0% N/A 


25% to LT 50% 59 2.7% $2,079 12 0.3% $1,820 


50% to LT 75% 274 12.4% $2,009 130 3.5% $1,241 


75% to LT 90% 563 25.4% $1,998 494 13.4% $1,418 


90% to LT 100% 604 27.3% $2,041 1,180 31.9% $1,575 


100% or More 713 32.2% $1,827 1,881 50.9% $1,479 


 


Table 5-4A shows the distribution of effective coverage rate for USF customers.  Over two-
thirds of USF clients had an effective coverage rate of 100 percent or more.  Utility 
companies received payment for less than 90 percent of bills from only 16 percent of USF 
clients.  Only 1 percent of customers paid less than 50 percent of their bills during the target 
analysis period. 
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Table 5-4A 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate for FY 2005 Program Year 


   
Coverage Rate Number of Clients Percent of Clients Mean Charges 


LT 25% 0 0.0% N/A 


25% to LT 50% 54 0.9% $2,255 


50% to LT 75% 265 4.5% $1,969 


75% to LT 90% 642 10.9% $1,857 


90% to LT 100% 984 16.7% $1,845 


100% or More 3,965 67.1% $1,565 


ALL CLIENTS 5,910 100.0% $1,668 
 


Table 5-4B shows the distribution of effective coverage rate for USF customers by Fresh 
Start status.  Ninety-five percent of nonparticipants covered more than 90 percent of their 
bills compared to 65 percent of Fresh Start participants.  Only about 40 percent of Fresh 
Start customers had a 100 percent coverage rate even when outstanding credits are included. 


Table 5-4B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate for FY 2005 Program Year, 


By Fresh Start Status 
 


 FRESH START STATUS 


 Fresh Start Participant Non-Fresh Start 


 


Coverage Rate Number of 
Clients 


Percent of 
Clients 


Mean 
Charges 


Number of 
Clients 


Percent of 
Clients 


Mean 
Charges 


LT 25% 0 0.0% N/A 0 0.0% N/A 


25% to LT 50% 48 2.2% $2,218 6 0.2% $2,546 


50% to LT 75% 230 10.4% $2,029 35 1.0% $1,578 


75% to LT 90% 489 22.1% $1,966 153 4.1% $1,506 


90% to LT 100% 583 26.3% $2,038 401 10.9% $1,565 


100% or More 863 39.0% $1,866 3,102 83.9% $1,481 
 


On average, USF clients were able to cover their bills during the analysis year.  The average 
effective coverage rate for USF participants was over 100 percent.  However, the 
distribution of coverage rate demonstrates that some customers had more difficulty paying 
their bills.  About one in six USF customers (16 percent) were able to pay less than 90 
percent of their current energy bill. 
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These results furnish an ambiguous answer to the question about whether USF customers are 
paying their bills.  A 100 percent average payment compliance rate is a very positive result.  
However, 16 percent of the clients paid less than 90 percent of their bill, indicating that they 
increase their arrears by over $150 during the year.18  It is possible that, for clients who pay 
erratically, a one-year period is not adequate to capture their longer-run payment 
compliance.  However, we have not been able to develop a systematic way of testing that 
hypothesis.  


C. Sources of Payment for USF Customers 


The USF program is designed to give each client the same effective energy burden.  Clients 
with higher bills and/or lower income have a greater share of their bill paid by USF.  Clients 
with lower bills and/or higher income have a smaller share of their bill paid by USF.  In this 
section, we present information on the average share of customer charges that are paid by 
different sources and the distribution of the shares of payment by different sources.   


The categories of customer credits include: 


• Customer Payments – Payments made directly by the customer 


• USF Credits - Credits applied to the customer account by the USF program 


• HEA Credits – Credits applied to the customer account by the HEA program 


• Lifeline Credits – Credits applied to the customer account by the Lifeline program 


• Other Credits – Other credits applied to the customer account. 


We do not include Fresh Start credits in the analysis.  Fresh Start credits are intended to 
retire balances that were accrued prior to the target analysis year. 


Table 5-5 presents information on the average amount of each payment type customers.  The 
table shows the share of customers that had each payment type during the analysis period, 
the average amount of the credit received for clients who had that payment type, the average 
amount of credit for all clients, and the share of total payments for each payment type.  On 
average, customer payments accounted for the largest share of bill coverage.  USF credits 
accounted for a significant share of bill payment. Customers made payments of $705, which 
covered 44 percent of the average $1,602 bill.  An average of $626 in USF credits 
contributed to bill payments during the analysis period; these credits covered 39 percent of 
total bills.  HEA, Lifeline, and other credits were about 18 percent of payments made. 


Overall, USF, HEA, and Lifeline credits reduced customers’ average cash contribution to 
their bill by almost $900.  These three sources accounted for 56 percent of the payments 


                                                 
18 The average bill for clients was $1,664.  If an average customer paid only 90 percent of the bill, his or her arrears 
would increase by $166 between the beginning of the analysis period and the end of the analysis period. 
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made during the analysis year.  For a small portion of the households analyzed, the size of 
these credits required that no cash payment be made by the customer during this period. 


Table 5-5 
Sources of Payment for FY 2005 Program Year 


   
Payment Type Percent with 


Payment Type 
Mean Amount 
for Clients with 
Payment Type 


Mean Amount 
for All Clients 


Share of All 
Payments for 
USF Clients 


Customer Payments 95.0% $743 $705 43.6% 


USF Credits 99.9% $626 $626 39.0% 


HEA Credits 37.6% $548 $206 12.4% 


Lifeline Credits 30.8% $197 $61 4.9% 


Other Credits 0.2% $137 $3 0.2% 
 


The analysis of payment composition by Fresh Start status in Table 5-6 provides similar 
results.  However, cash payments accounted for a greater proportion of payments made by 
nonparticipants than for those who were receiving Fresh Start benefits.   


Table 5-6 
Sources of Payment for FY 2005 Program Year 


By Fresh Start Status 
   


 FRESH START STATUS 


 FRESH START PARTICIPANTS NON-FRESH START 


Payment 
Type 


Percent 
with 


Payment 
Type 


Mean 
Amount 


for Clients 
with 


Payment 
Type 


Mean 
Amount 
for All 
Clients 


Share of 
All 


Payments 
for USF 
Clients 


Percent 
with 


Payment 
Type 


Mean 
Amount 


for Clients 
with 


Payment 
Type 


Mean 
Amount 
for All 
Clients 


Share of 
All 


Payments 
for USF 
Clients 


Customer 
Payments 


94.9% $780 $741 40.9% 95.0% $720 $684 45.2% 


USF 
Credits 


100.0% $738 $738 41.6% 99.9% $560 $559 37.4% 


HEA 
Credits 


51.0% $568 $290 16.1% 29.6% $527 $156 10.1% 


Lifeline 
Credits 


9.1% $202 $18 1.2% 43.8% $196 $86 7.1% 


Other 
Credits 


2.1% $213 $4 0.3% 2.5% $99 $2 0.2% 
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D. Analysis of Client Subgroups 


One important challenge for this evaluation is to develop an understanding of why some 
USF clients are able to make all of their required payments while others are not.  One way to 
approach this question is to compare payment compliance rates, the distribution of payment 
compliance rates, and the source of payments for different population subgroups.  The 
differences that we observe will suggest hypotheses for the sources of payment problems. 


The following set of tables reviews payment compliance rates and sources of payments by 
USF benefit type, company, enrollment group, income group, poverty group, usage levels, 
and net energy burden. The “effective coverage rate” is used below to analyze payment 
sufficiency for USF customers.  The Fresh Start status of customers is also presented as part 
of each of these analyses to assess the ability of this subset of payment-troubled customers 
to cover their bills in the most recent year. 


1. USF Benefit Type – Electric, Gas, and Combination of Services  


USF clients can receive assistance with their electric bill, gas bill, or both.  We retrieved 
utility transaction data from any utility for which the household was receiving a USF 
benefit.  Tables 5-7A and 5-7B describe the effective coverage rate for each type of bill. 


The effective coverage rates for all four categories indicate near full payment or excess 
credits across each of the USF benefit types.   Clients receiving a gas-only USF benefits 
have the highest effective coverage rate. [Note: One factor influencing this statistic is 
that some USF customers received a supplemental HEA credit of $175 in August or 
September of 2005.  As a result, many of these customers may have had a credit on 
their bills.] This effective coverage rate, nearly 110 percent, results from a $134 credit 
beyond the average charges of $1,353.     


Table 5-7A 
Effective Coverage Rate by USF Benefit Type 


Group Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


Electric USF Only $1,207 $1,253 103.8% 


Gas USF Only $1,353 $1,487 109.9% 


Gas and Electric USF* $2,140 $2,123 99.3% 


PSE&G Combination** $1,743 $1,726 99.0% 
*Gas and Electric combination are clients who have both electric and gas utility service and both electric 
and gas USF benefits, including PSE&G customers with both types of service and benefits. 
**PSE&G Combination are clients who have both electric and gas utility service but only have a USF 
benefit for one of the fuels. 
 
Table 5-7B describes the distribution of effective coverage rate for the four USF benefit 
types.  The proportions of USF clients in these four groups with full or above full 
coverage ranges from 58 percent (Gas and Electric USF) to 81 percent (Gas USF Only).  
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The proportion of USF clients in each of these groups with more than 10 percent of 
their charges unpaid is between 10 percent (Gas USF Only) and 23 percent (Gas and 
Electric USF).  


Table 5-7B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by USF Benefit Type 


Coverage Rate Group 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Electric USF Only 0.1% 11.8% 14.6% 73.6% 


Gas USF Only 0.4% 9.1% 9.5% 81.1% 


Gas and Electric USF 1.5% 20.5% 19.6% 58.4% 


PSE&G Combination 1.3% 15.8% 19.1% 63.8% 
 


Table 5-8 shows the distribution of payment source by USF benefit type.  USF credits 
account for between one-quarter and one-half of all payments made by each type of 
client.  Electric USF Only clients have the highest share of payments attributable to the 
USF program; approximately 46 percent of payments made were USF credits.  For both 
Electric USF Only and Gas and Electric USF clients, the proportion of bills covered 
with USF credits exceeds customer payments by 5 percentage points.   


Table 5-8 
Distribution of Payment Sources by USF Benefit Type 


Payment Source Group 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Electric USF Only 40.2% 45.9% 3.8% 9.7% 0.4% 


Gas USF Only 41.6% 36.6% 18.5% 2.8% 0.5% 


Gas and Electric USF 37.6% 43.0% 17.3% 2.0% 0.1% 


PSE&G Combination 59.1% 23.9% 12.9% 4.0% 0.0% 
 


2. Company 


In this section, we examine how compliance rates vary by company.  Tables 5-9A and 
5-9B describe the effective coverage rate for clients being served by the utility 
companies participating in the USF program.  Nearly all companies have average 
effective coverage rates indicating full or near-full bill payment.  Effective coverage 
rates range from 98 percent (PSE&G Combination) to 113 percent (South Jersey Gas) 
and the difference between mean charges and mean payments ranges from a $37 
shortfall to a $171 surplus. 
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Table 5-9A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Company 


Group Mean Charges Mean Payments  Coverage Rate 


ACE $1,181 $1,223 103.6% 


JCP&L $1,184 $1,194 100.8% 


RE $987 $1,038 105.2% 


PSE&G Electric $1,127 $1,194 105.9% 


NJNG $1,443 $1,514 104.9% 


SJG $1,286 $1,456 113.2% 


ETG * * * 


PSE&G Combination $1,921 $1,884 98.1% 
*ETG transaction data were not available for the analysis. 


Table 5-9B shows the distribution of effective coverage rate by company.   The 
proportions of USF clients served by these companies with full or above-full coverage 
ranged from 57 percent (PSE&G Combination) to 84 percent (New Jersey Natural Gas).  
The proportions of USF clients with less than 90 percent coverage served by these 
companies ranged from 7 percent (Rockland) to 22 percent (PSE&G Combination). 


 
Table 5-9B 


Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Company 


Effective Coverage Rate Group 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


ACE 0.3% 8.7% 12.7% 78.3% 


JCP&L 0.3% 14.9% 14.3% 70.5% 


RE 0.0% 6.7% 10.0% 83.3% 


PSE&G Electric 0.0% 11.2% 15.5% 73.3% 


NJNG 0.4% 8.3% 7.5% 83.8% 


SJG 0.3% 7.8% 10.4% 81.6% 


ETG*     


PSE&G Combination 1.7% 20.7% 20.3% 57.3% 
* ETG transaction data were not available for the analysis.  


Table 5-10 shows the distribution of payment source by company.  The electric 
companies serving USF customers have a larger share of payments from USF credits 
than from customer payments.  USF and Lifeline benefits significantly exceed customer 
payments for USF clients being served by these companies.  Additionally, the combined 
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proportion of USF and HEA benefits for companies serving gas USF clients 
significantly exceeds the average customer payment contribution.   


Table 5-10 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Company 


Payment Source Group 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


ACE 41.1% 45.3% 1.6% 12.0% 0.0% 


JCP&L 40.0% 47.8% 2.1% 9.6% 0.7% 


RE 43.4% 43.7% 0.0% 12.9% 0.0% 


PSE&G Electric 43.7% 44.2% 6.3% 5.8% 0.0% 


NJNG 47.9% 33.1% 14.3% 3.7% 1.0% 


SJG 36.9% 40.4% 19.6% 3.1% 0.0% 


ETG*      


PSE&G Combination 46.2% 34.7% 16.8% 2.3% 0.0% 
* ETG transaction data were not available for the analysis. 


3. USF Enrollment Group 


This analysis is being conducted for households that were enrolled in USF prior to June, 
1, 2004.  Those households include Lifeline-only households enrolled in October 2003, 
HEA households enrolled in October 2003, and HEA households enrolled in April 
2004.   


Table 5-11A shows the average effective coverage rate for USF customers by 
enrollment group.  Overall, Lifeline-only clients have the highest rate of payment 
compliance with an effective coverage rate of 103 percent.  Mean payments exceeded 
mean charges by nearly $50 for this group of USF participants.  April 2004 USF 
enrollees had slightly less than full payment coverage during the analysis period with a 
$25 shortfall in payments and credits.  


Table 5-11A 
Effective Coverage Rate by USF Enrollment Group 


Group Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


Lifeline Only $1622 $1670 103.0% 


October 2003 $1687 $1706 101.1% 


April 2004 $1676 $1651 98.5% 


 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 73 







www.appriseinc.org Payment Compliance 


Table 5-11B shows the distribution of effective coverage rate by enrollment group.  
Lifeline-only USF customers had the largest proportion with full or above-full 
coverage, while the April 2004 enrollees had the lowest rates of full payment 
compliance.    


Table 5-11B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by USF Enrollment Group 


Effective Coverage Rate Group 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Lifeline Only 0.2% 4.5% 12.5% 82.7% 


October 2003 1.0% 18.8% 17.9% 62.3% 


April 2004 1.9% 23.1% 19.7% 55.4% 


 


Table 5-12 shows the distribution of payment source by enrollment group.  USF and 
HEA credits accounted for approximately 57 percent of all payments for October 2003 
and April 2004 enrollees.  Lifeline-only customers had 47 percent of their payments 
made with USF and Lifeline credits.   Customer payments accounted for 40 percent of 
all payments and credits for October 2003 and April 2004 enrollees and, 52 percent of 
all payments and credits from the Lifeline-only group. 


Table 5-12 
Distribution of Payment Sources by USF Enrollment Group 


Payment Source Group 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Lifeline Only 52.0% 37.0% 0.4% 10.4% 0.2% 


October 2003 40.4% 39.2% 17.0% 3.2% 0.2% 


April 2004 40.2% 41.9% 16.7% 0.8% 0.5% 
 


4. Income Group 


All USF clients are considered to be low-income.  However, within the group of USF 
participants, we can further divide clients into subgroups.  Table 5-13A shows the 
average effective coverage rate for USF customers by income group.  Mean charges 
incurred by USF customers in the lowest income bracket (less than $10,000) were 
approximately $400 less ($1,590 vs. $1,984) than those incurred in the highest income 
bracket ($20,000 or more).  However, the payments made by households in the highest 
income bracket were only $250 larger ($1,642 vs. $1,897).  Households with an annual 
income of less than $10,000, therefore, had better payment compliance than did 
households with higher levels of annual income.   
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Table 5-13A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Income Group 


Group Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


LT $10,000 $1,590 $1,642 103.3% 


$10,000 to LT $20,000 $1,660 $1,682 101.3% 


$20,000 or More $1,984 $1,897 95.6% 


 
Table 5-13B shows the distribution of effective coverage rate by income group.  USF 
customers in households with $20,000 or more in annual income had a larger proportion 
with less than 90 percent coverage and a significantly smaller proportion with full or 
above-full coverage than did those in the lower income brackets.   


Table 5-13B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Income Group 


Effective Coverage Rate Group 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


LT $10,000 1.1% 15.0% 15.7% 68.1% 


$10,000 to LT $20,000 0.7% 13.9% 16.0% 69.5% 


$20,000 or More 1.5% 23.8% 23.6% 51.1% 
 


Table 5-14 shows the distribution of payment source by income group.  Sixty-six 
percent of the payments made by USF customers in the lowest income bracket were 
USF, HEA, and Lifeline credits.  Forty-two percent of the payments made by USF 
customers in the highest income bracket were USF, HEA, and Lifeline credits. The 
share of all payments that were directly made by the customer was 24 percent less in the 
lowest income bracket compared to the highest.   


Table 5-14 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Income Group 


Payment Source Group 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


LT $10,000 34.1% 45.5% 16.6% 3.6% 0.2% 


$10,000 to LT $20,000 47.3% 36.1% 9.9% 6.5% 0.2% 


$20,000 or More 57.8% 30.4% 10.2% 1.3% 0.4% 
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5. Poverty Group 


Some analysts find that poverty group is a better representation of ability to pay than is 
income group.  However, our analysis demonstrates similar results for these two data 
elements.   Table 5-15A shows the average effective coverage rate for USF customers 
by poverty group.  USF clients residing in households at lower poverty levels have 
higher effective coverage rates, which may be attributable to the higher shares of their 
payments that consist of USF and HEA credits.  These credits minimize the portion of 
the bill that must be paid out of pocket and heighten clients’ ability to cover their bills.  
Tables 5-15A, 5-15B, through 5-16 show these results.   


Table 5-15A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Poverty Group 


Group Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


Income At or Below 100% 
of Poverty 


$1,658 $1,693 102.1% 


Income Over 100% to 150% $1,627 $1,655 101.7% 


Income Above 150% $1,860 $1,768 95.0% 


 
Table 5-15B shows the distribution of effective coverage rate by poverty group.  
Seventy-two percent of USF customers in households with income levels above 150 
percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines had 90 percent or more bill coverage.  
Eighty-two percent of USF customers in households with income between 100 and 150 
percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines had 90 percent or more bill coverage.  
Eighty-one percent of USF customers in households with income below 100 percent of 
the Federal Poverty Guidelines had 90 percent or more bill coverage. 


Table 5-15B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Poverty Group 


Effective Coverage Rate Group 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Income At or Below 100% 
of Poverty 


1.1% 18.4% 17.7% 62.8% 


Income Over 100% to 150% 1.3% 17.3% 16.4% 65.1% 


Income Above 150% 1.3% 26.7% 23.5% 48.5% 


 
Table 5-16 shows the distribution of payment source by poverty group.  USF customers 
in households with incomes above 150 percent of the Federal Poverty Guideline had a 
customer payment share 25 percentage points higher than did those in households with 
incomes below 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines.  USF customers in 
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households with incomes below 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines had 
USF, HEA, and Lifeline credits accounting for 68 percent of all payments made.   


Table 5-16 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Poverty Group 


Payment Source Group 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Income At or Below 100% 
of Poverty 


32.2% 44.3% 21.5% 1.8% 0.2% 


Income Over 100% to 150% 45.1% 34.8% 15.0% 4.8% 0.3% 


Income Above 150% 57.7% 33.5% 6.2% 2.1% 0.5% 
 


6. Usage Level — USF Gas or Electric Only 


In this section, we examine how compliance rates vary with usage levels USF Gas or 
Electric Only clients. Although the effective coverage rates for each usage level denotes 
above full coverage, higher usage levels are associated with lower coverage rates. Table 
5-17A shows the effective coverage rates by Usage Level.  Overall, average excess 
payments, credits and outstanding credits are $79, $84, and $56 for the less than $1000, 
$1000-$1499, and $1500 and above usage levels, respectively. 


Table 5-17A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Usage Level  


Group Mean 
Charges 


Mean 
Payments 


Coverage 
Rate 


Less than $1,000 $666 $745 111.9% 


$1,000 to $1,499 $1,240 $1,324 106.8% 


$1,500 or More $2,061 $2,117 102.7% 
 


Table 5-17B shows the distribution of the effective coverage rate by usage level.  Over 
15 percent of clients with charges of $1,500 or more had 10 percent or more of their 
bills uncompensated. 


Table 5-17B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Usage Level 


Coverage Rate Usage Level 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Less than $1,000 0.2% 11.5% 11.3% 77.1% 
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Coverage Rate Usage Level 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


$1,000 to $1,499 0.7% 10.5% 10.7% 78.1% 


$1,500 or More 0.4% 15.0% 17.4% 67.2% 
 


Table 5-18 shows the distribution of payment source by usage level.  Clients with 
higher usage levels had progressively larger shares of payments from USF, HEA, and 
Lifeline credits.  Those with charges of $1,500 or more directly paid 7 percentage points 
more of their bill than did those with less than $1,000 in charges.   


Table 5-18 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Usage Level 


Payment Source Usage Level 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Less than $1,000 43.8% 39.4% 5.1% 11.6% 0.1% 


$1,000 to $1,499 38.8% 44.3% 10.2% 6.2% 0.6% 


$1,500 or More 36.9% 49.9% 8.5% 3.9% 0.7% 
 


7. Usage Level — USF Gas and Electric Combination 


In this section, we examine how compliance rates vary with usage levels for USF 
Combination clients. Table 5-19A describes the effective coverage rate by usage level.  
The results for clients with USF combination benefits are similar to those for Gas-Only 
and Electric-Only.  At higher usage levels, significant payment deficiency exists.  
Overall, mean charges exceed mean payments by $271 for those with $3,000 or more in 
charges.   


Table 5-19A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Usage Level 


Usage Charges Payments Effective 
Coverage Rate 


Less than $1,000 $728 $799 109.8% 


$1,000 to $1,999 $1,554 $1,575 101.4% 


$2,000 to $2,999 $2,435 $2,397 98.4% 


$3,000 and  More $3,747 $3,476 92.8% 


 
Table 5-19B shows the distribution of effective coverage rate by usage level.  Less than 
50 percent of customers with bills totaling $3,000 or more had full cash coverage in the 
analysis year. 
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Table 5-19B 
Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Usage Level 


Coverage Rate Usage Level 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Less than $1,000 1.7% 16.9% 16.9% 64.5% 


$1,000 to $1,999 2.1% 17.7% 16.4% 63.9% 


$2,000 to $2,999 2.2% 18.5% 20.5% 58.8% 


$3,000 and  More 4.5% 25.2% 21.5% 48.7% 
 


Table 5-21 shows the distribution of payment source by usage level.  Customer payment 
shares are similar for each of the usage levels.  USF, HEA, and Lifeline comprise 
approximately 55 percent of all payments made at each level. 


Table 5-21 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Usage Level 


Payment Source Usage Level 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Less than $1,000 44.7% 37.4% 12.3% 5.6% 0.0% 


$1,000 to $1,999 43.4% 33.5% 20.0% 3.1% 0.0% 


$2,000 to $2,999 47.0% 38.8% 12.0% 2.1% 0.1% 


$3,000 and  More 48.3% 41.1% 9.0% 1.6% 0.1% 


 


8. Net Energy Burden — Gas or Electric USF Recipients 


The USF program targets a 3 percent energy burden for participating households for 
electric baseload usage and a 3 percent energy burden for gas usage.  However, since 
the USF program is a fixed credit program, the energy burden goal is only a target.  If 
household usage is less than expected or receives more in assistance benefits than 
anticipated, the household’s actual net energy burden (i.e., energy burden minus USF 
and other assistance payments) can be less than 3 percent.  If household usage is more 
than anticipated or the household receives less in energy assistance than expected, the 
household’s actual net energy burden can be greater than 3 percent.  Table 5-22A 
furnishes information on the effective coverage rate by actual net energy burden.  
Households with a net energy burden less than 2 percent have a very high coverage rate.  
Households with net energy burden at or above 2 percent but less than 6 percent have a 
coverage rate above 100 percent.  Households with a net energy burden above 6 percent 
have a coverage rate just below 100 percent.  The trend in average coverage rate 
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demonstrates that a higher net energy burden results in a lower coverage rate.  However, 
there is not a point at which the decline in average coverage rate is precipitous. 


Table 5-22B furnishes information on the distribution of effective coverage rate.  The 
trends identified in this table are somewhat more striking. More than 80 percent of 
households with an effective coverage rate below 3 percent covered 100 percent or 
more of their annual bill.  Less than 60 percent of households with an effective coverage 
rate at or above 8 percent covered 100 percent of their annual bill.  


Table 5-22A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Net Energy Burden 


Net Energy Burden Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


Less than 2% $1,065 $1,380 129.6% 


2% – 3% $1,048 $1,112 106.1% 


3% - 4% $1,147 $1,189 103.7% 


4% - 6% $1,319 $1,342 101.7% 


6% - 8% $1,510 $1,492 98.8% 


Over 8%  $1,627 $1,583 97.3% 


 
Table 5-22B 


Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Net Energy Burden 


Coverage Rate Net Energy Burden 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Less than 2% 0.0% 2.7% 5.3% 92.0% 


2% – 3% 0.0% 6.0% 11.5% 82.5% 


3% - 4% 0.0% 10.0% 13.2% 76.9% 


4% - 6% 0.0% 11.6% 16.6% 71.6% 


6% - 8% 0.4% 16.6% 17.4% 65.6% 


Over 8%  1.0% 25.6% 16.1% 57.4% 
 


Table 5-23 shows the distribution of payment source by net energy burden.  As might 
be expected, households with the lowest net energy burden have the lowest customer 
contribution, the highest USF contribution, and the highest HEA contribution.  One 
important benefit for these households was the LIHEAP supplemental grant furnished at 
the end of the HEA fiscal year.    
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Table 5-23 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Net Energy Burden 


Payment Source Net Energy Burden 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Less than 2% 15.3% 54.6% 20.8% 9.0% 0.2% 


2% – 3% 37.4% 42.8% 6.3% 13.4% 0.1% 


3% - 4% 44.0% 40.5% 5.4% 9.6% 0.5% 


4% - 6% 50.1% 39.1% 4.8% 5.5% 0.5% 


6% - 8% 54.1% 36.3% 5.3% 3.5% 0.8% 


Over 8%  46.7% 45.0% 6.0% 1.8% 0.5% 
 


9. Net Energy Burden — Combination Gas and Electric Recipients 


For combination customers, the targeted energy burden is 6 percent of income.  Table 
24A furnishes information on the average coverage rate by net energy burden; while 
Table 5-24B furnishes information on the distribution of coverage rate.  Households 
with an average net energy burden of 6 percent or less have an average coverage rate 
above 100 percent.  Households with an average net energy burden above 6 percent 
have an average coverage rate below 100 percent.  Only 43 percent of households with 
a net energy burden above 12 percent of income were able to pay their whole energy 
bill during the year. 


Table 5-24A 
Effective Coverage Rate by Net Energy Burden 


Net Energy Burden Mean Charges Mean Payments Coverage Rate 


Less than 4% $1,646 $1,853 112.6% 


4% – 6% $1,964 $2,000 101.8% 


6% - 8% $2,123 $2,105 99.1% 


8% - 12% $2,386 $2,323 97.4% 


Over 12% $2,401 $2,236 93.1% 


 
Table 5-24B 


Distribution of Effective Coverage Rate by Net Energy Burden 


Coverage Rate Net Energy Burden 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


Less than 4% 0.0% 9.0% 12.2% 78.8% 


4% – 6% 0.7% 19.7% 17.2% 62.4% 
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Coverage Rate Net Energy Burden 


<50% 50%-<90% 90%-<100% 100% or more 


6% - 8% 0.7% 18.0% 22.5% 58.8% 


8% - 12% 1.8% 20.4% 21.7% 56.1% 


Over 12%  3.8% 31.1% 21.8% 43.2% 
 


Table 5-25 shows the distribution of payment sources by net energy burden.  For 
households with a net energy burden of less than 4 percent of income, customer 
payments accounted for only 20 percent of their bill, while USF and HEA payments 
account for almost 80 percent.  For households with a net energy burden above 6 
percent of income, customer payments exceeded 40 percent of the bill. 


Table 5-25 
Distribution of Payment Sources by Net Energy Burden 


Payment Source Net Energy Burden 


Customer USF HEA Lifeline Other 


Less than 4% 20.3% 47.5% 29.6% 2.4% 0.1% 


4% – 6% 34.5% 38.5% 24.9% 2.2% 0.0% 


6% - 8% 42.8% 39.0% 15.2% 3.0% 0.1% 


8% - 12% 46.1% 40.8% 10.8% 2.2% 0.0% 


Over 12%  39.1% 49.9% 10.4% 0.6% 0.0% 
 


E. Multivariate Analyses 


In this section, we have presented a series of tables that measure the association between 
payment coverage rate and an individual factor (e.g., income, usage level, or net energy 
burden).  However, to the extent that the factors are correlated with one another, this 
univariate analysis can be misleading.  Consider the following example.  We found that the 
households with the highest usage had the lowest coverage rates.  In addition, we found that 
the households with the highest net energy burden had the lowest coverage rates.  However, 
we also find that a household with high usage is more likely to have a high net burden; some 
change in the household composition might have increased the household’s usage above the 
amount projected by the utility company and thereby increased the amount that the 
household needed to pay.  We are left with the question of whether it is the usage level or a 
change in usage level that is most important for payment coverage.  If usage level is most 
important, usage reduction is the best remediation device.  If change in usage level is most 
important, the best remediation device might be a change in the program design. 


In order to examine the most important factors associated with payment coverage, we 
conducted regression analysis.  We examined how the characteristics of the household and 
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their participation in the USF program was related to their effective coverage rate. The goal 
of this analysis was to isolate the individual impact that each of these factors had on the total 
portion of charges that was covered with clients’ personal payments, USF, HEA and Lifeline 
credits, and outstanding credits. 


1. Methodology 


Table 5-26 describes the variables that were used in the regression analysis.  The 
outcome variable, effective coverage rate, has been used throughout this chapter to 
describe the ability of USF customers to pay their bills and describes the extent of any 
payment deficiency.  In the development of our regression analysis model, we tested the 
performance of each of the variables presented in Part D of this section.  In addition, we 
tested a multiple model approach that examines whether different types of households 
had different explanatory variables.  Our final regression model uses the variables that 
had the strongest association with coverage rate. 


Our final regression model has seven variables that explain (or predict) the effective 
coverage rate.   


Table 5-26 
Analysis Variables in Multivariate Regression 


Analysis Variables 


Dependent/Outcome Variable 


Effective Coverage Rate (Expressed as a Whole Number) 


Calculated as: (Customer Payments + Outstanding Credits)/Customer Bills 


 


Explanatory Variables 


Participant in the Fresh Start Program 


Indicator for Receipt of HEA during the Analysis Year 


Total Dollar Amount of Charges in the Analysis Year 


Indicator of Credit on Client’s Account at the Beginning of the Analysis Year 


Indicator That the Client is in a Household with Annual Income Below $10,000  


Indicator That Client is in a Household with Annual Income Between $10,000 and $20,000 


Indicator That the Client Lives in an Economically Distressed Community19


                                                 
19 The indicator for whether a client lives in an economically distressed city was calculated using the New Jersey 
Municipal Distress Index, a ranking, based on eight indicators, of how “distressed” a municipality is.  The indicator 
used in the multivariate regression was coded as 1 if a USF beneficiary lived in one of the 15 highest ranked 
municipalities.  More information on this index can be obtained at 
http://www.nj.gov/dca/osg/docs/municipaldistressindex080197.pdf  
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Indicator That the Client was a Budget Billing Customer of One of the Utilities for Which 
They Receive USF Benefits 


 


In Sections B through D, outliers (payments or charges in excess of $3,000 or below 
$500) had been eliminated from the analysis in order to prevent extreme values from 
biasing the coverage rates and to allow the tables to describe the “average” subset of 
cases.  In addition to these exclusions, the regression was also limited to USF clients 
with effective coverage rates of 150 percent and below as additional protection against 
bias.   


2. Results 


Table 5-27 describes the results of the regression analysis.  The estimated model 
parameters were: 


 


Table 5-27  
Regression Results 


 


Effective Coverage Rate =   
102.9  (Constant) 
- 9.7 * (Fresh Start Indicator)  
+ 10.4 * (Indicator for Receipt of HEA)  
-  .003 * (Total Charges in the Analysis Year)   
+  6.9 * (Indicator for Beginning Credit on Account)   
+  3.7 * (Indicator for Annual Household Income Below $10,000)  
+  1.9 * (Indicator for Annual Income Between $10,000 and $20,000)  
-  3.1 * (Indicator that the client lives in an economically distressed community)  
+ 1.3 * (Indicator that the client has a budget billing arrangement)  
 


All variables in the model were statistically significant at the 5 percent level, meaning 
that the observed relationship between the explanatory variables and the outcome 
variable is unlikely to occur by chance or sampling variation if there were no 
relationship within the population.  Results from the multivariate analysis indicate that: 


• Fresh Start (-9.7) - Fresh Start customers have effective coverage rates that are 
10 percentage points lower than those of individuals who have never 
participated in the Fresh Start program. 
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• Receipt of HEA (+10.4) - Receipt of HEA positively influences USF customer’s 
payment compliance.  Having a HEA benefit during the analysis year increased 
the effective coverage rate by 10 percentage points.  [Note: The USF customers 
in this analysis only received HEA if they reenrolled for USF and HEA during 
FY 2005.  As will be presented in Section 6 of this report, a large share of USF 
participants from October 2003 did not reenroll in USF/HEA during FY 2005.] 


• Total Charges (-.003) - Increases in total charges during the analysis year 
decrease the effective coverage rate.  The model measured that a $1,000 increase 
in annual charges was associated with a 3 percentage point decrease in the 
effective coverage rate.  Households with energy bills of $3,000, on average, 
have a coverage rate that is 6 percentage points lower than that for households 
with energy bills of $1,000. 


• Credit (+6.9) - Individuals with a credit on their account of at least $100 at the 
beginning of the analysis period had a 7 percent higher effective coverage rate 
than those who had arrearages or a zero balance at that time. 


• Income Below $10,000 (+3.7) - USF customers in lower income brackets (with 
annual household income below $20,000) have higher rates of payment 
compliance than those with annual household income above $20,000.  The 
lowest-income households had a coverage rate that was about 4 percentage 
points above the highest income group. 


• Income $10,000 to $20,000 (+1.9) – USF customers in the middle income group 
had a coverage rate that was about 2 percentage points below the lowest group 
and 2 percentage points above the highest group. 


• Customers living in economically distressed communities (-3.1) – USF 
customers residing in disadvantaged communities had lower bill coverage rates 
than those who were not living in these areas.  These findings indicate that 
beyond the typical USF programming, special remediation efforts may need to 
be geographically targeted to address the challenges that these families face. 


• Budget Billing customers (+1.3) – Customers on equal payment plans have 
higher rates of payment compliance than do those who do not have these 
arrangements.  This finding suggests that utilities participating in the USF 
program may benefit from conducting additional outreach to customers to 
encourage their participation in budget billing plans.  However, since the 
measured effect of budget billing is small, it might not be the highest priority for 
the program. 
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3. Additional Analysis 


Throughout the chapter, lower rates of payment compliance for Fresh Start participants 
were evident in each of the analyses.  A logistic regression model was tested to examine 
the predictive factors for Fresh Start participation.  This model used a series of binary 
variables to create “odds ratios” that describe the probability that a USF client will be 
enrolled in the Fresh Start program based on certain characteristics.  Table 5-28 
describes the series of variables that were used in this model and the corresponding 
odds ratios that were computed.   


Table 5-28 
Analysis Variables in Logistic Regression 


Analysis Variables Odds Ratios 


Dependent/Outcome Variable  


Participant in the Fresh Start Program  


  


Explanatory Variables  


Indicator that the client is a Lifeline-only USF 
recipient 


.1146965 


Indicator that a client had large utility bills during the 
analysis year ($1,500 or greater for Electric-Only or 
Gas-Only or $3,000 or more for Combination Gas and 
Electric) 


1.996923 


Indicator that a client resided in a household with 
annual income lower than $10,000 


.6743916 


Indicator that a client resided in a household with 
annual income between $10,000 and $20,000 


.708662 


Indicator that the client lives in an economically 
distressed community 


2.164644 


Indicator that the client had a budget billing 
arrangement with one of its utilities 


.5165811 


 


Results from the multivariate analysis indicate that: 


• Lifeline-only (0.114) - Lifeline-only USF clients are less likely to participate in 
the Fresh Start program.  These recipients are one-tenth as likely to need Fresh 
Start program benefits. 


• Usage (1.99) - Clients with larger utility bills are more likely than those with 
smaller utility bills to participate in the Fresh Start program.  The model showed 
that the presence of larger bills makes USF clients about twice as likely to need 
Fresh Start program benefits. 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 86 







www.appriseinc.org Payment Compliance 


• Income (0.67 and 0.71) - Individuals in lower income brackets were about 35 
percent less likely to need Fresh Start program benefits than were USF clients in 
households with annual income above $20,000. 


• Living in Economically Distressed Community (2.16) – Individuals residing in 
these communities are more than twice as likely as those who are not to have 
accumulated arrearages that qualified them for enrollment in the Fresh Start 
program. 


These results are quite striking:   


• Elderly – Low-income elderly households that obtain Lifeline benefits have a 
very low nonpayment rate.  Many pervious studies have found this result. 


• Usage – It has also been demonstrated in other studies that high-usage 
households are more likely to have payment problems.  However, this model 
shows a very significant relationship that highlights the need for usage reduction 
to complement payment assistance.  


• Income and Distressed Communities – The combined findings with respect to 
these variables suggest that it is both a household’s income and the household’s 
other economic resources (e.g., family) that affect the ability to pay current 
energy bills. 


F. Service Maintenance for USF Customers 


The statistics presented in this section demonstrate that, with the assistance of HEA, 
Lifeline, and USF, the majority of USF customers are able to pay 100 percent of the bills 
that they receive each year.  For the most recent year of data available, 67 percent of USF 
customers paid all of their USF utility bills.  However, about 33 percent of USF customers 
did not pay 100 percent of their bills.  Further, 15 percent of USF customers paid less than 
90 percent of their bills and increased their arrearages by over $150.  Those customers are in 
arrears to the utility company and are vulnerable to service termination. 


It is important to know what options are being presented to these customers to resolve their 
payment problems without the loss of service, and to understand how many customers who 
face these problems are losing service.  In this section, we present statistics that characterize 
the dimensions of this problem, including: 


• Arrears – Number and percent of USF customers who are in arrears. 


• Termination Eligibility – Number and percent of USF customers who are eligible for 
service termination. 


• Termination – Number and percent of USF customers who had a service termination. 
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• Reconnection – Number and percent of USF customers who had service reconnected 
after a termination. 


• Reconnection Rate – Percent of USF customers with service terminations that were 
reconnected. 


• DPA – Number and percent of USF customers who were offered deferred payment 
agreements to resolve a payment problem. 


Table 5-30 presents the complete set of statistics for the electric utility companies for June 
2005.  It shows that about one-fourth of USF customers were in arrears (i.e., had at least one 
bill that was overdue).  Each electric utility appeared to employ a different strategy for 
addressing USF customers with overdue accounts.   


• In June 2005, JCP&L sent termination notices to almost 1,500 USF customers, about 
30 percent of those in arrears, and made collection visits to almost 200 USF 
customers.  Service was terminated for 36 customers.  Since 75 percent of JCP&L 
customers with terminations had service reconnected, the net disconnection number 
for June 2005 was 9 USF customers.   


• In contrast, ACE sent notices to only 157 customers, terminated service for only 13, 
and had a net disconnection number of 7.   


• Rockland sent notices to 15 customer; they disconnected all of them.  By any 
measure, the number of net disconnections of customers is small.  However, the 
number of customers in arrears is large and needs attention. 


Table 5-29 
Service Maintenance Statistics for USF Customers by Utility 


Statistic for June 2005 ACE JCP&L RE 


USF Customers 17,083 19,457 344 


 


Number 4,846 4,768 66 In Arrears 


Percent 28.4% 24.5% 19.2% 


 


Number 157 1,454 15 Sent Notice 


Percent 0.9% 7.5% 4.4% 


 


Number 24 197 15 Eligible for 
Termination Percent 0.1% 1.0% 4.4% 
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Statistic for June 2005 ACE JCP&L RE 


Number  13 36 15 Service 
Termination Percent <0.1% 0.2% 4.4% 


 


Number 6 27 0 Service 
Reconnection Reconnection 


Rate 
46.2% 75.0% 0.0% 


 


Number 232 * 2 DPA 
Agreements Percent 1.4% * 0.6% 


*These data are available, but were not included in the report we received. 
SOURCE: Monthly utility collection reports filed with the BPU. 
 
Table 5-30 presents the complete set of statistics for the gas utility companies for June 2005.  
It shows that as many as 40 percent of USF customers were in arrears (i.e., had at least one 
bill that was overdue).  Most of the utilities presented in Table 5-30 sent a large number of 
notices.  However, the utilities terminated service for a very small percentage of USF 
customers and a small percentage of USF customers who were sent notices.   


Table 5-30 
Service Maintenance Statistics for USF Customers by Utility 


Statistic for June 2005 ETG NJNG PSE&G SJG 


USF Customers 7,123 11,567 76,658 14,149 


 


Number 175 4,631 32,898 2,564 In Arrears 


Percent 2.5% 40.0% 42.9% 18.1% 


 


Number 512* 2,585 20,389 2,998* Sent Notice 


Percent 7.2% 22.3% 26.6%` 21.2% 


 


Number 11 96 691 177 Eligible for 
Termination Percent 0.2% 0.8% 0.9% 1.3% 


 


Number  11 47 325 177 Service 
Termination Percent 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 1.3% 


 


Service Number 41 31 275 0 
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Statistic for June 2005 ETG NJNG PSE&G SJG 
Reconnection Reconnection 


Rate 
>100% 66.0% 84.6% 0% 


 


Number 60 463 2,364 ** DPA 
Agreements Percent 0.8% 4.0% 3.1% ** 


* Disconnection notices exceeds customers in arrears.  We are checking this statistic. 


** These data were not available in the report that we received. 
SOURCE: Monthly utility collection reports filed with the BPU. 
 
In Section IV of this report, we furnished information on the series of communications that 
were sent from DHS, the LIHEAP intake agencies, and the utilities to USF customers.  A 
greater number of communications was focused on two groups.  First, households that had 
not reenrolled for USF were sent communications by DHS.  Second, households that were 
not on track for obtaining 100 percent of their Fresh Start forgiveness were sent notices by 
the individual utility companies.  


G. Results and Remediation Alternatives 


The payment coverage analysis demonstrates a high rate of payment compliance.  
Households that did not need Fresh Start program benefits (i.e., did not have arrears at the 
start of the USF program), were the most successful.  Over 80 percent of these customers 
paid 100 percent of their utility bills; an additional 15 percent of these customers covered 90 
to 100 percent of their utility bills.  Only 5 percent of these customers covered less than 90 
percent of their bills. 


Households that needed Fresh Start benefits (i.e., had arrears at the start of the USF 
program) also achieved some success.  About 40 percent of these customers paid 100 
percent of their utility bill, while an additional 25 percent of these customers paid 90 to 100 
percent of their utility bill.  However, about 35 percent of these customers paid less than 90 
percent of their bill in the analysis year. 


The basic finding of the payment compliance analysis is that most customers are paying 
most of their bills.  However, the analysis also shows that there are a considerable number of 
households that are still having difficulty paying their bills, even though they are enrolled in 
the USF program.  It is important to develop a remediation mechanism to address this issue. 


The analysis shows that there are some factors that are directly related to coverage of the 
utility bill. 


• HEA Benefits – Households that did not reapply for HEA benefits had a more 
difficult time paying their bills. 
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• Fresh Start Customers – Households that had payment problems prior to enrollment 
in USF continued to have a difficult time paying their bills, even with the USF 
benefits. 


• Usage – Households with higher usage had a more difficult time paying their bills.  


• Economically Distressed Communities – Households in economically distressed 
communities had a more difficult time paying their bills. 


In the development of a remediation strategy, it is appropriate to consider strategies that are 
targeted at these issues. 


In the last year, the USF program ran two pilot programs.   


• JCP&L ran a pilot program with Dollar Energy to make calls to Fresh Start 
customers to inform them of the benefits of the USF and Fresh Start programs, and 
to encourage them to make their payments.  The evaluation of that program 
demonstrated that those customers who were contacted by Dollar Energy had a 
higher payment compliance rate than did those who were not contacted.  Moreover, 
from the evidence available, it appeared that this was a cost-effective approach to 
assisting Fresh Start customers.  However, the evaluation also showed that program 
improvements may have resulted in higher program success rates. 


• PSE&G ran a pilot program with NJ SHARES in which Fresh Start participants were 
invited to a workshop to inform them of the benefits of the USF and Fresh Start 
programs, and to help them develop strategies for paying their bills.  The evaluation 
showed that workshop participants thought that the workshop was valuable.  
However, the evaluation was not able to establish that the program was a cost-
effective approach to assisting Fresh Start customers. 


The goal of remediation activities for the USF and Fresh Start programs is to increase the 
percentage of USF customers who meet 100 percent of their payment obligations each year.  
Based on the findings in this section, the information presented on program accessibility, 
and the findings from the pilot, it appears that three activities might be cost-effective. 


• HEA Participation – The regression analysis demonstrated that USF payment 
coverage rates are higher for those households that receive their HEA benefits in the 
year after enrolling in USF than for those that do not.  Procedures that increase this 
reapplication rate are likely to increase the percentage of households that cover 100 
percent of their payment obligations. 


• Usage Reduction – The regression analysis demonstrated that USF payment 
coverage rates are lower for households with high usage.  If these high-usage 
households were targeted by the Comfort Partners Program, the payment coverage 
rates would be likely to increase for these households. 
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• Fresh Start Strategy – The JCP&L pilot shows that an active communication strategy 
with Fresh Start customers appears to improve payment compliance for these 
households.  Evidence suggests that a statewide communication program targeted at 
Fresh Start customers would be a cost-effective approach to increasing payment 
compliance rates. 


In addition to the Fresh Start pilots, another pilot program was implemented during 2005.  
South Jersey Gas started a program in September 2005 that put a sample of USF customers 
on an equal monthly payment plan.  Other programs have demonstrated that an equal 
monthly payment is effective in helping clients to make their payments.  However, the 
results of that pilot will not be available until October 2006.  However, given the evidence 
from other programs, it may be appropriate for the USF program to consider a strategy that 
gives the client an equal payment throughout the year. 


As part of the development of an equal payment plan, the USF program might consider 
distributing all benefits on a monthly basis.  Consider the following example. 


Assume that a customer has a $2,400 combined energy bill for the year.  Assume that the 
customer qualifies for a $600 HEA grant and a $600 USF benefit.  The customer would 
be required to pay $2,400 per year. 


• Option 1 – The client is placed on a $200 per month equal payment plan.  With 
the USF benefit of $50 per month, the client is required to pay $150 per month.  If 
the customer receives the $600 HEA in a lump sum, the customer is required to 
make no payments for four months and to make a $150 payment for eight months 


• Option 2 – The client is placed on a $200 per month equal payment plan.  With 
the USF benefit of $50 per month, the client is required to pay $150 per month.  If 
the customer receives the $600 HEA as twelve equal payments, the customer is 
required to make a $100 payment for twelve months. 


It is possible that an equal payment plan of the type offered by Option #2 is the best 
approach for helping clients to make consistent payments over time.  However, there is no 
existing research that furnishes evidence that this approach is effective. 


The USF program attempts to offer clients an affordable payment.  The program is 
successful for many clients. However, it appears that there are program modifications that 
could increase its success rate.  In addition, the program could test some additional 
alternatives for becoming even more successful.   


 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 92 







www.appriseinc.org Program Retention 


VI. Program Retention 


The fourth set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to program retention by USF 
customers.  The BPU has asked: 


• What percentage of clients reenrolled in the program? 


• What factors are associated with a failure to reenroll? 


• Explain whether or not there are appropriate remediation procedures. 


To answer these questions, we conducted an analysis of the OIT USF/HEA database that can 
directly measure program retention rates and used data from the USF customer survey. 


A. Reenrollment Requirements 


There are two ways that a USF participant can reenroll in the USF program.  First, the 
household can complete a USF/HEA application and mail or take it along with verification 
documents to a local USF/HEA intake agency.  Second, any household that applied for Food 
Stamps and completed the HEA application information on the Food Stamp form will be 
screened for USF eligibility.  A household was assigned USF benefits if the USF screening 
process determined that the household was eligible for benefits. 


The households analyzed in this section were originally enrolled in the USF program in 
October 2003.  These households were automatically screened for USF eligibility based on 
their HEA records from 2003 and energy bills furnished by their utility company(ies).  They 
were assigned a USF benefit if their net energy bills (i.e., energy bills minus HEA and/or 
Lifeline grants) were expected to exceed the target net energy burden threshold (i.e., 3 
percent of income for gas or baseload electric; 6 percent of income for electric heat). 


Households enrolled in the USF program in October 2003 were then screened for the Fresh 
Start Program in April 2004.  If they had arrears of $60 or more, they were eligible for a 
one-time forgiveness of those arrears if they made all of their required payments for the next 
year.  For that reason, households enrolled in the USF program in October 2003 had their 
USF benefit extended to March 2005. 


During the FY 2005 enrollment period (November 2004 to September 2005), there was a 
backlog of USF/HEA applications at the local intake agencies.  Many of the October 2003 
enrollees applied to reenroll in the USF program.  However, since there was a backlog of 
applications, some participants did not have their application processed when their USF 
benefits were scheduled to expire.  As a result, USF participation was extended to 
September 2005 so that all outstanding applications could be processed. 
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In this analysis, we are examining households that received 24 months of USF benefits, 
from October 2003 to September 2005.  Such households would have been reenrolled in the 
USF program if they directly applied for HEA during the period from November 2004 to 
September 2005, or if they applied for Food Stamps between June 2004 and September 
2005.   


B. Overall Reenrollment Rates for October 2003 Participants 


There are a number of reasons why an October 2003 USF participant would no longer be 
receiving USF benefits, including: 


• Income – The household’s income may not be above the eligibility threshold 
(i.e., 175 percent of poverty). 


• Net Energy Burden – The household’s net energy burden might have fallen 
below the target standard (i.e., 3 percent of income) because the household’s 
income increased or the household’s energy bill fell. 


• Failure to Apply – The household may have been eligible for benefits but failed 
to apply for the program. 


• Failure to Meet Application Requirements – The household may have applied for 
the program and may have been eligible for benefits, but may have failed to 
furnish all of the documentation required for program enrollment. 


Using the available data from the USF/HEA database download, we were able to develop 
the following measurements. 


• Reenrollment Attempt Rate – What percent of USF participants attempted to 
reenroll in the USF program? 


• Eligible Reenrollment Attempt Rate – What percent of USF participants 
attempted to reenroll in the USF program and were deemed to be income 
eligible? 


• Reenrollment Rate – What percent of USF participants successfully reenrolled 
in the USF program? 


The reenrollment attempt rate for the October 2003 participants was about 64 percent.   
About two-thirds of USF clients at least attempted to complete a USF application.  About 
two percent of these clients were reported to be income ineligible.   


The overall reenrollment rate for October 2003 USF participants was 44 percent.  This 
suggests that as many as 18 percent of USF participants applied for the USF program, but 
were not successful in completing the application.  These statistics raise two concerns.  First, 
relatively few household were aware of their USF participation and even fewer were aware 
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of the program reenrollment requirements.  This probably contributed to the failure of one-
third of USF participants to reenroll in the program.  Second, about one in five USF 
participants applied for the program but did not successfully complete an application.  This 
is consistent with the reports from the intake agencies that it was difficult for them to reach 
clients with incomplete applications.   


C. Characteristics of USF Participants by Reenrollment Status 


The tables in this section describe the characteristics of October 2003 USF recipients who 
reenrolled in the program in FY 2005 to assess the factors which may influence clients’ 
interest in, need for, or accessibility to continued participation in the USF program.  Overall, 
44 percent of October 2003 USF recipients received USF benefits in FY 2005.  Of the 6,658 
USF clients who the OIT USF/HEA sample showed to be receiving benefits in October 
2003, 2,904 were assigned benefits again in FY 2005.   


The following tables examine specific reenrollment rates for clients by the following 
characteristics:  poverty level, income level, gross energy burden, vulnerability group, public 
assistance receipt, and household size.   


Table 6-1 describes the reenrollment rates for USF customers by the depth of clients’ 
poverty.  USF customers in households with income above 150 percent of Federal Poverty 
Guidelines were significantly less likely to reenroll in USF.  Eighty-four percent of USF 
clients in this group did not receive benefits in FY 2005.  It is reasonable that the households 
closest to the income cutoff for USF were the least likely to reenroll.  A modest increase in 
household income could make the household ineligible for the program.  However, even 
among those households with a high probability of maintaining eligibility (i.e., households 
with income at or below the poverty line), the reenrollment rate was only about 50 percent. 


Table 6-1 
Percent of October 2003 USF Participant Households Reenrolling in FY 2005, 


By Poverty Level 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 Poverty Level 


Number of 
Households 


Percent of 
Households 


Income At or Below 100% (n=3,442) 1,822 52.9% 


Income Over 100% to 150% (n=1,909) 918 48.1% 


Income Above 150% (n=1,279) 161 12.6% 


ALL PARTICIPANTS (n=6,658) 2,901 43.6% 


 


Examination of proportion of USF clients at four levels of household income yields similar 
results.  USF clients in households with income at or above $30,000 reenrolled at 
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substantially lower rates than did those with income below $20,000.  Table 6-2 presents 
these rates. 


Table 6-2 
Percent of October 2003 USF Participant Households Reenrolling in FY 2005, 


By Income Group 
 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 Income Group 


Number of 
Households 


Percent of 
Households 


$0 to less than $10,000 (n=2,970) 1,320 44.4% 


$10,000 to less than $20,000 (n=2,827) 1,299 45.9% 


$20,000 to less than $30,000 (n=711) 246 34.6% 


$30,000 or more (n=150) 39 26.0% 


ALL PARTICIPANTS (n=6,658) 2,904 43.6% 


 


Tables 6-3 and 6-4 examine reenrollment rates for USF clients with four levels of gross 
electric and gas energy burdens.  Gross energy burden was calculated using the energy 
burden that utilities provided to OIT in the USF benefit determination process; it is defined 
as the portion of income that is currently being paid by customers for utility service. 


Table 6-3 
Percent of October 2003 USF Participant Households Reenrolling in FY 2005, 


By Gross Energy Burden for USF Gas Recipients 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 Gross Energy Burden 


Number of 
Households 


Percent of 
Households 


3% to less than 5% (n=332) 131 39.5% 


5% to less than 10% (n=1,488) 791 53.2% 


10% to less than 15% (n=1,039) 590 56.8% 


15% or more (n=1,413) 722 51.1% 


 


Table 6-3 describes the reenrollment rates for recipients of USF gas benefits.  USF gas 
recipients with larger burdens had higher-than-average reenrollment rates.  Those with gross 
energy burdens of greater than 5 percent were significantly more likely than those with 
burdens of less than 5 percent to reenroll.  However, households with a gross energy burden 
greater than 15 percent of income clearly need the program.  Yet, the program reenrollment 
rates for this group are only about 50 percent. 
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Table 6-4 describes reenrollment rates for USF clients receiving electric benefits.  Slightly 
more than half of all clients with gross energy burdens of 5 to 15 percent enrolled in USF 
again in FY 2005.  Approximately 43 percent of those with less than 5 and greater than 15 
percent of their income being used to pay electric bills reenrolled.   


Table 6-4 
Percent of October 2003 USF Participant Households Reenrolling in FY 2005, 


By Gross Energy Burden for USF Electric Recipients 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 Gross Energy Burden 


Number of 
Households 


Percent of 
Households 


3% to less than 5% (n=1,589) 678 42.7% 


5% to less than 10% (n=2,144) 1,091 50.9% 


10% to less than 15% (n=750) 380 50.7% 


15% or more (n=976) 415 42.5% 


 


Table 6-5 presents the reenrollment rates for two key groups of vulnerable USF 
recipients – households with an elderly member and households with a young child.  
[Note: The analysis of households with an elderly member does not include the 
Lifeline-only households.  Lifeline-only households are automatically reenrolled under 
current program rules.] Over three-fourths of households with an elderly member and 
over 60 percent of households with children reenrolled in the USF program during FY 
2005.   


Table 6-5 
Percent of October 2003 USF Participant Households Reenrolling in FY 2005, 


By Vulnerability Group 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 Vulnerability Group 


Number of 
Households 


Percent of 
Households 


Elderly Household Member (n=1,524) 1,152 75.6% 


Households with Young Child (n=656) 412 62.8% 


ALL PARTICIPANTS (n=6,658) 2,904 43.8% 


 


SSI recipients and USF clients receiving TANF or Food Stamp benefits were also likely to 
reenroll in USF in FY 2005.  For both groups, about three-fourths of USF participants 
reenrolled in the program in FY 2005. Table 6-6 presents these findings. 
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Table 6-6 
Percent of October 2003 USF Participant Households Reenrolling in FY 2005, 


By Public Assistance Receipt 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 Vulnerability Group 


Number of 
Households 


Percent of 
Households 


SSI Receipt (n=881) 684 77.6% 


Public Assistance Receipt* (n=3,132) 2,291 73.1% 


ALL PARTICIPANTS (n=6,658) 2,904 43.8% 
       *Food Stamps and/or TANF 


D. Remediation Alternatives 


The USF program reenrollment rates are low.  It appears that the low reenrollment rates do 
not result, for the most part, from households becoming ineligible for program benefits.  
Rather, households fail to apply for the program or fail to complete all of the application 
requirements.  This suggests that two actions are appropriate. 


• Communications Strategy – In the Program Accessibility section of this report, 
we suggest that the USF program needs to develop a communication strategy.  
While the number of communications is significant, the client awareness of these 
communications is low.  These communications need to be improved to ensure 
that clients understand program participation requirements. 


• Application Completion Rates – The HEA/USF intake agencies that we 
interviewed estimated that as many as 50 percent of all applications they received 
were incomplete.  In the Program Accessibility section of this report, we 
discussed ways to improve application completion rates.  First, by reducing 
application requirements, clients would be more likely to fulfill the requirements 
the first time.  Second, by giving the intake agency the resources that they need 
to proactively communicate with clients, a greater percentage of these incomplete 
applications could be resolved. 


It appears that many of the USF participants who did not reenroll in the program remain 
eligible for program benefits.  For such participants, it is important to maintain program 
participation so that they do not fall back into debt on their utility bills.  These remediation 
strategies are important if the USF program is to maintain assistance for households that 
remain in need.  


 


 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 98 







www.appriseinc.org Client Program Impacts 


VII. Client Program Impacts 


The fifth set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to the impact of the USF program 
on participants.  The BPU has asked: 


• To what extent does the program make participants’ energy burden affordable? 


• Is the size of the benefits under USF and Fresh Start appropriate; if not, how should it be 
changed? 


• Do USF and Fresh Start enable households to reduce preprogram arrearages? Are 
customers successful under the Fresh Start program, and why and why not? 


• Explain whether or not the USF increases the household’s ability to maintain service. 


• How are client disputes resolved with respect to eligibility, the amount of monthly credit, 
and application of Fresh Start credits? 


• Explain whether or not the program reduces the other consequences of high energy bills. 


• What impact does the program have on clients’ energy usage? 


• Are clients satisfied with the program and, if not, why? 


To answer these questions, we have conducted an analysis of the utility billing and payment data 
for USF customers and used data from the USF customer survey. 


A. Energy Bill Affordability 


Average annual income for USF-participant households is about $12,000.  With so little 
income, it is a challenge for these households to meet their financial obligations.  As we 
present the results of the USF customer survey, it will become clear that, even with the USF 
program benefits, many of these households perceive that they still have a challenging time 
paying their energy bill.  However, as we expand the analysis to discuss program outcomes 
such as service termination rates, it is clear that the program is having a significant impact 
on program participants.   


One way to assess the USF program impact is to compare the survey results for USF 
program participants in other states in the Northeast.  The National Energy Assistance 
Directors’ Association (NEADA) conducted the National Energy Assistance Survey in 2003 
and 2005.  The survey included a number of other states in the Northeast Census Region. In 
this section, we compare the results for New Jersey USF participants to HEA participants 
from other states in the Northeast. 
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1. USF Program Benefits 


The USF program design targets a 3 percent net gas burden and a 3 percent net electric 
burden for USF participants.  [Note: The net gas burden is the household’s gas bill 
minus available HEA and Lifeline benefits, divided by income.]  The median gross 
electric burden for USF recipient households is 8 percent and the median gross gas 
burden for eligible households is 11 percent.  With USF, HEA, and Lifeline benefits, 
the combined energy burden is targeted to be cut to about 6 percent for program 
participants.  It is clear that furnishing such benefits to low-income households makes 
their energy bills more affordable.  The analysis in the payment compliance section 
shows that, on average, the USF program paid about 40 percent of client energy bills 
during the analysis period.   


The USF program does not guarantee that a household pays the target energy burden.  
To have an energy bill at or below the target, a household must apply for HEA and 
Lifeline benefits, the household’s energy bill must stay at the level projected by the 
household’s utility company, and the household’s income must stay at the level 
projected in the HEA application.  Using actual data on energy bills and receipt of 
energy assistance, we can compute the effective burden for USF participants.   


Tables 7-1A through 7-1C show the number and percent of program participants (based 
on the sample of Lifeline-only, October 2003, and April 2004 recipients analyzed in 
Section V) in each net energy burden group for electric USF customer, gas USF 
customers, and combination USF customers.  It also shows the average effective 
coverage rate for each group.   


While a significant portion of USF population has effective energy burdens that closely 
resemble the targeted amount for their bills, the proportions for each of the benefit types 
that exceed the targeted amount is large. The actual energy burden is similar (within 1 
percent for single utility USF customers and 2 percent for combination USF customers) 
to the target energy burden for 41 percent of Electric-Only USF customers, 29 percent 
of Gas-Only USF customers, and 38 percent of combination customers.  It is higher 
than the target energy burden for 40 percent of Electric-Only USF customers, 48 
percent of Gas-Only customers, and 45 percent of Combination customers.   


USF customers with energy burdens that exceed the targeted amount have lower rates 
of payment compliance than those with lower energy burdens.  On average, electric 
USF customers with effective energy burdens greater than 4 percent fall short of their 
annual bills by 1 percent and combination customers with effective energy burdens of 
greater than 8 percent have an annual shortfall of 4 percent of their annual bill.  
However, gas USF customers with the highest effective energy burdens (greater than 4 
percent) are still able to cover 101 percent of their annual bill.  
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Table 7-1A 
Net Energy Burden 


Electric USF Customers 


Net Energy Burden Number of 
Participants 


Percent of 
Participants  


Coverage Rate 


Less than 2% 267 14.7% 127.1% 


2% – 4% 749 41.3% 102.6% 


Over 4%  797 44.0% 99.1% 


 
Table 7-1B 


Net Energy Burden 
Gas USF Customers 


Net Energy Burden Number of 
Participants 


Percent of 
Participants  


Coverage Rate 


Less than 2% 170 22.7% 133.0% 


2% – 4% 217 28.9% 110.4% 


Over 4% 363 48.4% 101.0% 


 
Table 7-1C 


Net Energy Burden 
Combination USF Customers 


Net Energy Burden Number of 
Participants 


Percent of 
Participants  


Coverage Rate 


Less than 4% 557 16.7% 112.6% 


4% - < 8% 1,275 38.2% 100.0% 


Over 8%  1,507 45.1% 95.5% 


 


2. Client Perceptions of Affordability 


We started the USF customer survey with questions about their estimate of the size of 
their electric and gas bill.  We wanted to know whether they would report on the total 
amount of the bill or the net amount that they had to pay after receipt of assistance.  The 
survey results suggest that customers focus on their gross bill, not their net bill. 


Table 7-2 shows the average gross bill, the average net bill, and the average client 
estimate of his or her bill from the customer survey.  It is clear from this table that, in 
response to this question, the customer is furnishing an estimate of their gross bill, not 
the amount that they are required to pay after receiving assistance.  It is also interesting 
to note that clients appear to have a good understanding of the size of their energy bills. 
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Table 7-2 
Actual vs. Perceived Energy Bills 


Usage Group Gross Bill Net Bill Survey Estimate 


Electric USF $1,207 $482 $995 


Gas USF $1,352 $562 $1,325 


PSE&G Combination $1,743 $1,045 $1,920 


 
Given these perceptions of their energy bills, it is not surprising that USF customers are 
very concerned about the affordability of their bills.  The customer survey asked 
customers to report on their concerns about paying bills, whether they had to skip 
paying a bill, and whether they need additional assistance.  The findings include: 


• Worry – About 60 percent of USF households worry “some months” or “almost 
every month” about paying the bill on which they are receiving USF benefits. 


• Skip Paying Bills – About 40 percent of natural gas customers, 50 percent of 
electric customers, and 60 percent of combination customers reported that they 
had to skip paying their bill “some months” or “almost every month.” 


• Additional Assistance – About 50 percent of natural gas customers, 70 percent 
of electric customers, and 85 percent of combination customers indicate they 
need additional assistance to pay their energy bills. 


It is clear that energy bills remain a challenge of USF customers, even though they 
receive USF benefits.  However, it is not difficult to put that challenge into perspective.  
In 2003, the median household income in New Jersey was about $56,000.  If a 
household with the median income is paying 6 percent of income for energy (the USF 
target) the household pays an energy bill of about $3,360 annually or about $280 per 
month.  Though many households are receiving winter gas bills this year that approach 
or exceed that amount, the monthly average for NJ households is significantly lower 
than $280 per month.  So, it is not surprising that, even though the USF program has 
made energy bills considerably more affordable, the majority of USF participants still 
perceive that their bills are difficult to pay. 


The survey also asked clients to tell us what made it difficult for them to pay their 
energy bills.  We grouped the responses into four categories – not enough income, size 
of energy bills, other problems (e.g., loss of job, medical bills, other bills, and physical 
disability), and no difficulty.  For those households that had difficulty paying their bills, 
the primary reason reported was simply that they did not have enough income.  When 
combined, the other reasons for not paying are also important.  It does not appear that 
very many USF participants perceive that high energy bills are the primary source of 
their difficulty in paying those bills.  For PSE&G combination customers, 16 percent 
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report that “loss of a job” affected their ability to pay, while 15 percent reported that 
high medical bills affected their ability to pay. 


Table 7-3 
Cause of Bill Paying Problems 


Usage Group No Problem Not Enough 
Income 


Energy Bills 
Too High 


Other Reasons 


Electric USF 33% 34% 17% 26% 


Gas USF 32% 45% 16% 29% 


PSE&G Combination 0% 41% 7% 36% 


 


USF clients simply perceive that their energy bills are high and they are getting higher.  
A particularly interesting response came from households that began receiving USF 
benefits in FY 2005.  About two-thirds of these households reported that their energy 
bills are higher this year than they were last year.  This is further evidence that program 
participants are focusing on their gross bill, rather than on their net bill. 


3. Impact of Affordability Problems 


To try to get beyond client perceptions, we asked USF participants to report on specific 
problems that had occurred in the last year.  The battery of questions used was 
developed for the National Energy Assistance Survey.  Therefore, the results for USF 
participants can be compared to the results for HEA participants in other states. 


Table 7-4 furnishes information for four groups: NJ HEA recipients that were enrolled 
in USF in October 2003, April 2004, and September 2004; NJ HEA recipients who 
were enrolled in USF in FY 2005; nonelderly LIHEAP recipients in the Northeast who 
responded to the 2005 Energy Assistance Survey; and, nonelderly LIHEAP recipients in 
the U.S. who responded to the 2005 National Energy Assistance Survey.  The table 
shows the actions that the household had to take “some months” or “almost every 
month” to make energy bills affordable. 


The table shows that households that were on the USF program for all of the previous 
twelve months (i.e., USF - Original), were less likely to have some of the energy 
insecurity actions than those who were only on the USF program for part of the year 
(i.e., USF – FY 2005).  For example, about 33 percent of the original USF clients 
reported borrowing money to pay energy bills “some months” or “almost every month,” 
while 43 percent of new USF clients did.  About 16 percent of original USF clients 
report using their stove or oven to furnish heat, while 29 percent of new USF clients 
reported this.  However, in both groups, about one-third of clients needed to close off 
part of their home to make energy bills more affordable. 
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By comparing the results in table 7-4 for the “USF – Original” group to the “Northeast 
LIHEAP recipient” group, we can see if there is any indication that the USF program 
significantly reduced the level of energy insecurity actions for participants, when 
compared to LIHEAP recipients in other states in the Northeast region.  For most 
energy insecurity actions the difference between NJ USF participants and Northeast 
Region LIHEAP recipients are small.  NJ USF recipients are less likely to have to 
reduce expenses for basic household necessities (53 percent compared to 61 percent), 
are more likely to keep the temperature at an unsafe or unhealthy level (32 percent 
compared to 12 percent), and are more likely to fail to repair or replace a broken air 
conditioner (24 percent to 13 percent).  However, from this comparison, there is no 
evidence that the USF program has significantly reduced the level of energy insecurity 
actions.  


Table 7-4 
Energy Insecurity Actions 


Survey Group Usage Group 


USF – 
Original 


USF – FY 
2005 


Northeast 
LIHEAP 


Recipients 


National 
LIHEAP 


Recipients 


Reduce expenses for basic 
household necessities 


53% 65% 61% 68% 


Borrow to pay utility bill 33% 43% 28% 33% 


Close off part of home 31% 32% 26% 27% 


Keep temperature at unsafe or 
unhealthy level 


32% 40% 12% 17% 


Left home for part of the day 13% 23% 11% 15% 


Used kitchen stove or oven for 
heat 


16% 29% 14% 19% 


Failed to repair or replace 
broken main heating system 


11% 13% 7% 11% 


Failed to repair or replace 
broken air conditioner 


24% 30% 13% 14% 


 


A second set of questions focuses on the potential health impacts of unaffordable 
energy bills.  The findings from this table furnish more direct evidence of the USF 
program impact.  Only 13 percent of USF – Original program participants perceived 
that they experienced an illness due to the temperature of their home, compared to 31 
percent of new USF participants.  Similarly, the USF – Original groups was 8 
percentage points less likely to “go without food for at least one day” and was 13 
percentage points less likely to go without prescription medicine.  On other measures, 
related to shutoffs, going without needed medical care, and going without needed dental 
care, the results were similar for the two groups. 
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Compared to Northeast Region LIHEAP recipients, USF participants had a lower rate 
of reported shutoffs, were less likely to have illness due to home temperatures, were less 
likely to go without food for at least one day and were less likely to go without 
prescription medicine.   


Table 7-5 
Energy Insecurity Impacts 


Survey Group Usage Group 


USF – 
Original 


USF – FY 
2005 


Northeast 
LIHEAP 


Recipients 


National 
LIHEAP 


Recipients 


Had shutoff 3% 5% 9% 12% 


Illness due to home 
temperature 


13% 31% 22% 27% 


Went without food for at least 
one day 


16% 24% 21% 27% 


Went without needed medical 
care20


28% 29% 


Went without needed dental 
care 


37% 37% 


 


39% 


 


45% 


Went without prescription 
medicine 


26% 39% 34% 37% 


 


These survey results suggest that the USF program is having some beneficial impacts 
on the health, safety, and financial stability of USF clients.  Clients who were on the 
USF program for the last 12 months are less likely to have many of the adverse 
consequences of unaffordable energy bills.  However, even the significant benefits 
provided by the NJ USF program cannot completely eliminate the negative 
consequences associated with energy affordability problems.  


4. Findings on Affordability 


BPU is interested in learning whether the USF program makes energy bills affordable 
for USF clients and whether the size of USF benefits is appropriate.  The survey results 
suggest the following answers to those questions. 


• Benefits – The NJ USF program offers significant benefits to low-income 
households.  The combination of USF, HEA, and Lifeline pays an average of 
about 60 percent of their total energy bill.  USF benefits cover about 40 percent 
of the total energy bill for USF clients. 


                                                 
20 NEADA survey respondents were asked to indicate whether they went without medical care or dental care. 
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• Net Burden – While the USF program targets total electric and gas burden of 6 
percent of income, the program does not guarantee that clients will reach that 
target.  Moreover, payment coverage rates fall significantly for those who 
exceed the targeted net energy burden.  The program might be able to improve 
affordability by working to make customer net energy burdens more consistent 
with the targeted percentage. 


• Perceptions – Despite the significant benefits, a large share of clients (over two-
thirds) perceive that they still need more assistance to pay their energy bills.  
However, since many clients are not aware of the USF benefits that they receive, 
it is difficult to tell if the clients are reporting that they need more assistance 
with their gross energy bill or with their net energy bill. 


• Impacts – The energy insecurity questions demonstrate that some clients 
perceive that they have the ability to pay their energy bills without taking 
unhealthy or unsafe actions, while others need to go without needed medical 
care, needed dental care, or prescriptions, to pay their energy bills, even after 
they receive USF benefits.  The USF program appears to reduce, but not 
eliminate, those problems. 


These findings furnish an ambiguous answer to the BPU’s questions.  They show that 
the USF program has a significant positive impact on energy affordability, but that they 
do not eliminate the problems associated with unaffordable energy bills for all clients.  
Further, there is some evidence that, even with higher benefits, many of those problems 
still would not be eliminated.  Many households have problems that go well beyond 
their energy bills and have a need for broader assistance. 


Given these findings, the following strategy seems to be the most appropriate for the 
BPU. 


1. Communication – Work to develop an effective communication procedure that 
helps clients to understand their responsibilities under the USF program and take 
maximum advantage of the opportunities available under USF. 


2. Consistency of Net Energy Burden – Continue to refine USF procedures so that 
clients with ongoing energy affordability problems are able to achieve the 
targeted net energy burden by receiving all of the assistance for which the are 
eligible, maintaining USF program benefits, and keeping usage at the projected 
level.   The BPU does not guarantee that clients achieve the 6 percent of income 
net energy burden.  However, the program should have mechanisms in place that 
help clients to achieve that result. 


3. Counseling and Referral – Develop a counseling and referral system for USF 
customers that: identifies those USF clients who still have problems paying their 
bills; assesses whether the problem in energy-related (i.e., net burden is higher 
than projected) or is a result of broader household issues; works to resolve 
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problems for clients with energy-related problems; and, refers households with 
broader problems to appropriate support systems. 


The BPU could decrease the target net energy burden and increase level of USF 
benefits.  However, in the long run, it is not clear that this approach best meets the 
BPU’s goals.  The BPU would like to continue to reduce the energy affordability 
problems for low-income households.  If the BPU did that by reducing the target 
percentage of income, it would be furnishing benefits to all households, including those 
that currently do not exhibit energy affordability problems.  However, if the BPU 
focused those same funds on other USF activities, including improvements in 
communication, program administration, and counseling and referral, the benefits 
would be targeted to those USF clients who do exhibit energy affordability problems.   


B. USF Impact on Customer Arrearages 


There are two components of the USF program impact on arrearages.  First, the program has 
the potential to eliminate preprogram arrearages through the Fresh Start program.  Second, 
the program has the potential to reduce current bill arrearages by reducing the amount that 
customers pay on current bills.  In this analysis we will show that both components of the 
program were successful in reducing customer arrearages. 


1. Impact of Fresh Start on Preprogram Arrearages 


In this analysis, we will look at the components of Fresh Start success for USF 
participants.  Clients who were enrolled in the USF program in October 2003 and April 
2004 were enrolled in the Fresh Start program in April 2004.  At that time, any client 
who had an outstanding balance of $60 or more had that balance suspended.  In the USF 
program, Fresh Start forgiveness is granted to customers if they pay their current year 
bills.  Both groups had completed their Fresh Start grace period by the data download 
date and were, therefore, eligible for complete Fresh Start forgiveness of preprogram 
arrears.  


Table 7-6 shows the share of USF customers who received Fresh Start benefits.  A 
relatively small percentage of the Lifeline-only enrollees needed the Fresh Start 
Program Benefits.  However, almost half of the households enrolled in the USF 
program in October 2003 participated in the Fresh Start program.  Overall, about 40 
percent of USF participants received Fresh Start benefits. 


Table 7-6 
Fresh Start Population for October 2003 and April 2004 Clients 


   
Group USF Participants Fresh Start 


Participants 
Participation Rate 


Lifeline Only 2,314 228 9.9% 
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Group USF Participants Fresh Start 
Participants 


Participation Rate 


October 2003 Enrollees 5,483 2,622 47.8% 


April 2004 Enrollees 1,245 753 60.5% 
 


Table 7-7 shows the mean forgiveness rate for Fresh Start customers, Table 7-8 shows 
the percent of customers who received 100 percent forgiveness, and Table 7-9 shows 
the distribution of Fresh Start forgiveness.  Fresh Start participants started with about 
$600 in arrears and eliminated almost 90 percent of those arrears through Fresh Start.  
About three-fourths of program participants achieved 100 percent forgiveness. 


Table 7-7 
Fresh Start Forgiveness Rates for October 2003 and April 2004 Clients 


   
Group Fresh Start Amount Fresh Start 


Forgiveness 
Forgiveness Rates 


Lifeline Only $405 $360 88.9% 


October 2003 Enrollees $651 $600 92.2% 


April 2004 Enrollees $601 $537 89.4% 
 


Table 7-8 
Fresh Start Success Rates for October 2003 and April 2004 Clients21


   
Group Number of Fresh 


Start Customers 
Number with 100% 


Forgiveness 
Success Rate 


Lifeline Only 213 169 79.3% 


October 2003 Enrollees 2,374 1,844 77.7% 


April 2004 Enrollees 635 450 70.9% 
 


Table 7-9 
Distribution of Fresh Start Forgiveness for October 2003 and April 2004 Clients 


   
Percent Forgiveness Lifeline Only October 2003 Enrollees April 2004 Enrollees 


Less than 50% 3.8% 3.7% 4.2% 


50% to LT 90% 3.8% 7.4% 18.4% 


90% to LT 100% 13.2% 11.3% 6.5% 


100% 79.3% 77.7% 70.9% 


                                                 
21 Fresh Start participants who had been enrolled in the program but had inactive or final service status with their 
utility company and participants missing original balance or forgiveness data were not included in the tables 
reporting success rates and percent forgiveness received.    
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2. Subgroup Analysis 


Tables 7-10 through 7-12 show the Fresh Start success rates for subgroups of the 
October 2003 population.  The tables demonstrate the following: 


• Customer Type:  Combination customers achieved the highest Fresh Start 
success rate (83 percent), while gas-only customers had a success rate of only 64 
percent. 


• Income Group: Fresh Start success rates did not vary by income group. 


• Reenrollment: Fresh Start clients who reenrolled in FY 2005 achieved higher 
Fresh Start success rates. 


These statistics continue to show the diversity of program results that occurred in the 
USF and Fresh Start programs. 


Table 7-10 
Fresh Start Success Rates for October 2003 Clients,  


By Original Benefit Type 
   


Original Benefit Type Number of Fresh 
Start Customers 


Number with 100% 
Forgiveness 


Success Rate 


Electric Only 753 585 77.7% 


Gas Only 427 273 63.9% 


Electric and Gas  1,194 986 82.6% 


 
Table 7-11 


Fresh Start Success Rates for October 2003 Clients,  
By Income Group 


   
Income Group Number of Fresh 


Start Customers 
Number with 100% 


Forgiveness 
Success Rate 


LT $10,000 930 726 78.1% 


$10,000 to LT 20,000 1,024 797 77.8% 


$20,000 or More 420 321 76.4% 
 


Table 7-12 
Fresh Start Success Rates for October 2003 Clients,  


By Reenrollment in FY 2005 
   


Income Group Number of Fresh 
Start Customers 


Number with 100% 
Forgiveness 


Success Rate 
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Income Group Number of Fresh 
Start Customers 


Number with 100% 
Forgiveness 


Success Rate 


Reenrolled in FY 2005 1,305 1061 81.3% 


Did Not Reenroll 1,069 783 73.2% 
 


3. Impact of USF Program on Arrearages 


One goal of the USF program is to reduce or eliminate arrearages (i.e., overdue 
accounts) for low-income households. In this analysis, we present information on the 
reduction in arrearages that was achieved through the USF program.  In this analysis, 
we focus on three groups: Lifeline-only clients, USF/HEA clients first enrolled in 
October 2003, and USF/HEA clients first enrolled in FY 2005.  In the analysis, we 
separate the Lifeline-only clients from the USF/HEA clients because the beginning of 
program balances for Lifeline-only households are much lower than those for HEA 
households.  We include the FY 2005 clients in the program as a “comparison” group; 
changes for FY 2005 clients prior to FY 2005 are attributed to factors other than USF 
program participation.  Other caveats associated with the analysis include: 


• Analysis Attrition - Only USF customers with account balance data for 
September 2003 (April 2004 for PSE&G), September 2004, and August 2005 
were included in the following analysis.22  


• For PSE&G customers, April 2004 balance data were obtained from the status 
data file.  For Fresh Start customers, the April 2004 balance was populated with 
original Fresh Start balance data.  For non-Fresh Start customers, the balance 
was $0.  [This special procedure was applied to PSE&G because transaction 
data for the period September 2003 to September 2004 were not available for 
the majority of clients.] 


• Three utilities did not submit the account balance information associated with 
each transaction.  For these utilities, the most recent balance was used with each 
transaction amount to calculate a balance going backward in time.   


• The analysis was limited to accounts with balances less than $2,000. 


• For all but one utility, the account balance includes the unforgiven Fresh Start 
data.   


                                                


Table 7-13 shows the number of sample cases that were included in the analysis.   


 
22 Account balances were taken from the transaction records for September 2003, September 2004, and August 2005 
bills.  The bill amount was subtracted from the account balance in order to generate the outstanding balance at the 
time of the bill.   
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Table 7-13 
Sample Sizes for Arrearage Analysis 


 
Sample Size, By Utility Type and Analysis Group Group 


Electric Gas  PSE&G 


Lifeline Only 843 467 630 


October 2003 Clients- Reenrolled in FY 2005 854 548 1,370 


October 2003- Not Reenrolled in FY 2005 437 277 904 


FY 2005 Enrollees 753 342 578 


 


Table 7-14 shows the mean balance for each USF client group in September 2003, 
September 2004, and August 2005.  In Table 7-14, a negative sign indicates that, on 
average, a customer group had a credit on their accounts.  Table 7-15 shows the change 
in mean balance for each USF client group.  The September 2003 to September 2004 
change for the Lifeline-only and October 2003 clients is the gross program effect.  The 
net program effect can be estimated by comparing the change for USF clients to that for 
the customers who did not participate in USF during that period.  The FY 2005 USF 
clients did not receive HEA or USF benefits during the first analysis period.  In Table 7-
15, a negative sign indicates a reduction in average balance. 


The tables illustrate the following findings: 


• Lifeline-only Clients – On average, USF clients entered the program with a 
small balance on their accounts.  For each utility type, clients had a credit on 
their account by August 2005. 


• Gross Result for October 2003 / Electric – This cohort of clients entered the 
program with average account balances of over $75.  USF clients who 
reenrolled in FY 2005 had a $58 decrease in their account balance during their 
first year in the program; those who did not reenroll had a $71 decrease in their 
account balance during this time.   


• Net Result for October 2003 / Electric – Electric customers enrolling in the USF 
for the first time in FY 2005 had an average increase in their account balance of 
$29 from September 2003 to September 2004.  Therefore, the net program effect 
for October 2003 USF clients is a decline in account balances of $78 ($58 + 
$29) for those who reenrolled in FY 2005 and $100 ($71 + $29) for those who 
did not reenroll in FY 2005.   


• Gross Result for October 2003 / Gas – Gas customers enrolling in October 2003 
began their USF participation with small balances on their accounts ($11 for 
those reenrolling in FY 2005 and $24 for those who did not eventually reenroll).  
These clients experienced a $24 and $32 decrease in their account balances from 
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September 2003 to September 2004, and ended their first year of USF 
participation with small credits on their accounts. Those who reenrolled in USF 
had an average credit of $114 on their account by August 2005.  [This appears to 
be a direct result of the Supplemental HEA benefit furnished to clients in August 
and September 2005.]  


• Net Result for October 2003 / Gas – Account balances for FY 2005 enrollees 
increased during the first program year by an average of $11.  That means that 
the net program effect for October 2003 / Gas USF participants is estimated to 
be $35 ($24 + $11) and $41 ($32 + 11), respectively.   


• Gross Result for October 2003 PSE&G – The analysis demonstrates the 
significant reduction in arrears for clients from about $300 at the beginning of 
the program to an average balance of about $25 in August 2005. 


• Net Result for October 2003 PSE&G – Customer who were not enrolled in USF 
until FY 2005 had a small average change in balance from April 2004 to 
September 2004 (-$16).  The net program result for PSE&G clients in the first 
year was about $155 ($171 - $16) for participants that reenrolled in FY 2005 and 
about $148 ($164 - $16) for participants that did not reenroll in FY 2005. 


These findings indicate that the change in balance for the USF customers is inconsistent 
among the various analysis groups.  The program had a small impact on the balance for 
Lifeline customers, a moderate impact on the electric and gas USF participants, and a 
larger impact on the balances for customers of PSE&G.  The greater the preprogram 
level of payment problem for customers, the greater the USF program impact. 


Table 7-14 
Analysis of Balance by USF Benefit Type 


September 2003, September 2004, and August 2005 
 


Mean Balance: September 2003, September 2004, August 2005 


Electric Gas  PSE&G 


Group 


9/03 9/04 8/05 9/03 9/04 8/05 4/04 9/04 8/05 


Lifeline Only 20 -73 -78 5 -69 -28 35 -18 -22 


October 2003, 
Reenrolled 


77 19 -11 11 -13 -114 297 126 0 


October 2003, 
Not Reenrolled 


99 28 0 24 -8 22 304 140 53 


FY 2005 95 124 65 55 63 -71 59 43 -93 


 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 112 







www.appriseinc.org Client Program Impacts 


Table 7-15 
Analysis of Change in Balance by USF Benefit Type 


September 2003 to September 2004 and September 2004 to August 2005 
 


Change in Mean Balance: September 2003, September 2004, August 2005 


Electric Gas  PSE&G 


Group 


9/03-9/04 9/04-8/05 9/03-9/04 9/04-8/05 4/04-9/04 9/04-8/05 


Lifeline Only -93 -5 -74 +41 -53 -4 


October 2003, 
Reenrolled 


-58 -30 -24 -101 -171 -126 


October 2003, 
Not Reenrolled 


-71 -28 -32 +30 -164 -87 


FY 2005 +29 -59 11 -137 -16 -136 


 


Tables 7-16 and 7-17 show the distribution of customer balance status for September 
2003 (April 2004 for PSE&G) and August 2005 respectively.  The largest changes in 
status occurred for PSE&G HEA clients.  In April 2004, less than 50 percent of these 
clients had a zero balance.  In August 2005, about 70 percent of these clients had their 
balance reduced to zero. Similarly, the share of PSE&G FY 2005 clients with a zero 
balance increased from about 70 percent in April 2004 to almost 90 percent in August 
2005.  By comparison, there was almost no change in the percent of PSE&G Lifeline-
only clients with a zero balance.  One important finding is that these changes are 
dynamic; some USF clients go from zero balance to a positive balance, despite 
participation in the USF program.  For example, among the October 2003 HEA/USF 
reenrollment group, we observed the following changes in status. 


• Zero Balance All Analysis Points – 42 percent of clients 


• Zero Balance in 4/04 and Positive Balance in August 2005 – 7 percent of clients 


• Positive Balance in April 2004 and Zero Balance in August 2005 – 29 percent of 
clients 


• Positive Balance All Analysis Points – 22 percent of clients 


It is important to note that 7 percent of clients had a deterioration of their status, from a 
zero balance to a positive balance.  This is further indication that clients have problems 
beyond their energy bills that affect their bill payment patterns. 


Results for USF customers of the other gas and electric utilities were similar but less 
dramatic.  Key findings for the analysis groups include: 
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• Lifeline-only USF customers were similarly less likely to have a change in the 
status of their account over the program period.  Approximately 85 percent of 
Lifeline-only electric customers and 83 percent of Lifeline-only gas customers 
had a zero balance in both October 2003 and August 2005.  Less than 3 percent 
of Lifeline-only electric customers and less than 9 percent of Lifeline-only gas 
customers began their participation in USF with a zero balance and had 
accumulated arrearages by August 2005. 


• Across the analysis groups, between 3 and 12 percent of electric USF customers 
who were current on their account in October 2003 eventually developed arrears 
of greater than $60.  For gas customers, between 8 percent and 13 percent 
experienced this type of deterioration in status.   


• Approximately 20 percent of electric USF customers with arrears at the 
beginning of the USF program were able to eliminate them by August 2005.  
This ranged from 11 percent of Lifeline-only electric customers to 23 percent of 
customers who enrolled in 2003 but did not enroll in FY 2005.  The proportions 
of gas USF customers eliminating arrears ranged from 6 percent of Lifeline-only 
customers to 20 percent of customers who enrolled in USF in 2003 and again in 
FY 2005. 


• Approximately 18 percent of electric USF customers and 15 percent of gas USF 
customers who enrolled in October 2003 and reenrolled in FY 2005 maintained 
arrears of greater than $60 throughout the program periods.   


Table 7-16 
Distribution of Balance by USF Benefit Type 
 September 2003 (August 2004 for PSE&G) 


 
Distribution of Arrearages  -  September 2003 (April 2004 for PSE&G) 


Electric Gas  PSE&G 


Group 


Zero 
Balance 


$60 – 


$249 


$250 or 
Greater 


Zero 
Balance 


$60 – 


$249 


$250 or 
Greater 


Zero 
Balance 


$60 – 


$249 


$250 or 
Greater 


Lifeline Only 85.7 10.7 3.7 91.0 6.9 2.1 88.1 7.8 4.1 


October 2003, 
Reenrolled 


64.3 21.5 14.2 71.2 17.1 11.7 48.6 14.5 36.9 


October 2003, 
Not Reenrolled 


58.6 27.9 13.6 68.2 18.4 13.4 47.5 13.8 38.7 


FY 2005 59.8 22.4 17.8 71.9 14.6 13.5 69.2 17.5 13.3 
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Table 7-17 
Distribution of Balance by USF Benefit Type 


August 2005 
 


Distribution of Arrearages-  August 2005 


Electric Gas  PSE&G 


Group 


Zero 
Balance 


$60 – 


$249 


$250 or 
Greater 


Zero 
Balance 


$60 – 


$249 


$250 or 
Greater 


Zero 
Balance 


$60 – 


$249 


$250 or 
Greater 


Lifeline Only 94.5 3.6 1.9 88.2 8.4 3.4 87.1 10.0 2.9 


October 2003, 
Reenrolled 


79.7 12.9 7.4 83.1 10.2 6.7 71.2 12.2 16.6 


October 2003, 
Not Reenrolled 


74.0 18.7 7.3 69.3 11.9 18.8 65.3 12.7 22.0 


FY 2005 67.1 15.7 17.3 76.3 14.6 9.1 88.2 9.0 2.8 


 


C. USF Impact on Customer Usage 


Data on customers’ energy usage were analyzed to assess the impact of the USF program on 
consumption.  Customer usage data from the year prior to the institution of the USF 
program, October 2002 to September 2003, were compared to data from the following year, 
October 2003 to September 2004.  Tables 7-19 through 7-21 compare of annual usage for 
these two periods.  Table 7-19 provides a basic description of the level of usage for each of 
the analysis groups in both periods.  Table 7-20 shows the difference in the mean levels of 
consumption. Table 7-21 shows the extent of the change from the pre- to post-period.   


There are two important methodological notes to consider when reviewing the findings.  
This analysis was limited to USF clients with usage data in October 2002 and September 
2004.  The analysis also excluded outlier data.   


• For gas USF accounts, clients with annual usage of less than 200 therms or greater 
than 2,500 therms were excluded.   


• For electric USF accounts, clients with annual usage below 2,000 kWhs or in excess 
of 30,000 kWhs were excluded.   


• For both utility types, accounts that had a decrease of more than 50 percent or an 
increase of greater than 100 percent from the pre- to post-period were not included.  


The following table describes the composition of the data used in this analysis.   
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Table 7-18 
Sample Sizes for Usage Analysis 


 
Group Sample Size,  


By Utility Type and Analysis 
Group 


 Gas  Electric 


Lifeline Only 684 1,169 


October 2003 Enrollees 2,836 3,574 


April 2004 Enrollees 571 683 


September 2004 Enrollees 358 805 


FY 2005 Enrollees 1,369 1,552 


 


All 6,563 7,483 


 


Table 7-19 shows the mean annual usage by analysis group for the preprogram and 
postprogram periods.  Table 7-20 shows the gross change in usage for the preprogram 
and postprogram periods.  Table 7-21 shows the gross percentage change in usage.  The 
findings with respect to gas usage were: 


• On average, clients used about 1,200 therms of gas. 


• Gas usage in the preprogram period was about eight percent higher than in the 
postprogram period. 


• The change in average usage by group fell into a narrow range from about -5.2 
percent to -8.5 percent. 


• Lifeline-only and October 2003 clients had the largest reduction in gas usage. 


The findings with respect to electric usage were: 


• On average, clients used about 7,200 kWh of electricity. 


• Electric usage in the preprogram period was about the same as that in the 
postprogram period. 


• The change in average usage by group fell into a narrow range from about -2.5 
percent to +1.6 percent. 


• Lifeline-only and October 2003 clients had the largest reduction in electric 
usage. 
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In general, these findings suggest that participation in the USF program had little or no 
impact on usage.  If anything, USF participants used less than nonparticipants.  Referral 
of some USF clients to the Comfort Partners program could have been the source of the 
difference between the two groups. 


Table 7-19 
Mean Usage in Pre- and Post-Program Period 


By Analysis Group 
 
Annual Consumption 


Mean Gas Usage (in Therms) Mean Electric Usage (in KWhs) 


Group 


October 2002- 


September 2003 


October 2003- 


September 2004 


October 2002- 


September 2003 


October 2003- 


September 2004 


Lifeline Only 1,129 1,054 8,444 8,232 


October 2003 Enrollees 1,249 1,143 6,926 6,867 


April 2004 Enrollees 1,154 1,084 6,577 6,663 


September 2004 Enrollees 1,271 1,205 6,687 6,733 


FY 2005 Enrollees 1,110 1,037 7,357 7,475 


 


All 1,194 1,106 7,204 7,179 


 
Table 7-20 


Difference In Mean Usage Between Pre- and Post Program Period 
By Analysis Group   


Annual Consumption Group 


Difference in 


Mean Gas Usage (in Therms) 


Difference in  


Mean Electric Usage (in kWhs) 


Lifeline Only -75 -212 


October 2003 Enrollees -106 -59 


April 2004 Enrollees -70 88 


September 2004 Enrollees -66 46 


FY 2005 Enrollees -73 118 


 


All -88 -25 
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Table 7-21 
Percentage Change in Usage Between Pre- and Post-Program Period 


By Analysis Group 


Percentage Change From Pre- to Post-Period Group 


Gas Usage Electric Usage 


Lifeline Only -6.6% -2.5% 


October 2003 Enrollees -8.5% -0.9% 


April 2004 Enrollees -6.1% +1.3% 


September 2004 Enrollees -5.2% +0.7% 


FY 2005 Enrollees -6.6% +1.6% 


 


All -7.4% -0.4% 


 


D. Customer Satisfaction with USF and Fresh Start Procedures 


We have little or no information on the satisfaction of USF customers with the USF 
procedures.  Only 40 percent of USF clients are aware of their USF participation.  Only 20 
percent of Fresh Start clients are aware of their Fresh Start participation.  Among those 
clients who are aware of their USF participation, only 25 percent are aware that they need to 
reenroll to remain in the USF program.  Since USF clients aren’t aware of the USF program 
and don’t understand USF procedures, we cannot measure their satisfaction with those 
procedures.  In other sections of the report, we have discussed program barriers and client 
satisfaction with HEA enrollment procedures.  
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VIII. Utility Program Impacts 


The sixth set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to utility program impacts of the 
USF program.  The BPU has asked: 


• What is the net change in collection actions for participating customers? 


• What is the net change in arrearages for participating customers? 


• What is the net change in uncollectibles for participating customers? 


• What is the net change in cash working capital? 


• How do these changes affect the costs incurred by utilities? 


• In what other ways does the USF program affect utility costs? 


To answer these questions, we have conducted an analysis of aggregate utility collection 
statistics from the utility collection reports, as well as an analysis of the changes in the payment 
problems for USF customers. 


A. Changes in Payment Problems for USF Participants 


On average, the USF program reduced the combined energy burden of participating 
households from almost 20 percent of income to 6 percent of income. In addition, the Fresh 
Start program allowed customers with preprogram arrearages to receive forgiveness of those 
arrears by paying their current utility bill.  Those two components of the USF program have 
the potential to significantly improve payment patterns for USF customers and reduce 
collections costs for utilities. 


We considered two ways to measure the change in payment problems for USF participants.  
One alternative is to compare the number of collection actions for USF program participants 
in the year prior to USF enrollment to the number of collection actions for USF program 
participants in the year after USF enrollment.  A second alternative is to compare the 
arrearage status for USF participants in the year prior to USF enrollment to the arrearage 
status of USF participants in the year after USF enrollment.  We selected the second option 
because there are both conceptual and technical barriers to the first option. 


• Conceptual Barriers – In addition to payment compliance, there are a number of 
other factors that can have an affect on the number of collection actions experienced 
by low-income households.  In such an environment, it is difficult to attribute 
changes in collection actions to program implementation. 
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o Energy Prices – In recent years, gas prices have fluctuated considerably.  For 
example, there was a significant price increase in 2001.  During that period, 
collection actions and uncollectibles increased substantially for the natural 
gas utilities in New Jersey and in other jurisdictions. 


o Management Decisions – It is not uncommon for utility management to 
change the company’s collection strategy.  When such a change is 
implemented, the number of collection actions for low-income households is 
likely to change, independent of other factors. 


o Economy – Changes in economic factors can affect the number of customers 
with payment problems.  An increase in the number of other customers with 
payment problems can increase or decrease the number of collection actions 
for low-income customers, even if the status of the low-income customer 
does not change. 


• Technical Barriers – At least three of the seven New Jersey utilities do not maintain 
an adequate collections history for the required analysis. 


In our analysis of payment problems, we looked at three payment problem indicators. 


• Payment Compliance – For those utilities with adequate data, we looked at how the 
share of the retail bill that was paid by USF customers changed from the period prior 
to program enrollment to the period after program enrollment. 


• Arrearage Status – We compared arrearage status of households at program 
enrollment to their status two years later. 


• Arrearage Threshold – For those utilities with adequate data, we examined arrearage 
balances to identify whether the balance exceeded a collections threshold at any 
point during the active collection period for the period prior to program enrollment 
compared to the period after program enrollment. 


These three statistics give us information on how the USF program has affected payment 
problems for participating customers. 


1. Payment Compliance 


In Section V of this report, we furnish information on the payment compliance rate for 
USF customers.  The statistics in this section show that, during the program year from 
July 2004 to June 200523, 67 percent of USF customers paid 100 percent or more of 
their retail bills, 17 percent of USF customers paid 90 to 99 percent of their full bill, and 
16 percent of USF customers paid less than 90 percent of their retail charges. These 


                                                 
23 In this analysis, we used available data to get a one-year period that was as close to 7/04 to 6/05 as possible.  For 
some customers, the analysis was for 8/04 to 7/05 or for 9/04 to 8/05. 
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statistics suggest that about two-thirds of USF customers do not have payment 
problems.  Of the remaining one-third, half paid over 90 percent of their bill and have 
modest payment problems, while the other half paid less than 90 percent of their bill 
and have potentially severe payment problems.  


We do not have payment compliance statistics for all of the utilities for the year prior to 
program enrollment.  However, we can provide statistics for two of the electric utilities 
and two of the gas utilities.  Table 8-1 shows the statistics for electric USF customers 
and Table 8-2 shows the statistics for gas USF customers. 


Table 8-1 shows that, for those customers with preprogram and postprogram electric 
data, there was a small improvement in payment compliance; the share of customers 
that paid their full bill grew from 79 percent to 81 percent.  However, there are two 
problems with these data.  First, we have data only for ACE and RE, about 10 percent 
of USF customers.  Second, the customers who have data have higher post program 
payment compliance rates than the average electric USF customer, suggesting that our 
analysis could be biased.  From this analysis, there is very little evidence to suggest that 
the USF program improved payment compliance rates and thereby reduced payment 
problems for electric customers. 


Table 8-1 
Comparison of Preprogram and Postprogram Payment Compliance Rates 


for Electric Utilities with Data Available 
(ACE, RE)  


  
Time Period Payment Compliance 


Rate Preprogram Year 
(2003) 


Post Program Year 
(2005) 


Change in 
Percentage 


LT 90% 8.7% 7.5% -1.2% 


90% to LT 100% 12.3% 11.4% -1.1% 


100% or More 79.0% 81.2% +2.2% 


Sample Size 414 


 


Table 8-2 shows that, for those customers with preprogram and postprogram gas data, 
there was a large improvement in payment compliance; the share of customers that paid 
their full bill grew from 55 percent to 83 percent.  The limitation of these data is that 
they cover only NJNG and SJG customers, about 20 percent of USF customers.  
However, the quality of the data from those utilities makes the analysis fairly robust. 
This analysis furnishes evidence that the USF program improved payment compliance 
rates for SJG and NJNG customers and thereby reduced payment problems for those 
customers. 
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Table 8-2 
Comparison of Preprogram and Postprogram Payment Compliance Rates 


for Gas Utilities with Data Available 
(NJNG, SJG) 


  
Time Period Payment Compliance 


Rate Preprogram Year 
(2003) 


Post Program Year 
(2005) 


Change in 
Percentage 


LT 90% 14.9% 8.0% -6.9% 


90% to LT 100% 29.8% 8.7% -21.1% 


100% or More 55.3% 83.3% +28.0% 


Sample Size 1,187 


 


2. Arrearage Status 


Even if a household pays 100 percent of the retail utility bill, they may still be payment 
troubled.  A household may have a difficult financial period and get behind in paying 
bills.  Once the household becomes financially stable again, they may have the ability to 
pay for current bills, but may not be able to retire prior arrearages.  For such a 
household, the advantage of the USF and Fresh Start programs is that preprogram 
arrears can be retired by paying current bills. 


The first group of customers was enrolled in the USF program in October 2003.  The 
payment status of customers in the month prior to enrollment (September 2003) is one 
indicator of the level of payment problems faced by customers.  To examine the change 
in payment problems, we compare the arrearage status for program participants in 
September 2003 to the arrearage status in August 2005, after two years of USF program 
participation.24  Table 8-3 furnishes the information for electric USF customers.  Table 
8-4 furnishes the information for gas USF customers.  Table 8-5 furnishes the 
information for PSE&G customers for April 2004 and August 2005. [Note: PSE&G 
data were inadequate to develop balance information for September 2003.  We used 
Fresh Start beginning balances for Table 8-5.] 


Table 8-3 shows that the share of electric company USF customers with no arrearages 
problem increased from 72 percent prior to enrollment in the program to 85 percent at 
the end of two years on the program, a gross program impact of about 13 percent.25  The 
three electric utilities have a caseload of about 31,000 USF customers.  These statistics 
suggest that the USF program may have eliminated payment problems for about 4,000 
USF participants. 


                                                 
24 In this analysis, we included any remaining Fresh Start balances in the customer’s arrears. 
25 This analysis could be enhanced by developing a control group of customers enrolled in the program in the 2005- 
2006 program year.  However, that analysis is outside the scope of this evaluation. 
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Table 8-3 
Comparison of 9/03 and 8/05 Arrearage Status 


for Electric Utilities with Data Available 
(JCP&L, ACE, RE)  


  
Time Period Arrearage Status 


Preprogram (9/03) Post Program (8/05) Change in Percentage 


LT $60 72.0% 84.7% +12.7% 


$60 to LT $250 18.3% 10.2% -8.1% 


$250 or More 9.7% 5.1% -4.6% 


Sample Size 2,134 


 


Table 8-4 shows that the share of gas company USF customers with no payment 
problem increased from 78 percent prior to enrollment in the program to 82 percent at 
the end of two years on the program, a gross program impact of about 4 percent.26  The 
three electric utilities have a caseload of about 26,000 USF customers.  These statistics 
suggest that the USF program may have eliminated payment problems for about 1,000 
USF participants. 


Table 8-4 
Comparison of 9/03 and 8/05 Arrearage Status 


for Gas Utilities with Data Available 
(NJNG, SJG) 


  
Time Period Arrearage Status  


Preprogram  (9/03) Post Program (8/05) Change in Percentage 


LT $60 77.8% 82.0% +4.2% 


$60 to LT $250 13.7% 9.9% -3.8% 


$250 or More 8.6% 8.1% -0.5% 


Sample Size 1,292 


 


Table 8-5 shows that the share of PSE&G USF customers with no payment problem 
increased from 57 percent prior to enrollment in the program to 73 percent at the end of 
two years on the program, a gross program impact of about 16 percent.27  The three 
electric utilities have a caseload of about 67,500 USF customers.  These statistics 


                                                 
26 This analysis could be enhanced by developing a control group of customers enrolled in the program in the 2005- 
2006 program year.  However, that analysis is outside the scope of this evaluation. 
27 This analysis could be enhanced by developing a control group of customers enrolled in the program in the 2005- 
2006 program year.  However, that analysis is outside the scope of this evaluation. 
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suggest that the USF program may have eliminated payment problems for about 11,000 
USF participants. 


Table 8-5 
Comparison of 4/04 and 8/05 Arrearage Status 


for PSE&G USF Clients 
  
Time Period Arrearage Status  


Preprogram Year Post Program Year Change in Percentage 


LT $60 56.8% 72.8% +16% 


$60 to LT $250 12.8% 11.9% -0.9% 


$250 or More 30.4% 15.3% -15.1% 


Sample Size 2,904 


 


Using this measurement procedure, we can estimate that the USF program eliminated 
payment problems for about 16.000 USF customers, out of the caseload of about 
120,000 USF customers in the 2004-2005 program year.   


3. Arrearage Threshold 


The analysis of arrearage status at a fixed point in time is not sufficient to identify 
payment problems.  In particular, the month used in the analysis tends to have one of 
the lowest levels of customer arrears for residential gas customers, since the 
combination of low summer bills and summer collection activities may have resulted in 
full payment of overdue balances by customers.  An alternative is to look at households 
that have arrearage balances at any point during the collection period (April to October) 
that would result in the household being targeted for collection activity.   


We do not have arrearage threshold data for all of the utilities for the year prior to 
program enrollment.  However, we can provide statistics for two of the gas utilities and 
three of the electric utilities.  Table 8-6 shows the statistics for electric USF customers 
and Table 8-7 shows the statistics for gas USF customers. 


For those electric customers with data for both periods, Table 8-6 shows the change in 
the share of customers with arrearage balances that would be likely to put them into 
collections.  In the collections period prior to program enrollment (April to October 
2003), 22 percent of the customers had arrears that exceeded $250 and 11 percent had 
arrears that exceeded $500.  By comparison, during the 2005 collection period, only 
half that many customers had arrears at those levels; 11 percent had arrears that 
exceeded $250 and 6 percent had arrears that exceeded $500.  These statistics suggest 
that the USF program was effective in eliminating payment problems for 5 percent to 10 
percent of electric USF customers. 
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Table 8-6 
Comparison of Preprogram and Postprogram Arrearage Threshold Rates 


for Electric Utilities with Data Available 
(JCP&L, ACE, RE)  


  
Time Period Arrearage 


Threshold Rate Preprogram Collection 
Period (2003) 


Post Program Collection 
Period (2005) 


Change in 
Percentage 


Arrears GT $250 21.8% 11.3% -10.5% 


Arrears GT $500 11.4% 5.6% -5.8% 


Sample Size 816 


 


For those gas customers with data for both periods, Table 8-7 shows the change in the 
share of customers with arrearage balances that would be likely to put them into 
collections.  In the collections period prior to program enrollment (April to September 
203), 36 percent of the customers had arrears that exceeded $250 and 19 percent had 
arrears that exceeded $500.  By comparison, during the 2005 collection period, 28 
percent had arrears that exceeded $250 and 13 percent had arrears that exceeded $500.  
These statistics suggest that the USF program was effective in eliminating payment 
problems for 6 percent to 9 percent of gas USF customers. 


Table 8-7 
Comparison of Preprogram and Postprogram Arrearage Threshold Rates 


for Gas Utilities with Data Available 
(NJNG, SJG) 


  
Time Period Arrearage 


Threshold Rate Preprogram Collection 
Period (2003) 


Post Program Collection 
Period (2005) 


Change in 
Percentage 


GT $250 36.4% 27.7% -8.7% 


GT $500 19.4% 13.2% -6.2% 


Sample Size 1,241 


 


4. Summary of Findings 


We examined three different statistics that furnish an indication of the level of payment 
problems experienced by USF customers and that demonstrate the change in the level of 
payment problems that results from participation in the USF program.  These statistics 
allow us to establish a range of estimates for the reduction in payment problems among 
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USF customers and therefore the likely reduction in collection activity required by the 
utility companies with respect to USF customers. 


• Payment Compliance – The payment compliance statistics show a very small 
change in payment problems for electric USF customers (2%) and a large 
change in payment problems for gas customers (28%).  Both statistics have a 
limit in that they do not include data for PSE&G. 


• Arrearage Status – The arrearage status statistics show a 13 percent 
improvement in status for electric customers, a 4 percent improvement for gas 
customers, and a 16 percent improvement for PSE&G customers.  The PSE&G 
statistic may be overstated because it compares April 2004 status to August 
2005 status; even in the absence of a program one would expect a higher 
arrearage rate in April than in September. 


• Arrearage Threshold – The arrearage threshold statistics show a 5 to 11 percent 
improvement for electric customers and a 6 to 9 percent improvement for gas 
customers.  These statistics are limited since they do not include data for 
PSE&G. 


Based on these data, we cannot develop a precise estimate of the change in payment 
problems for USF customers.  However, we can see that the range in which the change 
is likely to fall is from about 5 percent to about 25 percent.  In the remainder of this 
section, we will examine the cost impact of having a 5 percent, 15 percent, and 25 
percent change in payment problems and collections for utilities.  


B. Changes in Collections for Utilities 


The USF program was implemented in October 2003.  It was expected that the program 
would reduce the population of low-income customers in arrears, thereby reducing 
collections actions and collections costs for the utility companies.  However, at the same 
time as the USF program was being implemented, other economic forces affected the 
utility’s actual collection costs. 


New Jersey’s utilities file monthly collection reports to the BPU.  These reports furnish 
information on the number of customers in arrears and the number of collection actions that 
have been taken by the utilities to address payment problems.  We used these collection 
reports to examine collections trends for 2003, 2004, and 2005.  Tables 8-8 through 8-12 
present the trends for five key collections statistics – disconnect notices, field visits, service 
terminations, new DPAs, and net charge offs. 


Table 8-8 shows that there have been significant changes in the number of disconnect 
notices between 2003 and 2005.  However, there is no consistent direction among the 
utilities.  NJNG had a 10 percent increase in notices, while SJG saw notices decline almost 
10 percent.  There was a 24 percent increase for ACE, while JCP&L had a small decline.   
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 Table 8-8 
Collections Trends – Disconnect Notices 


2003, 2004, and 2005 
 


Number of Disconnect Notices Company 


2003 2004 2005 2003 to 2005 


PSE&G 3,373,971 3,539,201 2,788,868 -18% 


ACE 236,302 322,640 293,112 +24% 


JCP&L 612,178 592,497 606,011 -1% 


RE 30,539 35,582 36,272 +16% 


ETG 327,567 286,989 187,663 -43% 


NJNG 296,282 294,159 325,000 +10% 


SJG 429,136 381,539 390,617 -9% 


  


Table 8-9 shows that there also have been significant changes in the number of residential 
field visits between 2003 and 2005.  However, there is no evidence of a systematic decline 
in visits that has resulted from the implementation of the USF program.  


Table 8-9 
Collections Trends – Field Visits 


2003, 2004, and 2005 
  


Number of Field Visits Company 


2003 2004 2005 2003 to 2005 


PSE&G 331,618 375,434 392,301 +18% 


ACE 27,374 26,080 27,380 No change 


JCP&L 50,937 51,480 45,099 -12% 


RE Not Available Not Available Not Available Not Available 


ETG* 47,193 40,468 24,442 -48% 


NJNG 22,331 21,604 20,494 -8% 


SJG 8,987 9,115 14,132 +57% 
*ETG report is for company fiscal year for 2004. 


Table 8-10 shows the number of residential service terminations for the seven utilities.  All 
of the electric-only utilities experienced a reduction in the number of residential service 
terminations between 2003 and 2005.  However, two of the three gas-only companies and 
PSE&G experienced increases in residential service terminations over the analysis period.   
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Table 8-10 
Collections Trends – Residential Service Terminations 


2003, 2004, and 2005 
  


Number of Residential Service Terminations Company 


2003 2004 2005 2003 to 2005 


PSE&G 110,038 123,029 118,873 +8% 


ACE 10,558 10,417 9,230 -13% 


JCP&L 12,638 13,239 9,930 -21% 


RE 320 466 243 -24% 


ETG 6,650 4,700 5,993 -10% 


NJNG 7,118 7,209 8,523 +20% 


SJG 5,063 6,161 6,990 +38% 
 


Table 8-11 shows that all of the electric-only utilities experienced an increase in the number 
of new DPAs, while the two gas-only companies for which data are available demonstrated 
a decrease in new DPAs.  It is interesting to note that this is different from Table 8-10, 
where the electric companies had a decrease and the gas companies had an increase. 


Table 8-11 
Collections Trends – New DPAs 


2003, 2004, and 2005 
  


Number of New DPAs Company 


2003 2004 2005 2003 to 2005 


PSE&G 428,309 408,105 392,301 -8% 


ACE 67,731 71,552 107,810 +59% 


JCP&L 37,115 34,923 49,583 +34% 


RE 294 370 355 +21% 


ETG* 7,309 10,343 6,808 -7% 


NJNG 97,841 96,098 88,258 -10% 


SJG Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported 
*ETG report is for company fiscal year for 2003 and 2004. 


Table 8-12 shows that the electric companies experienced a decrease in the net write-offs 
between 2003 and 2005.  However, at the same time, PSE&G experienced a 18 percent 
increase in gross write-offs.  It is important to understand that sometimes year to year 
changes in these statistics can be deceiving.  For example, changes in accounting and 
collections practices can be directly linked to the changes in write-offs for SJG.   
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Table 8-12 
Collections Trends – Net Write Offs 


2003, 2004, and 2005 
  
Total Net Write Offs Company 


2003 2004 2005 2003 to 2005 


PSE&G $44,210,000 $54,915,000 $52,351,000 +18% 


ACE $6,750,483 $4,491,703 $4,594,048 -46% 


JCP&L $8,435,474 $8,155,407 $6,507,172 -23% 


RE $119,926 $136,337 $89,302 -26% 


ETG* $4,130,388 4,628,302 $4,104,160 -1% 


NJNG $2,208,514 $2,851,381 $2,346,732 +6% 


SJG28 $3,000,000 $800,000 $1,500,000 -50% 


*ETG report is for company fiscal year for 2004. 


We examined the changes in key collection statistics to assess whether there is any evidence 
that the USF program has resulted in a reduction in collection activities for the utilities.  Our 
analysis showed that collection statistics changed significantly from 2003 to 2005.  
However, the changes furnish no direct evidence that the USF program reduced collection 
costs.  The observed changes are likely to result from the combined effect of the 
implementation of the USF program, changes in the way that electric utilities are reimbursed 
for write-offs, increase in gas prices, and other changes in individual utility collection 
practices.  We cannot attribute a specific change to the implementation of the USF program. 


C. Utility USF Costs and Cost Offsets 


The USF program is likely to have affected utility costs in a number of ways.  Utilities have 
incurred costs to design and implement the USF program procedures, and to communicate 
those procedures to their customer service and collections staff.  Customers on the USF 
program have improved their payment patterns, thereby reducing the number of contacts 
required from the collections department and potentially reducing the uncollectibles 
associated with service terminations.   


To understand to cost impacts of the USF program, it is important to have a comprehensive 
approach to the measurement of costs.  For purposes of this evaluation, we have defined five 
terms that describe how the USF program affects utilities. 


                                                 
28 SJG 2004 gross and net write off was affected by additional write off taken in November and December 2003 for 
nonpayment shutoff customers that were not reactivated by year end.  2005 gross and net write offs were affected by 
a BGSS refund of $11 million, as well as by the implementation of a technology that enabled SJG to assign about 
$700,000 in uncollectible balances to active gas accounts. 
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1. Gross Program Costs – The total costs for all utility resources devoted to the USF 
program, including USF and Fresh Start credits. 


2. Incremental Program Costs – New costs incurred by the utility that are directly 
attributable to the USF program, including USF and Fresh Start credits. 


3. Potential USF Program Offsets – The potential cost savings to the utility associated 
with a change in customer circumstances under the program. 


4. Net Program Costs – Gross program costs minus program offsets. 


5. Actual Utility Costs – The change in utility costs that occurred during the program 
implementation period. 


In this evaluation, we developed measures for some utilities for some of these costs.  
However, we found that the data available for measurement were, in most cases, inadequate 
to furnish a complete and comprehensive picture of program costs and cost offsets.  The 
statistics presented in this section should be viewed as illustrative of program cost statistics.  
To furnish additional information, we provide comparative cost statistics for Pennsylvania 
low-income payment programs using data from the 2004 Pennsylvania Universal Service 
Program report. 


1. Utility Gross USF Program Costs – Total and Incremental 


In Section XI of this report, we provide information on the USF cost reports that the 
utility companies submit to the Division of Audits of the BPU.  Those cost reports 
include the following USF cost elements. 


• USF Benefits – Monthly credits to customers. 


• Fresh Start Benefits – Periodic arrearage forgiveness granted to customers. 


• Interest – The interest associated with under-recovery of USF costs. [Note: This 
is not truly a program cost.  Rather, it is a reported expense that relates to 
interest on expenditures from a prior program period.] 


The utilities differ in their reporting of administrative expenses.  Some of the utilities 
report only those costs associated with mailings to USF customers that are required by 
the BPU (e.g., NJNG, SJG, and ETG).  Other utilities are reporting all incremental USF 
administrative costs (PSE&G, ACE, JCP&L, and RE).  Utilities also differ in their 
administrative cost tracking.  JCP&L tracks all of the administrative expenses 
associated with the USF program.  NJNG and SJG track only those costs that are 
reported to the BPU.  Other utilities track all incremental program costs. 


There is another potential cost associated with the USF program – interest on the Fresh 
Start debt that is held by utilities.  When a client is enrolled in the Fresh Start program, 
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the customer’s preprogram arrears are held by the utilities.  When the Fresh Start 
customer earns arrearage forgiveness, the utility can then receive payment on the 
forgiveness.  However, there is no payment for the interest on the arrears that are being 
held. [Note: This is the same as the treatment for arrears for customers that are placed 
on a DPA by the utility outside the USF program.] 


Excluding administrative costs and underrecovery interest, the total Utility Gross USF 
Program Cost for the 2004-2005 program year was about $95.4 million.  With a 
caseload that averaged 123,175 customers, the average cost per customer was about 
$775 per participant. 


The reported administrative expenses for the program were about $932,000 or about 
$7.50 per participant.  However, since utilities report only incremental administrative 
costs, and since different utilities have interpreted the reporting requirement differently, 
that clearly understates the administrative costs borne by utilities.  Other available 
information includes: 


• JCP&L does track all program administrative costs.  They report that the 2005 
USF administrative cost was about $195,000 (excluding the Dollar Energy pilot 
costs).  [Note: They reported only $77,000 in incremental administrative costs to 
the BPU.]  Since JCP&L had a 2005 caseload of about 18,500 participants, the 
average administrative costs for USF were about $10.50 per participant.   


• ACE does not track all program administrative costs.  However, since they 
outsource their IT costs, their incremental program cost covers more expenses 
than does the incremental costs for other utilities.  Their reported incremental 
cost for the 2004 program year was $369,000 and USF caseload of 12,000 
customers is an average of about $31 per USF participant.   However, for 2005, 
their reported incremental cost was about $4,000 for an average of less than $1 
per customer. 


• PSE&G tracks incremental program costs, including IT costs.  They reported 
deferred administrative costs of $713,000 for 2005 and a USF caseload of over 
67,000 USF customers, for an average cost per USF customer of about $10.64. 


• NJNG reports only mailing costs to the BPU; these averaged about $3 per 
customer for the 2005 program year.  However, internal NJNG reports show that 
2005 IT costs for the USF program were about $151,000, an average cost of $16 
per USF customer. 


From these data, it appears that the USF program costs each utility between $10 and 
$20 per USF customer, with about half of the total being incremental and the other half 
relating to use of existing utility resources.  [The exception is RE which has high 
average costs because they have so few USF customers.] Together with the other 
reported data, it appears that the utility USF program costs are between $785 and $795 
per customer, with USF credits of about $600 per participant, Fresh Start credits of 
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about $175 per participant, and utility administrative costs of between $10 and $20 per 
participant.  With a caseload of about 120,000 USF customers per year, this implies that 
the utilities are incurring about $2.4 million in total costs and about $1.2 million in 
incremental costs per year to implement the USF program. 


By comparison, the 2004 Universal Service Program report from Pennsylvania shows 
that the average utility spends about 12 percent of their electric CAP budget and about 7 
percent of their gas CAP budget on program administration.  For Pennsylvania utilities, 
the average electric program administrative cost was $75 per customers and the average 
gas program administrative cost was $58.  However, Pennsylvania utilities are 
responsible for program intake and recertification.  In New Jersey, the State 
Government and local intake agencies are responsible for those program costs.   


2. Potential Utility USF Program Offsets 


The USF program has the potential to reduce utility collection costs by reducing the 
need to collect from low-income payment troubled customers.  The utility costs that are 
potentially avoided by a reduction in payment problems include: 


• Collection Costs – The costs directly associated with collections. 


• Working Capital Costs – The costs associated with the interest on working 
capital that is required to fund outstanding customer arrearages. 


• Customer Service Costs – The costs associated with customer service calls that 
relate to payment problems and the resolution of payment problems. 


• Regulatory Costs – The costs associated with resolving regulatory issues related 
to complaints to the BPU by customers with payment problems. 


• Write-Offs – The reduction in write-offs that result from a reduction in payment 
problems. 


We review each of these issues and consider the potential size of these offsets. 


Collection and Working Capital Costs 


Three data elements are required to estimate collection cost offsets – the gross impact of 
the USF program on payment problems, the net impact of the USF program on payment 
problems, and the average avoided cost associated with a reduction on payment 
problems.29   


                                                 
29 The avoided cost analysis assumes that, in the long run, a decline in the number of payment problems among low-
income customers will lead to either a decline in collection costs or refocusing collections costs on other population 
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• Gross Impact on Payment Problems – We have measured the impact of the USF 
program on payment problems in three different ways.  The measurements range 
from 5 percent of program participants to 25 percent of program participants. 


• Net Impact on Payment Problems – Because of the way the USF program was 
implemented, we would have needed payment data for 2005-2006 USF program 
participants to serve as a valid control group.  Analysis of those customers was 
not in the scope of this project.  No net impact measurement is feasible. 


• Avoided Costs – In this section we furnish an estimate of the average cost of 
collections per payment troubled customer. 


The potential net collections offset associated with the USF program is computed as the 
number of USF customers that have payment problems eliminated times the average 
cost of collections.  One problem with this approach is that, theoretically, marginal cost 
should be used instead of average cost.  However, we do not have to ability to measure 
marginal cost in the context of this research study. 


Data furnished by five of the seven New Jersey utilities shows that those utilities spent 
about $34.7 million on collections during 2005.  We estimate that the collections 
caseload (i.e., customers who received a disconnect notices) was about 1.22 million 
customers.  Using those numbers, the average cost of collections is about $28 per 
payment troubled customer. 


Some analysts have suggested that the cost of working capital associated with 
arrearages should be included in the avoided cost analysis.  As we mentioned earlier, it 
is unclear whether New Jersey utilities avoided the cost of working capital under the 
USF program, since they had to hold the Fresh Start arrears for customers until they 
were forgiven without interest.  However, it is reasonable to estimate the carrying cost 
of arrears for this analysis.  We estimated the carrying cost of arrears for the five 
utilities with collections data at about $9.1 million for 2005, or about $8 per payment 
troubled customer. 


In Table 8-13, we furnish information on the potential impact of the USF program on 
collection costs.  In the first row of the table, we show that the average caseload of USF 
customers during the 2005 program year was about 120,000 customers.  In the second 
row of the table, we identify a low impact (5 percent), moderate impact (15 percent), 
and high impact of the USF program (25 percent).  Using these different assumptions 
on program impact, the USF program can be estimated to have a potential impact of 
between $168,000 and about $1.0 million.  


                                                                                                                                                             
segments.  Utilities do not have to experience a decline in collection costs for the avoided cost to be an appropriate 
analytic tool for examining the net cost of the USF program. 
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Table 8-13 
Impact of USF Program on Collections 
Low, Moderate, High Impact Scenarios 


  
Payment Problem Impact Statistic 


Low Moderate High 


Total USF 120,000 120,000 120,000 


Resolution Rate 5% 15% 25% 


Customers Affected 6,000 18,000 30,000 


Collection Savings per 
Customer 


$28 $28 $28 


Total Collection Savings $168,000 $504,000 $840,000 


Collection and Working 
Capital Savings per Customer 


$34 $34 $34 


Total Collection and Working 
Capital Savings 


$204,000 $612,000 $1,020,000 


 


Customer Service Costs 


There are two ways that the USF program is likely to affect customer service costs.  To 
the extent that payment problems are reduced for low-income customer, we might find a 
reduction in the number of calls to customer service to discuss payment problems.   
However, at the same time, there is likely to be an increase in the number of customer 
service contacts by customers who are interested in the USF program and from 
customers who have questions about their USF program status. 


As discussed earlier in this section, the reduction in payment problems for USF 
customers affects a relatively small number of customers.  Moreover, the number of 
inquiries regarding the USF program could be significant. We have not developed 
detailed cost data on customer service costs for two reasons. 


1. Limited Data – New Jersey utilities have only limited data on the nature of 
customer service calls, making it difficult to assess the number of calls affected 
by these impacts. 


2. Other Studies – Other studies have shown only small impacts of payment 
programs on customer service costs. 


We did not believe that it was appropriate to engage the utilities in this research task 
given the likely small impact of the program on customer service costs. 


Regulatory Costs 
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BPU complaint data show that the majority of customer complaints to the BPU relate to 
collection issues.  To the extent that the USF program reduces the number of customer 
collection complaints, it is possible that the USF program can reduce the regulatory 
costs associated with payment problems.  However, at the same time, the regulatory 
departments of New Jersey utilities are bearing costs associated with the 
implementation of the USF program.  As with customer service activities, the data do 
not appear to be adequate to effectively measure the net cost offset from the USF 
program on regulatory activities. 


Write-Off Costs 


In this analysis, we treat write off costs separately from other collections costs for a 
number of reasons. 


• Rate Treatment of Write-Offs – Currently, the treatment of uncollectibles for the 
electric utilities is different from the treatment of uncollectibles for gas utilities.  
Electric utility uncollectibles are not included in rates, but are paid directly by 
the SBC fund.  Gas utility uncollectibles are included as part of base rates.  
Electric Fresh Start benefits were about $10.6 million for 2005 and gas Fresh 
Start benefits were about $11.0 million for 2005.   


• Truncation Bias – It is very difficult to measure how the availability of the USF 
and the Fresh Start program affects write-offs for payment troubled customers.  
The programs allow customers to retire arrears by making payments on a current 
account.  However, with the available control groups, we cannot measure 
whether those arrears would have become uncollectible.  In a special analysis 
with NJNG, we found that customers who were in arrears in 2003 but did not 
participate in USF had about the same level of arrears when they got on the USF 
program a year later.  However, we have no information on those customers that 
did not get on the USF program and, as a result, lost their gas service and had 
their arrears written off by NJNG. 


• Offset – There is a small potential offset to the change in writes-offs, since 
nonUSF customers whose debts become uncollectible are potentially increased 
by the higher rates they paid for the USF SBC. 


While one can see a direct relationship between payment problems and collection 
actions, the relationship between payment problems and utility write-offs is much less 
clear, since write-offs occur only once service has been terminated for an account. 


The total Fresh Start Credits for 2005 were about $21.7 million.  About $10.6 million of 
that was granted on electric accounts.  If those Fresh Start credits simply replaced 
dollars that would have been written off, there is a direct offset to the SBC electric 
uncollectibles account.  That has no apparent affect on the utilities. 
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The gas utility Fresh Start credits were about $11.1 million for 2005.  Some analysts 
would argue that those arrears were uncollectible and ultimately would have been 
written off. Their logic follows that the $11.1 million in Fresh Start credits were already 
in rates and that the gas utility companies should not be reimbursed for the Fresh Start 
Credits that they granted.  However, there are at least two reasons why we cannot 
endorse the assertion that these arrears were not collectible. 


• Timing – The Fresh Start balances for the USF customers examined in this 
evaluation were identified in April 2004.  They included both preprogram and 
program arrears.  Any balance on a USF customer’s account in April 2004 was 
put into Fresh Start.  However, we know that utility arrearage levels are cyclical 
and that April represents the peak of that collections cycle.  For example, in 
April 2005, PSE&G had $134 million in arrearages.  In November 2005, 
PSE&G had only $78 million in arrears.  Based on those statistics, we can see 
that it is possible that as much as 50 percent of April arrears are collected at 
some point during the year. 


• Emergency Grants – HEA emergency grants become available in April.  A 
significant share of the Fresh Start balances might have been paid by HEA if 
customers had not been on the USF program. 


Based on this analysis, we find that it is possible that some of the Fresh Start credits 
might have had to be written off as part of rates by the utilities if the USF program did 
not exist.  However, we do not have any evidence that allows us to compute with any 
certainty what share of those arrears ultimately become uncollectible.  


3. USF Net Program Costs 


In this section, we have computed information on the gross and incremental cost for the 
utilities of implementing the USF program, as well as the estimated collections offset 
associated with the reduction in payment problems for customers that receive USF 
benefits.  The statistics include the following: 


• Total USF Administrative Costs – We estimated that the annual total USF 
program administrative costs for the seven utilities are in the range of $2.4 
million. 


• Net USF Administrative Costs – We estimated that the annual incremental USF 
administrative costs for the seven utilities are in the range of $1.2 million. 


• Potential Collections Offset – We estimated that the potential collections and 
working capital offset associated with the USF program is probably between 
about $200,000 and $1.1 million. 
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• Potential Customer Service and Regulatory Offset – We did not estimate the 
offset for these activities.  Review of other program evaluation studies suggests 
that these offsets are considerably less than the offset for collections. 


• USF Credits – For 2005, the utilities reported furnishing $73.7 million in USF 
credits. 


• Fresh Start Credits – For 2005, the utilities reported furnishing $21.7 million 
Fresh Start credits, with about $10.6 million in electric credits and $11.1 million 
in gas credits. 


• Electric Uncollectible Offset - The electric utility uncollectibles are paid by the 
SBC.  Any offset of electric uncollectibles as a result of the Fresh Start program 
represents a transfer within the SBC fund and does not have an impact on the 
electric utilities. 


• Gas Uncollectible Offset – Because of the timing of the enrollment of customers 
in the Fresh Start program, it is particularly difficult to estimate what share of 
arrears would have become uncollectible.  For the general population, it appears 
that as much as 50 percent of arrears become collectible.  However, with the 
special circumstances related to low-income households it is possible that the 
collectible portion could be either higher or lower for low-income households. 


We find that the incremental USF program costs appear to be of the same magnitude as 
the potential savings associated with collections as a result of the USF program.  
However, that relationship varies considerably among the individual utilities. 


We find that the benefits associated with the USF credits appear to accrue mainly to the 
USF clients. 


We find that it is possible that gas utilities have some offset in uncollectibles as a result 
of Fresh Start arrearage forgiveness, but we do not have the information needed to 
develop a precise estimate of that offset. From a review of gas collection statistics for 
2003 and 2005, we find that actual net gas uncollectibles increase about 10 percent from 
2003 to 2005.  While there was some potential for a reduction in collectibles due to the 
USF program, there is no evidence that gas uncollectibles actually decreased. 


4. Utility Actual Costs 


We do not have detailed cost data for the utilities.  However, we did track the changes 
in the actual collection actions taken between 2003 (prior to the USF program) and 
2005.  Our findings include: 


• Disconnect Notices – Utilities experienced changes in the number of disconnect 
notices.  However, there was no systematic direction to the change. 
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• Field Visits – Utilities experienced changes in the number of field notices.  
However, there was no systematic direction to the change. 


• Service Terminations – All of the electric-only utilities experienced a decrease 
in service terminations between 2003 and 2005.  Two of the three gas utilities 
experienced an increase in service terminations.  Service terminations increased 
for PSE&G. 


• DPAs – All of the electric-only utilities experienced an increase in the number 
of new DPAs, while all of the gas-only utilities and PSE&G experienced a 
decrease in the number of new DPAs. 


• Write-Offs – All of the electric only utilities experienced a decrease in the 
amount of net write-offs.  PSE&G and NJNG experience an increase in net 
write-offs. ETG had no change in write-offs.  SJG had a significant reduction in 
net write-offs that was attributed to a significant change in collections 
procedures and accounting. 


It is possible that the USF program was responsible for some of these changes.  
However, the sum total of changes is likely to have been a result of the implementation 
of the USF program, the change in the way that electric uncollectibles are treated, and 
the increase in natural gas prices. 
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IX. Agency Program Impacts 


The seventh set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU relates to agency program impacts of 
the USF program.  The BPU has asked: 


• How does the program affect the ability of DHS to fulfill its responsibilities to low-
income households? 


• How does the program affect the ability of service provider agencies to serve their low 
income clients?   


To answer these questions, we conducted administrative interviews with DHS, DCA, and a 
sample of the USF/HEA intake agencies. 


A. Impact of USF on Energy Assistance Program Systems 


As part of the USF implementation, the BPU decided that the USF program should be 
integrated with the HEA program.  To achieve that end, the BPU signed a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) on December 29, 2003.  The MOU directs DHS to develop systems 
for implementing the program and to establish relationships with the participating utility 
companies, the Department of Community Affairs, and the Department of Health and Senior 
Services. 


Prior to the initiation of the USF program, the HEA system had the following structure: 


• Planning and Administration – The Division of Family Development (DFD) in the 
Department of Human Services (DHS) was responsible for developing the State 
LIHEAP Plan for submission to the federal government and for administering the 
program. 


• Information Systems – The Office of Information Technology (OIT) operated a 
legacy system for the management of the HEA program.  That system processed 
HEA applications, facilitated the electronic transfer of HEA benefits to electric and 
gas companies, facilitated the preparation of HEA benefit checks, and furnished 
information to the HEA intake agencies. 


• Intake Administration – The Department of Community Affairs (DCA) was 
responsible for management and supervision of the local intake agencies.   


• Intake Procedures – HEA intake was conducted in two ways. Households that 
applied for Food Stamps were screened for program eligibility.  Households also 
could apply for HEA at local HEA intake agencies. 
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In general, the new HEA/USF procedures used the existing HEA program implementation 
procedures.  During the first USF program year (October 2003 to September 2004), the 
following procedures had to be developed to implement USF. 


• Lifeline System Information – OIT retrieved information from the Lifeline 
information system to allow Lifeline recipients to be screened for USF benefits. 


• Utility Information Exchange – OIT and the utilities developed procedures for 
sharing information on the energy burden for Lifeline and HEA recipients so that 
USF benefits could be calculated. 


In the second USF program year (October 2004 to September 2005), procedures were 
implemented to allow direct application for USF benefits at USF/HEA intake agencies.  This 
change resulted in the following program modifications. 


• USF/HEA Information System – A USF/HEA information system was developed.  The 
system replaced the legacy HEA system and was accessible to local intake agencies. 


• Program Intake – HEA intake agencies were asked to accept and process USF/HEA 
applications on a year-round basis. 


• Outreach – A number of USF outreach systems were implemented.  These included the USF 
hotline, as well as a number of mailings to USF clients. 


As is to be expected, the modification of the information system had far-reaching effects on 
the partners in program administration (i.e., DFD, OIT, DCA, the utilities, and the intake 
agencies).   


B. Impact of USF on DHS 


The Division of Family Development (DFD), within the Department of Human Services 
(DHS), has the responsibility for administration of the federally-funded LIHEAP program.  


As noted above, implementation of the USF program involved the development of new 
procedures and new systems. As discussed in other sections of this report, the 
implementation of systems did not always proceed smoothly and, in a number of cases, the 
new systems did not initially work as well as the existing system.  Some examples of 
program implementation issues include: 


• Identification of USF Households in Utility Records – It was challenging to link 
HEA and Lifeline recipients to utility accounts.  Since the information systems did 
not have data fields that aligned, significant resources were required by OIT and the 
utilities to identify USF households. 


• System Reports – The existing HEA system had develop a number of reports that 
facilitated communication between HEA intake agencies and clients.  In particular, 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 140 







www.appriseinc.org Agency Program Impacts 


reports allowed intake agencies to systematically identify applicants with incomplete 
applications and proactively address their problems. 


• Information Resource – DFD established a USF hotline to help answer questions 
from USF program participants.  However, difficulties in hiring staff for the hotline 
led to unanswered client calls. 


All of these problems are common in a new program.  However, it appears that the problems 
might have been exacerbated because the demands for the development of new procedures 
and new systems fell on existing DFD and OIT staff, rather than on newly hired staff who 
could devote their time and attention exclusively to USF issues.  It was extremely valuable 
to have experienced staff from DFD and other agencies to guide the program 
implementation process.  However, those staff already had full-time responsibilities and 
needed additional support if they were to complete the required tasks more smoothly. 


There are two issues that appear to have represented the greatest barriers to the 
implementation of the new systems – the program administration budget and state hiring 
practices.   


Budget Issues 


The BPU/DHS MOU explicitly discusses reimbursement for administrative expenses.  It 
sets a limit on administrative expense of 10 percent of the expected $30 million in USF 
expenditures.  The MOU also allocates $500,000 for initial system development.  The MOU 
also furnishes a mechanism whereby DHS can request more funding for program 
administration. 


The actual funding for the USF program far exceeded the initial estimate of $30 million.  It 
is estimated to be about $120 million at this time.  Furthermore, the number of USF 
participants is significantly larger than was anticipated.  It is common for assistance 
programs to spend about 10 percent of program funding on intake and administration.  When 
new systems are being developed, administration costs might exceed that 10 percent target.  
However, actual funding for the USF program administration for the 2004-2005 fiscal year 
was just over $5 million; proposed funding for the 2005-2006 program is less than $6 
million. 


From the PA PUC 2004 Report on Universal Service Programs & Collection Performance, 
we find that the average cost per participant for electric CAP programs in Pennsylvania is 
about $75 per participant and that average cost for gas CAP programs in Pennsylvania is 
about $60 per participant.  [Note: In Pennsylvania, the utility takes responsibility for all 
program administration costs.]  Most of the Pennsylvania CAP program are mature and do 
not have any program implementation costs.  


By comparison, a $5 million administrative budget for a New Jersey year-end USF caseload 
of 154,000 customers is about $33 per customer.  [Note: In addition, we estimate that the 
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utilities have costs of about $20 per customer.]  Current New Jersey expenditures are 
significantly less than those for similar programs in Pennsylvania. 


We expect that the proposed administration budget is adequate to deliver benefits to a large 
number of USF-eligible households.  However, it appears to be inadequate to resolve 
outstanding program administration and communication issues.   


Hiring/Contracting 


When a large new program is put in place, it is expected that new staff will need to be hired 
to implement the program.  However, the State of New Jersey has a number of restrictions 
on hiring to address budget problems.  These restrictions made it difficult, and continue to 
make it difficult, to hire new staff to complete program administration responsibilities. 


To resolve the outstanding program issues, the program administrator will need to hire 
additional staff or will need to identify qualified contactors who can resolve program 
administration issues. 


Assessment of Impacts 


The USF program furnishes significant new benefits to many low-income households in 
New Jersey.  All of the parties involved in the program implementation have worked hard to 
ensure that they system meets the needs of low-income households.  However, because of 
the magnitude of the task, it appears that some low-income households might be worse off 
than prior to the implementation of the USF program because they have failed to complete 
LIHEAP applications and they have not received the assistance with program completion 
that they might have received in the past. 


The implementation of the USF program affected the existing HEA program administration 
systems.  As a result, we expect that some low-income households are not receiving any 
energy assistance benefits because they have been unsuccessful in completing the program 
application requirements.  In the past, such households might have been identified by local 
intake agencies and had their issues resolved.  However, the current systems do not yet 
facilitate all of the communication activities that might be appropriate. 


We have no way to measure the new barriers to program participation that have resulted 
from the implementation of new USF/HEA system.  However, resolution of outstanding 
problems certainly should be a priority for the program administrator.  Establishing adequate 
program administration budgets are certainly one important prerequisite to achieving that 
end. 


C. Impact of USF on HEA/USF Intake Agencies 


The Department of Community Affairs contracts with local agencies for administration of 
HEA at the local level.  During the first USF program year, there was no direct impact of 
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USF on the HEA intake agencies.  During FY 2004, local intake agencies processed HEA 
applications in the same way that they had previously. 


During the 2004-2005 HEA program year, HEA intake agencies were responsible for 
combined USF/HEA intake.  This presented a number of challenges: 


• Application – Agencies needed to be trained on the new application. 


• Systems – Agencies needed to be trained on the new system.  Some agencies needed 
different hardware and/or software to run the new system. 


• Systems Problems – Agencies had to work with DCA, DFD, and OIT to identify and 
resolve problems in the new system. 


• System Resources – Agencies lost access to some of the system resources that they 
had used in the past to communicate with HEA applicants. 


• Duplicate Applications – Because clients were confused, intake agencies received a 
significant number of applications that duplicated existing applications. 


In addition to these technical issues, intake agencies faced a number of managerial and 
financial issues.  Agencies needed to hire and train new staff to implement the new 
procedures.  However, agencies were uncertain about the level of funding that they would 
receive.  Some agencies had the financial and managerial resources to deal with these issues 
and were relatively successful in implementing the new procedures.  Other agencies had less 
flexibility and were unable to keep up with all of the USF processing that was required.  As 
a result, there was a very large application backlog for some agencies. 


For the 2005-2006 program year, these issues still have not been completely resolved.  As of 
the end of January 2006, local agencies still did not have firm contracts and funding for the 
2005-2006 program year. 


It is clear that resolution of these issues needs to be a high priority for the BPU and the 
program administrator.  Throughout this evaluation, we have found that procedural barriers 
represent a major problem for the USF program.  USF intake agencies can furnish a direct 
link to USF clients.  The program needs to give these agencies a clear mandate and the 
funding required to implement them.  To do so would require the following: 


• USF Funding – The USF funding for intake agencies should be in place at the 
beginning of the program year.  [Note: Currently the program year begins on July 1.  
DFD has suggested that the program year should be changed to start on October 1.] 


• USF Contracting – The contracts between DCA and the intake agencies should 
explicitly identify all agency responsibilities, including client outreach, client 
education, and client counseling.  
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• USF Management – USF intake agencies should be responsible for preparing a 
management and staffing plan for the USF program. It might be appropriate for 
DCA to develop a “model plan” that gives the agencies guidance on required 
program procedures. 


• DCA Oversight – DCA should establish a systematic procedure for assessing the 
performance of USF intake agencies and should report to the program administrator 
on the achievements and/or deficiencies of intake agencies.  USF funding of DCA 
should be adequate to support that activity. 


• Coverage – DCA should be responsible for ensuring that the set of USF intake 
agencies adequately covers the eligible population.  If needed, DCA should identify 
new intake agencies that better serve subgroups of the population. 


The purpose of these changes is to ensure that local intake agencies are aware of all of their 
responsibilities, to ensure that they have the funding in place at the beginning of each 
program year to carry out their responsibilities, and to ensure that the BPU receives reports 
on the performance of agencies in meeting these requirements. 


D. Remediation 


We recommend implementation of the following changes in program administration to 
ensure that the responsible agencies are able to fulfill their responsibilities to their clients. 


• Funding – The USF program administration budget should be raised to 10 percent of 
total program funding to ensure that adequate resources are available to address all 
program issues. 


• Hiring and Contracting Policies and Procedures – BPU staff, the treasurer’s office, 
DHS, OIT, DHSS, and DCA need to meet together to establish the staffing and 
contracting needs for each agency to fulfill its USF responsibilities.  Subject to the 
availability of USF funds, individual program managers should be authorized to hire 
the staff required and to fund the contracts needed to fully implement the USF 
program. 


• DHS and OIT Reporting – Once DHS and OIT have adequate resources to meet the 
current program operational requirement, DHS and OIT should devote appropriate 
resources to the development of reports to meet the BPU’s information needs and to 
the development of resources for DCA and the intake agencies to facilitate 
communications with USF clients regarding program applications and benefit 
determination. 


• DCA and Intake Agencies – Procedures should be established that ensure that local 
agencies have USF funding at the start of the program year, have a clear statement of 
program responsibilities, and have well-documented fiscal reporting responsibilities. 
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To facilitate this process, the BPU, DHS, and DCA need to work together to align 
the fiscal management practices for USF so that they meet the audit requirements of 
all of the organizations that have responsibilities for the USF program. 


• Memorandum of Understanding – The USF program administration MOU needs to 
be updated to reflect the changes that have been made in the program and to 
document all of the agreements among the program implementation partners.  The 
MOU should explicitly include interactions with DHSS regarding the linkage 
between the Lifeline Program and the USF/HEA program. 


The evidence on program accessibility suggests that a significant number of eligible 
households are failing to receive benefits because they are unaware of the USF program 
and/or because they do not understand their status with respect to the program.  These 
changes in program administration are required to resolve those program issues. 
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X. Program Linkages and Program Efficiency 


The eighth set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU considers whether the USF program is 
effectively linked to other program and operated in the most efficient way possible.  The BPU 
has asked: 


• Is the program effectively linked to other energy program (including HEA, Lifeline, 
WAP, Comfort Partners, and NJ SHARES)? What improvements, if any, could be made 
in linking these programs? 


• Is the program effectively linked to other federal, state, and local benefit programs? What 
improvements, if any, could be made in linking these programs? 


• Is the current organization of the program the most efficient? How, if at all, could the 
organization of the program be made more efficient?  


A. Linkage to Other Energy Programs 


The USF program has the following linkages: 


• HEA – The USF program is directly linked to the HEA program. 


• Lifeline – The USF program was initially linked to the Lifeline Program.  It currently 
is not linked to new Lifeline Program applications. 


• NJ SHARES – The USF program is not currently linked to the NJ SHARES 
program.   


The following remediation activities are appropriate. 


Lifeline Recipients 


In the program targeting section, we saw that if the USF program is not linked to the 
Lifeline program it will serve only a small part of the elderly population.  From that 
perspective, further coordination may be appropriate.  However, when Lifeline recipients 
were sent USF/HEA applications, only about 20 percent completed the applications and 
submitted them to receive benefits. 


The BPU has two policy options for ensuring that elderly households receive USF benefits: 


1. Automatic Screening – DHSS could change the Lifeline application so that it 
includes all of the information necessary for USF screening.  Then, Lifeline 
recipients could be screened for USF eligibility. 
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2. Improved Outreach – As part of the enhanced USF communications effort, 
Lifeline households could be better informed about the availability of the USF 
program. 


The BPU would choose option #1 if its goal is to ensure that all eligible households are 
enrolled in the USF program.  The BPU would choose option #2 if its goal was to ensure 
that households were informed of the USF program benefits and to allow each household to 
choose whether or not to complete a USF application. 


NJ SHARES 


The NJ SHARES program serves households that are not eligible for HEA and USF.  
However, several program linkages might be appropriate. 


• Referral – Linkages should be made between local USF offices and local NJ 
SHARES offices.  Any client who applies for USF but is deemed ineligible should 
be referred to NJ SHARES.  Any client who applies for NJ SHARES but is deemed 
ineligible should be referred to the USF intake agency. 


• Intake Sites – NJ SHARES has over 80 intake agencies throughout the state.  To the 
extent that DCA finds that certain clients are not being served by the existing set of 
USF intake agencies, they might consider establishing a contract with an NJ 
SHARES agency for program intake. 


• Counseling – The NJ SHARES mission includes referral and counseling.  If the USF 
agency in a particular area does not have the counseling skills to meet the needs of a 
USF applicant, they might refer the client to the NJ SHARES agency for counseling. 


In some cases, the NJ SHARES agency is the USF agency.   However, there are enough 
locations where this is not true and further coordination is appropriate. 


B. Linkage to Usage Reduction Programs 


Comfort Partners 


Although a significant portion of utility customers served by the Comfort Partners program 
are USF beneficiaries, the linkage between the programs is not currently formalized by a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or mandated guidelines from the BPU instructing 
utilities to make referrals into the program.  Program linkages currently occur when Comfort 
Partners program contractors request lists of potential customers from utilities.  Utilities 
often use USF or Fresh Start status as criteria in generating these lists of potential customers. 


Utility and contractor efforts to identify eligible utility customers and recruit USF clients 
into the Comfort Partners program have had good results.  Criteria used by utility companies 
to target their outreach often include minimum consumption requirements, income 
thresholds, program regulations (such as having not previously been served by the Comfort 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 147 







www.appriseinc.org Program Linkages and Program Efficiency 


Partners program or having agreement from a customer’s landlord), and receipt of USF 
benefits.  In 2005, 43 percent of those receiving services from the Comfort Partners program 
were USF recipients.   


While there is significant overlap in the clientele served by the Comfort Partners and USF 
programs and their goals, the current guidelines for both programs may impede complete 
synergy between the two programs.  The Comfort Partners program currently requires that 
households have incomes at or below 175 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines30, use 
the home as the primary residence, have significant electric use, and the customer must be 
the rate payer on record with the electric or gas utility. However, some USF customers may 
not meet the thresholds for  “significant electric use,” while some Comfort Partners program 
recipients may not have qualified for the USF program due to reasons such as their projected 
energy burden calculations.   


Utility and contractor outreach has had success in administering Comfort Partners program 
services to a portion of the USF population.  However, these efforts should be supported by 
official direction from the BPU.  This will help the utilities standardize their referrals and 
capitalize on outreach opportunities to USF customers. 


WAP 


There are ongoing efforts to integrate WAP and Comfort Partners.  To the extent that these 
programs are integrated, USF customers may be benefiting from the procedure developed by 
the utilities for Comfort Partners. 


In addition, many of the LIHEAP intake agencies are also WAP agencies.  From that 
perspective, USF participants are likely to be notified about WAP and to be enrolled. The 
USF/HEA application allows clients to simultaneously apply for WAP services. However, 
we are not aware of any additional formal linkage between WAP and the USF program. 


C. Linkage to Public Assistance Programs 


The USF program is already directly linked to the Food Stamp application system.  In 
Section V, we discussed other potential program linkages.  However, we also identified the 
potential problems with linking USF to such programs.  At this point, we recommend that 
the USF program focus on other priorities, including improving the linkage between the 
USF program and the Food Stamp program, prior to linking USF with other public 
assistance programs. 


                                                 
30 According to http://www.njcleanenergy.com/html/1residential/4_comfort_partners.html accessed on February 8, 2006, 
“eligibility for this program includes household incomes up to 200% of federal poverty guidelines for customers who enroll 
between November 1, 2005 and April 30, 2006.” 


APPRISE Incorporated Page 148 







www.appriseinc.org Program Linkages and Program Efficiency 


D. Efficiency of Program Design 


It is our assessment that the BPU made a good choice in integrating the USF program with 
the HEA program and contracting with DHS to administer the program.  The USF program 
in New Jersey was implemented much more quickly than were ratepayer-assistance 
programs that we have evaluated in other states.  Moreover, the systems that have been put 
in place to manage the program, including the online database, direct linkage to the electric 
and gas utilities, and local program intake, are potentially much more efficient than are 
systems than are currently in place in other states. 


To make program operation more efficient, all of the plans for system improvements need to 
be fully implemented.  To achieve that, USF program administrative funding needs to be 
sufficient to meet all of the program requirements.  In the short run, that implies that 
administrative funding should be targeted to 10 percent of program costs and that the 
program administrator should consider contracting for services if adequate staff cannot be 
hired because of state hiring restrictions. 
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XI. Summary of Program Benefits and Costs 


The final set of evaluation questions posed by the BPU considers overall benefits and costs of the 
USF program. The BPU has asked: 


• What are the set of benefits, monetary and nonmonetary, that have been delivered by the 
USF program to program recipients and ratepayers?   [Nonmonetary program benefits 
could include, by way of example but not limitation, clients’ satisfaction with the 
program, decreased disconnections, or clients’ ability to pay for other needs.] 


• In what way could the program benefits be enhanced? 


• What are the program costs for USF credits, arrearage forgiveness, and administration? 


• In what ways could the programs be more cost-effective?  


The information on program benefits furnished in this section of the report represents a summary 
of data furnished in other parts of the report.  The information on program costs was obtained 
directly from quarterly reports submitted to the BPU by the utilities. 


A. Summary of Program Benefits to USF Clients 


The USF program has provided low-income households in New Jersey with important 
benefits. 


Energy Affordability 


The USF program significantly reduced the energy burden for over 170,000 USF program 
participants.  On average, USF participants received $626 per year in USF credits.  Those 
credits paid, on average, about 40 percent of USF participant utility bills. 


Preprogram Arrearages 


The USF program eliminated about 90 percent of preprogram arrears for USF customers.  
About one-third of USF program participants had preprogram arrears.  On average, those 
arrears were about $600.  Through the Fresh Start program, customers received average 
forgiveness of about $540.  About 75 percent of Fresh Start customers had 100 percent of 
their preprogram arrearages forgiven. 


Nonmonetary Benefits 


The USF program also had some impact on the negative consequences of high energy bills.  
Compared to LIHEAP recipients in other Northeastern states, USF participants had a lower 
rate of utility shutoffs, were less likely to have an illness associated with the temperature of 
their home, were less likely to go without food for at least one day, and were less likely to 
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go without prescription drugs because of high energy bills.  These positive results affected 
about 10 percent of USF program participants (i.e., the incidence of energy affordability 
impacts was about 10 percent lower for USF program participants on these data items). 


B. Summary of Program Benefits to Agencies 


The USF program has spent about $5 million per year on program administration.  Those 
funds have been used to hire USF program staff at state agencies and local intake agencies 
that, in turn, have developed systems and furnished support to USF clients.  The expenditure 
of these funds has enhanced the capacity of the agencies to serve low-income households in 
New Jersey.  Specific benefits include: 


• Year-Round Service – With funding from HEA, most local agencies were required 
to use temporary staff for the HEA intake season.  With the expansion of the USF 
program to a year-round activity, agencies can deliver energy services to customers 
12 months a year. 


• Information Systems – USF funds were used to develop a new HEA/USF 
application processing system.  This system has the potential to give state agencies 
better information on program operations and to give local intake agencies better 
information on clients. 


• Client Communications – USF funds were used to furnish information to HEA/USF 
clients.  Those communications can be a valuable source of information for low-
income households. 


Though the implementation of the USF program has been challenging for all organizations, 
the long-run potential benefits of the program significantly outweigh the short-term 
challenges associated with program start-up. 


C. Summary of Program Benefits to Utilities 


The USF program has the potential to offer benefits to the participating utility companies.  
There are potentially two types of benefits – improvements in customer satisfaction and 
reduction in certain utility costs. 


Customer Satisfaction Benefits 


A review of the 2004 Annual Report of the BPU Division of Customers Assistance 
demonstrates that collections related calls dominate complaints to the BPU.  For most of the 
utilities, collections complaints accounted for over 50 percent of complaints to the BPU. 


The USF and Fresh Start Programs offer the utility an opportunity to engage in a 
constructive relationship with low-income payment troubled customers, rather than an 
adversarial relationship.  That is not to say that utilities will no longer have to collect from 
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low-income customers.  However, the USF and Fresh Start programs offer collections staff 
options that were not available prior to 2003. 


Financial Benefits 


In the long run, the USF and Fresh Start programs appear to have the potential to 
significantly reduce payment problems for low-income customers and thereby reduce the 
need for low-income collections costs.  About 25 percent of the USF electric and gas 
customers, and almost 50 percent of PSE&G customers had significant arrears at the start of 
the USF program.  Other program evaluations have shown that the USF program has the 
potential to eliminate payment problems for at least 75 percent of payment-troubled 
participants, and perhaps as many as 90 percent of payment-troubled participants. [Note: In 
the short run, the NJ USF program did not achieve that level of success.  However, with 
program modifications, those result are attainable.] 


The following statistics are meant to be illustrative.  It appears that about one-third of USF 
program participants are payment-troubled when the enter the USF program.  If the long-run 
caseload for the USF program were 150,000 customers, it would mean that the program 
would serve about 50,000 payment troubled customers per year.  If the program successfully 
eliminated payment problems for 75 percent of the payment-troubled participants, it would 
resolve payment problems for about 37,500 low-income customers.  Other evaluation 
studies have shown that average collections costs for payment-troubled customers are 
between $25 and $100 per payment-troubled customers.  Using those statistics, a successful 
USF program could reduce collection costs by $1 million to $4 million per year.  [Note: 
There also is a utility cost of running the USF that offsets the potential collection cost 
reductions.] 


In addition to collection cost savings, there is the potential for reductions in write-offs for 
gas utilities.  [Note: Any reductions in write-offs for electric utilities accrue to the SBC fund, 
not to the electric utility.]  During the 2005 program year, gas utilities granted USF 
customers about $11.1 million in Fresh Start forgiveness.  It is possible that some share of 
that forgiveness would have resulted in gas utility write-offs if they were not granted 
through the Fresh Start program. [Note: Comparing 2003 to 2005, gas utility write-offs 
actually increased by about 10 percent during the period of USF program implementation.]  


D. Potential Enhancement of USF Program Benefits 


It appears the most significant barrier to the enhancement of USF program benefits is that 
USF participants are not aware of the program, do not understand its benefits, and are not 
taking advantage of all of the opportunities offered to them.   Throughout this report, we 
have identified program changes that could potentially enhance the efficiency and 
effectiveness of program operations, and thereby increase the overall program benefits to 
USF program participants. 
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Program Enrollment Enhancements 


One way to improve the USF program is to eliminate barriers to program enrollment.  We 
have identified three ways that the program systems could be modified to increase program 
enrollment success rates for clients that have a demonstrated need for and interest in 
assistance. 


• System Coordination – By better coordinating the three potential entry points for the 
USF program (i.e., USF/HEA intake, Food Stamp applications, and Lifeline 
applications) the program could achieve a higher success rate in screening applicants 
for USF program benefits. 


• System Tools – By improving the system tools that DFD, DCA, and the local intake 
agencies use to identify clients that have incomplete applications, the program could 
achieve a higher success rate.  System improvements should be aimed at ensuring 
that applicants complete all of the requirements in the applications process. 


• Intake Agency Responsibilities/Funding/Oversight – By establishing a 
comprehensive statement of intake agency client outreach and assistance 
responsibilities, furnishing funding that would allow the agencies to fulfill those 
responsibilities, and conducting the oversight on agency performance, the program 
could better serve potential USF clients with the benefits that they need. 


Client Education 


Many USF clients do not have the information that they need to take advantage of all the 
opportunities presented by USF.  Attempts have been made to communicate with clients.  
However, our research suggests that those attempts have not been successful for many USF 
clients.  We recommend a series of initiatives that would begin to resolve those problems. 


• Client Education – We recommend that the program administrator initiate a process 
to test alternative approaches to the client communication and education to determine 
how best to help clients understand how the USF program works and what they can 
do to maximize their benefits under the program.  Based on the evaluation findings, 
it is clear that a special effort is needed to communicate with Fresh Start clients. 


• Information Resources – As part of the client communication process, the 
information resources must be adequate to furnish clients timely and useful 
information.  The USF Hotline must be fully staffed and the USF database must give 
Hotline and intake agency staff clear information on an individual client’s USF 
status. 


Two pilot programs were conducted during 2004 and 2005 - JCP&L/Dollar Energy Pilot and 
the PSE&G/NJSHARES Pilot.  In the JCP&L pilot, Dollar Energy Customer Service 
Representatives (CSRs) contacted JCP&L Fresh Start customers to inform them of their 
USF and Fresh Start Responsibilities.  The pilot evaluation demonstrated that the program 
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was successful in increasing payment compliance and Fresh Start forgiveness of JCP&L 
customers.  In the PSE&G pilot, NJ SHARES held client education workshops with PSE&G 
Fresh Start customers to give them information on the USF and Fresh Start programs, and to 
furnish budget counseling and referrals.  The PSE&G pilot developed excellent materials 
that clearly communicated with clients.  However, the model was not cost-effective because 
of the expenses associated with recruiting customers to the workshops.  The BPU should 
consider these two models in developing client education materials.   


Client Affordability 


It appears from our research that clients still perceive that their utility bills are unaffordable.  
In part, this may result from the benefit distribution system that the USF program uses.  
Clients receive large HEA and/or Lifeline grants that eliminate the need for payment for a 
certain period of time. They receive equal monthly credits from USF that pay a large share 
of their bill in some months, but only a small portion of their bill in other months.  We 
recommend that the program test alternative approaches to benefit distribution.  For 
example, a customer could be put on an equal monthly payment plan by the utility, and 
could receive a levelized USF benefit from the SBC and a levelized HEA benefit from the 
state.  In that way, a client would be asked to pay the same amount each month and could 
better understand the true cost of utilities and could manage his/her budget to meet that 
monthly requirement. 


It is also clear the some clients simply have inadequate resources to meet all of their 
financial commitments.  We recommend that the USF program add a specific component 
that identifies those clients for whom broader resource issues present the greatest challenge 
and that those clients be referred to appropriate services that can help meet those needs. 


Client Energy Usage 


Our analysis demonstrated that high-usage clients were more likely to have preprogram 
arrears and were less likely to maintain current bill payments (i.e., had a lower bill coverage 
rate than lower-usage clients).  We recommend that the BPU formalize the guidelines 
established by the utility companies for developing recruitment lists for the Comfort 
Partners program.  We further recommend that a similar set of guidelines be developed for 
the creation of recruitment lists for WAP. 


It also may be important to develop incentives for high-usage USF households to participate 
in Comfort Partners and WAP.  One example of an incentive might be that households that 
have reached the USF maximum benefit of $150, might be granted additional USF benefits 
if they agree to participate in a usage reduction program.  In the long run, it is expected that 
participation in the program would reduce the client’s benefit below the $150 level, thereby 
increasing the client’s long run ability to manage energy bills. 
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Nonparticipant Outreach 


There are two types of nonparticipants – those that apply for the USF program but are 
unsuccessful and those that are unaware of the USF program and do not apply.  In our 
discussion of program enrollment barriers, we made recommendations for resolving the 
issues of unsuccessful applicants.  However, it is important for the program to reach out to 
low-income households that are currently unaware of the USF program. 


In this evaluation, we determined that there are a large number of eligible households that 
are not currently participating in the USF program. Many of those nonparticipants are 
among the households that should be targeted by the program; the highest burden and lowest 
income households.  However, this evaluation did not collect information from 
nonparticipants to assess how they might best be reached.  The BPU should make outreach 
to nonparticipants a high priority and ensure that funding is available to develop procedures 
to better meet the needs of these households. 


As part of the nonparticipant outreach process, DCA needs to examine the geographic 
coverage of the existing set of intake agencies.  Many low-income households do not have 
transportation and may have a difficult time traveling to the intake agency in their county.  
DCA should assess whether additional coverage is needed in some counties and should 
develop a procedure for soliciting agencies to cover special population groups and/or 
geographic areas that are underrepresented. 


E. USF Program Costs 


Utility Costs 


We furnish information on the costs for that program year as identified in the utility 
quarterly filings to the BPU.  Four cost components are included in the analysis. 


• USF Credits – The largest cost for the USF program are the USF credits that are 
calculated by OIT and credited to customer accounts by the utility companies. 


• Fresh Start Credits – The utilities grant Fresh Start arrearage forgiveness credits to 
customers when they meet payment requirements for current bills. 


• Interest on Under-Recovery – Initial projections for USF costs underestimated the 
total cost of the USF program.  As a result, utilities carried a balance of USF 
expenditures.  The utilities are paid interest on those balances. 


• Incremental Administrative Expenses – The utilities report their estimated 
incremental administrative expenses.  The utilities have not yet been paid for those 
expenses.  The BPU plans to review the total impact of the USF program on utility 
costs and set policy regarding recovery of administrative expenses. 
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The total reported USF costs and client populations by utility are listed in Table 11-1.  On 
average, over 123,000 accounts received USF benefits during the 2004-2005 program year.  
A total of $74 million in USF credits were issued.  The total utility costs for the USF 
program were about $96 million. There is some uncertainty about the treatment of 
incremental USF administrative costs.  However, those costs represent only about 1 percent 
of total USF costs.  


Table 11-1 
USF Costs by Utility 


2004-2005 Program Year 
 


Utility USF Caseload USF Credits 
($000) 


Fresh Start 
Credits ($000) 


Interest 
Charges 
($000) 


Deferred 
Administrative 


Expenses* 
($000) 


Total ($000) 


NJNG 9,183 $4,965 $1,195 $65 $29 $6,254 


SJG 10,150 $5,968 $743 $66 $12 $6,789 


ETG 5,414 $2,795 $772 $38 $28 $3,633 


ACE 12,070 $7,984 $596 $14 $4 $8,598 


JCP&L 18,537 $9,571 $896 $23 $77 $10,567 


RE 406 $185 $15 <$1 $69 $270 


PSE&G 
Gas $18,181 $9,217 $135 $283 $27,816 


PSE&G 
Electric 


67,415 
$24,083 $8,245 $154 $430 $32,912 


TOTAL 123,175 $73,732 $21,679 $496 $932 $96,839 


*Most of the data for this table was obtained from Quarterly Financial Reported submitted by the utilities to 
the BPU.  However, data on deferred administrative expenses for ACE were obtained from the Annual Report 
submitted to the BPU (BPU Docket No. EX00020091 – 06/22/2005); $3,857 in postage/mailing charges are 
reported on page 12 of Attachment A.  These charges were verified with an ACE employee. Deferred 
administrative expenses for PSE&G and JCP&L were comprised of charges footnoted on page 12 of 
Attachment A ($69,694 for JCP&L, $380,365 for PSE&G-Electric, and $233,128 for PSE&G-Gas) and those 
administrative costs obtained from the “Recovery Calculation” tab of each utilities’ Quarter 2-2005 Quarterly 
Financial Report. There is currently some question as to whether the administrative charges footnoted in the 
Annual Report represents expenses incurred from July 2004 to June 2005.  We, therefore, present the 
information in the deferred administrative expenses column as an estimate of these charges during the 2004-
2005 program year. Additionally, APPRISE staff corresponded with staff at SJG to obtain the December 2004 
USF Credit amount, as well as the July 2004 through December 2004 Fresh Start Forgiveness amounts.   


There are a number of reasons why the costs for the 2004-2005 program year may be 
different from the longer run costs for the program.  They include: 


• Program Participation – Over time, participation in low-income programs tend to 
increase.  To the extent that the USF program participation rate increases, the longer-
term costs for USF credits could be higher than the costs for the 2004-2005 program 
year. 
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• Energy Costs – USF program benefits are designed to reduce the net energy burden 
for low-income customers to about 6 percent of income for electric and gas service.  
If electric and/or gas costs rise, the expected USF benefits would also rise. 


• HEA/Lifeline Funding – USF program benefits supplement the existing energy 
assistance benefits.  If HEA and/or Lifeline funding increased and benefits were 
raised, USF costs would fall.  If HEA and/or Lifeline funding decreased and benefits 
were reduced, USF costs would rise. 


• Fresh Start – The Fresh Start program was designed to eliminate preprogram arrears 
for USF customers in the first 12 months of the program.  If the program is 
successful, Fresh Start credits may decline in later program years. 


• Interest Costs – The primary source of interest charges was that the program was 
under funded in the first program year (2003-2004).  In future years, if funding levels 
match program costs, interest costs will be reduced. 


• Administrative Costs – There is significant uncertainty regarding the final treatment 
of program administrative costs.  These costs could be different in future program 
years. 


Program Administration Costs 


The total program administration costs for the 2004-2005 program year is estimated to be 
about $5 million.  The preliminary proposed program administration budget for the 2005-
2006 program year is about $6 million.  We have recommended that the program 
administration budget be set at 10 percent of the total USF budget. That would have been 
about $10 million for the 2004-2005 program year. 


F. Potential Improvements in USF Program Cost-Effectiveness 


In the 2004-2005 program year, direct customer benefits accounted for about 94 percent of 
the program costs.  Moreover, all of the evidence that we reviewed suggest that the program 
administration was conducted efficiently.  We do not believe that the program cost-
effectiveness can be increased by cutting program expenditures. However, as discussed 
earlier in this section of the report, we do find evidence the program can have a greater 
impact on USF clients if certain programmatic changes are made.  Therefore, we suggest 
that the best way to improve cost-effectiveness is to enhance the impacts that the program 
has on USF clients.  
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1.0 Introduction 
 
Under the federal Transfer Payments Policy, the terms and conditions for all federal 
transfer payment programs must be renewed every five years.  At present, the Income 
Assistance Program, along with two other social programs, the National Child Benefit 
Reinvestment and Assisted Living, is operating under an interim authority, which must be 
renewed by March 31, 2008.  One condition for the renewal of the programs is the 
completion of a summative program evaluation of each program.   
 
The evaluation of the Income Assistance Program covers program activity from 1997-98 
to 2005-06 and focused on active measures programming and alternative approaches to 
the current program design that are considered likely to help reduce welfare dependency 
on-reserve and integrate IA recipients into the labour market. 
 


1.1 Background 
 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) spends approximately $1.3 billion annually 
on social programs for First Nations individuals and families on reserve.  The programs 
are:  Income Assistance (IA), Assisted Living (AL), the National Child Benefit 
Reinvestment (NCBR) Initiative, First Nations Child and Family Services (FNCFS) and 
the Family Violence Prevention Program (FVPP).   
 
Provincial social programming legislation covers all residents of a province, including 
on-reserve residents.  As a matter of policy, the federal government’s goal is to provide to 
residents on-reserve social and income assistance1 services that follow provincial 
requirements and are of reasonably comparable nature to those in other communities.   
 
Income Assistance (IA) is a program of last recourse that covers basic needs (food, 
clothing, and shelter), special needs, and pre-employment support for individuals.  It also 
funds program delivery by First Nations and other organizations. 
 
In terms of expenditures, IA is the largest Social Development Program and the third 
largest of the 54 sub-activities in the INAC Program Activity Architecture.  It is also the 
fourth largest welfare program in Canada.  In 2005-2006, transfers totalled $682 million, 
about 90% of which was spent for basic services to approximately 150,000 individuals in 
630 First Nation communities.   
 
The Department has been involved since the 1950s in the funding and delivery of income 
assistance on-reserve.  In 1964, Treasury Board authorized INAC to administer income 
assistance at provincial and territorial rates and according to their eligibility requirements. 
During the 1980s, the federal government negotiated with the provinces and territories to 
have income assistance programs administered by local First Nations authorities. 
 
                                                
1 The term income assistance is also referred in the literature as social assistance and welfare.  The 
evaluation uses these terms interchangeably throughout the report.  
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In the late 1990s, provinces/territories began restructuring of their income assistance 
programs, generally referred to as “welfare reform.”  Subsequent changes affected IA 
programming on-reserve, which is closely linked to provincial/territorial programming. 
 


 In 1996, the Canada Health and Social Transfer (CHST) replaced the Canada 
Assistance Plan (CAP). Under CAP, the federal government had shared with the 
provinces and territories the cost of income assistance and social services on a 50-
50 basis.2 In contrast, the CHST provided each of the provinces and territories a 
fixed amount of funding for health services, post-secondary education and income 
assistance and social services.  


 
This new funding arrangement changed the financial incentives for provincial and 
territorial jurisdictions with respect to their spending on income assistance. The 
CHST eliminated all conditions of welfare programming as established under 
CAP, except that of residency, which required that provinces and territories 
provide income assistance to all individuals regardless of how long they have 
resided in their jurisdiction. The non-conditional aspect of the CHST allowed 
provinces and territories greater autonomy to experiment with different models 
and policies and engage either in welfare reforms or in more specific tailoring and 
fine-tuning of programs. 
 


 Subsequently, provinces reduced or froze rates, restricted eligibility requirements 
and introduced welfare to work in an attempt to combat high caseloads and reduce 
program expenditures and increasingly embraced welfare reform based on “active 
measures”.  


 
Active measures encourage an income assistance recipient to become more self-
sufficient through work and include motivation, counselling, educational 
upgrading, job training and job search skills, subsidized employment placement, 
daycare, etc. 3  Active measures can also include changes to institutional 
processes.  Most common are integration of counselling, education and 
employment support programs with a single office (‘case management’ and 
‘single window’ delivery are common approaches).   In contrast, passive 
measures simply pay income assistance benefits to those who meet income and 
family structure eligibility criteria. 


 
Significant declines in the numbers of people receiving welfare were attributable 
to the combination of more restrictive measures, enhanced employment and 
training services most often associated with active measures and, economic 
growth across Canada. 


 


                                                
2 The CAP was an open-ended transfer to the provinces and territories only up to a certain limit: the so-
called “cap on CAP” in 1990 limited federal funding increases under CAP to 5% annually for Ontario, 
British Columbia and Alberta. 
3  Socio-economic Impact Assessment of the Income Security Reform Demonstration Projects, Prepared for 
Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, February 14, 2002. p.2 
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With the exception of rate reductions which were implemented by INAC for First 
Nations in provinces that reduced rates, the trends did not affect most First 
Nations and reliance on income support did not decline in those communities. 
 


 The 1990s cuts in rates led to a decrease in INAC’s budget allocation to IA with 
funds saved at that time re-allocated to other programs.  


 
 In 1997, INAC’s budget increases for core basic services such as IA were capped 


at 2% per year and for a few years this was still sufficient to meet demands on the 
IA program.   In recent years provinces and territories increased basic rates or 
introduced enhancements to programs and INAC’s budget has been unable to 
keep pace. 


 
 In 1998, the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) identified the 


need to reform income assistance.  The federal government responded with 
Gathering Strength: Canada’s Aboriginal Action Plan and committed to the 
Income Security Reform (ISR) initiative to explore changes to income assistance.   


 
 In 1998, INAC launched the Income Security Reform (ISR), a five year initiative 


that provided $15M annually, to develop a redesigned national income support 
framework, and to implement and evaluate demonstration projects.  ISR was to 
develop innovative approaches to replace passive delivery of income assistance 
with an active program that provides income support with greater access to skills 
development, training and employment opportunities.  Research and evaluation 
work related to the ISR initiative informed subsequent program renewal. 


 
 In 2003, INAC received the authority to implement active measures; however, no 


additional resources accompanied this authority, and as a result there were limited 
changes to the program design and delivery.  Since then work toward 
implementation of active measures has been ongoing.  Many communities 
continued work begun under the ISR Initiative.  Through the Social Development 
Program Management Infrastructure Initiative (SDPMI) INAC has funded 
projects to improve local management of social programs.  In British Columbia, 
INAC permitted a re-allocation of funds to use for the Training/Employment 
Support Initiative (TESI).  Recent renewal efforts continue to focus on active 
measures programming. 


 
The Audit and Evaluation Sector is responsible for evaluations of IA and NCBR 
programs and engaged Goss Gilroy Inc. (GGI) to conduct evaluation research.  This 
evaluation report focuses on the IA Program but discusses links to NCBR initiative.  The 
latter is one component of the National Child Benefit (NCB), a federal/ provincial/ 
territorial initiative which aims to reduce poverty and increase labour force attachment.  
A separate evaluation of the NCBR for First Nations was completed and INAC’s Social 
Policy and Programs Branch conducted its own review of the Assisted Living Program.4   


                                                
4 A program review of the Assisted Living Program was completed in October 2007. 
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2.0 INAC’s Income Assistance (IA) Program 
 


2.1 IA Program Delivery 
 
The most recent terms and conditions (2003) for the Income Assistance (IA) Program, 
shared with the Assisted Living (AL) program, state that the objective of the program is:  
 


“to provide financial assistance to indigent residents on reserve to: 1) meet basic 
daily living requirements; and  2) provide social support programs which meet 
the special needs of infirm, chronically ill and disabled persons at standards 
reasonably comparable to the relevant province/territory of residence.   The 
results are to: alleviate hardship; maintain functional independence; and, achieve 
levels of well-being reasonably comparable to the standards of the province or 
territory of residence.” 


 
INAC’s business practices for the delivery of IA have been based on a network of policy-
related decisions that have evolved from direct support to individuals to support to 
government-to-government like relationships, enabling First Nations to assume 
responsibility for IA.   The main thrust through to the 1980s was to ensure a reasonable 
degree of comparability to provincial programs through the development of 
federal/provincial bilateral agreements.  However, only Ontario and Alberta have entered 
into such agreements. 5 
   
INAC’s current involvement in IA is primarily to provide funding to First Nations or 
other service providers such as provinces, who in turn deliver programs and services to 
community members.  The Department also provides program policy guidance and has a 
responsibility for monitoring Income Assistance.  The Department requires reports from 
First Nations regarding expenditures under the IA Program and numbers of individuals 
availing of IA. 
 
In 2005-06 some 536 First Nations (95% of 567 eligible bands), delivered the Program.   
The delivery partners for IA are primarily First Nations, through the Chiefs and Councils, 
which may opt to share service delivery with other First Nations communities or 
organizations, or contract for service with provincial, municipal, or non-government 
agencies. 
 
Other key stakeholders involved in the IA Program include First Nations national and 
regional organizations, other INAC programs, various federal departments, particularly 
Health Canada for continuing care, and HRSDC for labour market programs, and 
                                                
5 The Indian Welfare Agreement was signed with the Province of Ontario in 1965.  It is a federal/provincial 
cost sharing agreement to provide social services to all First Nations in Ontario.  INAC reimburses Ontario 
for Status Indians across the province.  The 1991 Alberta Administrative Reform Agreement encourages 
greater cooperation between the federal and provincial governments by clarifying respective administrative 
responsibilities with regard to on-reserve programming and to making appropriate billing arrangements. 
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provincial and territorial governments.  INAC has worked closely with First Nations, 
federal, provincial and territorial partners through a variety of collaborative mechanisms. 
 
Delivery varies across regions, according to provincial standards and, where they exist, 
federal/provincial/territorial agreements.  Key regional differences include: 
 


 As a result of a 1965 agreement between the Government of Ontario and the 
Government of Canada, the Province of Ontario assumed responsibility for the 
delivery of income assistance to First Nations individuals living on reserve.6 


 
 In British Columbia, since 2004, INAC has been assisted in the role of supporting 


front line IA delivery staff by the First Nations Social Development Society 
(FNSDS). The FNSDS is a non-profit society that supports BC First Nations 
communities in the area of Social Development. 


 
 In Quebec, as a consequence of an Income Security Agreement that was signed 


between INAC and Quebec First Nations in 2003, a unit called the First Nations 
of Quebec Social Development Office (FNQSDO) was established and now 
delivers support services to many of the communities. 


 
 In the Yukon, all First Nations residents are considered resident on reserve and 


the INAC regional office delivers the Program directly, except to self-governing 
First Nations funded through their Financial Transfer Agreements. 


 
Other differences exist in regional delivery due in part to factors such as: 


 
 The extent to which First Nation communities in a particular province have 


chosen to work together in their dialogue with INAC and other government 
departments 


 
 The degree of partnerships which have been established between the INAC 


Region, the provincial government and other federal government departments 
with a presence in the region 


 
 The type of funding arrangements in a region and different approaches for 


monitoring these. 
 


2.2 IA Program Funding Structure 
 
Income Assistance has four funding components: 


                                                
6 Under the 1965 Indian Welfare Agreement, Ontario assumes responsibility for the provision of provincial 
welfare programs to First Nations on-reserve, including Ontario Works and the federal government 
reimburses Ontario for approximately 93% of its expenditures.       
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 Basic needs - financial assistance to cover food, clothing and shelter; 
 
 Special needs - financial assistance for special needs allowances for goods and 


services that are essential to the physical and social well-being of an IA client but not 
included as items of basic needs, such as special diets, etc.; 


 
 Pre-employment supports - financial assistance may be provided to support activities 


that may include counselling and life skills, training in essential skills, transfers of 
income assistance entitlements to training and work experience projects; and 


 
 Service delivery - funding provided to First Nations administrators such as Tribal 


Councils, Chief and Council or the host province/territory to cover service delivery.  
 
The first three components follow requirements established by the provinces/territories 
and are volatile to changes in benefits and rates while the last one is set by INAC. 
   
Funding is provided to First Nations via one of two types of funding arrangements:  
 


 A Comprehensive Funding Arrangement (CFA) is a one-year funding 
arrangement with an eligible recipient.  IA is delivered within a CFA under a 
reimbursement of actuals regime,7 and funds are transferred to the Recipient via 
Contribution Agreements (or, in rare cases, Grants8). 


 
 A Canada/First Nations Funding Agreement (CFNFA) is a block-funded 


agreement of up to five years, which contains a common set of funding terms and 
conditions in the main body of the agreement, is more flexible than the CFA and 
allows longer-term planning. The CFNFA defines minimum standards for a local 
accountability framework to give Recipients increased authority over program 
design, delivery and managing funds.  First Nations can decide how to use the 
funds and may redesign programs to meet specific community needs, as long as 
they meet minimum delivery standards. Funding is fixed and based on amounts 
established at the onset of the agreement. 


 
Funding formulae allocations for service delivery are made largely based on on-reserve 
population size as opposed to income assistance dependency rates.


                                                
7  A funding approach by which INAC reimburses the Recipient for all eligible IA expenditures, based 
upon the rates and conditions set out in the Department’s regional Social Development / Assistance Policy 
and Procedures Manuals. 
8  INAC may deliver IA directly to Final Recipients in situations where there is no Band, Tribal Council or 
other third party that is willing or able to assume responsibility for administering IA. 
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3.0 Evaluation Approach 
 
This section describes the evaluation approach and methodology. 
 


3.1 Evaluation Objectives and Questions 
 
In June 2007, the Departmental Audit and Evaluation Committee approved terms of 
reference for a summative evaluation and requested that the project be completed by the 
end of October 2007 to ensure results in time to inform the program renewal process. 
 
The purpose of the IA Program evaluation was to examine the continued relevance of the 
Program, its effectiveness, and to identify possible changes to the existing program 
design that, if implemented, could better serve income assistance recipients, help them 
enter or re-enter the work force and reduce program costs.  Accordingly, the evaluation 
focussed on active measures programming and the terms of reference identified the 
following specific questions: 
 


 What does INAC’s IA Program consist of in each province?  To what extent has 
the program been successful at moving people who are able to work off income 
assistance and assisting individuals who face multiple barriers that prevent them 
from working? 
 


 What is each province doing regarding income assistance and active measures, 
and what insights are there from provincial studies or other documents (audits, 
evaluations, reviews, internal studies, etc) about strengths and weaknesses of the 
existing approach? 


 
 What does the literature say about active measures programming, in particular the 


impact of active measures programming on income assistance costs and on 
recipients?  


 
 Based on the research, what active measures model would be most appropriate for 


INAC’s IA Program, taking account of the needs of First Nations communities, 
the geographic locations of the communities and their access to other programs?  


 
 If any changes are made to INAC’s IA Program, what should the Department’s 


monitoring activity consist of as implementation proceeds? 
 


 What factors are key to reducing welfare dependency on reserve? 
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3.2 Evaluation Methodology  


 
The evaluation methodology included the following research components: 
 


 Literature Review – The evaluation included a review of international academic 
literature, which identified which types of initiatives helped IA recipients enter or 
re-enter the workforce; and, provided insights on how applicable these initiatives 
are to First Nations individuals and families living on reserve. 


 
 Document Review - The evaluation examined a number of background 


documents, including: 
 


 INAC documents and data on its IA and NCBR programs 
 a review of other studies related to income assistance programming, including: 


INAC’s Active Measures Study (2007) 
 the Assisted Living Program review relevant to disabled IA recipients 
 key provincial, territorial, federal and First Nation studies (e.g. reviews, 


evaluations, audits, etc.) about income assistance, welfare or income security 
reform, and 


 studies relating to other federal programs targeted to First Nations on-reserve, 
in particular programs to help people enter or stay in the labour market, and 
assess whether they complement, duplicate, or overlap with IA or NCBR. 


 
 Analysis of Administrative Data - The evaluation analysed IA administrative 


data bases and program data.  During site visits, evaluators also obtained and 
analysed administrative data provided by regional officials. 


 
 Key informant interviews - The evaluation included 85 in-person9 interviews 


with several groups: 
 


 INAC managers at HQ and national representatives of other federal 
government departments (n=8); 


 Representatives of INAC’s regional offices for British Columbia, Alberta, 
Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Quebec and Atlantic Canada (n=28); 


 during regional site visits, evaluators also interviewed representatives of other 
federal government departments (n=5) and Aboriginal organizations (n=8); 


 representatives of provincial governments (n=33);10 and 
 representatives of territorial governments (n=3).11 


 


                                                
9   A few individuals were unavailable at the time visits and were subsequently interviewed via telephone. 
10 Evaluators visited all provincial governments except Quebec which declined to participate in the study. 
11  The Northwest Territories and Nunavut are funded via territorial transfer outside the scope of the IA 
Program.  Evaluators conducted telephone interviews and focused on understanding their income assistance 
programs and any active measures they have undertaken.   
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 Site Visits/ Case Studies – Three case studies in First Nation communities 
assessed how INAC’s IA and NCBR programs help individuals transition to 
work.  They were conducted in three locations: Tsuu T'ina (Alberta), Tsawwassen 
(British Columbia), and Carry the Kettle (Saskatchewan).  Visits included a 
review of available documents and discussions with INAC and First Nations 
representatives. 


 
INAC regions also identified a few isolated communities in northern 
Saskatchewan and Quebec for case studies to be completed via telephone and 
another community in Ontario for a site visit.  While communities identified a 
willingness to participate, it did not prove possible to schedule other case studies 
within the time frame for completing the evaluation.  However, the evaluation 
examined existing case study work produced by IA Active Measures Study 
(2007)12 which completed 25 case studies of First Nations communities at the 
same time as the evaluation, and the Review of Income Security Reform 
demonstration projects (2002) which included 15 relevant case studies. 


 
3.3 Research Limitations 


 
Limitations of the evaluation research approach were: 
 
 The evaluation needed to be completed quickly so the methodological approach is 


tailored accordingly and used existing research whenever possible. 
 
 INAC program data is incomplete and not reliable in terms of providing information 


on the characteristics of income assistance recipients, and outcomes; therefore, the 
study did not explore the effectiveness of First Nations organizations and the impacts 
of the services they offer.   


 
 The research focused on clients considered employable in the short or longer term and 


did not explore needs or services required by disabled income assistance recipients, 
partly because INAC conducted at the same time a separate policy and program 
review of its Assisted Living Program which focuses on disabled clients. 


 
 Several issues arose that were outside of the terms of reference and difficult to 


explore further in a short time so they are addressed in less depth. Topics included the 
shelter allowance, service delivery models, the quality of education on-reserve and its 
impact on the employability of IA recipients, and the impact of attitudes associated 
with long term welfare dependency. 


                                                
12 Research Study and Report on Active Measures across Canada with regard to the Income Assistance 
Program, Draft Final Report prepared by Johnston Research Inc, August 13, 2007.   
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4.0 Evaluation Findings 
 
The following section summarizes the main findings of the IA Program evaluation. 
 


4.1 Socio-economic profile on-reserve 
 
The literature review highlighted a range of socio-economic factors on-reserve that can 
affect welfare dependency.  Table 1 identifies examples comparing registered Indians 
living on-reserve to other Canadians. 
 


 Labour market participation on-reserve is weaker on-reserve than in the rest of the 
country. 


 
 Differences in the unemployment rate are substantial. 


 
 There is a large gap in the average employment income between Registered 


Indians on-reserve and other Canadians. 
 


 The average measure of community well-being in First Nations communities is 
.66 compared to an average of .81 in other Canadian communities.  Measures of 
overall well-being attempt to understand the nature of Aboriginal living 
conditions. One such measure is the Community Well-Being (CWB) index, which 
uses functional literacy, education beyond high school, labour force participation, 
employment, housing quality and quantity and income to develop an index of 
well-being. The scale is normalized so that it reaches its maximum at one and its 
minimum at zero.  


 
 Individuals in First Nation communities are nearly twice as likely (59% versus 


30.8%) to have less than a high school education. 
 


 The demographic structure of First Nations contributes to greater labour market 
barriers.  First Nation communities are notably younger with 46.7% of people in 
First Nation communities under the age of 20 compared to 25% in other Canadian 
communities.  Lone parenthood is also much more common in First Nation 
communities (8.8% versus 4.3%). 


 
In addition, 20% of the First Nations population is located in remote or isolated areas 
which are not easily accessible and have limited job opportunities.  Many First Nations 
communities with a below average CWB, where welfare on-reserve dependency rates are 
highest, are in isolated areas, mainly in Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and northern 
Ontario.
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Table 1: Comparison between Non-Aboriginal and Aboriginal populations 


 
Characteristics 


Non-
Aboriginal 
Population 


Registered 
Indians 


living on 
reserve 


Gender (%) Female 51 49.2 


Age (%) Population under 20 25 46.7 


Lone parenthood (%)  4.3 8.8 


Less than high school diploma 30.8 59 Education and skills 
(%) Functional literacy† 90.3 82.5 


Health (%) Tuberculosis rates 3.4 5.5 
 Male life expectancy † 76.6 70 
 Female life expectancy† 81.6 75 


Well-Being (%) Community Well-Being index .81 .66 


 Human Development index† .70 .55 


Labour force participation rate (%) 66.5 51.8 
Unemployment rate (%) 7.1 27.7 
Self-employment (%) 12.1 6 
Employed in primary industries (%) 4.2 9.6 
Proportion of income from government transfers (Men) (%) 16 37 
Proportion of income from government transfers (Women) (%) 9 26 


Income and labour 
market outcomes 


Average employment income $32,021 $16,459 


Notes: The symbol † indicates measures that include Registered Indians on and off-reserve.  Otherwise measures are 
for on-reserve Aboriginal population.  


Sources:  SRDC calculations from Statistics Canada, Census 2001 Tables, Beavon (2007),  Cooke, Beavon and 
McHardy (2004), Hull (2006), Indian and Northern Affairs Canada (2005),  McDonald (1999), McHardy and O’Sullivan 
(2004). 


  
4.2 Dependency rates on reserve 


 
In 2005-06, the average rate of dependency13 on reserve was 36% compared to a national 
dependency rate of 5.5%.   
 
Table 2 (next page) integrates IA data14 into one table at the national level and shows that 
while the registered population and caseload (i.e., number of recipients) consistently 
increased from 1996/97 to 2005/06, the average monthly number of beneficiaries15 have 


                                                
13 The dependency rate is derived by dividing the number of income assistance beneficiaries by the total on-
reserve population which is a combination of the registered and non-registered populations.  
14 The information does not include First Nations that have entered into their own self-government 
agreements and fall outside the scope of the IA Program, only those with CFAs or CFNFAs. 
15  Recipients are defined as those individuals (head of household and singles) who receive assistance 
payments whereas beneficiaries are all individuals who benefit from the payments.    
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not shown a consistent pattern.16  The dependency rate overall decreased during the 
period. 
 
 
Table 2 – Income Assistance On-Reserve Data for Fiscal Years 1996/97 to 2005/06 


 
Fiscal 
Year 


IA 
Average 
Monthly 


Recipients 


IA Average 
Monthly 


Beneficiaries 


INAC 
Registered 
population 


Estimated 
Dependency 


Rate 


Total IA 
Expenditures 


(millions) 


IA 
Employment 
and Training 


Expenditures* 
(millions) 


1996-97 68,790 152,746 331,289 41.4% $501.3 NIL 


1997-98 70,927 156,629 341,825 40.7% $591.6 NIL 


1998-99 72,612 152,658 351,671 38.6% $593.7 NIL 


1999-00 73,974 151,737 360,707 37.5% $585.3 $15.0 


2000-01 72,465 148,236 368,556 35.8% $596.9 $14.0 


2001-02 73,975 146,194 373,121 35.1% $607.2 $16.9 


2002-03 74,481 147,300 380,067 34.8% $611.3 $12.2 


2003-04 74,206 146,558 386,605 34.1% $622.5 $11.4 


2004-05 76,905 149,631 391,459 34.6% $649.5 $11.8 


2005-06 80,905 157,562 397,980 36.0% $682.5 $11.5 


Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate Information Management Directorate (CIMD) files, 
March 2007.  Last column (*) comes from public account data for social development program activity. 


 
The total number of beneficiaries increased from 152,746 in 1996-97 to 157,562 in 2005-
06, an increase of about 4%.  However, the number of recipients or caseload grew from 
68,790 to 80,905, about a 20% increase.  Specifically, the number of single recipients has 
been growing steadily from 38,086 in 1997-98 to 47,007 in 2005-06.  Singles account for 
almost the entire increase in the total number of IA recipients over the period. 
 
During the same timeframe, the estimated dependency rate has decreased almost every 
year, dropping from 41.4% in 1996/97 to 34.1% in 2003/04.  Following this, there was a 
slight increase reaching 36% in 2005/06.  
 
Regional and community variations in caseloads and beneficiaries 
 
Figure 1 shows that at the regional level, dependency rates are highest in Atlantic 
Canada.  Other regions with notably high dependency rates are Saskatchewan and 
Manitoba.  Dependency rates are lower in Quebec and Ontario.17  


                                                
16  Figures reported in tables throughout this section include data reported from CFNFA funded 
communities, in most cases based on notional or fixed numbers not actual numbers as reported by CFA 
funded communities.  
17 In Ontario’s case, this does not include disabled persons in receipt of income assistance under the Ontario 
Disability Support Program. 







 


 
Evaluation of INAC’s Income Assistance Program  13 CIDM #1174769 v11 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate Information  
Management Directorate (CIMD) files, March 2007. 


 
Regional patterns mask a significant variation among dependency rates in communities 
within regions.   For example, data indicate that for some communities near urban centres 
dependency rates are close to the Canadian average.  In other communities, there are very 
high rates of chronic and inter-generational dependency. 
 
Tables 3 and 4 provide a breakdown of regional caseloads and beneficiaries.  In 
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, and Ontario the total number of average monthly recipients and 
beneficiaries increased during the period from 1996-97 to 2005-06.  In British Columbia 
the number of beneficiaries decreased but the number of recipients increased slightly.  In 
Alberta, the number of beneficiaries remained unchanged but the number of recipients 
increased.  In the Yukon and Quebec, the number of recipients and beneficiaries both 
decreased. 
 
Manitoba and Saskatchewan have the largest numbers of recipients and beneficiaries and 
showed the biggest increases during this period, partly due to the fact that many 
communities are located in rural and remote communities with few economic 
opportunities. 


FIGURE 1
 Welfare Dependency rates on-reserve 


by region in 2005-06
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Table 3 - Average monthly number of income assistance caseloads (recipients) on-reserve by 
region for the period between 1996-96 to 2005-06 


Year Atlantic QC ON MB SK AB BC YK National 


1996-97 6,425 5,977 8,245 13,017 12,680 10,747 10,827 872 68,790 


1997-98 7,026 5,849 8,400 13,613 13,891 10,597 10,624 927 70,927 


1998-99 7,589 5,505 8,934 14,663 13,183 11,507 10,369 862 72,612 


1999-00 7,556 5,475 8,533 15,713 13,317 12,211 10,110 1,059 73,974 


2000-01 7,416 5,493 8,715 14,833 14,052 11,337 9,626 993 72,465 


2001-02 6,703 5,492 8,957 16,641 14,521 10,976 9,743 942 73,975 


2002-03 7,338 5,148 9,039 16,110 14,819 11,296 9,830 901 74,481 


2003-04 6,332 5,416 9,447 14,619 15,426 12,021 10,208 736 74,205 


2004-05 6,585 5,384 9,928 14,586 16,337 12,295 11,019 771 76,905 


2005-06 7,287 4,858 10,628 17,142 16,995 12,303 11,190 502 80,905 


Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate Information Management Directorate (CIMD) 
files, March 2007. 


 
 


Table 4 - Average monthly number of income assistance beneficiaries on-reserve by region for the 
period between 1996-96 to 2005-06 


Year Atlantic QC ON MB SK AB BC YK National 


1996-97 12,634 12,368 18,004 29,853 29,744 25,641 22,749 1,753 152,746 


1997-98 14,043 12,546 17,880 31,100 32,310 24,732 22,283 1,725 156,629 


1998-99 14,614 10,742 19,233 31,724 28,389 25,974 20,424 1,558 152,658 


1999-00 14,593 11,445 18,644 32,383 26,823 26,003 19,857 1,989 151,737 


2000-01 14,069 11,418 18,800 30,736 27,926 24,919 18,532 1,836 148,236 


2001-02 12,191 11,366 19,024 31,579 28,374 23,733 18,169 1,758 146,194 


2002-03 11,818 10,275 18,615 32,483 30,137 24,408 18,009 1,555 147,300 


2003-04 10,657 10,614 18,964 30,962 30,486 25,314 18,309 1,252 146,558 


2004-05 11,435 10,563 19,632 30,624 31,033 25,840 19,239 1,265 149,631 


2005-06 13,898 8,990 20,933 36,428 31,935 25,441 19,594 843 157,562 


Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate Information Management Directorate (CIMD) 
files, March 2007. 
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Employability status of IA recipients 
 
First Nations and other service providers identify the number of employable clients using 
provincial/territorial definitions.  Data are incomplete and provide little insights on the 
extent to which IA recipients are ready to work, previous employment and welfare 
dependency history, gender, age, education levels, etc.  Generally, the data do provide an 
indication of the proportion IA recipients that are potentially able and unable to work.  
 
For 2005-06, INAC administrative data indicate that 76% of the IA recipient caseload 
was classified as employable.18  This figure was slightly lower for families than for 
singles.  In 2005-06, of the total 80,905 income assistance recipients:  
 
 34,097 were classified as families of which 24,409 of heads of these families were 


considered employable (71.6%); and, 
 46,808 were classified as singles of which 37,088 were considered employable 


(79.2%); some 65% of unemployable singles were identified as disabled.   
 
Data also indicate that in 2005-06, families considered unemployable (5,284) had 
increased after declining from 6,310 in 1997-98 to a low of 4,633 in 2003-04.  These 
families consisted mainly of single parents with small children and disabled.  
 


4.3 Increase in IA Program costs  
 
Table 2 shows that following an initial increase of 18% between 1996/97 and 1997/98 
(from $501 million to $592 million), IA expenditures rose slightly and then decreased to 
$585 million in 1999/2000.  Following this, IA expenditures increased each year by one 
to two percent until 2004/05 and 2005/06 when the rate of increase was 4.3% and 5.1% 
respectively, reaching $682.5 million in 2005/06.   
 
Employment and training expenditures, since recorded in 1999/00, reached a peak of 
$16.9 million in 2001-02 from the $15.0 million recorded in 1999/00 but decreased in the 
following years, reaching $11.5 million in 2005/06.  During the same fiscal year, these 
expenditures, which in effect are active measures, accounted for only 1.7% of total IA 
expenditures, modest in contrast to the estimated employable IA population.  These 
expenditures do not however identify funding for the ISR Initiative and the Atlantic 
Social Development Pilot Projects. 
 
In 2005-06, similar for previous years, basic needs accounted for 87% of total 
expenditures, special needs for 5%, and service delivery about 6%.   
 


                                                
18 First Nations service providers identify who is “employable” or “unemployable” based on definitions 
used by the province/territory where they reside.  An employable IA recipient is typically a person who is 
able to work.  Unemployable recipients may include single parents (often single mothers), disabled persons, 
and others such as older persons. 
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Table 5 shows there has an increase of $159M in basic needs expenditures from 1997-98 
to 2005-06, about a 35% increase while increases in special needs and service delivery 
expenditures over the period were modest. 
 


Total 5 - Income Assistance expenditures by breakdown for the period between 1996-96 
to 2005-06 (in $ millions ) 


Year Basic Needs Special Needs Service Delivery Total 


1996-97 450.4 21.8 29.1 501.3 


1997-98 534.3 23.6 33.6 591.6 


1998-99 526.0 30.3 37.4 593.6 


1999-00 520.6 28.6 36.1 585.3 


2000-01 540.8 30.0 36.5 607.2 


2001-02 530.7 31.9 34.3 596.9 


2002-03 546.2 30.0 35.7 611.3 


2003-04 556.6 29.6 36.3 622.5 


2004-05 580.0 30.1 39.4 649.5 


2005-06 609.4 32.0 41.1 682.4 


Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate Information Management 
Directorate (CIMD) files, March 2007. 


 
Basic needs expenditures 
 
Table 6 provides a breakdown of basic needs expenditures by region.   
 


Table 6 - Total basic needs expenditures (in $ millions) by region for the period between 1996-96 to 2005-06 


Year Atlantic QC ON MB SK AB BC YK National 


1996-97 47.8 33.7 55.6 103.2 69.8 51.4 80.9 8.1 450.4 


1997-98 51.7 50.0 60.2 103.3 90.3 85.7 84.9 8.3 534.3 


1998-99 54.0 47.1 62.6 107.3 76.3 84.9 86.2 7.6 526.0 


1999-00 49.8 45.7 74.5 101.7 71.8 88.0 82.0 7.6 520.6 


2000-01 57.0 46.1 76.5 107.3 77.8 86.3 81.1 8.7 540.8 


2001-02 57.0 46.3 67.7 108.0 74.7 85.9 82.5 8.7 530.7 


2002-03 57.3 45.6 72.2 112.0 84.4 83.7 82.4 8.6 546.2 


2003-04 58.7 48.0 73.3 107.3 87.9 88.7 82.8 10.0 556.7 


2004-05 60.3 48.9 74.9 121.0 91.9 91.7 82.0 9.9 580.0 


2005-06 62.0 49.0 89.0* 129.0 94.0 95.7 82.3 7.5 609.4 


Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate Information Management Directorate (CIMD) files, 
March 2007.  Note: (*) Ontario’s actual expenditures are subject to finalization of 2005-06 audit conducted as part 
of 1965 federal-provincial agreement. 
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Ontario and Manitoba had the biggest increases during the period from 1997-98 to 2005-
06, followed by Saskatchewan and Alberta.  British Columbia and the Yukon had 
decreases. 
 
Regions indicated that when provinces and territories increase various benefit rates, this 
has a negative impact on their budgets which are relatively fixed according to historical 
levels and the 2% growth rate allowed for INAC core services.  Some examples of rate 
increases affecting basic needs expenditure include Manitoba’s increase to its northern 
food allowance, Saskatchewan’s 19% increase in basic rates, and Alberta’s higher rates 
for income assistance recipients who are classified as Learners. 
 
Shelter, fuel, and utilities costs 
 
Approximately 18% of the existing IA Program budget dedicated to basic needs is spent 
on the shelter allowance.  Administrative data indicate that annual rent expenditures 
funded to income assistance recipients dropped from $54.3M in 1997-98 but since 2004-
05 steadily increased to $59.6M in 2005-06.  Similarly, total fuel, utilities and other 
shelter expenditures were $65M in 1997-98 and dropped to $47.1M in 2004-05 but rose 
in 2005-06 to $50.9M. 
 


4.4 Access to IA On-Reserve 
 


Provinces have restricted access to IA (based on willingness to work, previous history 
and/or living arrangements, to cite a few examples) but evaluators heard that many First 
Nations have not enforced these provisions on reserve.   INAC has not as a matter of 
course directed First Nations to mirror these changes and key informants noted that many 
First Nations have often continued previous practices.  
 


4.5 Employment and training supports 
 
Although INAC received authority to implement active measures in 2003, the 
Department did not update its program design to reflect objectives and expected results 
associated with this new authority and did not change delivery of its program.  This may 
have been because additional resources did not accompany the new authority.  However, 
the policy focus started to shift as INAC began implementing pre-employment supports 
through initiatives such as the Training/Employment Support Initiative (TESI) in British 
Columbia and the Learners Allowance in Alberta.  
 
In many communities work developed through the ISR initiative, such as case 
management approaches, or increased access to employment and training programs, 
continues to develop.  However, most individuals living in First Nation communities 
receive little assistance in addressing their employment barriers as a consequence of 
receiving IA.  A study by Assembly of First Nations entitled the First Nations Income 
Assistance Program Study (2005) found that there were gaps in services to support 
income assistance recipients, including lack of adequate housing and shelter, lack of 







 


 
Evaluation of INAC’s Income Assistance Program  18 CIDM #1174769 v11 
 


emergency funds, lack of economic development, lack of employment and training 
opportunities and communication between programs. 
 
In most First Nation communities, active measures should also be accessible through 
their Aboriginal Human Resources Development Agreement (AHRDA) holder 
responsible for labour market and active measures programming. However, in many 
communities the extent to which linkages exist between IA delivery and the AHRDAs 
varies and is generally viewed as weak.   
 


4.6 Capacity to deliver IA 
 
The Income Security Reform (ISR) demonstration projects and the IA Active Measures 
Study (2007) both concluded that many First Nation do a good job of delivering IA in 
their communities with some providing access to active measures.  Nevertheless, the 
evaluators heard repeatedly from key informants that FN staff responsible for the delivery 
of IA in many other First Nation communities are not qualified to provide a full range of 
services.  Key informants also reported there is a lack adequate training and staff are 
often poorly paid explaining in part very high rates of staff turnover,19 have limited 
access to effective delivery tools and systems to do their jobs, and, have difficulty 
accessing guidance or support from INAC regions.  
 
INAC regions have not been able to address the known delivery problems on reserves 
due to their own resource limitations.  In many cases it is a challenge for both INAC 
regions and First Nations to keep abreast of basic rate changes introduced by provinces 
and territories.   


 
Key informants also noted that many First Nations have few resources for program 
administration, project proposal development to access other resources, and in many 
cases like government departments work in silos with limited awareness of other 
programs and services that will assist IA clients.  Key informants believed that many IA 
services providers have limited knowledge of AHRDA holders and programs that provide 
employment and training opportunities also open to IA clients.   


 
The First Nations Income Assistance Program Study (2005)20 found that half the of 
service providers on-reserve have only a high school education and only a quarter 
received training annually to deliver services, including case management.  About one in 
five received counselling skills training and assessment skills training.  Some reported 
there are no resources for professional development training.  Service providers also 
reported being dissatisfied with assistance received by INAC HQ and regions. 
 


                                                
19  Several informants noted that these positions are often poorly paid which may contribute to the turnover. 
20 The study surveyed IA service providers in several First Nations communities. 
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4.7 Variations in service delivery costs  
 
INAC has examined administration costs to deliver a basic passive IA program and one 
that would include active measures.  INAC’s Service Delivery Review (2002) examined 
service delivery formulas for Manitoba, Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia, and 
found that the cost per staff position varies among regions as well as in relation to 
community population and the number of cases.  The report also noted substantial 
variation in expenditures for service delivery when calculated as cost per case.  Ontario 
had higher service delivery expenditures per case than other regions.  Manitoba had the 
lowest cost per case expenditure.  
 
INAC Ontario Region is most advanced in assessing service delivery costs and recently 
completed a study on funding for First Nations to administer the full Ontario Works 
program.21  At present, only 26 of 110 First Nations implement the Ontario Works 
Program with its Employment Assistance services (the active measures component) in 
addition to the basic needs component.   
 
Ontario Works is an intensive case managed system with substantial investment in 
service delivery.   Smaller service delivery agents are encouraged to work together to 
deliver services (also referred to as “aggregation” of services).  INAC and Ontario’s 
Ministry of Children and Social Services examined the cost per case and aggregation of 
services among First Nations to achieve economies of scale and to allow for 
specialization of services.  Ontario’s benchmark funding rate is $2,200 per case for 
aggregate municipal delivery agents serving remote populations, recognizing higher cost-
per-case of small delivery agents.  INAC Ontario believes regional needs and required 
supports should reflect this benchmark rate, in line with small municipal administration 
agreements in the province22 and estimates it will cost $23.6 M annually for Ontario First 
Nations to implement the Ontario Works fully and aggregate service delivery. 
 
INAC and the Ministry of Children and Social Services approved pilot projects involving 
19 First Nations in three groups, to test the effectiveness of consolidated delivery models 
at up to $2,200 per case of cost of administration.  Pilots are approved through 2008-09 
and will be evaluated. 
 


4.8 The shelter allowance 
 
Provincial/territorial legislation generally requires individuals on income assistance to 
have rental agreements to be eligible for the shelter allowance component.  Many First 
Nations communities have not implemented rental regimes and INAC estimates that a 
third of IA recipients on-reserve do not receive shelter allowance payments.  


                                                
21 Report on Cost of Administration for First Nation Delivery of Ontario Works, Prepared for Review of 
INAC Ontario Region Contributions Toward Ontario Works Cost of Administration, Strategic Direction 
and Policy Directorate, INAC Ontario Region, November 2007. 
22 The Ontario Works average cost per case for small municipalities, without aggregation is $2,088 per 
case, ranging from $1,576 per case to a high of $2,772.   
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Shelter allowance entitlements differ from region to region.  As noted by the Auditor 
General in 2003, there is inconsistent application of shelter allowance across regions and 
provinces.  Full payment of the IA shelter component occurs in British Columbia, 
Ontario, Quebec and the Yukon.  The prairie and Atlantic regions pay shelter allowance 
only in communities which have implemented rental regimes and to individuals who pay 
rent.    
 
In addition, during the 1990s growth in Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
(CMHC)’s Section 95 housing, the non-profit on-reserve housing program which assists 
with construction, purchase, rehabilitation and administration of rental housing on-
reserve, generated new demands for shelter allowance funding from First Nations in 
different regions, in particular the prairie provinces.  However, regional IA budgets have 
been fixed to historic levels and INAC is unable to pay for new funding demands. 
 
A recent study (Kiedrowski, 2005) estimated it would cost an additional $78.8M in new 
funds to apply the shelter allowance policy consistently based on benefit rates and 
eligibility criteria set by the provinces in their income assistance legislation.  This 
estimate has since been adjusted to $62M. 
 


4.9 Performance Monitoring 
 


Figure 2 shows that IA funding for bands varies across regions.  Nearly 100% of bands in 
the Atlantic are funded through fixed (CFNFA) while 100% of Yukon bands are funded 
through reimbursement (CFA) agreements.23  Quebec Bands are funded 25% reimbursed, 
75% fixed while the remaining regions average about 60% reimbursed, 40% fixed.24  
 
For communities under a reimbursable regime (i.e., CFA), INAC obtains data to monitor 
expenditures and changes in caseloads.  Where community budgets are fixed, or part of a 
block funding arrangement, INAC requests and often only receives financial information 
and nothing else. 
 
Regions with many communities under a reimbursable regime have implemented varying 
processes to check compliance and verify eligible budgetary expenditures.  Some regions 
have spent much time on this to help contain regional costs.  However, the process is time 
consuming and staff resources are limited so the trend is toward developing processes 
that involve First Nations in the review of expenditures or focussing on audit and 
compliance reviews related to high risk communities. 
 
To date, there is little guidance on expected outcomes for the delivery of IA except that it 
should conform to provincial requirements.  Also, there is no data collection related to the 
2003 program authority and information regarding active measures.  


                                                
23 Figures for the Yukon do not include communities that are funded through self-government agreements. 
24 Percentages for Ontario, depicted in Figure 2, were provided by the Ontario Region based on 34 CFNFA 
and 75 CFA agreements. 
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Source: INAC departmental data, extracted from Corporate  
Information Management Directorate (CIDM) files, March 2007. 


 
In 2007, INAC conducted a preliminary audit survey of the IA Program.  The findings 
indicate that the management control framework is incomplete and requires 
strengthening.  The audit report noted that clear performance measures, results indicators 
and targets are lacking.  The report also noted that longer-term planning is lacking and 
risk management processes are deficient.   
 


4.10 Conclusions on Program Performance 
 
The IA Program provides basic needs services on a monthly basis to an average of over 
150,000 people, supporting some 34,097 families and 46,808 singles to meet basic needs 
for food, clothing and shelter. 
 
Basic services expenditures have increased because the number of recipients has grown 
over the past decade.  The total number of people requiring IA (beneficiaries) has not 
changed substantially but there are more singles receiving IA, specifically many youth 
resulting from the demographic situation on-reserve and, this, along with changes in 
provincial rates and benefits, has driven up program costs.   
 
INAC’s IA Program is largely a passive program not designed to transition people to 
work as its 2003 change envisioned. The Department has no control over provincial and 
territorial program requirements and is very much a “price taker” challenged to keep up 
with to date with provincial rate changes.   
 


FIGURE 2
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There is limited capacity in INAC’s regions and in First Nations communities to deliver 
basic services and active measures programming, to make linkages to other resources for 
IA clients, and limited monitoring of caseloads and a lack of outcome information. 
 
There are several challenges to measuring program performance, including: 
 
 The accuracy of the caseload and beneficiary numbers is questionable due to the lack 


of reporting (i.e., missing breakdown information) or irregular reporting of the data. 
 
 The calculation of dependency ratios requires accurate counts of non-registered 


residents on reserve, only available for census years.  
 
 IA expenditure data reflects only funds provided to First Nations under 


Comprehensive Funding Arrangements (CFAs) based on actuals or Canada/First 
Nations Funding Agreements (CFNFAs) based on fixed figures identified at the time 
of the agreement, which may not reflect actual expenditures in those communities. 


 
 NCBR projects, the Work Opportunity Program, and the former Income Security 


Reform projects, may also fund active measures; therefore program data may not 
reflect what is actually spent in this area. 


 
 There is no information on the characteristics of the IA recipients, such as age 


cohorts, gender, employment history, or how long someone has been on IA. 
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5.0 The Role of Active Measures 
 
This section discusses the role of and impact of active measures. 
 


5.1 Changes in Canada’s social welfare policy 
 
Social programs that provide income support to those in need have gone through several 
transformations over the past 15 years with the objective of promoting greater labour 
force attachment and economic self-sufficiency and reducing reliance on government 
programs.  Of major concern were also the interactions between programs and tax 
measures that led to the existence of unemployment traps and poverty traps for income 
assistance recipients, making it often irrational for them to accept a low-paying job.25  
 
Trends in the level and income assistance caseloads have also had some bearing on 
rethinking of income assistance.  During the recessions of the early 1990s, income 
assistance caseloads were at record high and then fell sharply during the rest of the 
decade. The composition of these caseloads was a major issue, especially the growing 
number of children who live in poor families with parents on welfare. Concerns that 
children would enter youth and adulthood without good role models of self-reliance, 
thereby perpetuating inter-generational dependence on income assistance, helped produce 
broad political support for reform of income assistance programs. 
 
An important reform in 1996 was the introduction of Employment Insurance (EI) system, 
stricter eligibility requirements for re-entrants and new entrants and additional benefits 
for claimants in low-income families through the family supplement provision.  The EI 
reform also introduced a new funding scheme, Part I provides temporary income support, 
while Part II provides direct assistance to unemployed workers through various 
Employment and Benefit and Support Measures (EBSMs).  The EBSMs are delivered 
through Labour Market Development Agreements (LMDAs) between the federal 
government and the provinces and territories.  For Aboriginal people on and off reserve, 
they are delivered through Aboriginal Human Resources Development Agreements 
(AHRDAs). 
 
Another development in Canadian social policy was the introduction of the National 
Child Benefit (NCB) in 1998.  The Child Tax Benefit was crafted into a new federal child 
benefit under the NCB agreements, the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB).  The 
innovation was that the working income supplement was converted into an income-tested 
NCB supplement (NCBS).  The NCBS not only supplements income from paid 
employment, as was previously the case, but supplements any source of income, 
including income from income assistance payments.  The NCB supplement paid to low-


                                                
25 The unemployment trap occurs when benefits received by unemployed individuals are high compared 
with the income they can get from working.  The poverty trap arises from the fact that increases in 
employment income not only raise taxes paid but also reduce both pecuniary and in-kind benefits received 
from government programs; thereby lowering incentive to find a job or work more. 
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income families was designed as a “portable benefit” in the sense that parents retain their 
supplement when they move off welfare into a paying job.   
 
In addition, the traditional income assistance system, where assistance was viewed as an 
entitlement, has undergone major overhaul in Canada and abroad since the early 1990s.  
In Canada, welfare reform has been based on two principles:26  1) all those who are able 
to work or train for work should do so, and income assistance should only be used as a 
last resort; and, 2) government should offer a range of active measures to support the 
return to work by income assistance recipients as they find training or work. 
 
Income assistance programs are now characterized by lower benefit levels and stricter 
eligibility rules, including time limits and in some jurisdictions mandatory work 
requirements. At the same time, a variety of programs to help income assistance 
recipients become job-ready were introduced in the mix of welfare-to-work programs, 
adding “carrots” to “sticks”.  All jurisdictions provide some level of support to help 
recipients work, look for work or become employable by encouraging voluntary 
participation in activities typically geared toward improving employability and increasing 
potential earnings. 
 


5.2 Understanding Active Measures 
 
The evaluation literature review classified active measures or measures to promote 
welfare-to-work transitions for income assistance recipients according to three major 
categories, from the more “proactive” or “coercive” ones (where the receipt of benefits is 
conditional on some participation in work or work-related programs) to those that offer 
assistance in the form of employment or pre-employment services and, finally, the more 
remedial-type of measures that essentially intend to address the financial disincentives to 
move into employment.  Below is a brief description of each category: 
 


 Mandatory participation requirements - Most jurisdictions have made benefits 
receipt contingent on some degree of participation in employment or 
employment-related activities.  In some jurisdictions, failure to comply with these 
participation requirements can lead to sanctions. Many jurisdictions use a model 
where the income assistance applicant works with a case worker to develop an 
action plan.  Specific activities involving work or pre-employment services might 
then form the clients’ obligations. 


 
 Assistance to job search and job readiness - Programs designed to help income 


assistance recipients find jobs are available in all provinces and territories. Some 
services range from the more passive provision of labour market information to 
much more active job clubs and placement services.  Most jurisdictions provide 
job search assistance to income assistance clients considered employable such as 
workshops designed to improve recipients’ effectiveness of job search or the 


                                                
26 Socio-economic Impact Assessment of the Income Security Reform Demonstration Projects, Prepared for 
Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development by PRA Inc., February 14, 2002. p.1 
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provision of labour market information in various forms, and some assistance in 
developing life skills for less employable clients.  


 
 Financial incentives - To some extent, all jurisdictions provide supplemental 


financial benefits to assist with employment and lessen the financial impact of the 
transition from income assistance to employment.  Some earned income of 
income assistance recipients can be exempt from the total income used to assess 
outstanding need. 


 
Many jurisdictions also provide financial assistance and other supports to individuals and 
families to help them make the transition from welfare to work and overcome the so-
called “welfare wall”.  In Canada, provinces and territories often use the National Child 
Benefit initiative and its related programs. 
 


5.3 Findings from empirical studies 
 
The evaluation literature review examined empirical evaluation studies and other 
academic literature from Canada and other countries from the past decade.  This section 
provides highlights on interventions that seem to work well. 
 
Overview of the International Experience 
 
With the introduction of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) in the United States, cash assistance as an entitlement in 
the US ended and was replaced with Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). 
Its focus is on recipients finding a job and getting off public assistance. Stricter eligibility 
rules and more stringent sanctions for non-compliance were implemented.  Most states 
focus on job search skills and basic job readiness training.  Individuals are penalized for 
non-compliance by a reduction in benefits.  States vary in the implementation of time 
limits, with some using state funds to extend some benefits. 
 
PRWORA reform gave state governments’ greater latitude over how they could use 
federal funds but attached a number of important conditions, including a requirement that 
at least 50 per cent of lone parents who were receiving welfare (and 90 per cent of the 
heads of two-parent households) engage in full-time employment or work-related 
activities.  It also placed a strict limitation on the type and amount of education and job-
search activities that could count toward meeting the work participation requirement. 
Perhaps most controversial, a five-year lifetime limit was placed on the amount of time a 
family could receive federal welfare benefits. 
 
Welfare reforms in the UK also promoted work and introduced several programs and 
services as incentives for transitioning into work. The UK reforms began in 1997 and 
further changes were introduced as time went on. In 1998, the New Deal for Lone Parents 
(NDLP) was introduced nationally as a voluntary program to help lone parents improve 
their employment prospect by improving their job readiness, moving into employment, 
and increasing their hours of paid work. Although participation in the program is not 
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compulsory, an interview with a personal adviser is mandatory, where working or 
training options are explored and the financial benefits to work are discussed. 
 
In 2003, New Zealand introduced the New Service Approach, also a work-focused 
welfare reform that emphasizes job search and job finding activities. Applicants are 
required to attend a mandatory seminar to discuss their responsibility which is reported to 
have led to a decrease in benefits application (Freud, 2007).  Job seekers’ labour market 
status is assessed and sanctions (e.g. reduction or suspension of income support 
payments) apply if they are considered not to be actively looking for employment.  
 
Last year, the Australian government introduced a work-based approach to welfare 
reform, which was further expanded in July 2007. As of July 2006, parents, including 
lone-parents, are required to do at least 15 hours of paid work once their youngest child 
reaches age 6; failure to do so can lead to a reduction in their support payments. One of 
the more controversial reforms that targets Northern Territory Indigenous communities is 
the introduction of income management in August 2007 (also called the Northern 
Territory Emergency Response). Under this system, half of the income support payment 
is withheld from the recipient and used to directly pay for services such as food, clothing, 
and shelter for the family.  
 
Impacts of Welfare Reform  
 
Welfare-to-work measures have led to a decrease in income assistance caseloads in 
different countries.  
 
In Canada, the number of people receiving social assistance has decreased every year 
since 1994, from over 3 million people in 1994 to less than 1.7 million people in 2005. 
The percentage of the population receiving social assistance declined from about 10 per 
cent in 1995 to slightly over 5 per cent a decade later (National Council on Welfare, 
2006).  
 
The assessment of welfare reform in the US by Blank (2002) indicates that the 
implementation of TANF was accompanied by a precipitous decline in caseloads: welfare 
rolls declined by 56.5 per cent between 1994 and 2000. At the same time, labour force 
participation rose among single mothers with children. She concluded that TANF appears 
to have been instrumental in getting the most job ready recipients to join the workforce, 
but was less effective in dealing with the most disadvantaged recipients. 
 
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA) also 
established the Tribal TANF, an initiative that provided a framework for welfare reform 
with indigenous population in the US.  Like TANF, the goal of Tribal TANF is to reduce 
welfare dependency and increase participation in employment activities, using a work 
first strategy, focusing on recipients finding jobs and getting off public assistance. There 
is a dearth of information on the effects on Tribal TANF on Native American population.  
Available literature (Daly and Smith, 2002; Pandey, et al 2001; Brown, et al, 2001) 
asserts that the effect of Tribal TANF on welfare dependency depends heavily on the 
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specific economic opportunities and support services that exist on or near reservations: 
reservations that are geographically isolated with few job opportunities experienced a rise 
in caseload, while others within close proximity of economic opportunities experienced a 
drop in caseload.  Reductions in Tribal TANF caseloads were smaller compared to 
general TANF, and this result was attributed to the economic conditions on and around 
the reserves. 
 
Interventions that are effective 
 
The evaluation literature also examined a wide range of interventions that were seen as 
effective in reducing welfare dependency and creating positive outcomes for income 
assistance recipients.   
 
Mandatory participation requirements 
 
Studies in various US cities used different approaches to encourage a move from welfare 
to work. Michalopoulos and Schwartz (2001) and Hamilton (2002) found that such 
programs led to increases in employment and earnings. They also led to decreases in 
welfare use beyond what would have happened without the program, especially during 
the second and third years.  
 
Knab et al. (2001) used data from the evaluation of welfare-to-work programs in 
Riverside and Grand Rapids and isolates the effects of requirements from the effect of 
actual participation in the welfare-to-work program. They found that requirements to 
participate in these programs could increase employment and earnings and reduce welfare 
use, independent of actual participation in the program. They also find evidence that 
effects are larger for welfare recipients who are more “job-ready” and for programs that 
were implemented in more dynamic labour markets. 
 
According to Kinnear et al. (2003), there is some evidence that the adoption of mandatory 
participation requirements as part of welfare reforms in both Australia and the UK has 
increased welfare recipients’ “engagement” by means of remaining “job-ready” and 
taking advantage of employment opportunities.  In the UK, this increased engagement 
may have translated into increases in employment levels and reductions in welfare receipt 
but similar results did not seem to hold in Australia. 
 
Brock et al. (1993) suggests that unpaid work experiences had not led to an increase in 
employment or earnings, nor did they lead to reductions in welfare use or payments. 
Where reductions were observed in welfare usage, they were no different that those 
achieved by implementing job search assistance strategies alone.  One of the major 
shortcomings with these initiatives was that the work assignments were for very short 
periods (about three months) and were mainly in low-skilled job placements. 
 
While most of these work-focused programs initially helped people get into work, they 
do little, however, to help people keep their jobs (Berlin, 2007).  A number of programs 
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in the US and UK are currently investigating job retention programs using rigorous 
research methods, with initial mixed results.  
 
Assistance to job search and job readiness 
 
Numerous initiatives have been introduced in Canada and elsewhere to help individuals 
enter, re-enter or stay in the workforce. In order to promote labour market attachment, 
different approaches are needed to address different circumstances. Some people face 
barriers to labour market integration and need assistance to become job-ready. A number 
need assistance to improve their effectiveness in looking for a job or to help them develop 
social and personal connections (networks) that can better inform them about job 
openings. Others need literacy or numeric skills or require vocational or language training 
or basic education.  
 
In other cases, people need intensive support through continuous and individualized 
counselling to better define their work aspirations and elaborate an action plan towards 
achieving labour market participation. In some cases, counselling will address more 
difficult issues such as substance abuse or acute mental health problems. For these 
people, getting a job and sustaining economic self-sufficiency represent medium-term 
and sometimes longer-term goals. 
 
Voluntary community work experience projects have been explored as a way of 
encouraging work among social assistance recipients. Such projects have taken place in 
the US (e.g., New Hope (Huston, A. C., et al 2003)) and Canada. In Nova Scotia, the 
Community Employment Innovation Project (CEIP) is testing a voluntary work 
experience project using an experimental evaluation and is currently being evaluated by 
SRDC (Gyarmati et al 2006). Social assistance recipients deemed employable could give 
up the receipt of social assistance in exchange for up to three years of full-time work and 
a community wage.  Those who left social assistance for CEIP had access to enhanced 
employment supports which included extended drug coverage, childcare and 
transportation allowances, and other work-related costs. 
 


The results from CEIP are encouraging: they suggest that the overwhelming majority of 
participating communities were able to mobilize local resources and create socially 
valuable projects, largely through the voluntary sector. Participants were interested in 
community work as an alternative to social assistance receipt and they experienced an 
increase in employment, earnings and income over and above what would have occurred 
without the program. The earning gains led to reductions in the extent and severity of 
poverty and hardship.  Furthermore, the gains in employment and earnings have proven 
to be sustainable throughout the three-year duration of the program, with little incidence 
of returning to social assistance as primary income source during that period (Gyarmati, 
D., et al, 2007).  However, it is yet unknown whether these results can be sustained 
following the end of CEIP eligibility. Final results will be available in early 2008. 
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Case management strategies that focus on providing on-going and intensive support to 
individuals have had mixed results in getting people off welfare and into employment. 
Two programs that have been successful are Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP)-Plus and the 
Post-Assistance Self-Sufficiency (PASS) program in Riverside California (Navarro, et al 
2007).  
 
Other research provides lessons regarding interventions in rural settings. Economic 
development is a crucial component of welfare-to-work strategies in rural areas.  To be 
effective, then, welfare-to-work initiatives in rural communities must also include 
initiatives to encourage employers to create new jobs, help individuals build networks 
with employers, promote the availability and affordability of quality child care and 
reliable transportation, provide for adequate training of front-line staff to help participants 
identify their barriers to employment, and develop a manageable plan that can eventually 
lead to self-sufficiency. 
 
In Australia the Community Development Employment Project (CDEP) provides federal 
grants to some organizations that employ Indigenous people, primarily in rural and 
remote areas.  Indigenous people that apply for and receive employment through CDEP 
must forego their social assistance for a CDEP wage at a level similar or slightly higher 
than income support payments (Altman, J. C. et al., 2005).  Although CDEP was not 
rigorously evaluated, it is reported to have provided short term benefits to Indigenous 
communities and individuals through community development, social and cultural 
services, and skills training.  Altman et al. (2005) reported that in remote regions, CDEP 
accounts for almost 75 per cent of Indigenous employment and estimated that, in the 
absence of CDEP, the official unemployment rate of Indigenous Australians would have 
doubled, from about 20 to 40 per cent.   
 
Financial incentives 
 
Several studies that began in the early 1990s provide lessons on the effectiveness of 
financial incentive programs in increasing employment, earnings, and income, and 
reducing welfare dependence and poverty.27   
 
Evaluations of these programs suggest that work incentives from significant earnings 
supplement can lead to positive employment effects and in some cases a reduction, albeit 
not complete alleviation, in the intensity of poverty. 
 
Longer-term evaluations of these pilots suggest that the positive employment effects 
eventually faded after the projects ended.  The results suggest that to achieve sustained 
poverty reduction, even with full-time work, the most disadvantaged individuals will 


                                                
27 These studies include the Canadian Self-Sufficiency Project (SSP) (Michalopoulos, C. et al, 2002), the 
Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP) (Knox, V., et al, 2000), the Milwaukee’s New Hope Project 
(Huston, A. C., et al, 2003), the Connecticut’s Job First Program (Bloom, D., et al, 2002b), the New York 
Child Assistance Program (CAP) (Hamilton, W., et al, 1996), the Iowa Family Investment Program (FIP) 
(Fraker, T., and Jacobson, J., 2000), the Florida Family Transition Program (FTP) (Bloom, D., et al, 2000) 
and the Work Restructuring Project in Vermont (WRP) (Scrivener, S., et al, 2002). 







 


 
Evaluation of INAC’s Income Assistance Program  30 CIDM #1174769 v11 
 


most likely require some form of ongoing earnings supplement. They also suggest that 
earnings supplementation needs to be complemented by programs to help people find 
more secure and higher-paying jobs.  
 
Among the policies credited with the recent reductions in poverty and drop in welfare 
caseloads in the US is the earned income tax credit (EITC) available to low income 
families who work and file taxes.  The EITC is intended to provide support for low-
income workers and their children, reduce the need for social assistance and lift people 
out of poverty.  There is evidence that the EITC induced low-income single mothers to 
participate in the labour market (Berlin, 2007, 2007a; Holt, 2006, Blank, 2007, 2007a).   
In spite of these improvements, Blank (2007) points out that the number of single 
mothers who are neither working nor on welfare has grown substantially since year 2000. 
These women often face multiple barriers to labour market integration such as lower 
levels of education, health problems or a history of domestic violence and substance 
abuse.  Many Aboriginal women face the same challenges. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Because welfare-to-work measures are being implemented concurrently with changes to 
the tax and benefit system, it is difficult to identify effects of one particular measure. 
 
The delivery of programs can also influence the results: one approach may appear to fail 
because it was not delivered as intended.  The literature review says that changing the 
way a program is delivered can lead to differences in results and can help identify core 
aspects of a program that may make a difference in impact. 
 
Most interventions are effective at reducing welfare dependency but there are mixed 
results on achieving other outcomes such as self-sufficiency or improving the economic 
well-being of welfare leavers.  Interventions such as post-employment supports and 
financial assistance are important to help welfare leavers improve their employment 
situation, earnings, and income, and to ensure they are not worse off by leaving welfare.    
 
An important caveat regarding the evaluations, which are mainly based on analyses of 
welfare caseloads, is that lower benefit levels were introduced and income assistance 
eligibility requirements tightened in many jurisdictions in the midst of one of the longest 
periods of economic expansion and employment growth in modern times.  Robust 
economies, as well as other multiple social policy changes occurring around that time 
(e.g., earned income tax credit increases, child support subsidies, and minimum wage 
increases), may partly explain some of the decline in caseload. 
 
Finally, the vast majority of programs examined in the literature review were tested in 
large urban settings and it is yet unknown how those that were successful would unfold in 
rural, remote, or small insular communities, which is the situation of many reserves.  In 
rural areas, proximity to jobs and availability of services are key to labour market 
integration. 
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5.4 Lessons from Provincial and Territorial Approaches 
 
Evaluation findings from provincial/territorial experiences also offer insights on active 
measures implementation and approaches. 
 


5.4.1 Case Load Reductions across Canada 
 
In recent years, provinces and territories have refocused their IA programs to include 
more active measures, such as case management and participation in skills development, 
training and/or education.  Provinces such as Ontario and Alberta have tied legislation to 
income assistance eligibility criteria to better promote individual self-sufficiency through 
employment. Coincident with these changes, provinces and territories have realized 
significant reductions in caseloads.  In the same time period and without these changes, 
INAC caseloads have remained the same.   
 
Overall, the number of people on welfare in Canada dropped by 45% with 1,391,000 
fewer people on welfare in March 2005 than in March 1995, based on data from the 
National Council of Welfare (Refer to Table 7).28  Only the Northwest Territories and 
Nunavut showed an increase over this time.  All other provinces and territories showed 
decreases in excess of 25% with Manitoba showing the smallest decrease at 29%.  Not 
shown in the table but apparent from more detailed data from the National Council of 
Welfare is the fact that the number of beneficiaries has dropped each year over the 10 
years.  However, most of the reduction (985,000) occurred in the five year period from 
1995 to 2000. 
 
Table 7 - Number of People on Welfare, Canada, Provinces and Territories, 1995 and 2005 


1995 2005 Reduction % Reduction
Newfoundland and Labrador 71,300 48,500 22,800 32%
Prince Edward Island 12,400 6,900 5,500 44%
Nova Scotia 104,000 52,300 51,700 50%
New Brunswick 67,400 45,300 22,100 33%
Quebec 802,200 518,200 284,000 35%
Ontario 1,344,600 676,500 668,100 50%
Manitoba 85,200 60,900 24,300 29%
Saskatchewan 82,200 48,700 33,500 41%
Alberta 113,200 56,400 56,800 50%
British Columbia 374,300 149,300 225,000 60%
Yukon 2,100 1,100 1,000 48%
Northwest Territories & Nunavut 12,000 15,700 -3,700 -31%
CANADA 3,070,900 1,679,800 1,391,100 45%  


Source:  Number of People on Welfare, Fact Sheet # 9 (revised Oct 2006), National Council of Welfare. 
 
 


                                                
28 It is not certain whether figures for Ontario include First Nations which are considered similar to 
municipalities and deliver income assistance on behalf of the Ontario Government. 
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5.4.2 Focus on clients with multiple barriers 


In recent years provinces and territories have had more limited success reducing 
caseloads as the clients that remain on IA are in large part individuals in “multiple 
barriers” or “hard to employ” categories. The barriers include less education, limited 
work history, or issues with a range of social or addictions issues.  Accordingly, 
provinces have modified their IA programming to recognize that more intensive 
interventions are required for this group. 


For example, British Columbia has tempered its programming by introducing increases in 
benefit rates overall and by providing the highest rates of support, higher earnings 
exemptions, and supplementary assistance to the persons with disabilities client group.  
Also, active measures have evolved to facilitate the provision of the more intensive 
individualized interventions needed by clients that have multiple barriers to participation 
in the labour force. 


5.4.3 Varying provincial/territorial approaches 


Provincial and territorial governments have different approaches for delivering IA 
programming:   


 Alberta has the most integrated approach and has brought under one ministry services 
to individuals and industry.  The ministry integrates all services and programs focused 
on workers and those moving to the labour market, including: needs assessment, 
employment and training, apprenticeship training, academic upgrading, income 
support and industry/sectoral development.  The focus is on helping individuals to 
link with work or training, with Income Support being provided to meet basic needs 
as part of this process, where required. 


 
 Other provinces such as Manitoba provide a suite of active measures programming 


located across ministries but recognize the importance of linkages and partnerships 
among the various components.   


 
 Ontario provides basic needs and employment services through Ontario Works and 


has a separate program for persons that require income assistance but cannot work, 
through the Ontario Disability Support Program.  Prince Edward Island also has a 
separate Disability Support Program.   


 
 Services are delivered in New Brunswick through Regional Services Centers, 


which provide a broad and integrated array of public services, including income 
assistance, day care, long term care, rural and native housing and public housing 
among others, through a single point of entry.  These offices are also frequently co-
located with Employment Insurance Programs.  This approach is to allow for 
comprehensive identification of family needs, determination of appropriate services, 
and follow up.  
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 One strategic policy feature that differentiates Newfoundland and Labrador from 
other jurisdictions is that referral to active employment measures is voluntary. This 
was decided on in consideration of the comparatively less buoyant labour market in 
the province and the profile of Income Support clients. The rationale is that, if 
employment supports are made relevant and accessible to those with labour market 
barriers, they will become more employable (and increasingly employed) as the 
labour market improves. Human Resources, Labour and Employment (HRLE) 
delivers its career, employment and youth programs through a network of regional 
Client Services offices and Career Information Resource Centres and through third 
party contracts.  HRLE also co-manages the Labour Market Development Agreement 
and is currently collaborating on a devolution agreement. 


 
 In the Northwest Territories, Productive Choice is part of the Income Support 


Program and is mandatory for all income support recipients considered employable.  
The focus of the program is to assist and encourage individuals to make decisions and 
productive choices from among community opportunities in wellness, learning, and 
training and work experience to gain and maintain a greater degree of financial 
independence.  The program is based on the rationale that relatively few work 
opportunities exist in the NWT, and it is difficult to provide income support benefits 
without creating disincentives to work.   


 
 Nunavut also adopted the NWT Productive Choices Program.  However, IA funding 


is limited and staff refers clients to the Labour Market Development Agreement or to 
the AHDRAs which have both Employment Insurance and Consolidated Revenue 
Fund (CRF) funds which permit AHRDAs to provide services to IA clients.  


 
5.4.4 Continuum of employment supports and services 


 
Provinces offer a range of employment support measures that can be divided into three 
service stages: pre-employment/employability services, employment support services and 
post-employment services.  These stages represent, to some extent, the development of 
employment programming, with earlier program efforts focusing on “job readiness” or 
resources for employment.   
 
 pre-employment or employability targeted services may include education, literacy, 


addictions, job skills, life skills, job readiness, and job search training;  
 
 support for employment experience may include community placements, work 


experience, internships, co-operative work placements, targeted wage subsidies, 
employment placements including employer incentives, transportation, clothing and 
equipment; and   


 
 support and incentives in a period of employment may include benefit incentives to 


retain income assistance or health benefits when working, and continued case 
management with on-going job consultation and mentoring. 
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5.4.5 Changes in services and organizational culture 


 
Provincial officials discussed the organizational change, atmosphere and mindset 
involved in moving from a passive to active measures approach.  The introduction of an 
“employment first” policy shift has taken place in all provinces over the past several 
years.  Past practices in both the First Nations and provincial agencies focused on 
determining eligibility, “getting out the cheque,” verification and compliance.  Key 
informants said the latter is still the case in many First Nations. 
 
Provincial representatives in Alberta, British Columbia, and Manitoba in particular spoke 
of the organisational change needed to work differently and the processes, practices, and 
tools that needed to change the mindset of staff and clients.   Elements of this 
organizational change include:  
 
 recognition that employability and resources for employment are multi-dimensional; 
 an integrated service model that benefits from cross-agency linkages; 
 a common employability assessment tool for clients connected to multiple agencies; 
 considering opportunities for co-location and single window models; 
 the ability to think and work within a flexible model of program delivery; and  
 the need to broaden the training and resources of staff to make this “employment” 


shift in mindset and capacity to service a client more broadly. 
 


5.4.6 Service delivery infrastructure  
 
Provinces described various means of service delivery ranging from multiple provincial 
offices located in regions across a province, to external service providers and contractors 
that provide assessments and training and employment support.  Often contracts with 
external service providers have clearly defined service levels and outcome targets.  
Payments may be based on achievement of these agreed upon service levels and 
outcomes.  British Columbia and Alberta described such contracts and relationships with 
external service providers.  In some cases, provinces also have service contracts with 
Aboriginal service providers that provide training or other services required.  In contrast, 
this service delivery infrastructure and access to specialized services is limited on-
reserve, except through AHRDAs that can provide some of the same services. 
 


5.4.7 Outcome Measurement  
 
During visits to provinces, evaluators found limited formal evaluation work and 
information on the extent to which jurisdictions measure program outcomes beyond case 
load reductions.  Below are examples of some outcome information provinces collect. 
 
Alberta reported having an online performance measurement system for Alberta Works 
which includes 15 performance indicators and allows for performance targets and 
measuring progress tailored to individuals with similar barriers to employment.  The 
indicators measure the percentage of participants who report going on to further training 
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or employment; successful completion of training, satisfaction with the program and 
program outcomes; gaining appropriate skills; and achieving appropriate employment.  
 
Ontario has also implemented an outcome funding model and officials reported 
improvements to the employment outcomes for Ontario Works participants in the first 
transitional year.  Ontario reported that from 2004-05 to 2006-07 there was a 3.7% 
increase in the percentage of Ontario Works terminations exiting to employment.  Also, 
from 2005-06 to 2006-07, the province reported an 11.7% increase in the average 
monthly earnings of clients on Ontario Works Employment Assistance.  During the same 
period, there was also a 1.6% increase in the average time between exist due to earnings 
and/or employment and re-entry to Ontario Works Employment Assistance. 
 


5.4.8 Outreach to Aboriginal peoples  
 
Provinces such as Alberta and Manitoba described a range of provincial programs that are 
targeted specifically to Aboriginal people on and off reserve.  Western provinces 
recognize that Aboriginal people not only make up a large portion of their welfare case 
loads but are a potential labour pool that could fill gaps in the labour market, in particular 
in areas such as the trades, apprenticeship, and work on economic resourced based (e.g., 
hydro electricity, oil sands, pipelines) projects near First Nations communities. 
 
For example, Alberta Work Foundations which provided for full- and part-time basic 
skills training and academic upgrading in 2006-07 had a monthly average of 272 on 
reserve participants.  Alberta Job Corps which provides structured, supportive training 
and work experience for individuals with a sporadic work history has some projects 
accessible to clients on-reserve.  
 
Manitoba’s 2007 budget report made a commitment to “closing the gaps for Aboriginal 
Peoples” and are an important focus for the Province’s Rewarding Work initiative 
announced with the budget in April 2007.  Manitoba Family Services and Housing 
responsible for income assistance is also working closely with the Ministry of 
Competitiveness, Training and Trade found under Employment Manitoba.  Employment 
programs target partnerships training projects in the North of the province where many 
First Nations communities are located. 
 


5.4.9 Summary 
 
The research indicates that starting in the 1990s, provincial governments achieved 
considerable success in reducing their welfare rolls.  The number of people receiving 
income assistance dropped significantly in all jurisdictions. All provinces have 
repositioned their IA programs to last resort programs with clear expectations that 
employable individuals will seek work and many provinces now require that employable 
individuals demonstrate what they are doing to seek employment as a condition of 
receiving IA.  Active measures focus on moving individuals into the workforce as 
quickly as possible.   
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Provinces have also introduced remedial type measures to address financial disincentives 
to taking employment.  These include measures such as earnings supplements, child tax 
credits and community based projects to assist working families.  These initiatives are not 
necessarily directly linked with provincial IA Programs but could also be part of the 
National Child Benefit Reinvestment programs.  
 
Provinces are increasingly finding many of those who remain on IA do so either because 
there is little advantage to taking work or because they face significant barriers to 
entering the work force.  In recent years they have adapted their programs and services to 
help this client group.  Given current low unemployment in Canada, many provinces see 
continuing opportunity to reduce IA rolls by investing in more intensive services such as 
training, academic upgrading, life skills, addiction counselling and mental health 
supports; and, continuing to address disincentives in current policy and practice.   
 


5.5 Developments in INAC 
 
Efforts have been undertaken in all regions to increase the focus on active measures since 
the Department received authority in 2003 to adopt such an approach.  In the absence of 
articulated expected results, changes in program delivery, or incremental funding, 
regional efforts have taken the form of increased partnerships with other organizations 
which either offer these services in First Nation communities or are in a position to assist 
First Nations to develop Active Measure for their IA clients.  Of particular note: 
 
 An Active Measures Working Group has been established by the British Columbia 


Region of INAC with representation from INAC, Service Canada, several provincial 
government departments and three provincial Aboriginal organizations. 


 
 A Transition to Work Initiative has been established by the Manitoba region with 


representation from federal government departments, provincial government 
departments, the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, the Tribal Councils, First Nations 
organizations (e.g. Manitoba Kiwetinowi Isinakohtawin) and the private sector. 


 
 Regions are working directly with Aboriginal organizations which can support First 


Nations in the delivery of their IA Programs (e.g. the First Nations Social 
Development Society in British Columbia; the Atlantic Policy Congress in the 
Atlantic Region; the First Nat ions of Quebec Social Development Office and the 
Tribal Councils in Manitoba and Saskatchewan). 


 
 There has been consultation with Service Canada to facilitate local partnerships with 


AHRDAs.  The BC Region is well advanced in this area. 
 


 There have increasingly been partnerships with provincial governments.  Alberta, 
Manitoba and Ontario Regions are particularly notable in this regard. 
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Regions are working with First Nations and other partners how to identify a range of 
existing programs and services that income assistance recipients can access to help them 
transition to work. To varying degrees, regions are developing linkages to other programs 
required to implement active measures.  The following highlights some of that work: 
 
 Since 2006, the British Columbia INAC region has been assisted in the role of 


supporting front line IA delivery staff by the First Nations Social Development 
Society (FNSDS) which is also pursing implementation of active measures on-
reserve.  The Region is limited to the National Child Benefit Reinvestment, the 
Aboriginal Social Assistance Recipient Employment Training (ASARET), Work 
Opportunities Program (WOP), and the Training Employment Support Initiative 
(TESI).  Discussions among INAC, First Nations, the province, and AHRDAs 
continue regarding enhancing linkages among programs. 


 
 Alberta INAC Region funds the living allowance for IA recipients that fall under the 


Learners category, who receive a higher benefit rate for basic needs.  The Province 
pays their tuition.  The Region expects that in the next year or so many Learners will 
move into work or pursue higher education and there should be a decline of IA 
recipients on-reserve.  The Region also supports through First Nations programs and 
services offered through Alberta Works, the AHRDAs, and INAC’s Work 
Opportunity Program which pays IA to individuals while engaged in short term 
training or working on community projects. 


 
When Alberta integrated its services into the Department of Employment 
Immigration and Industry (AEII) and introduced the learner category, INAC tried to 
replicate the provincial approach by developing an employment readiness tool and 
training First Nations on its use in case planning but recognized that changes would 
be more fundamental and that neither the Region nor First Nations had the staff 
capacity to readily adapt. 


 
 Saskatchewan INAC region reported that many First Nations have tightened their 


eligibility policy or want to restrict access to income assistance. Efforts to encourage 
First Nations to develop active measures have been constrained by limited capacity of 
First Nations and limited formal coordination with other federal departments and the 
Province.  There have been some linkages to social and economic development 
programs through pilot projects.  For example, the Saskatchewan Indian Training 
Assessment Group (SITAG) wants to develop an ASARET.  First Nations also use 
the Work Opportunity Program and the National Child Benefit Reinvestment funding, 
the latter more often because it has fewer administrative and reporting requirements. 


 
 The Manitoba Region recently reviewed their service delivery funding and identified 


areas that were under-funded and increased budgetary support for social service 
administrators in First Nations communities.  They also found that 20% or fewer First 
Nations are engaged in active measures.  The Region is exploring ways of integrating 
the Work Opportunities Program (WOP) and the Aboriginal Social Assistance 
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Recipient Employment Training (ASARET) agreement into a First Nations Training 
and Employment Opportunities Program (FNTEOP).  


 
 In Ontario, as part of the1965 Ontario Welfare Agreement, First Nations are to adhere 


to provincial requirements and should be delivering both the Financial Assistance and 
Employment Assistance services of Ontario Works (OW) introduced in 1998.  
However, some Ontario First Nations were opposed to implementation of Ontario 
Works and held the view that they did not have sufficient input on the design of the 
program. The Mushkegowak Council instituted a court challenge and for several 
years INAC explored potential alternative arrangements with First Nations.  As a 
result, only 26 of 110 First Nations participate in the full delivery of Ontario Works.  
In recent years, as Ontario Works has increased benefits and broadened the provincial 
menu of services and supports, many First Nations are now interested in participating 
in the full Ontario Works program.  INAC and Ontario have been engaged in 
discussions and implemented pilot projects to further examine service delivery 
requirements and costs. 


 
 In the Quebec Region, since 2004 a new policy was adopted to better adapt provincial 


income assistance programming for bands.  The Region and Quebec First Nations 
signed the First Nations of Quebec Income Security Agreement where parties have 
agreed how the IA program would be delivered.  Basic requirements are consistent 
with provincial guidelines but some requirements have been dropped and more 
flexible requirements have been introduced. The Agreement allows linkages between 
the social assistance plan with employability programs and opportunities within the 
community, and allows communities to obtain powers and responsibilities, as well as 
design their own programs.   


 
5.6 Conditions of success for Aboriginal Active 


Measures 
 
There is limited literature about initiatives to promote labour force attachment 
specifically targeted to Aboriginal populations.  However, the evaluation research, 
including the literature and case studies, provides insights into the conditions for 
successful implementation of basic needs and active measures programming in 
Aboriginal communities.  A summary of the conditions for success based on these 
sources is provided below. 
  
 Changing attitudes was a common feature.  At both the community and the 


individual level, developing a sense of self-sufficiency and control over one’s own 
destiny was central to the strategies of the communities that advanced the most in 
terms of program delivery and results (i.e. lower dependency rates).  At the 
community level this often resulted in greater coordination of efforts and built trust 
among the stakeholders that enabled this cooperation.  At the individual level, it was 
recognized that attitudes had to change before significant changes could be made in 
dependency on IA and other forms of passive supports.   Many communities offered 







 


 
Evaluation of INAC’s Income Assistance Program  39 CIDM #1174769 v11 
 


programs and services designed specifically to address cultural and psychological 
barriers to achieving self-sufficiency.    


 Leadership matters.  In many of the cases reviewed there were two elements that 
were essential to the implementation of successful IA programming – leadership and 
the continuity of the individuals involved.  Strong support from the Chief and Band 
Council was a necessary ingredient in the development and maintenance of effective 
programming at all levels of community development, including effective IA 
programming.  This included the willingness and ability of multiple stakeholders to 
work together to create access to resources that could not be achieved by each acting 
alone.  Strong leadership was also important at the program level.  Often changes to 
programs were brought about by the will of one or two key individuals to create IA 
programming to meet the needs of their clientele.  The leadership demonstrated by 
these individuals was often the catalyst for change throughout the community. 


 
 Economic development and activity was key to successful active measures and 


reducing dependence on IA.  Communities close to areas with employment 
opportunities were a feature of several of the case studies that demonstrated success 
in moving IA recipients into work and lowering dependency rates.  Similarly, the US 
literature asserts that the effect of the Tribal Temporary Assistance for Need Families 
(TANF) on welfare dependency depends heavily on the specific economic 
opportunities and support services that exist on or near reservations.  Business activity 
and employment are key, especially in remote areas with limited access. 
 
The availability of external opportunities alone was no guarantee of jobs for the on-
reserve population.  Some communities developed economic opportunities on reserve 
that allowed greater access for their community members, including IA recipients.  
Many communities used band owned businesses to provide funding for their activities 
and training opportunities for IA recipients.   


 
Communities accessing economic activities off-reserve had to overcome several 
challenges, including transportation to the location of the jobs, or access to housing.  
In some cases, individuals moved away from their communities creating a drain of 
skilled community human resources.   


 
 Pooling of resources and single window delivery systems provided a higher level 


of service and results.  With some exceptions, almost all the communities faced 
limited budgets and resources (including trained skilled staff) to implement IA 
programming.  Some of the more comprehensive IA programming occurred as a 
result of pooling or coordinating the resources of several different stakeholders.  This 
involved coordinating resources for different agencies, delivery agents and/or 
provincial resources.  The most user-friendly approaches provided a single window 
approach for their IA clients combined with case management of the IA participants.  
Communities had to adapt their own solutions to the problem of lack of tools such as 
software to implement this coordination.  
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 Implementing active measures requires trained and experienced program staff.   
The cases reviewed included communities that had programs staffed by individuals 
with appropriate qualifications and extensive experience on the job.  These cases 
ranged from larger communities with several staff members to communities with one 
or two key individuals.  The skills of these individuals were an immense asset to the 
community’s IA programming.  To complement these skills, tools were developed to 
facilitate assessments and monitoring their programs.  In other communities there was 
limited capacity to implement active measures.  Senior management positions in the 
IA program were vacant or filled by recent employees with limited skills and 
experience.  There was limited capacity activity to expand the services offered to their 
clients.  Staff require knowledge to access other sources of government funding that 
could improve the situation within their community. 


 
 Developing a result orientated plan and monitoring results was essential to 


ensure successful practices were identified and promoted.  A results oriented 
strategy with tracking of outcomes was often identified as an important feature of the 
IA programming (basic needs and active measures) and other initiatives to improve 
community life.  This monitoring of results was also implemented in the case 
management approach implemented for IA recipients.  Individuals would be tracked 
over time to ensure that progress was made and new needs would be addressed.  
However, most communities faced challenges implementing monitoring activities 
since the software to facilitate this process was typically not available. 


 
 Providing client-centred programs and services must be sensitive to both the 


needs of the individual client and the local context.  Several communities had 
switched from providing shorter-term courses to longer-term training that addressed 
the fundamental barriers facing their clients.  This included providing General 
Education Development (GED) training, apprenticeships, post-secondary training and 
drug and alcohol addiction treatment.  Many IA program managers felt that the quick 
fixes failed in the long run with clients simply recycling in and out of IA.  Several 
case study sites had moved away from standard shorter-term training courses (e.g. 
computer training) because they did not provide skills relevant to the community or 
the local labour market.  Greater efforts were placed on identifying the skills 
necessary to fill jobs in their community or local labour markets.  


 
 Flexibility in the use of programming dollars yielded creative solutions.  


Communities that were able to pool a variety of funding sources, especially funding 
bands with their own source of revenues (i.e., band owned business), were able to 
initiate programs and services beyond the limitations of standard funding sources.  
This allowed IA programming to be more flexible in its design to meet the needs of 
their clientele.  The literature review also cited the ability to tailor a particular policy 
to the specific needs and context of a community as a feature of many promising 
approaches to income assistance for Aboriginal people.  Indeed it was a fundamental 
feature of the expansive reforms to income assistance for Aboriginal people in the 
United States. 
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 Information to measure outcomes and attribute success is key.  Many 
communities lacked the information necessary to provide basic information on the 
outcomes for their IA program recipients, including results of active measures.  Many 
successes cited in case studies were anecdotal since information was maintained on 
paper files and not easily amenable to analysis.  Some communities, however, did 
collect information on the number of program graduates, employment at specific 
sites, and reductions in IA use.  Many of the communities who were able to provide 
this information also tended to have multiple program activities and economic 
expansion, attributing these changes to any one initiative was usually not possible.  
Some factors that may affect successful monitoring of outcomes include clearly 
identified expected results to measure, indicators to collect, access to reporting 
systems, and adequate tools and resources to collect data. 


 
5.7 Challenges  


 
A number of factors contribute to high rates of dependency among Aboriginal people, 
some of which are related to situations and challenges generally associated with barriers 
to labour market integration.  Lower levels of skills and educational attainment, lone-
parenting of children below school age, substance abuse and health issues are all 
conditions that make transition from welfare to work particularly difficult. 
 
The literature review says much of the labour market is inaccessible to individuals with 
low levels of literacy and those who do not have high school diplomas. When low-skilled 
individuals can find work, this work tends to be of low-pay and may be accompanied by 
undesirable working conditions. 
  
Individuals who have spent long periods of time depending on welfare may also be 
particularly vulnerable to the stress associated with undesirable working conditions 
because they have not developed effective coping mechanisms.  
 
Mental health and substance abuse issues are also another set of barriers faced by income 
assistance recipients and also likely to lead to slower transitions to work.  


 
Lacking necessary skills such as literacy poses a fundamental barrier to labour market 
integration.  
 
The need for affordable and accessible child care poses obvious complications for parents 
to join the labour market, especially lone parents.  
 
Mason and Tereraho (2007) note that it is more expensive for clients with little or no job 
experience who have dependent children to move from training to work.  They also 
indicate that training of economically disadvantaged people is a long-term plan and 
therefore outcomes need to be tracked over the longer run.   
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6.0 Improving the IA Program 
 
Evaluators set out to identify what has worked in other jurisdictions and what conditions 
for success would be needed to implement active measure on-reserve.  There has been 
much research conducted by INAC and First Nations that has informed the Department’s 
desire to implement an employment and training support component on reserve.  
However, the evaluation research shows these steps alone may not be sufficient to assist 
income assistance recipients in becoming self-sufficient.  Economic opportunities with 
access to jobs are important as are a range of supports required by a program clientele 
that is much younger and has a higher proportion of income assistance recipients with 
multiple barriers to employment than is found off reserve.   
 
Key informants stated that INAC and First Nations recognize that comprehensive 
community planning is essential for local governments to adequately identify community 
needs and priorities and to promote better integration of resources and programs at the 
community level.  Such planning could also be useful in coordinating programming to 
assist clients with multiple barriers to become job ready and to support them once they 
have employment so that they can get over the “welfare wall.”  Community planning 
could also help to reduce gaps in service and to maximize benefits for First Nations 
members. 
 
Taking account of this, the following section outlines strategies for improving the IA 
Program.  Active measures are an integral component in improving the Program.  As 
noted in the literature review, the concept of active measures is broad including those that 
consist of the more “proactive” or “coercive” ones to those that offer assistance in the 
form of employment or pre-employment services and, finally, the more remedial-type of 
measures that essentially intend to address the financial disincentives to move into 
employment.  Improving the IA Program requires a range of measures as well as support 
to low-income families that leave IA for work. 
 


1. BUILD CAPACITY AND AWARENESS  
 
It is important to build awareness of the benefits of moving from a passive to active 
measure programming approach.  Through the Income Security Reform (ISR) 
demonstration projects, national and regional First Nations organizations affirmed their 
support for active measures programming.  Evaluators also found examples, particularly 
in Western Canada, where Chiefs and councils also recognized the importance of helping 
people become employable as they too have employment opportunities and face difficulty 
finding community members to fill them.  However, key informants in general believed 
that many First Nations leaders have communities with extremely high welfare 
dependency rates, attitudes of entitlement to welfare, and a lack of economic 
opportunities so that changing the status quo will require some time. 
 
INAC regions need to work with community leaders, not simply IA service providers, to 
build awareness and support for active measures programming.  During visits, provincial 
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representatives commented that they needed to do much work to explain a change in 
focus of their IA programs.  One senior provincial official noted that in the 1990s doing a 
good job meant processing eligible recipients quickly and ensuring they received the 
appropriate benefits.  Today income assistance staff needs to assess individual needs, 
help to develop a plan to address needs, and to refer clients to appropriate supports and 
services.  IA service providers do a completely different job than in the past.  Provinces 
did lots of work to facilitate the changes they adopted.  Similarly, INAC will need to 
work with First Nations umbrella organizations where they exist and communities to 
communicate a change in the focus of IA programming. 
 
INAC should develop a framework or plan for how to address capacity issues at the local 
level, to identify what supports IA service providers require, and to outline what role how 
provincial associations or other similar organizations might play to help develop 
professional and qualified IA service providers that are well equipped to implement 
active measures. 


 
2. A HOLISTIC APPROACH TO ACTIVE MEASURES 
 


INAC should develop an active measure component to its IA Program.  Active measures 
should incorporate the following: 
 


 assessment of individual client needs; 
 pre-employment, employment and training, and post-employment supports; 
 access to a range of supports or to help IA recipients become job-ready, including 


referral to addiction services, counseling, etc.; 
 educational upgrading; 
 access to labour market programming provided by AHRDAs; and 
 monitoring of caseloads and progress of IA recipients toward work. 


 
A holistic approach takes advantage of all resource available and involves key players 
required to provide a range of active measures.  Implementing this approach would 
require: 
 
 development of the capacity of First Nations to deliver an active Measures system; 
 improved linkages with provinces, federal and provincial labour market programs, 


social programs, education and vocational training, and economic development; 
 adequate financial and staffing resources; 
 training for staff and the tools necessary to provide support services; and 
 a case management approach to client service and the systems that support this, 


allowing relevant information on clients to be entered and tracked over time. 
 
It is also important that INAC better manage the basic needs component which is 
essential to support IA recipients as they transition to work.  Based on the experiences of 
provinces over the past 10 years, there is a strong argument for program restrictions 
which gently incite individuals to take part in employment and training activities to help 
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increase transition to work.  However, some of the literature does caution that restrictions 
to simply remove IA recipients from programs may cause more hardship and poverty. 
 
Lastly, active measures work best when communities can adapt interventions to meet 
local needs.  Therefore, active measures should allow for different models of delivery at 
local level.  First Nations need to work with AHRDAs and, where there are no AHRDA 
services, IA service providers need to take on a larger role to identify and provide 
services that are available in the community. 
 
Client Assessment 
 
It is important to introduce a model which can properly assess individuals’ need and 
respond with a tailored set of interventions.  Action plans for IA recipients are important 
tools for identifying the needs of IA recipients and how to address them in the short and 
longer term. 
 
For clients that are not employable, it is important to recognize that they may need long-
term assistance and INAC and First Nations need to identify the actual size of that IA 
population and consider other strategies for this group as active measures may not be 
appropriate.  
 
Links with economic development  
 
Economic development is key to making active measures work, especially in remote 
areas.  Most reserves are located near urban centre or in rural areas within 50 to 350Km 
to a major centre, and provinces, regions, and many First Nations communities recognize 
that these opportunities most often exist off reserve.  The various parties, INAC, First 
Nations, AHRDAs, and provinces/territories need to create conditions to remove barriers 
to those opportunities, especially in western provinces that are booming and offer 
opportunities in resource sectors where Aboriginal people have been traditionally 
employed.  It is also important to address issues related to access and gaps in economic 
opportunities in rural and remote communities. 
 
However, effort is needed to overcome obstacles faced when First Nations employees 
move back and forth to work off reserve.  These obstacles include loss of their house if 
they leave the reserve for too long, discrimination on job sites, access to transportation, 
and meeting employers’ expectations.  A few INAC regional representatives believed that 
the Aboriginal Work Force Participation Initiative (AWPI) has had some success working 
with public sector employers to increase cultural awareness regarding working with First 
Nations people and helping them to facilitate the hiring of Aboriginal persons.  Some key 
informants believed AWPI could play a stronger role in working with the private sector 
in each region.   
 
In areas where economic opportunities are lacking, coordination with INAC’s Economic 
Development programs is required, as well as encouraging closer ties between social 
development and economic development workers at the regional and community level. 
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Coordination with other INAC social programs 
 
Presently IA Program terms and conditions permit some active measures through existing 
programs such as the Work Opportunity Program (WOP), and the Training/Employment 
Support Initiative (TESI).29  Other programs such as FNCFS offer services to families in 
crisis.  Assisted Living provides various social supports for disabled IA recipients.  There 
is a need to better communicate to INAC regions and First Nations communities these 
programs and to share best practices. 
 
In addition, INAC also funds the National Child Benefit Reinvestment (NCBR) Initiative 
but is not responsible the NCB supplement component.  Provincial and territorial 
governments use the latter to provide earnings or work supplements and other financial 
benefits for low-income families and children, which the research indicates are important 
for helping families get over the welfare wall.  A recent review by INAC examined costs 
to reimburse provinces that are interested in extending child benefits to families on-
reserve.  INAC should further explore with HRSDC and CRA the role of the NCBS and 
take up of income-tested benefits on-reserve. 
 
A separate evaluation of the NCBR accompanies this report.  The findings indicate that 
NCBR on reserve funds a range of projects, varying in size and the nature of activities.  
These projects often “top-up” existing programs so it is not possible to assess impacts.  
Many projects fund nutritional programs and supplement other basic needs (i.e., clothing, 
school books, etc) that help to reduce the negative impacts of poverty.  While the NCBR 
data has limitations, it suggests that in recent years First Nations are putting more money 
toward assisting parents to transition to work.  In these cases, NCBR funds active 
measures on its own or by supplementing INAC programs such as WOP or TESI) and/or 
AHRDA initiatives.  Where possible, INAC should help to facilitate links between IA, 
NCBR, and other programs. 
 
Coordination with other federal and provincial active measures programming 
 
Human Resources and Social Development Canada (HRSDC) is the federal department 
responsible for active labour market programming on and off reserve.  INAC conducted a 
review of complementarities between IA and other programs30 which identified areas 
where INAC could work with AHRDAs.  The paper notes that AHRDA holders focus on 
training and interventions geared to employment and do not have the resources to offer 
longer interventions required by clients with multiple barriers to employment. The paper 
also noted overlap in the areas of skills, literacy and life skills and proposed that the two 
departments work together to explore adjusting programs to be more complementary.   
 


                                                
29 Training/Employment Support Initiative (TESI) allows communities to set up programs for members 
on social assistance to develop the skills necessary to enter vocational training, educational 
programs or employment. 
30 Program Elements for Enhancing HRDC and INAC Program Complementary for Social Assistance 
Recipients On-Reserve, Draft for Discussion (2003) 
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The paper also identified proposals to further coordinate programming.  One proposal 
was to use IA funds for income support during employment support programming.  The 
Aboriginal Social Assistance Recipient Employment Training (ASARET) agreement 
originally signed between the two departments in 1991 allows clients to continue to 
receive IA while participating in an employment intervention offered by HRSDC 
programming.  The report notes that in British Columbia AHRDA holders service more 
IA clients because of the formal agreement.  The paper also stated that single needs 
assessment and referral processes are possible.  AHRDA holders and IA service providers 
could cooperate to provide access to a single-entry contact point for needs assessment. 
 
INAC and HRSDC should pursue these and other options for coordinating AHRDA 
programs and activities at the regional and local levels.  INAC should also develop closer 
links with HRSDC’s Aboriginal Strategic Employment Partnerships (ASEP) initiative, 
which offers economic opportunities in various sectors and locations as well as 
employment and training.   
 


The Aboriginal Human Resources Development Strategy 
 
By far, the greatest source of active measures funding available to First Nations 
communities is the Aboriginal Human Resource Development Agreement (AHRDA) 
funding delivered through the 80 AHRDAs which deliver services at over 400 locations 
across the country. 
 
A formative evaluation of the AHRDAs has been completed but is not yet finalized.  The 
Aboriginal Human Resources Development Strategy is up for renewal at the end of 
March 2009 and any subsequent changes will have implications for First Nations delivery 
of employment and training programs. 
 
In April 1999, the Aboriginal Human Resources Development Strategy (AHRDS) was 
launched, in the context of Gathering Strength, as a five-year, $1.6 billion commitment to 
improve Aboriginal peoples’ access to employment and skills training. In November 
2003, the AHRDS was renewed for an additional five-year period (2004-2009). 
 
The AHRDS is primarily intended to meet the employment-related needs of Aboriginal 
people, including status and non-status First Nations people, Inuit and Métis residing both 
on and off-reserve and in urban centres. Specific programming elements target disabled 
Aboriginal people, Aboriginal youth, and Aboriginal parents to facilitate their 
participation in labour market programs and services under the program. 
 
Under the terms of AHRDAs, Aboriginal groups design and deliver programs and 
services according to their priorities identified and developed in annual work plans. 
AHRDAs operate in a wide range of circumstances with significant variation in such 
characteristics as geographic area, size of client population, Aboriginal groups served, 
and the nature and extent of community economic development.  
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Programs and services are delivered at the community level in an integrated fashion. 
AHRDAs use a case management approach: each client is assessed on their individual 
needs and an individual client action plan is established. Based on their assessment, the 
client will be directed towards an appropriate program or intervention suited to his or her 
particular needs. 
 
Most AHRDA programs and services are similar to Employment Benefits and Support 
Measures (EBSMs) delivered by Service Canada. The Employment Benefits and Support 
Measures (EBSMs) provided under the Employment Insurance Program are available to 
individuals who qualify under the reach back provisions of the Employment Insurance 
Act.  Provinces typically refer individuals who meet these reach back provisions for these 
services.  With First Nations this is more difficult for several reasons, including:  
decentralized delivery of the IA program; lack of awareness about EBSMs among First 
Nations IA service providers; and lack of case management processes and systems 
making it difficult to determine whether individuals qualify for EBSMs; and difficulties 
in accessing EBSMs due to the isolated locations of many First Nation communities. 
 
Key informants noted two challenges to overcome for AHDRA programming to be better 
accessed by First Nations and other IA service providers that refer IA recipients on-
reserve.  First, while AHRDA holders often cover a broad geographic area, access to 
services in individual First Nations, especially in remote areas, is variable.  Further, 
AHRDA’s appear to be more effective for dealing with individuals who are job-ready 
than those who have multiple barriers to employment. 
 
INAC and HRSDC need to continue to work together to better coordinate their programs 
and to keep abreast of changes to each other’s programs.  One benefit is that AHRDAs 
have program delivery tools such as client assessment and case management systems that 
IA workers in most communities do not possess.  At the HQ level the two departments 
have started working together, the situation is similar in most regions; however, it is also 
important linkages occur at the local community level.  Through community planning, 
First Nations could further explore local integration when they assess client needs and 
availability of services.  
 


Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership 
 
The five-year, $85M Aboriginal Skills and Employment Partnership (ASEP) program is 
targeted to Aboriginal skills development program designed to promote maximum 
employment for Aboriginal people on major economic developments through a 
collaborative partnership approach, leading to lasting benefits for Aboriginal individuals, 
communities and families.  It is designed to address a broad spectrum of skills and 
learning needs and provide access to jobs. ASEP is a part of the Government of Canada’s 
commitment in the 2002 Speech from the Throne to help Aboriginal people participate in 
economic development opportunities. 
 
ASEP has funded nine diverse projects in resource-based sectors, including mining, 
forestry, oil and gas, hydro development, fishery, and construction. Each project is 
located in a different community or group of communities with varying project scopes.  
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Funding levels range from approximately $3M to $22M. The nine projects are located 
across the country in rural and urban areas, as well as northern and southern settings.   
  
In the March 2007 budget, the Government of Canada announced that it will extend and 
expand ASEP program by providing an additional $105M over the next five years, 
including $35M in the first two years.  This would double current program funding. 
 
The HRSDC total contribution of $75.9M is planned to leverage an additional $90.5M 
from project partners such as industry, provincial governments, Aboriginal partners, and 
other federal departments or agencies.   
 
A formative evaluation of ASEP is nearing completion and a summative evaluation of the 
program is now underway. 
 
Coordination with other federal social programs 
 
The First Nations and Inuit Health Branch provide drug, dental and ancillary health 
services on-reserve.  The Branch also provides special needs allowance for persons when 
recommended by a medical authority.  IA recipients have access to these services.  The 
evaluation did not explore to what extent disabled IA recipients access special needs. 
 
Health Canada also provides a range of other social programs available to Aboriginal 
people on and off reserve, including supports and services for parents, life skills, and 
addictions counseling.  These services should be part of a range of measures to assist IA 
recipients in preparing for employment situations.  INAC should develop relationships 
with these program areas and ensure IA service providers on-reserve are aware of them 
and help to facilitate access at the regional level. 
 
The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) funds a residential housing 
rehabilitation program and a non-profit housing program (Section 95).  The evaluation 
did not identify any studies or information directly relevant to the IA Program.  However, 
if INAC decides to evaluate the shelter allowance policy, it should obtain input from the 
CMHC.   
 


3. DEVELOP STRATEGIES TO PREVENT WELFARE DEPENDENCY 
 
To prevent welfare dependency and reduce basic needs expenditures communities need 
access to jobs and economic opportunities where they are not abundant, as well as a 
strategy to curb youth from coming onto income assistance rolls and thereby preventing 
or reducing inter-generational welfare dependency. 
 
Throughout the evaluation research a recurring theme arose regarding the pattern of 
youth in many First Nations communities moving into IA as a right of passage as they 
turn 18.  This was seen as problematic by all key informants; many of whom believed 
that band leaders in many communities are opposed to this pattern but are powerless to 
act due to community beliefs regarding entitlement to this service.  This suggests the need 
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for a clear plan for youth which positions IA as an absolute last resort and undesirable in 
comparison to pursuing education or working. 
 
Hull (2005) states that given that the quality of education obtained by many Aboriginal 
students in inner city, northern or reserve schools has been questioned, secondary and 
post-secondary certification may take on added importance as a way of gaining access to 
employment. 31   Educational certification is crucial for employment and earnings 
success, and Hull identifies several key threshold levels of education at which the 
population achieves greater success in employment and higher levels of income.  These 
thresholds are all related to the achievement of certification, which can be in the form of a 
secondary school certificate, a trade’s certificate, a college certificate, or a university 
certificate or degree. 
 
The literature review also found that basic literacy is key to keeping employment; 
typically this is developed through secondary school completion.  It is important that 
education programming focus on reducing the drop-out rate and develop strategies to 
keep students in school until they graduate. 
 


4. IMPROVE PROGRAM DELIVERY 
 


Presently, INAC regions have authority to simply react to provincial/territorial changes or 
increases to basic rates and benefits, which strain their social development budgets that 
are largely fixed based on historical levels and the 2% growth rate to core services.  
Regions, as well as First Nations, cope by finding money from other program areas.   Key 
informants noted that in some cases regions have decided not to fund some benefits or 
services offered by provinces/territories because they do not have the resources.  
Therefore, it is not certain that INAC captures the full gambit of services being provided 
by the provinces.  At present, regions are moving toward risk-based audit and compliance 
reviews of recipients to help control expenditures but this will not help anticipate the 
impact of these changes, the effect on caseloads, and how to deal with these impacts. 
 
Regions need to strengthen their relationships with provinces/territories to ensure they are 
consulted on program changes well ahead of time before implementation, and need to 
better plan for how to deal with the changes in the short-term and longer-term.   
 


5. MONITOR PERFORMANCE  
 
There is little information about the impacts or effectiveness of the IA Program, in 
particular information on what happens to IA recipients and therefore it is difficult to 
assess the needs of clients and progress they are making.  INAC along with its partners 
should develop a comprehensive performance measurement strategy to assess outcomes 
of a renewed IA Program and review existing Program data to identify what other 
indicators are needed. 
 


                                                
31 Post-Secondary Education and Labour Market Outcomes in Canada, 2001, Jeremy Hull, Prologica 
Research Inc., Winnipeg, Manitoba, June 15, 2005. p.xiv 
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Further clarity is needed regarding accountabilities among partners, provinces, First 
Nations, and regions.  For the basic needs component, more complete data on 
dependency rates is required as well as additional profile information on IA recipients.  In 
the future, if INAC moves further toward active measures programming, First Nations 
will need to provide information regarding outcomes for IA recipients, such as whether 
they are entering education opportunities, upgrading their skills and work experience, or 
finding work on route to self-sufficiency. 
 
Provisions for monitoring, measuring and reporting require greater attention.  INAC 
departmental reporting requirements set out in funding agreements focus on financial 
reporting and program performance data is not required.  In addition, there is limited 
monitoring of CFNFA bands and as a consequence, the IA Program receives little 
information from these bands, which is required to obtain a complete picture of welfare 
dependency on-reserve and to assess progress in helping income assistance recipients 
transition to work situations.  
 
Accountability to ensure eligibility requirements is important and regions should continue 
to work to find more effective ways to audit and ensure compliance. 
 
Presently program terms and conditions do not include assisting clients to move toward 
work as an objective.  INAC needs to define expected results and outcome indicators to 
take into account an active measures focus, particular emphasis on client assessment and 
active measures programming. 
 
First Nations need timely information about income support services provided to their 
communities, whoever the service provider and INAC must be able to report to 
Canadians on program performance and outcomes. 
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7.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 
 
This section summarizes conclusions and recommendations. 
 


7.1 Conclusions 
 
Conclusions are organized by themes typically addressed in a summative evaluation. 
 
Relevance 
 
The evaluation found that the IA Program design is not relevant to today’s needs.  
INAC’s original IA programming was designed in the late 1960s with a focus on meeting 
provincial rates and eligibility requirements while programming now also includes active 
measures.  While in 2003 INAC obtained authority to implement active measures, 
without any resources for implementation, the IA Program has remained largely a passive 
program that simply awards benefits to those who meet income and family structure 
eligibility requirements.  In this respect, the Program has fulfilled its primary objective to 
provide financial assistance to residents on-reserve to meet basic daily living 
requirements to alleviate hardship. 
 
The Department’s social programs are policy-based and follow the principle that there 
should be a reasonable level of comparability with provincial programs. Provincial and 
territorial income assistance programming has undergone reform in the past decade 
starting with stricter rates and eligibility requirements.  Provincial/territorial 
programming is based on the principles that those who are able to work should do so and 
income assistance should be a last resort, and that governments should offer a range of 
measures to support the return to work by income assistance recipients.  In recent years, 
provincial/territorial jurisdictions have had success in moving those that are job ready off 
to work situations and are now focusing their efforts on individuals that are harder to 
employ and face multiple barriers to employment.  INAC’s IA Program has not kept pace 
with modern income assistance programming and its program design is outdated. 
INAC’s IA Program is not designed or set up to deliver active measures programming 
and changes in programming, capacity building, and linkages to services offered by other 
provincial and federal departments are required. 
 
Success 
 
The evaluation found that the IA Program has been effective in meeting basic needs and 
to some extent alleviating hardship as identified in the current terms and conditions of the 
Program.  However, it is not effective for helping recipients make the transition to work. 
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On-reserve, there has been an increase in IA caseloads and basic needs expenditures. A 
large proportion of IA recipient caseloads on-reserve, much more so than elsewhere in 
Canada, are youth and people with multiple barriers.   
 
Over the past decade the number of employable singles on-reserve, mainly youth, partly 
as a result of demographics, lack of employment and economic opportunities and deficits 
in education, has increased substantially.  This is in contrast to the total number of people 
or beneficiaries receiving IA which has not changed substantially over the same period.  
As young people leave their families and collect welfare, this has increased demand on 
the Program and basic needs expenditures increased almost $160M over the past decade, 
despite substantial cuts to basic welfare rates.  
 
While provinces and territories decreased welfare caseloads as a result of economic 
prosperity and active measures to assist income assistance recipients, INAC has not 
implemented these changes and the IA Program has not shown similar results. 
 
Alternatives 
 
The evaluation found that there are alternatives to improve the current program design 
that would improve its effectiveness and help the Program become aligned with the 
current policy focus of provincial/territorial IA programming to which it is linked. 
 
The academic literature suggests that active measures, along with economic opportunities 
and jobs, have the positive effect of reducing welfare dependency rates, in particular for 
those that are job ready.  The literature review found that active measures have had varied 
results on self-sufficiency in terms of increased employment earnings, full-time work, 
and poverty reduction.  Also, for those that are harder to employ, more intensive and a 
broad range of supports are required to help them make the transition to work.  
 
For the IA Program to keep pace with provincial/territorial changes and for INAC to 
ensure the Program is relevant to client needs, the Department should also move to an 
active measures approach.  Several strategies are proposed to improve the program 
effectiveness and to ensure reasonably comparable services are provided to First Nations 
in provinces and territories where they reside.  The following are alternatives to pursue: 
 


 Build Capacity and Awareness – INAC needs to build awareness of the benefits 
of moving from passive to active measures.  Activities to obtain leadership 
support, develop qualified IA service providers and to change attitudes toward 
welfare dependency are required to implement an active measures approach. 


 
 Holistic Approach to Active Measures – Active measures are needed to provide 


supports to assist IA recipients to become employable, to take advantage of work 
experience or training opportunities, and move toward self-sufficiency.  INAC 
should develop an active measures component to its IA Program which draws on 
resources from within and outside the Department to provide First Nations IA 
recipients with a broad range of services.  Strong linkages with economic 
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development, labour market programming, education, social programs, and health 
and social services are needed.  The goal is to reduce welfare dependency and 
improve outcomes for income assistance recipients, such as better employment 
situation, earnings, income, and future job prospects. 


 
 Develop Strategies to Prevent Welfare Dependency – IA caseloads have 


increased as more young people on reserve receive income assistance.  
Preventative strategies to keep youth in school and alternative forms of education 
to develop employment skills are essential.  Jobs for young people are essential 
for reducing intergenerational welfare dependency. 


 
 Improve Program Delivery – INAC needs to strengthen delivery of the IA basic 


needs component and overall program management to better plan for benefit and 
rate changes and to achieve results. 


  
 Monitor Performance – A performance measurement strategy is important to 


understanding expected results of active measures and for monitoring success. 
 


7.2 Recommendations 
 
It is recommended that Indian and Northern Affairs Canada: 
 


1. Refocus the IA Program to include support to assist individuals in need to make 
the transition to work, consistent with the approach of provinces and territories;  


 
2. Develop an active measures approach to delivering income assistance 


programming on-reserve, including organizational changes required for successful 
implementation at the community level; 


 
3. Strengthen capacity of First Nations income assistance service providers, with 


adequate training, access to individual assessment tools and systems; 
 


4. Improve coordination of the IA Program at the national, regional and local levels 
with INAC’s education, economic development and other social programs, and, 
work with federal and provincial/territorial labour market partners to enable 
income assistance recipients on-reserve to access a range of active measures; 


 
5. Through its Income Assistance and/or other programs, in concert with other 


federal departments where appropriate, explore and implement preventive 
strategies to encourage young people to stay in school and graduate, avoid welfare 
dependency, and, implement transitional programs such as educational upgrading 
and skills training targeted to youth that access income assistance; 
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6. Improve program delivery and monitoring by addressing weaknesses in the basic 


needs component so INAC can more effectively plan for and manage changes 
introduced by provinces/territories, develop a sustainable coherent program, and 
to ensure services of a reasonably comparable nature; and 


 
7. Define clear expected outcomes and performance measures for the Income 


Assistance Program and clarify accountabilities for monitoring, measuring and 
reporting on effectiveness and outcomes of the Program. 
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Recommendations 


 
Actions 


 
Responsible 


Manager (Title) 


 
Planned 


Implementation 
Date 


 
1. Refocus the Income Assistance Program to 
include support to assist individuals in need to 
make the transition to work. 
 
 


 
- The Income Assistance Program is being 
refocused through the introduction of active 
measures starting in Ontario in 2008-09.  
The active measures approach is aimed at 
helping income assistance clients make the 
transition from welfare to work.  To 
introduce active measures in Ontario we will 
coordinate with the Region and the 
Province to ensure implementation. 
- The Income Assistance Program will seek 
funding in order to implement active 
measures in other regions. 
- Revise Program terms and conditions to 
reflect implementation of active measures. 


 
Director General, 
Social Policy and 
Programs Branch 


 
-Policy  approval, 
January 2008 
-Begin 
implementation 
in Ontario in 
2008-09; other 
regions to follow 
in 2009-10 and 
beyond. 


 
2. Develop an active measures approach to 
delivering income assistance programming on-
reserve, including organizational changes required 
for successful implementation at the community 
level. 
 
   
 
 
 
 


 
- In consultation with the Regions, 
Provinces and First Nations, INAC will 
develop a statement of goals and objectives 
for the implementation of active measures.  
The statement will be used to increase 
awareness among all stakeholders of 
changes that will be needed to shift from 
passive to active programming. 
- The Program will complete the 
implementation plan to introduce active 
measures in Ontario.  Other Regions to 


 
Director General, 
Social Policy and 
Programs Branch 


 
May 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
Start with 
Ontario in 2008. 
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Recommendations 


 
Actions 


 
Responsible 


Manager (Title) 


 
Planned 


Implementation 
Date 


follow.  This plan includes: 
a) Regional frameworks with targets to 
reduce welfare dependency and improve 
outcomes for income assistance recipients 
b) Comprehensive First Nations community 
plans to meet regional targets  
c) Support for income assistance clients to 
improve their job readiness.  
 


Other Regions to 
follow in 2009-10 
and beyond 
 


 
3. Strengthen capacity of First Nations income 
assistance service providers with adequate 
training, access to individual assessment tools and 
systems. 


 
- Begin by working with Ontario in April 
2008 to build First Nations capacity to 
deliver active measures.  
- As other Regions become ready to 
implement active measures, the Social 
Policy and Programs Branch will encourage 
them to adopt a model used in British 
Columbia.  The First Nations Social 
Development Society has been engaged by 
INAC to work with the Region, the Province 
and First Nations to provide information to 
First Nations income assistance service 
providers regarding provincial requirements 
and train them on how to implement active 
measures.   
 


Director General, 
Social Policy and 
Programs Branch 


2008-10 
 
 
Other Regions to 
follow in 2009-10 
and beyond 


4. Improve coordination of the Income Assistance 
Program at the national, regional, and local levels 
with INAC’s education, economic development and 


- Social Policy and Program Branch will 
work with other INAC programs, in 
particular those focusing on education and 


Director General, 
Social Policy and 
Programs Branch 


December 2008 
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Recommendations 


 
Actions 


 
Responsible 


Manager (Title) 


 
Planned 


Implementation 
Date 


other social programs.  Work with federal and 
provincial labour market partners to enable income 
assistance clients on-reserve to access a range of 
active measures. 


economic development, to develop a plan to 
identify how these programs can work 
together with the IAP to increase the 
employability of income assistance 
recipients, in particular youth. 
- Build on/strengthen existing partnerships 
and improved program coordination with 
Aboriginal Human Resource Development 
Agreements at the national, regional and 
local levels aimed at helping income 
assistance clients access employment 
assistance that will enable them to make 
the transition from welfare to employment. 
 
 


 
 
 
 
On-going 


5. Through its income assistance and other 
programs, in concert with other federal 
departments where appropriate, implement 
preventive strategies to ensure young people stay 
in school and graduate, and avoid welfare 
dependency.  Explore transitional programs such 
as educational upgrading and skills training 
targeted to youth that access income assistance. 
 


-Support the efforts by INAC Education and 
First Nations leaders and parents to ensure 
young people stay in school and graduate, 
and work on joint initiatives. 
- Set up a committee, with INAC Education 
and Economic Development, and Aboriginal 
Human Resource Development 
Agreements, to identify innovative practices 
and develop educational upgrading and skill 
training program for First Nations youth. 
  


Senior Assistant 
Deputy Minister, 
SEPRO 


On-going 
 
 
 
December 2008 
 
 


6. Improve program delivery and monitoring by 
addressing weaknesses in the basic needs 
component so INAC can more effectively plan for 
and manage changes introduced by 


- Revise the methodology for allocating 
resources to ensure a better alignment 
between funding and income assistance 
needs to enable INAC to better forecast and 


Director General, 
Social Policy and 
Programs Branch 


March 2009 







Action Plan 
 
Project Title:  Evaluation of the Income Assistance Program                             
Project:   07/06      
Region or Sector:     Social Policy and Program Branch     Page 4 of 4 


 


 
Recommendations 
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provinces/territories, develop a sustainable 
coherent program, and to ensure services of a 
reasonably comparable nature. 
 
 


manage changes in benefit rates introduced 
by provinces/territories, and improve 
program delivery.   
- Headquarters will strengthen the 
management control framework to facilitate 
monitoring and compliance to enhance 
program effectiveness, and reflect changes 
in the national program manual and 
program terms and conditions as required. 
 


7. Define clear expected outcomes and 
performance measures for the Income Assistance 
Program and clarify accountabilities for monitoring, 
measuring and reporting on effectiveness and 
outcomes of the Program. 


- The Social Policy and Program Branch will 
develop an RMAF with clear expectations 
and performance indicators such as welfare 
dependency rate and other outcomes for 
income assistance recipients, and a plan for 
ongoing performance monitoring and future 
evaluation work. 
- Strengthen the management control 
framework in order to establish clearer roles 
and responsibilities for Head Quarters and 
the Regions. 
 


Director General, 
Social Policy and 
Programs Branch 


 
September 2008 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March 2009 
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MINISTER 


OF FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 


Room 357 

Legislative Building 



Winnipeg, Manitoba  R3C 0V8 

CANADA
 


September 2009 


His Honour the Honourable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 


May It Please Your Honour: 


I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of the Department of Family Services and Housing of 
the Province of Manitoba for the year 2008/09. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Gord Mackintosh 











 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 
  


 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


  


 


 
 


 


 


 
 


 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 


Deputy Minister 
351 Legislative Building 
450 Broadway, Winnipeg, MB  R3C 0V8 
T 204-945-6700   F 204-945-1896 
Email : dmfam@leg.gov.mb.ca 


September 2009 


The Honourable Gord Mackintosh 
Minister of Family Services and Housing 
357 Legislative Building 


Sir: 


I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for the Department of Family Services and Housing for the fiscal year 
ending March 31, 2009. 


The Department continued to work diligently to reduce poverty in the province.  In 2008/09, we increased shelter rates for single 
non-disabled adults living in private rental accommodation, and board and room rates for individuals requiring care and supervision 
living with family.  We also increased the Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities benefit.  Rewarding Work has been key in 
our poverty reduction strategy and continued to be successful in enhancing opportunities for people receiving income assistance to 
participate in education and training and make it easier to work and succeed.  At the end of its second year, there are early 
indications that Rewarding Work is making a difference in addressing the employment barriers and training needs of people in 
receipt of income assistance. 


The Department continued its significant work in the area of child and family services.  We continued to support the devolution of 
child and family services delivery responsibilities to the four Child and Family Services Authorities.  Significant progress has been 
made in partnership with Child and Family Services Standing Committee to implement the Changes for Children initiative in 
response to the 290 recommendations stemming from the external reviews conducted in 2006 and the ongoing stabilization of the 
child and family services system.  In 2008/09, we launched Phase 2 of Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy, Tracia’s Trust, 
named in honour of Tracia Owen. 


Family Choices, Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care was announced in 2008/09. Family Choices is 
based on the principles of accessibility and universality, affordability and quality, and continues to build on our previous five-year 
plan for child care. 


The Department continued to provide quality housing at an affordable rent to individuals, seniors and families in need.  
HOMEWorks!, our low-income housing strategy, continued to support community-driven construction or renovation of affordable 
homes for lower-income Manitobans, while other new investments are enhancing the existing public housing stock, homeless 
shelters and basic home repair. In 2008/09, the Manitoba Shelter Benefit that helps low-income families, eligible persons with 
disabilities, and seniors who spend a large portion of their income on rent, was extended to single-non-disabled adults and couples 
without children on income assistance.    


Services for persons with disabilities has remained a priority and we have continued to 
implement initiatives that seek to foster the full participation of persons with disabilities in all 
sectors of society.  In 2008, the Access and Inclusion Lens was introduced as a tool to 
ensure that policy-makers and program planners consider the inclusion of people with 
disabilities at all stages of policy and program development.  Jennifer Howard was 
appointed as MLA assistant on disability issues to promote the ratification of the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and to help develop a new 
strategy for Manitobans with disabilities.  The Supported Living Program continued to 
experience some of the largest growth of any program in government.  Between 1999/00 
and 2008/09, the Program budget increased by $124.8 million or 206 per cent, with an 
average annual increase of 12.8 per cent. 


The Department continues to work to help vulnerable Manitobans in achieving greater self-
sufficiency and to develop and continually improve access, quality and efficiency of services 
to meet the changing needs of Manitobans. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Martin Billinkoff 
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PREFACE 


REPORT STRUCTURE 


The Annual Report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services and Housing 
appropriation structure as set out in the Main Estimates of Expenditure of the Province of Manitoba for the 
fiscal year ending March 31, 2009. 


The report includes information at the Main and Sub-Appropriation levels related to the Department's 
objectives, actual results, financial performance and variances.  A five-year adjusted historical table of 
staffing and expenditures is provided.  In addition, expenditure and revenue variance explanations are 
provided. 


VISION, MISSION, GOALS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 


Vision 


The Department of Family Services and Housing is committed to: 


•	 improving the quality of life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market 
inclusion of all citizens.  We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted and 
valued, and live with dignity and security.  We work with the community to support Manitoba children, 
families and individuals to achieve their fullest potential. 


Mission 


Family Services and Housing supports citizens in need to achieve fuller participation in society and 
greater self-sufficiency and independence.  We help keep children, families and communities safe and 
secure and promote healthy citizen development and well-being.  Our mission is accomplished through:   


•	 provision of financial support;  
•	 provision of services and supports that assist individuals improve their attachment to the labour 


market; 
•	 provision of supports and services for adults and children with disabilities;  
•	 provision of child protection and related services; 
•	 assistance to people facing family violence or family disruption;  
•	 provision of services and supports to promote the healthy development and well-being of children and 


families; 
•	 assistance to Manitobans to access safe, appropriate and affordable housing; 
•	 fostering community capacity and engaging the broader community to participate in and contribute to 


decision-making; and 
•	 respectful and appropriate delivery of programs and services. 


Goals 


The Department of Family Services and Housing has established the following goals for its programs and 
services: 


•	 to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income; 
•	 to increase participation in the labour market and community; 
•	 to increase the self-sufficiency, independence and inclusion in society for children and adults living 


with a disability; 
•	 to increase the safety and well-being of persons who are vulnerable or at risk; 
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•	 to improve the healthy development of children, families and communities; 
•	 to increase the availability of safe, affordable and appropriate housing; 
•	 to improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the Department; and 
•	 to increase community capacity and opportunities for community involvement and input.  


Guiding Principles 


The Department’s work is guided by the following principles: 


•	 diversity is valued, individual difference is supported, respected and developed to encourage both 
independence and interdependence; 


•	 opportunities are provided for equal access to valued outcomes, self-determination, meaningful 
involvement and valued roles; and 


•	 community capacity exists to sustain and build upon achievements. 


OVERVIEW 


The Department of Family Services and Housing is organized into five divisions.  The Administration and 
Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative and information systems support to the 
Department. Three divisions: Housing; Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance; and 
Child and Family Services, focus on policy and program development, budgeting, setting standards, 
monitoring, quality assurance and evaluation.  The Community Service Delivery Division is responsible for 
all of the integrated delivery of the Department’s programs and services.   


The Human Resource Services Branch and the Policy and Planning Branch provide executive support to 
the Minister and Deputy Minister.  In addition, two quasi-independent bodies report to the Minister of 
Family Services and Housing: the Social Services Appeal Board and the Disabilities Issues Office.  It 
should be noted that the Disabilities Issues Office reports to the Minister in his capacity as Minister 
responsible for Persons with Disabilities.   


In June 2007, Cross Department Coordination Initiatives (CDCI) was created to identify and review 
existing housing-related Family Services and Housing and Manitoba Health and Healthy Living and 
Winnipeg Regional Health Authority policies, programs and services that require coordination, and 
propose enhancement or alternatives to improve policy coordination and service delivery.  CDCI’s focus 
is on housing and supports for the homeless, seniors and individuals with mental health issues. 


The Department’s Organizational Chart and maps that illustrate the regional service delivery structure 
follow this Overview.   


The statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Family Services and Housing are as follows: 


The Adoption Act; 

The Child and Family Services Act; 

The Child and Family Services Authorities Act; 

The Community Child Day Care Standards Act; 

The Elderly and Infirm Persons’ Housing Act;
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act; 

The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act;
 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act;
 
The Parents Maintenance Act (Section 10); 

The Social Services Administration Act; 
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The Social Services Appeal Board Act; and 

The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 



The Employment and Income Assistance Act, The Social Services Administration Act, and The Housing 
and Renewal Corporation Act require the Minister to report annually to the Legislature.  These reporting 
requirements for 2008/09 are met by this Annual Report.   
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 


(at March 31/2009) 
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RURAL/NORTHERN REGIONAL SERVICE DELIVERY STRUCTURE  


(at March 31/2009) 
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 WINNIPEG REGIONAL SERVICE DELIVERY STRUCTURE  


(at March 31/2009) 
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FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 
PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 


The following section provides information on key performance measures for the Department for the 
2008-09 reporting year.  All Government of Manitoba departments include performance measures in their 
Annual Reports to complement the financial results and provide Manitobans with meaningful and useful 
information about government activities and their impact on the province and its citizens. 


For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit 
www.manitoba.ca/performance. 


Your comments on performance measures are valuable to us.  You can send comments or questions to 
mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 
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Reducing the incidence and depth of poverty 


What is being measured? Why is it 
important to 


Where are we 
starting from 


What is the 
2008/09 


What is the trend 
over time? Performance Component 


measure of the 
measure 


measure 
this? 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


Dependency on Per cent of A low 5.4% 4.9% Manitoba consistently 
Income Assistance population 


(excluding 
First Nations 
people  
on reserve)  
receiving 
income 
assistance. 1 


percentage 
may show 
positive 
results for the 
provincial 
economy and 
government 
policies. 


(2001/02)2 (2008/09) has among the 
lowest percentage of 
the population 
receiving income 
assistance in 
Canada.   


This indicator has 
decreased since 
2007/08 and has 
decreased since the 
base year. 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 


The Department has had success in helping income assistance participants transition to employment through new and 
ongoing measures, including Building Independence and Rewarding Work. The Department continues to partner with 
Manitoba Competitiveness, Training and Trade and Employment Manitoba to increase labour market participation.   


There is recognition that many existing participants face multiple barriers to employment.  The Department is 
addressing some of those barriers and providing additional incentives and supports to assist people to leave income 
assistance for work.   


Using the Market Basket Measure (MBM)3, in 2007 (the most recent year for which data is available), 8.7 per cent of 
all persons in Manitoba were living in low income.  For children living in low-income families, the rate was 10.1 per 
cent. For women-headed lone-parent families, 23.5 per cent lived in low income.  Manitoba’s poverty reduction efforts 
made the most significant improvements for children – the rate of change in the per cent of children living in poverty 
reflects a decrease of 49.2 since the year 2000.  Comparing provinces in 2007, for all persons and for children, 
Manitoba had the third-lowest poverty rate using the MBM measure.  Further, Manitoba had the second-lowest 
incidence of poverty for women-headed lone-parent families. 


While there is continued success in assisting individuals moving from welfare to work, there continues to be an 
increasing number of participants in the persons with disabilities case category.  The Department will work towards 
more accessible housing, enhanced access to public buildings, more support for children with disabilities in child care, 
better employment services and improved supports for caregivers. 


1 Source: 2008/09 population data from the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Report; 2001/02 

population data from the Manitoba Health Population Report.  EIA caseload data from Family Services and 

Housing Departmental Annual Reports, 2001/02 and 2008/09. 



2 Previous Annual Reports excluded 2001/02 Municipal Assistance recipients and cited this figure as 5.2 per cent. 
The figure in this report (5.4 per cent) has been revised to include Municipal Assistance recipients. 


3 In past Annual Reports, Low-Income Cut-Offs (LICOs) were used to report on poverty.  MBM thresholds, used in 
this report, are based on the cost of a “basket of goods and services” that includes food, clothing and footwear, 
shelter, transportation and a range of other items, such as personal care, household equipment and supplies, 
telephone services, educational and recreational items and reading materials.  MBM provides an advantage over 
using LICOs since they account for cost of living differences across Canada. 
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Addressing the need for safe, affordable and appropriate housing 


What is being measured?  Why is it 
important to 
measure 
this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2008/09 result 
or most recent 
available data? 


What is the trend 
over time? Performance 


measure 
Components 
of the 
measure 


Families in core Per cent of Core All households All households Over the past 
housing need4 households in 


core housing 
need.5 


housing 
need 
provides an 
estimate of 
the number 
of 
households 
not 
living in and 
unable to 
access 
acceptable 
housing. 


14.7% (1996) 


Lone parents 
36.2% (1996)6 


Aboriginal 
34% (1996) 


Seniors 
16.3% (1996) 


Persons with 
Disabilities 
14.5% (2001) 


Immigrants 
10.6% (2001) 


11.3% (2006) 


Lone parents 
28.5% (2006) 


Aboriginal 
22.4% (2006) 


Seniors 
9.6% (2006) 


Persons with 
Disabilities 
14.5% (2006) 


Immigrants 
10.9% (2006) 


decade, the 
incidence rate of 
core housing need 
has declined in 
Manitoba from 
14.7% in 1996, to 
11.6% in 2001, to 
11.3% in 2006. 


There were 
decreases for lone 
parents and 
seniors; an 
increase for 
immigrants; and the 
rate remained the 
same for persons 
with disabilities. 


Manitoba’s core 
housing need rate 
was below the 
national average of 
12.7%. 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 


At March 31, 2009, construction was completed, underway or committed to for over 2,794 units through the Affordable 
Housing Initiative.  


Other housing programs, such as the Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP), aim to address low-
income housing in need of repair.  In 2007/08, 622 owned or rented units qualified for homeowner or rental RRAP, an 
increase of 43.3 per cent since 2001/02 (434 units).   


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit and the Rent Supplement Program provided benefits to 16,162 low-income Manitoba 
families – this represents an increase of 133.7 per cent since 1999/00 (6,917 recipients).   


The Department is working on a long-term provincial housing strategy and policy framework to address issues of 
supply of quality affordable housing.   


4 Core housing need refers to those individuals who currently reside in housing that is either in need of major repair, 
does not have enough bedrooms for the size and makeup of the household, or costs 30 per cent or more of their 
total income, and who are unable to rent an alternative housing unit that meets these standards without paying 30 
per cent or more of their income.  


5 Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 
6 Previous years’ Annual Reports cited this figure as 37.9 per cent.  Updated data runs noted a correction to 

 this number.
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Expanding early learning and child care 


What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 


What is the 
2008/09 
result or 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance Components 
measure of the 


measure 
measurement)? most recent 


available 
data? 


Availability of child 
care 


Per cent of 
children age 
12 and under 
for whom 
there is a 
regulated 
child care 
space.7 


The availability 
of regulated 
child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of 
how Manitoba 
is progressing 
with respect to 
access to 
supports for 
children, 
families and 
communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
13.0% (2001) 


Breakdown by 
preschool and 
school age is not 
available. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
16.4% 
(2008/09) 


Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
24.0% 
(2008/09) 


School age 
Ages 6-12: 
9.9% 
(2008/09) 


There has been an 
increase in this 
indicator since 2001, 
and an increase for 
all categories since 
2007/08. 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 


In April 2008, Manitoba launched Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care. In 
the first year of Family Choices, initiatives to strengthen early learning and child care were introduced, including a 
commitment to fund 2,350 more spaces, building new program sites, a Workforce Stability Strategy, an age-
appropriate curriculum framework, new safety measures and more. 


Since 1999, over 9,500 more child care spaces have been approved for funding.  In 2007/08, there were 27,189 
licensed spaces in Manitoba; in 2008/09, the number of spaces increased to 28,336.   


Funding for the Inclusion Support Program, which encourages meaningful participation of children with additional 
support needs in child care, has increased by 146 per cent since 1999. 


The 2006/07 Annual Report reported figures from 2000 for specific age categories of children (overall, ages 0 to 12 
at 11 per cent; preschool, ages 0 to 5 at 15.2 per cent and school age, ages 6 to 12 at 3.7 per cent).  The data 
source for child population, the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Reports for 2000 and 2006 
permitted such breakdowns.  This year, to improve comparison with national child care statistics, the 2008/09 
Annual Report uses child population figures from Statistics Canada’s Labour Force Survey, for which we did not 
receive the same kind of child population breakdown by age, which led to a required change of the base measures 
to the overall figure for 2001.   
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Enhancing services and supports for persons with disabilities 


What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 


What is the 
2008/09 
result or 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance Components 
measure of the 


measure 
measurement)? most recent 


available 
data? 


Supported Living Active An increase to Total Total Since 1999, the 
Supports caseload of 


people 
assisted by 
the 
Supported 
Living 
Program (this 
includes 
individuals 
who received 
some type of 
funded 
service as 
well as 
individuals 
who received 
assistance 
through case 
management 
activities).8 


this measure 
may 
demonstrate 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in 
the community. 


3,527 
(1999/00) 


4,799 
(2008/09) 


Supported Living 
total active caseload 
has increased by 
36%. 


Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 


Between 1999 and 2009, individuals funded for Day Services (including Special Rate Services) increased by 36 per 
cent (from 2,208 to 3,002)9 . In the last year, the caseload increased by 3.4 per cent (2,903). 


Since 1999, individuals funded for Residential Services increased by 86.5 per cent (from 1,680 to 3,134).  Individuals 
receiving Residential Services increased by 6.2 per cent (2,952) in the last year. 


These supports allowed over 4,799 adults with a mental disability to safely live and more fully participate as active 
members of the community. 


8 Source: Data is from Family Services and Housing Annual Reports, 1999/00 and 2008/09. 
9 The 2007/08 Annual Report Performance Measurement section combined Day Services and Special Rate  


Services, reflecting an inflated count. 
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Supporting the well-being of children and families 


What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 


What is the 
2008/09 
result or 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance Components 
measure of the 


measure 
measurement)? most recent 


available 
data? 


Child Protection Children in 
care as a 
percentage of 
children in 
Manitoba 
ages 17 and 
under. 


An increase in 
children in 
care, as a 
percentage of 
the total child 
population, 
may indicate 
that the 
Department is 
protecting more 
children at risk. 


1.87% 
(2000/01) 


3.04% 
(2008/09) 


The rate of children 
in care increased 
since 2007/08 and it 
has continued to 
increase since the 
base year.   


Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 


Increases in this figure may be due to societal changes, breakdowns in community and other supports for families and 
changes in practice.  For example, there has been increased vigilance by social workers since The Child and Family 
Services Act was amended in 2007/08 to ensure safety is the first priority of assessment, and that family and cultural 
ties are assessed only after safety concerns are addressed. 


Children under federal jurisdiction (that is, First Nations children whose parent or guardian normally resided on 
Reserve when the child was apprehended) are 3.6 times more likely to come into care than other Manitoba children 
(7.3 per cent of children under Federal jurisdiction were in care compared to 2.0 per cent of other Manitoba children).   
Approximately 59.0 per cent of Manitoba First Nations children in care fall under provincial jurisdiction, and 
approximately 41.0 per cent fall under federal jurisdiction.  From March 31, 2008 to March 31, 2009, the number of 
children in care under provincial jurisdiction increased by 6.7 per cent, while the number of children in care under 
Federal jurisdiction increased by 19.0 per cent.   


Through Changes for Children, Manitoba is increasing funding to family enhancement initiatives designed to support 
families in caring for their children.  Early intervention will provide supports to families, enabling them to provide safe 
and nurturing environments for their children. 
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SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 


Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are required to 
integrate into their annual reporting processes information about their progress made at incorporating 
sustainable development into their activities.  


Family Services and Housing recognizes that incorporating sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into departmental activities and planning cycles will be incremental over time.  
Notwithstanding, the Department has made significant progress in developing and participating in more 
sustainable, environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.  


The Department continued to encourage staff to participate in the annual Commuter Challenge, a 
Canada-wide event that encourages daily commuters to leave their car at home and use alternative forms 
of transportation.  In the 2008/09 event, 124 department staff registered and traveled over 8,500 
kilometres.  As a result of the green kilometres travelled, approximately 1,584 kilograms of greenhouse 
gases were not emitted into the atmosphere.  


The Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA) is currently involved in a number of energy management 
initiatives, including the Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, the Federal EcoEnergy Program, and 
the Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Program. 


Under the Low-Income Energy Efficiency Program, over 120 houses in Winnipeg’s Centennial 
neighbourhood and over 150 houses in Brandon have been retrofitted for increased efficiency.  The 
retrofits include water and electricity conservation, air sealing, and increased insulation, thereby reducing 
the tenant costs for utilities and electricity.  Through the program, $97,000 worth of federal EcoEnergy 
rebates have been realized. 


Under the Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Program, projects currently on the five-year plan are being 
designed to meet strict power smart guidelines.  Since 2001, Power Smart applications of over 
$800,000.00 have been applied for. 


In addition, the MHA has completed, or is nearing completion of several other projects.  The Blake Street 
complex, which qualified for a $78,000 Manitoba Hydro Power Smart Rebate, has completed the 
installation of 15 new high-efficiency boilers.  The Gilbert Park complex received an exterior retrofit at 
three of its 32 buildings, including increasing insulation, adding a new air barrier and replacing the exterior 
envelope with hard board siding. 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) is planning to implement a social housing 
portfolio energy-efficiency initiative, based on a three-pronged policy involving new construction, 
rehabilitation, and procurement.  


Through the Department’s HOMEWorks! Program, all newly constructed and renovated units will be 
required to meet or exceed Manitoba Hydro’s Power Smart design standard.  In all new builds, MHRC will 
require and fund technical assessments in order to determine the feasibility for geothermal heating and 
cooling prior to deciding on what heating system to employ.  Manitoba Housing will be piloting these new 
environmental requirements for residential development, in partnership with Manitoba Science, 
Technology, Energy and Mines.  They will work together to develop a province-wide, publicly-funded 
residential green building policy over the next year. 


MHRC’s development of the Bridgwater Forest subdivision will have more green space, including the 
preservation of fully mature forests running throughout the neighbourhood.  The Bridgwater Forest 
neighbourhood, for example, will encompass almost 330 acres, with about 70 acres dedicated to forest 
and open space. 
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Bridgwater Forest will include designated lots for the use of leading-edge geothermal heating and cooling 
and the streets have been oriented to maximize passive solar energy.  The development will focus on 
walkability and will feature a neighbourhood greenway system connected to residential sidewalks to 
promote walking and cycling.  Access to bus transit has also been well-planned, ensuring a short walk 
from every lot.  Several show homes will highlight the Power Smart program.  All of these features 
enhance the neighbourhood’s environmentally-friendly design and will act to lower its environmental 
footprint. 


The Department continued to make progress on reducing fuel consumption and usage.  By continuing 
with fuel efficiency guidelines and an “Idle Free” approach, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s fleet 
vehicle fuel consumption has remained within 1 per cent of the 2007/08 levels.  Mileage of the Manitoba 
Developmental Centre’s fleet vehicles increased slightly (.26 per cent) due to additional trips to service 
the laundry contract and to accommodate residents’ summer camp experiences. 


In 2008/09, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program collected and 
processed 20 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.  The Manitoba Housing Authority continues to 
operate its recycling program for all tenants across Manitoba. 


The Manitoba Child Care Program ensures that any early learning and child care construction project 
adheres to the Manitoba Green Building Policy to be eligible for Capital funds.  If the project is under the 
required square footage for LEED Silver certification, the proposal outlines cost-effective green building 
principles being included in the design.  Further, the Manitoba Child Care Program encourages child care 
groups to form as many community and/or school partnerships as possible, to enhance community 
strength and take advantage of economies of scale. 


Progress continues to be made in the area of recycling.  In 2008/09, the Department continued to use the 
Waste Stream Services recycling program in most of its buildings across the Province, which included 
mini-bins for desk-side refuse, desk-side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for 
aluminium, plastic, and non-confidential paper.  This program endorsed the continued use of Government 
Records Boxes for destruction of confidential paper.  There is a commitment to maintaining this program 
in the future. 


As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the Department remains committed to 
developing strategies and policies to facilitate the integration of sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into its ongoing activities. 
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THE PUBLIC INTEREST DISCLOSURE (WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION) ACT  


The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in April 2007.  This law 
gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about significant and serious matters 
(wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and strengthens protection from reprisal.  The Act builds on 
protections already in place under other statutes, as well as collective bargaining rights, policies, 
practices and processes in the Manitoba public service.  


Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an act or omission 
that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross mismanagement; or, knowingly 
directing or counseling a person to commit a wrongdoing.  The Act is not intended to deal with routine 
operational or administrative matters.  


A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a reasonable belief 
that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed is considered to be a disclosure under the Act, 
whether or not the subject matter constitutes wrongdoing.  All disclosures receive careful and thorough 
review to determine if action is required under the Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual 
report in accordance with Section 18 of the Act.  


The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services and Housing for fiscal 
year 2008/09: 


Information Required Annually 


(per Section 18 of The Act) 
Fiscal Year 2008 – 2009 * 


The number of disclosures received, 
and the number acted on and not 
acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a) 


NIL 


The number of investigations 
commenced as a result of a 
disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b) 


NIL 


In the case of an investigation that 
results in a finding of wrongdoing, a 
description of the wrongdoing and 
any recommendations or corrective 
actions taken in relation to the 
wrongdoing, or the reasons why no 
corrective action was taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c) 


NIL 
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MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 


MINISTER’S SALARY 


Objectives 


•	 To provide overall policy direction and central support services for the Department. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides overall policy direction to the Department pertaining to program and financial matters and 
central support services for the provision and delivery of services by the Department.    


09-1A Minister’s Salary 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 2008/09 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   45 1.00 45 0 


EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 


Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 


Objectives 


•	 To provide leadership to the Department on program matters, policy development and resolution of 
policy issues. 


•	 To advise the Minister on all policy and program matters related to departmental services. 


•	 To manage the activities of the Department. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Interprets and implements government policy through the delivery of departmental programs. 


•	 Ensures effective and efficient management of departmental programs. 


•	 Safeguards the public interest through enforcement of legislation and regulations. 


•	 Ensures effective development and management of the Department’s human resources. 
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09-1B Executive Support 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 


661 


FTE 


10.00 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


677 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


(16) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Other Expenditures 63 - 65 (2) 
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SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that Manitobans have access to a fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions 
relating to the various social services and programs administered by the Department.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various financial assistance programs, 
licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons with disabilities, private adoption agencies and 
residential care facilities under the provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


•	 Convenes hearings throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation and 
provides a written decision within 15 working days of the hearing. 


•	 Acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in legislation, issues arising 
out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board by the Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 


•	 Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the Appeal Board 
has produced its annual report separate from the Department of Family Services and Housing's 
annual report.  The Social Services Appeal Board's independent report includes: 


-	 a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
-	 an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
-	 financial information; 
-	 statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
-	 a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
-	 samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 


The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2008/09 can be obtained at the Appeal 
Board’s offices at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8; telephone (204) 945-3003. 
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HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To provide the Department with a comprehensive range of human resource services that support and 
enable managers and employees in their efforts to deliver effective programs to Manitobans. 


•	 To support the effective and efficient use of human resources in achieving departmental objectives.   


•	 To assist the Department in managing and maximizing the availability and quality of human services.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Conducts recruitment, selection and payroll activities according to departmental needs and Civil 
Service Commission policy. 


•	 Conducts position classification assessments and makes appropriate decisions and 
recommendations to departmental management and the Treasury Board Secretariat. 


•	 Facilitates organizational design and development to meet the program objectives of the Department. 


•	 Facilitates resolution of grievances, participates in arbitrations, assists managers in interpreting 
collective agreements and related legislation, participates in contract negotiations and develops 
policies related to employee relations issues.  


•	 Facilitates the identification and implementation of human resource programs, policies and 
procedures relating to the current and future workforce renewal needs of the Department, including 
staff training and development. 


•	 Continues efforts towards the achievement of Employment Equity and Diversity goals through 
integration of Employment Equity and Diversity considerations in staffing, retention and employee 
development activities, in partnership with management. 


•	 Continues to implement integration of human resource services of the Departments of Health and 
Healthy Living and Family Services and Housing. 


•	 Provides pay and benefits services in a timely manner.   


•	 Oversees and provides leadership in the development and implementation of Workplace Health and 
Safety programs and training. 
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09-1D Human Resource Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    1,590 24.50 1,583 7 


Total Other Expenditures 115 106 9 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Continued to be heavily involved in the secondment and workforce adjustment process of Child and 
Family Services staff affected by the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative. 


•	 Continued to negotiate the amalgamation and renewal of the three Manitoba Housing Authority 
Collective Agreements with the Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union (MGEU) and 
the International Union of Operating Engineers.  Planned and started implementation of the 
transition of the Manitoba Housing Authority workforce into the Manitoba Housing Renewal 
Corporation. 


•	 Participated in the resolution of the Direct Service Workers Collective Agreement with the MGEU, 
which was signed in August 2008. 


•	 Supported the implementation of a new classification series and point-rating tool, to support the 
Department’s Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) model.  The review of position descriptions and 
slotting of approximately 1,250 positions in the new series was completed.  The Branch participated 
in the negotiation of pay scales for the new series with the MGEU. 


•	 Developed Recruitment Guidelines for Management.  


•	 Developed, implemented and provided leadership to the Workplace Safety and Health Program for 
the Department. 


•	 Continued work in leading a payroll systems review for the Manitoba Housing Authority to identify an 
alternate system or upgrade to the current Automatic Data Processing system to meet Manitoba 
Housing Authority business requirements. 


•	 The consolidated Human Resource Services unit continued the development, acquisition and 
coordination of a range of training and development activities to meet needs identified by managers. 
The Department has established a Departmental Training and Development Committee chaired by 
Human Resource Services.  The Committee identifies, prioritizes and develops a plan to address 
department-wide training and development needs. 


•	 Continued to be involved in integrating Diversity and Employment Equity policies and department-
specific practices in staffing, retention and development activities.  Participated in career fairs and 
Diversity and Employment Equity events to further opportunities for target group members to enter 
the civil service. 


•	 Continued to coordinate events to raise awareness of diversity and employment equity groups and 
continuing ongoing diversity training such as Valuing Diversity and Aboriginal Cultural Awareness.  
Examples of the coordination of special events include informational sessions for staff in recognition 
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of the International Day of Disabled Persons, Cultivating Diversity Series in recognition of the 
International Day for Elimination of Racial Discrimination, National Aboriginal Day informational 
sessions in recognition of National Aboriginal Day, and lunch and learn sessions on Civil Service 
Programs such as the Aboriginal Management Development Program.  


•	 Worked closely with the Child and Family All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 
management and the Union to anticipate and ameliorate issues as they arise as a result of a 
complement of 110 staff starting their permanent and temporary secondments with ANCR.  
Permanent secondments require an increased level of complexity in the management of employee 
and labour/management issues.   


-	 Participated in discussions between the Department of Family Services and Housing, Winnipeg 
Child and Family Services Branch, the Southern First Nations Child and Family Services 
Authority and ANCR regarding the transfer of Emergency Placement Resources (including 
shelters, hotels and certain emergency foster home bed spaces) and a portion of In-Home 
Support Services to ANCR.  Emergency Placement Resources and In-Home Support Services 
remain with WCFS Branch until the anticipated transfer to ANCR. 


-	 Participated in the negotiations for the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Branch Support 
Workers Collective Agreement with CUPE Local 2153. 


•	 Continued to be a key participant in the development of the Department’s annual Renewal Plan, 
taking a lead role in implementing a number of initiatives, particularly those related to diversity, 
training, development and succession planning.  


•	 Implemented a recruitment strategy to: 


-	 increase Employment Equity representation in the Department by partnering with various 
agencies; and 


-	 promote the Department as an Employer of Choice at various educational institutions and career 
fairs. 


•	 Participated as a key member on human resource committees relating to a number of major 
departmental and government-wide initiatives including: 


- Corporate Renewal Committees; 
- Departmental Labour Management Committees; 
- Winnipeg Integrated Service Committee with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority; 
- The Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative Labour Management Committee; 
- Departmental Senior Management Committee; 
- Departmental Integrated Services Advisory Group; 
- Sector Diversity and Employment Equity Coordinators Committee; 
- Diversity Strategy Working Group; 
- Career Fair/Outreach Committee; and 
- Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation/Manitoba Housing Authority Board of Directors. 


•	 Participated in the delivery of the Departmental Orientation Program. 


•	 Participated in the development of a variety of Human Resource policies for the Manitoba Housing 
Authority. 
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•	 Participated in the development of integrated Human Resource policies and processes for Winnipeg 
Integrated Service. 


•	 Participated in the identification of alternate Payroll Services for old Manitoba Support Services 
Payroll for Community Home Support Program. 
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POLICY AND PLANNING 


Objectives 


•	 To provide leadership, coordination and support on policy issues that have an impact on the 
Department and the delivery of social services to Manitobans. 


•	 To provide leadership, coordination and support on web-related communications that support or 
enhance the Department’s program and service delivery systems. 


•	 To lead intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities involving the Department. 


•	 To provide leadership and coordination on access to information and protection of privacy policy. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Undertakes strategic planning, social policy research and analysis, policy development and 
coordination. 


•	 Conducts program/data reviews and evaluations. 


•	 Provides corporate support to executive and divisional management. 


•	 Provides support for legislative debate and Estimates review. 


•	 Undertakes interprovincial comparisons and prepares policy papers.  


•	 Represents the Department in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral discussions 
related to a broad range of social issues. 


•	 Coordinates the Department’s policy development, staff training, and responses related to requests 
for access to information under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The 
Personal Health Information Act. 


•	 Develops, manages and coordinates all web support communications services for the Department. 


09-1E Policy and Planning 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 2008/09 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,348 19.50 1,199 149 


Total Other Expenditures 252 228 24 
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Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Provided analysis of existing and emerging policy and program-related social services issues, trends 
and research in support of departmental strategic and program planning. 


•	 Provided project management and support for the development and implementation of 
  cross-divisional and interdepartmental policy initiatives.   


•	 Coordinated departmental strategic planning and performance management activities. 


•	 Coordinated program evaluations and reviews. 


•	 Provided support and participated in the preparation of legislation and regulations related to new 
policy initiatives. 


•	 Provided support for executive correspondence, legislative debate, the budget process and Estimates 
review. 


•	 Developed and coordinated the Department’s Annual Report. 


•	 Coordinated timely and accurate departmental responses to requests for access to information 
consistent with the requirements of The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
The Personal Health Information Act. 


•	 Represented the Department on federal-provincial/territorial (F-P/T) working groups including the 
National Child Benefit, Early Childhood Development, Early Learning and Child Care, Benefits and 
Services for Persons with Disabilities, and the Support Committee of Officials responsible for 
providing support to F-P/T Ministers and Deputy Ministers of Social Services.  Acted as provincial 
chair of the Benefits and Services Working Group for Persons with Disabilities. 


•	 Participated on a number of intra- and inter-departmental committees. 


•	 Participated on working groups examining policy issues surrounding the implementation of an 
integrated service delivery system. 


•	 Coordinated a policy network for departmental policy staff to share information and best practices.  


•	 Developed, managed and coordinated all web content support services for the Department.  Ensured 
that the Department’s websites met the Office of Information Technology standards with respect to 
accessibility, usability, security and architecture standards, and assisted in providing the public with 
helpful, user-friendly information.   


•	 Provided leadership on poverty-related issues across government.   
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ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To maintain an active comptrollership and administrative support function by ensuring that financial 
and administrative policies, services and reporting systems are developed and administered 
effectively. 


•	 To provide technical expertise in the development and maintenance of computer systems in support 
of departmental and Healthy Child Manitoba Office programs and services. 


•	 To improve the Department’s accountability framework. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


•	 Provides centralized financial, administrative and information technology support services to the 
Department.  This is accomplished through the Division’s three branches: 


- Financial and Administrative Services
 
- Innovation, Information and Technology 

-	 Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


The Division is also responsible for coordinating the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery.  The 
goal of Integrated Service Delivery is to reduce service fragmentation and to provide citizens with 
improved access to coordinated services.  As part of Integrated Service Delivery, the Department 
continues to deliver the majority of its services through a single division - Community Service Delivery. 


Through Winnipeg Integrated Services, the Department continues to work collaboratively with the 
Department of Health and the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority to integrate social services and health 
services, including primary care, at the community level.  With its partners, the Department continues to 
develop community access centres that will provide integrated health and social services within the 
community.  


FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES  


Objectives 


•	 To maintain an active comptrollership function, by ensuring that financial and administrative policies, 
services and reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet the 
needs of the Department in the financial control, accountability, reporting and the safeguarding and 
protection of financial and physical assets. 


•	 To provide central financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 
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•	 To provide a broad range of operational, administrative and project management support services to 
the operating divisions.  


Responsibilities 


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates departmental financial administration and management activities 
comprising comprehensive budget Estimates planning and support services; financial forecasting and 
reporting; disbursements and revenue accounting; appropriation control; and provision of functional 
direction on financial and administrative policies and operational procedures and practices to 
divisional staff. 


•	 Manages the French Language Services policies throughout the Department and for a number of 
outside agencies that deliver services on the Department’s behalf. 


•	 Provides project management supports for the planning and implementation of integration initiatives 
within the Department. 


•	 Coordinates accommodation planning. 


09-1F Financial and Administrative Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,763 30.00 1,843 (80) 


Total Other Expenditures 377 382 (5) 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the Department's fiscal status, to executive 
management and central government. 


•	 Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program management 
issues to ensure that control and accountability systems are in place. 


•	 Provided ongoing coordination of the Department's annual Estimates exercise, including the 
production of the Supplementary Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates 
briefing material. 


•	 Continued review and improvement of departmental financial and administrative control procedures 
as part of ongoing comptrollership activities. 


•	 Continued implementation of changes and refinements as part of Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Continued to provide centralized support for accommodation projects and planning activities. 


•	 Coordinated French Language Services within the Department and within a number of external 
agencies that deliver services on behalf of the Department.   


•	 Provided administrative support to the Vulnerable Persons' Hearing Panel, including the coordination, 
attendance, and scheduling of hearings. 
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INNOVATION, INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY  


Objectives 


•	 To provide information technology leadership and expertise, consulting services and solutions to the 
Department and related clients to promote the efficient use of information in support of the 
Department’s business strategy and goals. 


•	 To provide strategic and tactical information technology planning, information systems analysis, 
design, implementation and ongoing support to the users of existing systems.  


Responsibilities 


•	 Plans long-term information systems strategies, facilitates the annual departmental information 
technology plan and develops detailed project plans in support of new initiatives. 


•	 Develops information systems in support of departmental programs and assists in the development of 
necessary training material. 


•	 Reviews and revises systems development standards, procedures and policies in support of the 
strategic information technology direction of government. 


•	 Assists divisions and branches in designing effective technical solutions to meet their business 
needs. 


•	 Ensures the security of departmental information technology assets and continuity of services. 


•	 Refines the manner in which the Department manages and utilizes information technology. 


•	 Manages the outsourcing of certain departmental information technology resources including 
hardware, software and local/wide area network support. 


09-1G Innovation, Information and Technology 


Actual  Estimate Variance Expl.
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE  2008/09 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,781 15.00 3,155 (374) 


Total Other Expenditures 1,700 1,774 (74) 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 A new Information Technology system for the Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative (WHHI) 
was developed and implemented by the WHHI partners who are the Governments of Manitoba and 
Canada, and the City of Winnipeg.  The new WHHI system tracks properties and funding and 
provides statistical reports. 
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•	 The business requirements analysis phase for a centralized provincial child care waitlist system was 
completed.  The new system will be referred to as the Licensed Child Care Availability system. 


•	 The business requirements analysis phase was completed for the Information Matters project in 
support of the child welfare system. 


•	 A number of significant enhancements to the Child and Family Services Application were performed 
in support of the child welfare system. 


•	 Significant enhancements were made to the Social Allowances Management Information Network in 
support of the Rewarding Work initiative. 


•	 The Provincial Services System was enhanced to include new functionality related to the Manitoba 
Shelter Benefit and the Portable Housing Benefit that provide assistance to low-income families. 


AGENCY ACCOUNTABILITY AND SUPPORT UNIT 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that agencies that receive funding from the Department are operating under a clear and 
effective accountability framework, including regular and appropriate financial reporting. 


•	 To build the capacity of the Department to effectively monitor agency financial performance, and to 
take corrective action when necessary. 


•	 To support agency and board development by providing advice and assistance on agency operations 
and financial management. 


•	 To mitigate the administrative burden on agencies by coordinating departmental requirements with 
those of other Manitoba government departments and agencies, and other jurisdictions. 


•	 To bring a more systematic approach to the planning, implementation and response to internal and 
external audits of the Department. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Leads negotiations of Service Purchase Agreements. 


•	 Develops and enhances Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Monitors agency compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Examines financial performance of agencies, investigates areas of concern and performs operational 
reviews. 


•	 Develops capacity for the Department to link financial and program performance of agencies. 


•	 Develops the capacity of agencies to meet Service Purchase Agreement terms and conditions, 
including Financial Reporting Requirements.   


37 








 


 
 


 


 


 


 
     


 


 


  


 
  


  


 


 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 
 


 


•	 Coordinates the development of an annual audit plan through the Audit Advisory Committee and 
monitors the implementation of audit recommendations. 


09-1I Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 822 12.00 918 (96) 


Total Other Expenditures 272 369 (97)  1 


1. The variance is primarily due to under expenditure of audit costs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 In 2008/09, the number of active Service Purchase Agreements with agencies increased from 189 to 
200. This is in addition to four Contribution Agreements with the Child and Family Services 

Authorities.
 


•	 Board governance training was provided to nine agencies and over 85 departmental staff in 2008/09.  
In addition, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit conducted orientations on Service Purchase 
Agreements and the Financial Reporting Requirements. 


•	 Conducted operational reviews in response to allegations and/or financial concerns. 


•	 Piloted a risk assessment instrument and continued work on incorporating some of the risk indicators 
into the financial checklist to help determine which agencies should be reviewed as part of a regular 
audit cycle. 


•	 Continued to monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with Financial Reporting 
Requirements. 
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DISABILITIES ISSUES OFFICE 


The Disabilities Issues Office was established in December 2002 in response to Full Citizenship: A 
Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability. The office reports directly to the Minister responsible for 
Persons with Disabilities who is also the Minister of Family Services and Housing.  Manitoba Family 
Services and Housing provides administrative support and a budgetary home for the Disabilities Issues 
Office. 


Objectives 


•	 To act as a centralized resource for all government departments to assist with the coordination of 
initiatives that have implications for persons with disabilities. 


•	 To support communication between the disability community and government regarding disability 
policy and program issues. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides coordination across departments to ensure a consistent approach to disability policies. 


•	 Acts as a central resource to assist with the development and review of initiatives for persons with 
disabilities. 


•	 Facilitates consultations with the community and government on various disability-related topics and 
develops a reporting process to identify priority disability issues for consideration. 


•	 Informs provincial departments, crown corporations and related agencies about the needs and 
concerns of Manitobans with disabilities. 


•	 Liaises with other Canadian and international jurisdictions on disability issues. 


09-1H Disabilities Issues Office 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Estimate 
2008/09 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits   306 4.00 306 0 


Total Other Expenditures 105 103 2 
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Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 The Minister appointed Jennifer Howard as MLA assistant on disability issues to promote the 
ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and to help 
develop a new strategy for Manitobans with disabilities. 


•	 Worked with an Assistant Deputy Ministers Committee on Disability Issues to fulfill commitments 
made in Full Citizenship: A Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability, to coordinate cross-
departmental initiatives and to plan the way forward.  


•	 Introduced the Manitoba Policy on Access to Government for Persons with Disabilities, and trained 
Disability Access Coordinators from all government departments.  See also 
www.manitoba.ca/dio/access. 


•	 Introduced the use of a disability lens to view and analyze a new initiative from the perspective of 
people with disabilities.  The aim is to ensure the full inclusion of Manitobans with disabilities at all 
stages of policy and program development.  The lens is complemented by resource materials, such 
as check lists. 


•	 As part of the Treasury Board Secretariat Gender and Diversity Analysis Project, trained government 
staff and participated in departmental pilot projects to ensure disability issues are considered as an 
integrated part of Gender and Diversity analysis. 


•	 Provided advice to provincial departments on policy issues affecting Manitobans with disabilities 
including: employment, income, education, emergency preparedness and pandemics, protection from 
abuse, recreation, aging, visitable housing (including Waverley West Development), government 
access, and the disability service needs of specific population groups. 


•	 Produced the research report Francophone Full Citizenship in collaboration with the Conseil 
communauté en santé du Manitoba. 


•	 Produced a report on the Manitoba Forum on Aging and Disabilities in collaboration with the Seniors 
and Healthy Aging Secretariat. 


•	 Celebrated the International Day of Disabled Persons, December 3rd, with a half-day information 
forum on the United Nations Convention for the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 


•	 Represented Manitoba on the City of Winnipeg’s Access Advisory Committee, the Disability Health 
and Wellness Organizing Committee and participated in numerous community organization and 
network meetings. 


•	 Continued to build the Disabilities Issues Office website to provide information about the Office and 
government initiatives that concern people with disabilities. 


The Disabilities Issues Office produces a separate, more comprehensive annual report.  The Disabilities 
Issues Office Annual Report for 2008/09 can be obtained from the Disabilities Issues Office at 
630 - 240 Graham Avenue, Winnipeg MB R3C 0J7; telephone (204) 945-5351 or TTY (204) 948-2901 or 
on the Office’s website:  www.manitoba.ca/dio. 
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HOUSING DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To provide for the development, delivery, management and administration of housing policies and 
programs. 


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides operational assistance to support not-for-profit housing and the delivery of housing 
programs for low-income households. 


•	 Provides program development, coordination and support services for strategic and operational 
decision-making. 


•	 Provides for the monitoring of external operating and property management agreements, 
management and administrative support for corporate programs and services, ensuring effective 
program delivery and appropriate utilization of resources. 


•	 Provides grant and subsidy benefit payments to low-income renters under shelter assistance 
programs. 


PROGRAM SUPPORT 


Objectives 


•	 To provide executive direction, management, coordination and support for the programs and services 
delivered and administered under the Housing Division. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides policy and program direction to develop and deliver Housing programs and services. 


•	 Ensures effective and efficient management of Housing programs. 


•	 Coordinates the development of strategic and annual operating plans for the Division in consultation 
with the operational branches. 
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09-2A  Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2008/09 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


325 


Total Other Expenditures 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


63 


FTE 



4.00 



Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


335 (10) 


65 (2) 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Ensured effective direction was provided to the Division, the Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation (MHRC) and the Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA). 


•	 Assisted in the ongoing development of services which are consistent with the policy and program 
objectives of the Division and the Department. 


•	 Coordinated the development of the annual strategic plan for the Division in consultation with the 
operational branches.  


THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION  


Objectives 


•	 To enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly 
those of low to moderate incomes or those with specialized needs. 


•	 To maintain and improve the condition of existing housing stock. 


•	 To ensure there is an adequate supply of housing stock in Manitoba. 


•	 To stimulate and influence the activities of the housing market to the benefit of Manitobans as a 
whole. 


Responsibilities 


•	 As a crown corporation, operates pursuant to The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act and is 
governed by a board of directors under the provisions of the Act, with policy direction provided by 
government.  


•	 Operates as the delivery arm for federal/provincial cost-shared social housing programs and other 
capital programming provided by the province. 


•	 As an approved lender under the federal National Housing Act, issues mortgages and loans and 
holds assets. 


•	 Owns all assets but is financially dependent upon government, receiving an annual transfer payment 
basically equal to the difference between MHRC’s revenues and its expenses less federal recoveries 
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from the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC).  As part of the government’s annual 
Estimates process, these dollars are voted by the Legislature to the Department which, in turn, 
“transfers” funds to the MHRC as required.  (See Appendix for MHRC Financial Statements) 


•	 Provides subsidies for approximately 35,000 housing units developed under various federal/provincial 
housing programs.  Approximately 13,100 housing units are managed by the MHA, an agent of the 
MHRC. The remaining housing units are managed by sponsor and non-profit groups. 


•	 Provides strategic planning and develops new housing policy, programs, initiatives and corresponding 
legislation and regulations; provides program systems support and development; standards 
development and quality assurance; program analysis and evaluation; and issue management. 


•	 Coordinates the MHRC’s planning activities and provides ongoing housing program development and 
policy analysis related to program support. 


•	 Examines new building technologies to assess their feasibility for Manitoba home construction. 


•	 Monitors compliance with operating agreement provisions and promotes efficient management of 
projects in accordance with program objectives.  Recommends changes to agreements to enhance 
operation of programs and projects.  


•	 Performs operational audits of non-profit or cooperative housing projects, including tenant selection, 
building maintenance, financial control, rent calculations, management control and board 
involvement. 


•	 Conducts workshops and training sessions for non-profit and cooperative housing projects. 


•	 Delivers and administers the federal/provincial cost-shared Affordable Housing Initiative and the 
renovation and repair programs in Manitoba – Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program, 
Emergency Repair Program, Home Adaptations for Seniors’ Independence and Shelter Enhancement 
Program. Delivers the provincially funded Homeowner Emergency Loan Program. 


•	 Delivers the three-year HOMEWorks! Initiative, which focuses on five key areas: inner-city 
revitalization; older Manitobans, including supportive housing options; urban Aboriginal housing; 
northern housing; and homeless Manitobans.  Program components in the initiative will provide 
options for developing new rental, homeownership and housing cooperative units, the renovation of 
existing properties, and will include specific programs to address the challenges of housing in the 
north. New units will be designed to meet new “green standards” to ensure energy-efficient 
operation. 


•	 Provides financial assistance for benefits under the following programs: 


-	 Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program; and 


-	 School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus (STAT 55+) 


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates corporate accounting and financial management activities including 
financial reporting, expenditure and revenue processing and appropriation control, federal/provincial 
cost-shared program reporting and claiming. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit 


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit (MSB) is intended to help low-income families, seniors and persons with 
disabilities meet shelter-related costs in the private rental market.  The maximum monthly benefit 
available under the MSB was increased to $210 in January 2009.  This program is funded by the MHRC 
but delivered through Provincial Services. 


A flat rate monthly benefit is also available to persons with disabilities and adults without dependent 
children who are receiving Employment and Income Assistance (EIA), and are living in the private rental 
market, or in room and board accommodation.  For eligible participants in receipt of EIA in these case 
categories, the monthly MSB is a flat rate of $35 for those in private rental accommodation and $15 for 
those living in board and room accommodation. 


Fiscal 
Year 


Average No. 
of 


Recipients 
Per Month 


No. of Active 
Recipients at 


Year End 


Total No. 
of 


Recipients 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 


(Non-EIA) 


$ 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 


(EIA) 


$ 


Expenditures 
Total 
$000 


2006/07 * 9,018 10,919 15,454 106 30 4,621 


2007/08 12,771 10,681 14,184 110 30 5,173 


2008/09 12,061 13,918 14,899 148 32 5,876 


* Represents the combined Shelter Allowances for Elderly Renters and Shelter Allowances for Family Renters 
 programs during the period April 1 to June 30, 2006, and the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program effective 

July 1, 2006. 



Portable Housing Benefit (PHB) 


The Portable Housing Benefit provides a rent supplement of up to $200 per month, combined with 
housing supports to maintain a stable tenancy, for individuals with a mental health disability.  Recipients 
must have an unstable housing situation that is interfering with their progress in treatment and positive 
participation in community life.  This rent supplement is portable, as it is attached to the individual rather 
than to a housing unit.  The PHB was introduced in July 2008 as a pilot project in Brandon, Thompson 
and Winnipeg, and has been implemented gradually throughout the year.  When fully implemented, the 
pilot project will provide 300 rent supplements with supports to EIA participants who have been enrolled 
on the basis of a mental health disability.  The PHB is delivered by mental health community partners, 
who are funded to provide these supports.  PHB payments are administered by Provincial Services.   


Fiscal Number of Average Expenditures ($000) 


Year 
Recipients 
as at 
March 31, 2009 


Monthly 
Benefit 


Paid 
Benefits 


Housing 
Supports Other* Total 


2008/09 64 $161 $24.7 $32.1 $43.2 $100.0 


* Includes the one-time cost of developing the payment system for the Portable Housing Benefit. 
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School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus 


The School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus program provides an annual grant of up to $175 to 
tenants aged 55 years or older, to offset the school tax portion of rental costs.  The grant is payable once 
a year. Applications submitted during 2009 relate to rents paid during the 2008 calendar year.  This 
program is funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services on behalf of the Department of 
Finance.  Program expenditures are recovered from the Department of Finance. 


Applicants must meet eligibility criteria.  Tenants aged 55 years or older whose net income is less than 
$23,800, and who rented their principal residence in the private rental market during the previous 
calendar year, are generally eligible.  Pensioners who were eligible, but did not receive their rebate during 
previous years, can apply for benefits retroactively for up to four years.  Tenants living in non-profit 
housing for the elderly or in projects licensed under The Elderly and Infirm Persons' Housing Act, do not 
qualify for benefits under this program because rents in these housing projects do not include school tax 
costs. 


During the year ended March 31, 2009, 1,932 rebate cheques were issued (including retroactive/partial 
year cheques) representing an expenditure of $266,710 for the fiscal year.  The following table provides 
program information for the past three years:  


Fiscal 
Year 


Total 
Applications 


Received 


Total Number 
of 


 Recipients* 


Average Annual 
Benefit Paid 


$ 


Expenditures 
Total 
$000 


2006/07 3,156 2,519 122 385 


2007/08 3,683 2,077 112 267 


2008/09 2,189 1,932 107 267 


•	 Includes multiple rebates for retroactive benefits, and applications received in the previous fiscal year and paid in 
the current fiscal year. 


Complementary Assistance Program 


Funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services, the Complementary Assistance Program 
provides grant assistance to housing co-operatives to lower housing charges for income-tested 
occupants. Applicants must meet income eligibility criteria.  Co-ops submit monthly statements to claim 
assistance on behalf of eligible clients. 


While the program is closed to new applications from co-ops, Complementary Assistance Program 
support continues to be provided to co-ops under previous commitments. 


During the year ended March 31, 2009, 49 households in 6 co-ops were subsidized through the 
Complementary Assistance Program.  A total of $92,226 was expended during the fiscal year.  The 
following table provides program information for the past three years: 


Fiscal 
Year 


No. of Co-ops at 
Year End 


No. of Recipients at 
Year End 


Expenditures 
Total 
$000 


2006/07 9 64 131 


2007/08 9 63 104 


2008/09 6 49 92 
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Rent Supplement Program 


Funded by MHRC but delivered through Provincial Services, the Rent Supplement Program is designed 
to assist low- and moderate-income families and elderly households to obtain suitable housing in the 
private rental sector and in non-profit housing projects.  The provincial government has entered into 
agreements with owners/operators of private rental stock, whereby the Province subsidizes the difference 
between the approved market rental rate charged by the landlord and the rent-geared-to-income rate paid 
by the qualifying tenant. Subsidy costs are shared by the federal and provincial governments on a 50 per 
cent federal/50 per cent provincial basis for units committed pre-1986 and on a 75 per cent federal/25 per 
cent provincial basis for units committed post-1985. 


The following table provides program information for the past three years: 


Fiscal 
Year 


Eligible Units 
Subsidized 


as at 
March 31 


Average Monthly 
Supplement Paid 


$ 


Expenditures 
Total 
$000 


2006/07 1,690 266 3,903 


2007/08 1,410 255 3,973 


2008/09 1,263 282 4,132 


HOUSING SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To provide housing policy and program development, coordination, forecasting and statistical support 
services to the Division and Manitoba Housing in support of strategic and operational decision-
making. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Undertakes policy and program analysis and program evaluation, and recommends policy and 
program changes to better meet the objectives of the MHRC. 


•	 Coordinates the Division's planning activities and provides ongoing housing program development 
and policy analysis related to program support. 


•	 Provides support for social housing activities, asset management decisions, market analysis and 
research. 


•	 Participates in Federal-Provincial/Territorial working groups responsible for the development of 
strategic initiatives, including affordable housing in urban centres and in rural and remote non-market 
communities and supportive housing. 


•	 Coordinates the preparation of statistical data for federal reporting requirements under the Social 
Housing Agreement between Canada and Manitoba. 


•	 Coordinates and participates in strategic provincial housing initiatives (e.g., infill housing, supportive 
housing, the Northern Housing Strategy, Memoranda of Understanding with the City of Winnipeg).  
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Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Completed the Manitoba Long-Term Housing Strategy and Policy Framework.  


•	 Negotiated and signed Phase III of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable Housing Agreement.  This 
supplementary agreement will see each level of government contribute an additional $9.06 million.  
This brings the total contribution from each of the Governments of Canada and Manitoba to $91.98 
million, further extending the original and Phase II agreements to 2011.  


•	 In addition, negotiated the agreement for the Government of Canada’s Economic Action Plan funding 
for Renovation and Retrofits of Social Housing, Housing for Low-Income Seniors and Housing for 
Persons with Disabilities. 


HOUSING PROGRAMS 


Objectives 


•	 To deliver new housing projects and renovation programs for the Department. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Administers the delivery of the Affordable Housing Initiative, both in Winnipeg (through the Winnipeg 
Housing and Homelessness Initiative) and through partnerships with municipalities and service 
organizations in rural communities.  


•	 Responsible for the delivery of HOMEWorks!, a three-year $104.5 million fund targeting affordable 
homes for lower-income Manitobans.  This will be achieved by supporting the development of new 
rental and homeowner units, offering repair/conversion options and providing homebuyer down 
payment assistance and rent supplements.  


•	 Responsible for the delivery and administration of the federal-provincial repair and renovation 
programs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


Affordable Housing Initiative 


The Governments of Canada and Manitoba signed Phase I of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable Housing 
Agreement on September 30, 2002.  Under this agreement, the two levels of government each contributed 
approximately $50.78 million in federal and provincial funds to renovate or create approximately 2,500 
affordable housing units.  On April 25, 2005, Manitoba signed Phase II of the Canada-Manitoba Affordable 
Housing Agreement.  Under the Phase II Supplementary Agreement, each level of government contributed an 
additional $11.54 million for affordable housing in Manitoba.  This investment brought the total contribution from 
each of the Governments of Canada and Manitoba to $36.9 million for a total of $73.86 million and extended the 
original agreement to 2008. 
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During 2008/09, the Province continued to work with other levels of government to develop safe and affordable 
housing for families with low and moderate-incomes, including energy-efficient new infill homes for sale in 
Winnipeg’s inner-city, and affordable rental housing in a number of Manitoba communities.  


As at March 31, 2009, construction is complete, underway or committed for over 2,372 units and all but 
$300,000 of federal funding has been committed.   


HOMEWorks! 


In April 2007, the Province of Manitoba announced HOUSINGFirst, a Four Pillar strategy for housing that 
includes the following pillars: 


1. 	HOMEWorks! targets affordable housing for low-income Manitobans; 
2. 	BUILDINGFoundations, focuses on the revitalization of existing public housing; 
3. 	Project: A Roof Over Each Bed, which will invest in emergency and transitional shelter for 


 homeless people; and 
4. 	The extension of the basic renovation programs, including the Residential Rehabilitation Assistance 


Program (RRAP). 


HOMEWorks! is a $104.5-million, three-year fund targeting affordable homes for low-income Manitobans 

with the following five priorities: inner-city revitalization with a focus on refugees and immigrants; older 

Manitobans; urban Aboriginals; northern Manitobans and homeless Manitobans. 



The funding of $104.5 million under HOMEWorks! includes: 

- Capital funding for community-based housing initiatives; 

- Capital funding for Aboriginal-based housing initiatives; 

- New Rent Supplement funding to allow at least 50 per cent of all new rental units created under 



above initiatives to have rents geared to household incomes; and 
- Capital funding for new public housing, including new housing units in northern communities.  


As at March 31, 2009, construction is complete, underway or committed on over 162 units under HOMEWorks!, 
which accounts for approximately $12.8 million of program funding.  Funding approvals for an additional 429 
units are in process, totaling approximately $68.7 million.   


Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative 


The Housing Programs Branch is an active partner in the tripartite Winnipeg Housing and Homelessness Initiative 
(WHHI).  The WHHI provides a one-stop approach for community organizations to access housing and/or 
homelessness programs provided by all three levels of government in the City of Winnipeg.  The current WHHI 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between Canada, Manitoba and Winnipeg is set to expire in March 2011. 


In 2008/09, the Department continued to fund a range of programs delivered by the WHHI to address declining 
housing stock, homelessness and the revitalization of Winnipeg’s older neighbourhoods.  The WHHI delivers the 
provincial Neighbourhood Housing Assistance program in Winnipeg, which provides assistance of up to $10,000 
per unit to community-based organizations and individuals in support of locally planned and delivered initiatives 
for homeownership and renovation in targeted neighbourhoods.  This funding was provided in conjunction with 
assistance received under the Affordable Housing Initiative New Rental Supply program and New 
Homeownership Supply program and HOMEWorks!. 


As at March 31, 2009, over $8.6 million in Neighbourhood Housing Assistance funding and over $45.0 million in 
Affordable Housing Initiative and HOMEWorks! funding has been committed for the WHHI-targeted 
neighbourhoods in the City of Winnipeg. 


In addition, in December 2006, the federal government announced the Homelessness Partnering Strategy (HPS), 
of which Manitoba’s share is approximately $14 million to be delivered through the WHHI.  The HPS was 
extended from April 1, 2009 to March 31, 2011.  
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Summary of Neighbourhood Housing Assistance
 


Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson 



March 31, 2009 



Neighbourhood/ 
Community 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative/ 


HOMEWorks 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


WINNIPEG 
Lord Selkirk 
Park $ 204,700 $ 0 $ 4,123,381 $ 392,096 $ 2,533,303 $ 7,253,480 115 16 


Point Douglas $ 916,118 $ 410,814 $ 3,050,793 $ 1,149,150 $ 3,834,330 $ 9,361,205 663 0 


Spence $ 2,159,314 $ 2,678,854 $ ,3,278,006 $ 2,340,491 $ 2,346,946 $ 12,803,611 814 228 


West Broadway $ 1,632,415 $ 4,153,376 $ 5,166,320 $ 1,262,210 $ 410,000 $ 12,624,321 631 48 


William Whyte $ 1,862,448 $ 1,440,092 $ 3,307,287 $ 1,548,221 $ 50,817 $ 8,208,865 765 0 


Centennial $ 346,863 $ 31,612 $ 4,708,683 $ 403,780 $ 0 $ 5,490,938 191 0 


Daniel McIntyre $ 395,876 $ 684,558 $ 589,769 $ 334,514 $ 0 $ 2,004,717 210 0 


Dufferin $ 124,700 $ 170,289 $ 3,926,826 $ 396,366 $ 590,092 $ 5,208,273 155 0 


North Portage $ 0 $ 1,901,648 $ 2,686,048 $ 605,774 $ 580,500 $ 5,773,970 219 0 


St. John’s $ 368,270 $ 377,199 $ 672,675 $ 248,468 $ 0 $ 1,666,612 212 0 


St. Matthews $ 462,797 $ 415,098 $ 1,196,620 $ 184,341 $ 0 $ 2,258,856 165 0 


West Alexander $ 55,000 $ 198,888 $ 451,847 $ 198,573 $ 0 $ 904,308 107 0 


Other Projects $ 88,166 $ 14,076,417 $ 11,894,164 $ 11,814,068 $ 6,062,412 $ 43,935,227 2,625 96 


TOTAL 
WINNIPEG $ 8,616,667 $ 26,538,845 $ 45,052,419 $20,878,052 $ 16,408,400 $ 117,494,383 6,872 388 


Neighbourhood/ 
Community 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative/ 


HOMEWorks 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


Brandon $ 2,935,640  $ 6,924,494  $ 3,534,634 $ 0 $ 350,000 $ 13,744,768  835 34 


Thompson $ 567,186  $ 2,615,303  $ 1,102,733 $ 0 $ 0 $ 4,285,222  192 26 


Dauphin $ 0 $ 385,365 $ 1,983,600 $ 40,000 $ 275,000 $ 2,683,965 56    21 


Selkirk $ 0 $ 173,133 $ 1,834,353 $ 22,000 $ 379,209 $ 2,408,695  31 17 


The Pas $ 0 $ 88,442 $ 2,560,622 $ 0 $ 0 $ 2,649,064  42 14 


Flin Flon $ 0 $ 151,281 $ 888,375  $ 70,000 $ 0 $ 1,109,656  21 0 
Portage la 
Prairie $ 30,000  $ 681,666 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 711,666 39 15 


TOTAL $ 3,532,826  $ 11,019,684  $ 11,904,317 $ 132,000 $ 1,004,209 $ 27,593,036  1,216 127 


Neighbourhood 
Housing 


Assistance 
(NHA) 1. 


Residential 
Rehabilitation 


Assistance 
Program 


(RRAP) 2. 


Affordable 
Housing 
Initiative/ 


HOMEWorks 


City / 
Municipal 
Funding 


Human 
Resources 


Development 
Canada 
Funding Total Funding 


Total 
Number 
of Units 


Total 
Number 
of Beds 


TOTAL $ 12,149,493  $ 37,558,529  $ 56,956,736 $ 21,010,052 $ 17,412,609 $ 145,087,419  8,088 515 


1. The program funding totals do not include program administration fees. 


2. This is total RRAP funding, which is cost-shared 75 per cent federal and 25 per cent provincial.   
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Federal/Provincial Repair and Renovation Programs 


The Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) was introduced in 1973 by the federal 
government to provide assistance to low-income homeowners and landlords who rent to low-income 
households to repair properties to acceptable health and safety standards.  Over the years, the federal 
government added additional programs including: 


-	 The Emergency Repair Program provides assistance to rural area residents to undertake 

emergency repairs necessary for the continued safe occupancy of their residence. 



-	 The Home Adaptations for Seniors Independence provides a one-time non-repayable contribution 
of up to $3,500 for home adaptations that will allow low-income seniors to continue to live 
independently in their homes or market rental accommodations. 


-	 The Shelter Enhancement Program provides assistance for the repair, rehabilitation or 
improvement of existing shelters for victims of family violence to an acceptable standard of 
health, safety, security and accessibility for persons with disabilities. 


Since April 1, 1999, the above programs have been jointly funded by the federal and provincial 
governments on a 75 per cent/25 per cent basis in Manitoba.  The MHRC assumed administrative 
responsibility for delivery of programs on April 1, 2000.  The programs have been continuously extended 
by the federal government since that time.  The most recent extension is due to expire on March 31, 
2011. A total of $7,204,862 was committed in 2008/09 for these programs.  A portion of this RRAP 
funding is reported in the Summary of Neighbourhood Housing Assistance on the previous page.    


Summary of Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program (RRAP) 
Funding 


March 31, 2009 
Total Funding 


Homeowner RRAP $3,259,470 


Disabled RRAP $760,000 


Rental RRAP $2,495,930 


Emergency Repair Program  $288,000 


Home Adaptations for Seniors Independence  $78,100 


Shelter Enhancement Program $323,362 
Total $7,204,862 


CORPORATE SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure the corporate comptrollership function is appropriately maintained to meet the needs of the 
Division, the MHRC and the MHA for financial control, accountability, reporting and the safeguarding 
and protection of financial and physical assets.   


•	 To provide comprehensive central support services to corporate operations and branches including 
direction and support in financial planning, financial evaluations and protection of corporate assets, 
reporting control policies, processes and procedures. 
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Responsibilities  


•	 Plans, organizes and evaluates corporate accounting and financial management activities, including 
financial reporting, expenditure and revenue processing and appropriation control, cost-shared 
reporting and claiming. 


•	 Establishes and provides direction on corporate financial management policies, procedures and 
practices. 


•	 Advises executive management regarding emerging financial and program management issues. 


•	 Coordinates and supports the development of the corporate Estimates in support of the Division, the 
MHRC and the MHA. 


•	 Coordinates, monitors and reports on the corporate entities which include the MHRC, the MHA and 
sponsor and private non-profit groups. 


•	 Administers the loan and mortgage portfolio. 


•	 Supports management through the provision of analytical, consultative and evaluative advice on new 
departmental and corporate programs, financial proposals and ongoing operations. 


09-2B Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation  


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. No. 
 Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 2008/09 Over/(Under) 
 Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Transfer Payments to MHRC 66,502 33,587 32,915 


Valuation Allowance Adjustment (10,414)  - (10,414) 2 


Transfer Payments to MHRC 56,088 33,587 22,501 


Shelter Benefits  5,976 9,044 (3,068) 3 


Total MHRC 62,064 42,631 19,433 


1. 	 The variance is due to an increase in the MHRC draw down required for 2008/09 operations. The 
actual results in support of these operations are found in the MHRC Statement of Operations on 
page 2 of the MHRC Financial Statements (see Appendix). 


2. 	 It is the Province of Manitoba’s accounting policy to record the deficit/(surplus) of Crown 
organizations as an expenditure of the Province of Manitoba in the year in which they were incurred.  
The expenditure is recorded as a valuation allowance against advances owed to the Province by the 
organization.  The valuation allowance adjustment applied to MHRC Transfer Payments in 2008/09 is 
in the amount of ($10,414). 


3. 	 The under expenditure of ($3,068) is primarily due to lower than planned expenditures under the 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit program and delays related to the delivery of the Portable Housing Benefit 
through community mental health service providers and the Regional Health Authorities.  The 
program was expanded in 2008/09 to include non-disabled single adults and childless couples who 
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receive EIA benefits effective July 1, 2008, create a Portable Housing Benefit pilot for persons with 
mental illness, and a revised Manitoba Shelter Benefit formula effective January 1, 2009. 


Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program 


The Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program guaranteed loans made by approved lenders for the 
purchase of mobile homes.  These guarantees allowed the lender to provide the loan at a lower interest 
rate and for a longer term, resulting in lower monthly payments by the borrower.  This program terminated 
March 31, 1997.   


The following table provides program information for the past three years, including outstanding 
guarantees as at March 31, 2009. 


Fiscal Year 


Outstanding Guarantees 


Total Units 
Amount 


$000


 2006/07 


2007/08 


2008/09 


21 


10 


6 


361 


163 


109 


LAND DEVELOPMENT  


Objectives 


•	 To provide a land management framework to guide the actions of the Corporation’s land holdings and 
major land development projects in the province. 


Responsibilities  


•	 The MHRC’s Land Development Branch is responsible for developing provincial policy for the 
acquisition, use and disposition of land for housing development, and ensuring that all land 
development projects are consistent with the housing development priorities of the province. 


•	 The MHRC’s land development portfolio includes the Corporation’s current land holdings and all 
major land development projects, including the development of Waverley West, a 1,330 acre land 
parcel in south west Winnipeg. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 The MHRC is currently developing 330 acres of this land in the development’s first neighbourhood 
called Bridgwater Forest.  The Bridgwater Forest neighbourhood will consist of approximately 1,150 
single-family homes and 500 multi-family dwellings upon completion.  


•	 Bridgwater Forest is one part of a 20-year development that will include four neighbourhoods and a 
Town Centre, and eventually provide more than 11,000 new homes, apartments and complexes upon 
completion. 


•	 Under the newly enacted Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund (HDRF), proceeds from 
MHRC suburban development will be directed towards revitalizing Winnipeg’s inner-city.  This fund is 
expected to reach $14.5 million over the next four years. 


NORTHERN HOUSING 


The MHRC continues to work with northern/Aboriginal organizations and residents, as well as other levels of 
government, to improve housing conditions in the North.  As part of the three-year HOMEWorks! program, the 
province’s affordable housing strategy has allocated $20.7 million to build, rehabilitate or repair 144 housing units 
in northern Manitoba.  This includes over $10.0 million for new low-income housing, including a total of 40 new 
multi-family units that will be built by the MHRC in Thompson and The Pas in support of family housing for those 
attending the University College of the North (UCN) and a total of $3.0 million for a Northern Renovation program 
for remote northern communities. 


In October, 2008, the MHRC, in partnership with Aboriginal and Northern Affairs, established a Northern Housing 
Operations (NHO) Branch. The Branch was established to deal with long-standing housing delivery and 
management issues in northern Manitoba.  Centred in Thompson, the NHO Branch is currently developing a 
northern housing strategy which will help direct the future of affordable and social housing in northern Manitoba. 


PORTFOLIO ADMINISTRATION 


Objectives 


•	 To assist and strengthen partnerships with community groups in achieving program objectives 
defined in the project operating agreements.  


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides assistance to approximately 19,000 social housing units under non-profit, cooperative and 
urban native voluntary board of directors and their staff.  


•	 Provides ongoing communication in a timely professional manner to the non-profit groups, its staff 
and boards of directors to ensure self-sufficiency and sustainability in the following areas:  


- efficient and effective housing management; 
- community capacity; and 

- optimal client service delivery.  



•	 Administers the project operating agreements (POA) with the non-profit owned and/or managed 
housing portfolio as follows:  
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-	 Develops and disburses budgets according to benchmarks, financial constraints, and the individual 
circumstances of each project.  


-	 Maintains financial quality assurance and control through annual audited financial statement 
reviews, risk assessments, and operational reviews.  


-	 Performs quarterly variance analysis (i.e. budgets versus actual costs).  
-	 Assesses and evaluates replacement reserve and capital expenditures to determine appropriate 


capital planning and funding availability.  
-	 Provides special assistance for projects in difficulty.  


•	 Administers the Rural and Native Housing (RNH) program presently consisting of approximately 
1,550 housing units in approximately 165 communities.  


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Realigned the Portfolio Administration Branch into a model that specializes by program type, for 
better delivery of services to the non-profit groups. 


•	 Developed a Project Support Unit to assist with housing projects that may be challenged with ongoing 
sustainability issues. 


•	 Conducted the field work of 43 operational reviews to assist the non-profit groups with best business 
practices.  Draft operational review reports together with a summary of the recommendations are 
ongoing. 


•	 Completed an analysis of board capacity through the distribution of a questionnaire to the non-profit 
Board of Directors.  Approximately 63 per cent of the entire portfolio responded to the questionnaire.  


•	 Facilitated workshops entitled “Board Roles & Responsibilities” to the non-profit boards in the 
Winnipeg and Brandon communities. 


•	 Convened a three-day Urban Native Housing Summit to serve as a launching point to initiate 
quarterly meetings with the Urban Native Groups with the goal of supporting and improving capacity 
within their sector. 


Rural and Native Housing (RNH) Program: 


•	 Initiated a program review and introduced quarterly invoice audits with all Property Management 
Agreement holders.  As part of the review, completed the field work for all three Property 
Management agencies.   


•	 Completed an analysis of current shelter rates of all social recipients residing within RNH units to 
standardize and harmonize the shelter rates between RNH and EIA. 


•	 Completed annual strategic planning to identify program enhancements in areas of rental revenues 
and arrear collections, refine the refund set-off program, administer community visits and any related 
policy direction. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AUTHORITY  


Objectives 


•	 To provide quality affordable housing options to low-income seniors, single persons, families and 
persons with special housing needs, including crisis shelters for victims of family violence, who could 
not otherwise afford adequate housing in the private rental market for less than 30 per cent of their 
total household income. 


Responsibilities  


•	 As an agency of the MHRC, functions as the property management agency for approximately 13,100 
units in the provincial public housing portfolio and ten crisis shelters for victims of domestic violence.   


•	 Provides a safe and secure living environment for seniors, individuals and families at affordable rental 
rates geared to the tenants’ income. 


•	 Fosters and supports tenants’ associations to enable their involvement in assisting the housing 
authority to meet its goals in ensuring the success and sustainability of social housing programs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Gilbert Park Going Places:  The MHA invested $1.16 million in upgrades to the exterior walls in the 
Gilbert Park community in 2008/09.  In addition to these investments in the building assets, the MHA 
partnered with Nor’West to further develop on-site resources for at-risk youth. 


•	 Foundations for Safety:  As part of the BUILDINGFoundations initiative, the MHA invested more than 
$1.0 million in physical security upgrades in homes and buildings across its portfolio.  Additionally, the 
MHA has partnered with Manitoba Justice and now has two full-time investigators under The Safer 
Communities and Neighbourhoods Act dedicated to the MHA portfolio. 


•	 875 Elizabeth Road:  The MHA invested $1.6 million for 24 supportive housing suites, including 
upgrades to the kitchen facilities and the fire, life-safety and security systems. 


•	 Regionalization:  In January 2009, the MHA moved to a regional model of service delivery.  MHA 
offices in seven regional areas will serve as one-stop shops for tenants.   


•	 Centralized delivery of Asset Management, Procurement, Security and Support Services will augment 
the regional delivery model. 


•	 Centralized Procurement:  Acting on commitments made under the Ten Point Action Plan for 
BUILDINGFoundations, the MHA centralized all purchasing activity in 2008/09.   


•	 Following is a list of MHA communities where Modernization and Improvement work was undertaken 
in 2008/09. 


55 








 
 


      


 


 


 


  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
   


 
 


Modernization and Improvement 


Community Actual 
$000 


Community Actual 
$000 


Community Actual 
$000 


Altona 
Austin 
Beausejour 
Birch River 
Boissevain 
Brandon 
Carman 
Churchill 
Cranberry Portage 
Dauphin 
EddyStone 
Elkhorn 
Erickson 
Flin Flon 
Gimli 
Glenboro 


19 
24 
26 
20 


182 
182 
19 


3,884 
26 
84 
19 
19 
5 
2 


101 
78 


Kelwood 
Killarney 
Middlebro 
Miniota 
Minnedosa 
Neepawa 
Niverville 
Oak Lake 
Onanole 
Poplarfield 
Portage la Prairie 
Rivers 
Riverton 
Roblin 
Rorketon 
Rosenfeld 


83 
52 
7 


18 
30 
43 


111 
19 
33 
24 


364 
2 


48 
446 
40 
36 


Selkirk 
Somerset 
Souris 
St. Claude 
St. Pierre 
St. Rose du Lac 
St. George 
Steinbach 
Stony Mountain 
Swan River 
The Pas 
Treherne 
Whitemouth 
Winkler 
Winnipeg 
Winnipeg Beach 


170 
21 
72 
3 


30 
12 
2 
9 


25 
148 
329 
19 


211 
57 


11,799 
17 


Total M & I $18,970 
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DISABILITY PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT AND 
INCOME ASSISTANCE DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To enhance opportunities for children and adults with disabilities in Manitoba to attain increased self-
sufficiency, independence and participation in society. 


•	 To harmonize the major aspects of programs, legislation, policies and practices, providing leadership 
in the development of solutions to better integrate supports for children and adults with disabilities. 


•	 To continue to develop and implement a framework to establish and strengthen effective, inclusive, 
community partnerships and consultation processes. 


•	 To continue to develop clear roles, responsibilities and effective working relationships within the 
Division, Department, Disabilities Issues Office, and other government departments. 


•	 To help Manitobans in regaining their independence by supporting their transition from income 
assistance to employment. 


•	 To ensure that no Manitoban lacks the goods and services essential to health and well-being, by 
providing income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Provides program coordination, direction and funding for services to children with disabilities; for 
supported living services for adults with a mental disability; for vocational rehabilitation services for 
adults with a physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for employment support services 
and financial assistance programs. 


•	 Provides centralized supports in the areas of program and financial management, policy and strategic 
initiative development, legislation and information systems business support services. 


•	 Administers the substitute decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act. 


•	 Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation of legislation for income assistance 
programs; policy and program development; new initiatives and public communications such as 
program brochures, fact sheets and the income assistance policy manual. 


The Division includes the following program areas: 


•	 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
•	 Disability Programs 
•	 Employment and Income Assistance Programs 
•	 Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
•	 Finance and Administration 
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STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT 


Objectives 


•	 To work in conjunction with divisional branches and the Community Service Delivery Division in 
providing effective leadership, coordination, direction and support for the Department’s programs for 
persons with disabilities and employment and income assistance participants. 


•	 To research, design and develop policies and practices that shape the programs and services 
available to persons with disabilities. 


•	 To take the lead role in developing and reviewing legislation, standards, procedures, quality 
assurance and performance measures that impact services provided to persons with disabilities. 


•	 To pursue innovative solutions and initiatives which improve services for persons with disabilities and 
reflect the vision, mission and goals of the Division and the Department.   


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides central program and policy direction for divisional programming. 


•	 Provides program analysis, policy and strategic initiatives development. 


•	 Provides central legislative and regulatory services for divisional programming. 


•	 Provides business support services for adult and children’s information systems. 


•	 Develops pilot projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for persons with disabilities. 


•	 Provides financial management, central administration and support services. 


09-3A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 2008/09 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,041 28.00 2,207 (166) 


Total Other Expenditures 2,825 2,841 (16) 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to programs in the 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) Division.  Staff represented the 
Division in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral working groups and committees.  


•	 Continued to participate in the Joint Community and Government Members Committee on Disability-
Related Employment and Income Assistance Issues.  The purpose of the Joint Committee is to 
provide a common table where government and community members can participate in a cooperative 
and collaborative approach to share information and opinions and provide constructive input as part 
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of a process to address common issues for persons with disabilities receiving Employment and 
Income Assistance. 


•	 Continued the development and enhancement of the Integrated Financial Client and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) computer system, an information management system which will improve participant and 
financial tracking of program expenditures for the Supported Living, Children’s Special Services and 
Special Needs programs. 


•	 Continued the Canada Pension Plan Disability Project in Winnipeg, whereby Employment and 
Income Assistance participants are assisted to improve their access to federal Canada Pension Plan 
Disability benefits by receiving in-person assistance to complete applications and with the appeals 
process. 


•	 Assisted the Disabilities Issues Office with the development of a new strategy to improve accessibility 
and inclusion for persons with disabilities in Manitoba.  The new strategy will build upon the goals 
outlined in Full Citizenship, A Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability, Manitoba’s 2001 vision for 
persons with disabilities.     


•	 Finalized an evaluation of the piloted changes to the EIA program’s medical assessment processes.  
In November 2006, a number of initiatives were introduced to the disability assessment processes of 
the program to: (1) increase capacity within the EIA program to assess disability eligibility from a 
more functional perspective and (2) de-emphasize the focus on medical diagnosis in the disability 
assessment process. 


DISABILITY PROGRAMS  


Objectives 


•	 To provide program direction and funding for supported living programs for adults with a mental 
disability. 


•	 To provide supports and services to families caring for children who have developmental and/or 
physical disabilities. 


•	 To provide leadership and direction to the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), a joint initiative of 
Education, Citizenship and Youth; Family Services and Housing; and Health and Healthy Living.  


•	 To provide leadership and direction in services to the population impacted by autism, a joint project of 
Education, Citizenship and Youth; Family Services and Housing; and Health and Healthy Living. 


The Branch is divided into the following areas: 


•	 Supported Living – Responsible for the planning, development, maintenance, overall direction and 
management of programs and resources that support and enhance the quality of life for adults with a 
mental disability living in the community.  Responsible for the review and development of policies 
associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services and Residential Care 
Licensing. 


•	 Children’s Programs – Responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.  Children’s Programs includes two components: Children’s 
Special Services and Interdepartmental Initiatives.   
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Responsibilities  


•	 Provides leadership and support to Community Service Delivery staff, external agencies and other 
service partners in promoting effective and efficient program administrative practices in the delivery of 
support services for adults and children with a physical and/or mental disability. 


•	 Provides financial management, which includes: developing and managing the overall budget, with 
input from the Community Service Delivery Division; identifying the resources required to provide 
quality, cost-effective services; allocating financial resources; ensuring that programs are delivered 
within budgeted resources; and ensuring financial accountability for program funds. 


•	 Interprets policy and legislation to government and non-government service providers. 


•	 Develops and revises policies and programs in a manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, 
ongoing changes in other programs and the socio-economic environment and the community as a 
whole. 


•	 Provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of adults with a mental 
disability, mental disorder, cognitive impairments or frailty due to aging, who reside in community 
residential care facilities. 


•	 Monitors and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
ongoing identification of participants’ needs, and ensures that programs are delivered within 
government policy and legislation. 


•	 Provides training and development opportunities for staff of the Community Service Delivery Division, 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division and related agencies to ensure 
a working knowledge of programs and policies. 


09-3B-1 & 2 Disability Programs 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2008/09 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,117 


Total Other Expenditures 445 


FTE 



12.50 



Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


917 200 1 


446 (1) 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 


09-3B-3  Supported Living 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2008/09 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Supported Living 196,927 


FTE 

Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


185,443 11,484 1 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care. 


60 








 


 


 


 


 
 


 


 


  


     


   


    
 


 


 
 


 


 


 
 


  
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


09-3B-4  Children’s Special Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Children’s Special Services 24,221 23,718 503 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


Supported Living 


The Supported Living Program (SLP) offers a range of day and residential services aimed at providing 
adults with a mental disability the opportunity for independence in a community setting to the extent 
possible for each individual.  The SLP supports that are potentially available include residential services, 
day services and related support services. 


Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in their residential option of choice.  The day services provided through 
the SLP include supported employment and follow-up services, services with a vocational focus and 
individualized development services.  Additional supports available with funding from the SLP may 
consist of transportation between residential and day programs, respite, crisis intervention and clinical 
services. 


•	 Funding for Supported Living programming increased substantially over the last few years in support 
of the commitment to meet the needs of adults with disabilities and their families.  In 2008/09, the 
Department continued to increase funding for the program to expand supports and services for adults 
with a mental disability.  These supports, which included residential, respite, and day services, as well 
as case management activities such as counselling and referral, allowed 4,799 adults with a mental 
disability to safely live and participate as full and active members of the community. 


•	 In 2008/09, the SLP continued to build the skills and qualifications of service providers who support 
adults with a mental disability. 


- Training was delivered to 4,100 agency staff in critical skill and knowledge areas, such as non
violent crisis intervention, first aid, foundations in disability and community support, supervisory 
skills, principles of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, person-centered 
planning, protection from abuse and neglect, and personal outcome measures. 


- The Human Resource Strategy continues to support the goal of a qualified professional 
workforce.  Opportunities were expanded for agency staff to attend accredited certificate and 
diploma level courses through innovative delivery models both through the classroom, as well as 
through Recognition of Prior Learning and web based training.  


•	 In partnership with service providers, the SLP initiated the first steps in a recruitment campaign to 
enhance awareness of disability support work as an employment and career opportunity.  


•	 Disability Programs, working in partnership with the Disability Issues Office and other departments 
who work with vulnerable adults, initiated a plan to address cross-program protection concerns. 
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•	 In partnership with the Departments of Health and Justice, the SLP is participating in the 
management of a Provincial Special Needs Program for individuals who present a serious risk to 
themselves or the community, but who would not otherwise be eligible for the supported living 
supports or Community Mental Health Services. 


•	 By the end of 2008/09, the Provincial Special Needs Program was serving 112 participants, 97 of 
whom were receiving program funding.  The remaining 15 participants received case management 
supports with no direct program funding attached. 


•	 Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 208 licensed adult residential care facilities, with a total of 
1,336 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with standards.  Staff also provided consultation 
and support to designated licensing authorities for approved facilities.  In 2008/09, the designated 
authorities (Family Services and Housing Regional Managers and Regional Health Authorities) issued 
868 letters of approval for homes with three beds or less, representing a total of 1,579 bed spaces. 


•	 Residential Care Licensing continues to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire Prevention Office 
and the Office of the Fire Commissioner to address the fire and life safety needs for individuals 
residing in approved homes (three beds and under) as applicable fire and building codes evolve. 


•	 Six of the eleven Regional Health Authorities have accepted the delegated licensing responsibility for 
approved homes for their program (Mental Health).  Residential Care Licensing staff provide training 
and policy interpretation, as required. 


•	 In 2008/09, through the Life Safety Initiative, Residential Care Licensing continued to implement a  
strategy to increase the life safety for individuals and staff providing support by providing funding for 
sprinkler installation and other health and safety related equipment in residential and day program 
settings. 


•	 In partnership with the Community Service Delivery Division and community representatives, the SLP 
participated in the transition of selected residents from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to 
community residences that are managed by Supported Living agencies. 


Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Accommodation 
as at March 31 


Accommodation 
2006/07 


Active Files 
2007/08 


Active Files 
2008/09 


Active Files 


Foster Homes and Private Licensed Residential Care 
Facilities 699 739 799 


Parental Homes 1,165 1,197 1,232 
Agency-Managed Residential Care Facilities 1,338 1,370 1,454 
Extended Family 225 232 208 
Independent Living with Support 685 719 722 
Independent Living 252 221 178 
Alternate Care (e.g. Hospitals, Personal Care Homes)  155 153 148 
In the Company of Friends 50 53 58 


Total 4,569 4,684 4,799 
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Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Day Activity 
as at March 31 


Day Activity 
2006/07 


Active Files 
2007/08 


Active Files 
2008/09 


Active Files 


Competitive Employment 219 228 232 
Supported Employment and Follow-Up Services  366 372 379 
Services with a Vocational Focus 1,542 1,572 1,604 
Personal Development Services 1,021 1,101 1,169 
In the Company of Friends 50 53 58 
Attending School 516 491 565 
Retirement Program 112 129 155 
No Program 743 738 637 


Total 4,569 4,684 4,799 


Residential Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 1,495 1,591 1,716 
Eastman 195 199 208 
Interlake 212 211 225 
Central 275 286 309 
Westman 401 397 405 
Parkland 159 150 156 
Northern 117 118 115 


Total 2,854 2,952 3,134 


In the Company of Friends 
Individuals Participating in Program 
as at March 31 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Number of Participants 50 53 58 
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Respite Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 468 483 483 
Eastman 169 173 156 
Interlake 83 86 77 
Central 129 137 142 
Westman 110 95 112 
Parkland 41 40 41 
Northern 46 53 49 


Total 1,046 1,067 1,060 


Crisis Intervention 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 77 121 48 
Eastman 23 23 27 
Interlake 4 10 37 
Central 14 23 29 
Westman 32 35 27 
Parkland 9 7 1 
Northern 8 6 3 


Total 167 225 172 


Day Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 1,396 1,488 1,552 
Eastman 331 326 335 
Interlake 215 213 212 
Central 349 337 340 
Westman 312 308 323 
Parkland 131 135 139 
Northern 92 96 101 


Total 2,826 2,903 3,002 
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Day Services – Special Rate 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 674 744 880 
Eastman 91 94 113 
Interlake 33 40 43 
Central 48 54 66 
Westman 141 137 145 
Parkland 38 40 37 
Northern 36 42 46 


Total 1,061 1,151 1,330 


Day Services – Transportation 

Individuals Funded by Region 

as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 1,282 1,308 1,363 
Eastman 291 288 304 
Interlake 165 159 150 
Central 274 291 294 
Westman 280 278 341 
Parkland 102 100 102 
Northern 75 79 74 


Total 2,469 2,503 2,628 


Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 
Facilities/Beds Facilities/Beds Facilities/Beds 


Licensed 200 1,324 205 1,325 208 1,336 


Approved 815 1,482 835 1,520 868 1,579 


Total 1,015 2,806 1,040 2,845 1,076 2,915 


ANNUAL REPORTS OF ALLEGED ABUSE/NEGLECT 
2006/07 TO 2008/09 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 263 265 240 
Referred to Police or RCMP 54 47 48 
Person Charged under the Criminal Code 2 8 6 
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Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 


April 1, 2008 – March 31, 2009 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Central 0 3 1 0 1 1 6 


Eastman 0 1 2 3 0 0 6 


Interlake 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 


Northern 0 0 1 1 1 0 3 


Parkland 0 2 2 1 0 2 7 


Westman 0 8 2 6 1 0 17 


Winnipeg 0 87 47 35 13 17 199 


Total 0 102 56 46 16 20 240 


* Represents acts of omission. 


Children’s Programs 


Children’s Programs is responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.   


Children’s Programs continued to play a lead role in promoting the development and delivery of 
appropriate services for children with disabilities through collaboration and consultation with programs 
involved in serving children and families, including the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the Child Protection 
Branch, the Manitoba Child Care Program and the Departments of Education, Citizenship and Youth, and 
Health. 


Children’s Special Services 


Children’s Special Services is a non-statutory, voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, 
adoptive or extended families caring for children who have developmental and/or physical disabilities.  
Program staff in six regional offices throughout the province and six community areas in Winnipeg provide 
case management support and individualized services that address the unique needs and circumstances 
of eligible children and their families.  Services and supports are intended to strengthen families and 
reduce stress so that costly out-of-home placement is prevented or delayed. 


Children’s Special Services also provides grant funding to external agencies to deliver specialized 
services including clinical outreach, augmentative and adaptive communication devices, and 
occupational, physical, and speech and language therapies. 
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Family Support Services 


Children’s Special Services provides families who have children with a developmental and/or physical 
disability with a variety of supports that reflect the unique circumstances of each family and the needs of 
their child.  Staff use a family-centred approach to assist families with identifying and accessing the 
resources, both formal and informal, that they require.  These supports include provision of individualized 
services such as respite care, child development, therapy, supplies, equipment, transportation and 
home/vehicle modifications.  The purpose of providing family supports is to reduce stress encountered by 
families so they are better able to address the needs of their children with disabilities in their own homes 
and communities. 


Children’s Special Services delivers Family Support Services through regional offices, staffed by the 
Department’s Community Services Delivery Division, and supports these services and staff by providing 
financial and program guidelines, consultation, training, research and evaluation. 


Children’s Special Services  
Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) Group A 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 2,146 2,186 2,344 
Eastman 402 427 459 
Interlake 298 297 290 
Central 405 450 487 
Westman 521 553 538 
Parkland 162 159 173 
Northern  208* 238 241 
URIS Group A 44 35 36 


Total 4,186 4,345 4,568 


* A number of cases in the Northern region were receiving funded services other than Children’s Special Services, 
and therefore were closed to the Children’s Special Services caseload. 


Funding to External Agencies 


Children’s Special Services provides funding and consultation, and establishes reporting requirements, 
for external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as therapy and respite for children with 
disabilities and their families.  Funded non-government agencies include: Society for Manitobans with 
Disabilities; Rehabilitation Centre for Children; St. Amant; Community Respite Services; Central Speech 
and Hearing Clinic; Open Access Resource Centre; and Canadian National Institute for the Blind.  


Children’s Special Services works closely with the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the Manitoba Child 
Care Program, Child Protection and Support Services, the voluntary sector, the Regional Health 
Authorities, hospitals, schools and agencies.  As well, Children’s Programs staff work collaboratively with 
the provincial Departments of Education, Citizenship and Youth and Health to coordinate programs and 
activities that promote and support the development of children with disabilities and their families. 
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Unified Referral and Intake System 


Children’s Programs provides leadership and administrative support to the Unified Referral and Intake 
System (URIS), a joint initiative of the Departments of Family Services and Housing; Education, 
Citizenship and Youth; and Health.  The protocol supports children who require assistance to perform 
health care procedures when they are apart from their parents/guardians. 


URIS provides funding and policy direction to assist community programs, such as schools, child care 
facilities, recreation programs and respite services, to safely support children with special health care 
needs.  


Unified Referral and Intake System 
Number of Children Registered for Service as at March 31 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


URIS Group B* 11,809 12,089 12,257 


* 	 URIS Group B refers to children who require health care routines that may be delegated to non-health care 
personnel trained and monitored by a registered nurse. 


Applied Behavioural Analysis Program 


The Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) program provides intensive, early intervention behaviour therapy 
for children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder.  ABA is delivered by St. Amant in partnership with 
Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment.   


In 2008/09 the ABA program for pre-school children accommodated 86 children on a full- or part-time 
basis.  School-age ABA funds support families who are self-managing an ABA program outside of school 
hours. 


Applied Behaviour Analysis (ABA) pre-school program 


Number of Children Served 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


34 (full yr) 
43 (part yr) 


32 (full yr) 
46 (part yr) 


  35 (full yr) 
51 (part yr) 


Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children 


The Provincial Outreach Therapy for Children (POTC) program is delivered as a joint venture by the 
Society for Manitobans with Disabilities (SMD), the Rehabilitation Centre for Children (RCC), and St. 
Amant. SMD delivers occupational therapy, physiotherapy, and speech and language therapy to pre
school children in Winnipeg and delivers speech and language services to pre-school children in rural and 
northern Manitoba.  RCC delivers occupational therapy to pre-school children and some school age 
children in rural and northern Manitoba.  St. Amant provides therapy services to children living in the St. 
Amant catchment area.  Services are provided to children who are eligible for Children’s Special 
Services. 


The goal of the POTC program is to utilize a collaborative, consultative approach in which therapy is 
provided in the child’s natural setting.  Therapists work with the child’s parents or caregivers so that they 
become the primary provider of therapy services and integrate that therapy into the child’s and the 
family’s daily routines. POTC is Family Services and Housing’s contribution to the broader Children’s 
Therapy Initiative. 
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Children’s Therapy Initiative 


The Departments of Health and Healthy Living; Education, Citizenship and Youth; and Family Services 
and Housing provide funding for children’s occupational therapy, physiotherapy, speech and language 
therapy and audiology services.  These services are delivered through the Regional Health Authorities, 
school divisions and service agencies. 


The Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI) is intended to provide coordinated regionally-based therapy 
services that assist all children requiring therapy in order to maximize their potential.  The approach 
delivers existing therapies more effectively and efficiently through increased collaboration between 
stakeholders.  In December 2008, Churchill established a CTI in that region, making the CTI available in 
every region in the province.   


The number of children served across the province has almost doubled since 1999, serving 
approximately 38,625 children in 2008/09.   


EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 


Objectives 


•	 To provide effective leadership, direction, fiscal management and support to ensure the delivery of 
Income Assistance programs, Building Independence projects, Income Supplement, Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Supported Employment programs in accordance with relevant legislation and 
government policy. 


•	 To develop initiatives that help Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants regain their 
financial independence from income assistance by making the transition to work. 


•	 To develop initiatives that assist EIA participants in pursuing training and employment opportunities. 


•	 To develop Vocational Rehabilitation support services for persons with disabilities. 


The Branch consists of the following areas: 


•	 Policy and Program Development – Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation 
of legislation for the EIA programs; policy and program development; new initiatives; and public 
communications, such as program brochures, fact sheets and the EIA policy manual.  


•	 Employment and Training Services – Responsible for training and employment initiatives for 
participants receiving income assistance under the Building Independence strategy.  Provides 
program and policy direction and funding for vocational rehabilitation services for adults with a 
physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for Supported Employment programming. 


•	 Quality Assurance and Program Support – Responsible for program standards and quality assurance; 
negotiation of contracts with associations providing health and other services to EIA participants; and 
information technology supports. 
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Responsibilities 


Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) 


•	 The major objectives of the EIA program are: 
- to assist Manitobans in regaining their financial independence by helping them to make the 


transition from income assistance to work; and 

- to provide income assistance to Manitobans in need. 



•	 Financial assistance is provided to persons in need who are eligible for assistance under The EIA 
Act, including single parents, aged persons, single persons, couples without children, two-parent 
families, persons with disabilities, persons requiring the protection of a crisis intervention facility, and 
children whose parents are unable to support them.  Eligibility may also be granted under special 
case consideration at the discretion of the Minister.  


•	 Eligibility for assistance is also determined by a needs test, in which the amount of a household’s 
financial resources is compared to the total costs of its basic necessities as defined in The EIA Act 
and Regulations.  Certain items and income are not included in the calculation of financial resources.  


•	 EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports 
to assist Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force. 


•	 EIA provided assistance to an average monthly caseload of 31,137 in 2008/09, an increase of 
0.63 per cent from the previous year.   


•	 During 2008/09, 13.8 per cent of the income assistance caseload made use of the work incentive 
provisions of the program. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


In 2007/08, the Province launched a four year Rewarding Work strategy to address barriers to 
employment facing income assistance participants.  The strategy is based on the following four 
objectives:  


•	 Enhance Employability – to enhance the employment skills of participants so that they are 
better equipped to obtain and retain sustainable employment; 


•	 Encourage Work  – to support low income working families and provide incentives for income 
assistance participants to increase their attachment to the labour market; 


•	 Ease the Transition (to Employment) – to make it easier for people to transition from income 
assistance to work; and 


•	 Employment Retention – to support and encourage those who are working to stay employed. 


Under year two of the Rewarding Work strategy, the Department implemented a series of new initiatives; 


•	 Increased shelter rates for non-disabled single adults in receipt of income assistance to improve the 
affordability of housing, and to equalize the rate with the amount provided to persons with disabilities.  
The flat-rate Manitoba Shelter Benefit, which was previously only available to persons with disabilities 
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in receipt of income assistance, was also extended to include non-disabled single adults and couples 
without children. 


•	 Initiated three benefits to assist people to move from EIA to employment.  The Rewarding Work Rent 
Allowance provides a monthly allowance for up to one year for non-disabled adults without children 
who move from EIA to work, and who live in private rental housing.  Get Started! is a one-time 
payment to help with job-related expenses when individuals leave EIA for employment.  As well, the 
Rewarding Work Health Plan provides non-insured health benefit coverage, including drug, dental 
and optical benefits up to two years for single parents and persons with disabilities who leave EIA for 
employment. 


•	 Increased EIA liquid asset exemptions, allowing people on income assistance to save without 
affecting their EIA benefits. Modest savings and assets help people gain independence from EIA. 
Manitoba Saves! was launched with three components, including financial literacy training and 
matched savings to purchase specific assets; a new policy allowing eligible EIA participants to save in 
the Government of Canada’s Registered Disability Savings Plan (RDSP) without affecting their 
monthly EIA benefits; and a new policy allowing EIA persons with disabilities to receive contributions 
from families or others without affecting the amount of their monthly EIA benefits. 


•	 In 2008/09, maximum quarterly benefits for 55 PLUS increased for each eligible person in a married 
or common-law relationship. 


•	 Continued to support persons with disabilities in finding employment through the following 
marketAbilities initiatives: 


o	 The marketAbilities Fund which supports innovative employment partnerships in rural and 
northern regions. 


o	 The marketAbilities Team which is composed of specialized staff that help move EIA 
participants with disabilities into employment.  


o	 The launch of a multi-media campaign to create an awareness of the abilities of persons with 
disabilities to promote and support their employability.  


o	 The Rewarding Volunteers benefit that provides persons with disabilities with an additional 
monthly allowance for volunteering regularly. 


o	 The Stages of Change pilot project which is an innovative, six-step approach to help persons 
with disabilities get ready to work and find good jobs. 


o	 Better access to the new communication devices program which rents electronic 
communications devices to adults with severely impaired speech to help communicate, and 
which will also assist with finding work, going to school and socializing.  


•	 Developed partnerships with the Canadian Mental Health Association and the YMCA-YWCA of 
Winnipeg to deliver programs to benefit parents and children who are at risk, with the goal of 
improving overall household health and well-being, which may assist families to move into 
employment. 


In addition to the marketAbilities initiatives noted above, in 2008/09, Vocational Rehabilitation Program 
activities and highlights include the following: 


•	 Provided vocational services for 3,761 people with disabilities with 1,179 receiving vocational training 
funds to assist them in accessing education and training opportunities to improve employment 
outcomes. 


•	 Continued to support a comprehensive evaluation of Manitoba’s labour market programming 
supported by the Labour Market Agreement for Persons with Disabilities (LMAPD), in partnership with 
the federal government and stakeholders. 
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•	 Following consultation and collaboration with the Employment and Training Centres, Treasury Board 
approved converting funding from per diems to grants effective April 1, 2008.  Service descriptors and 
guidelines for the services provided by the Centres were redefined to more accurately reflect service 
provision with a renewed focus on employment outcomes. 


•	 Collaborating with the Manitoba Supported Employment Network toward an agreed upon definition of 
supported employment with a view to developing Service Purchase Agreements with the agencies. 


09-3C  Employment and Income Supports  


Actual Estimate Variance Expl.
Expenditures by	 2008/09 FTE 2008/09 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation 	 $000 $000 


Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,556 43.00 2,513  43 


Other Expenditures 1,035 608  427 1 


Employment and Income Assistance 281,285 282,594  (1,309) 


Health Services 58,180 60,773  (2,593) 2 


Income Assistance for Persons with  
Disabilities 22,342 23,113  (771) 


Vocational Rehabilitation 2,230 9,585  (7,355) 3 


55 PLUS 5,439 5,382  57 


Building Independence 895 3,750  (2,855) 4 


Manitoba Child Benefit 2,835 5,154  (2,319) 5 


Total Expenditures 	 376,797 393,472 (16,675) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to business analyst contracts for the Manitoba Shelter Benefit 
enhancements and efforts to increase client awareness of measures to help people find work. 


2. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to a decrease in cost per prescription in the drug program and  
   fewer procedures in the dental and optical programs. 


3. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to recovery of specific program costs under the Labour Market 
Agreement. 


4. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to delays in start-up.  
5. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to slower than expected take-up to date. 
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Employment and Income Assistance  
Average Monthly Number of Cases and Participants by Category 
as at March 31 


Category 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Cases Participants Cases Participants Cases Participants 


Children 54 82 45 73 38 63 


Single Parents 8,555 26,317 8,189 25,409 7,961 24,655 


Aged 101 143 100 145 94 139 


Crisis Facility Cases 47 110 47 107 50 118 


General Assistance 5,087 9,116 4,641 8,475 4,918 8,655 


Special Cases 12 16 6 17 8 9 


Disabled  17,783 22,494 17,915 22,543 18,068 22,726 


Total 31,639 58,278 30,943 56,769 31,137 56,365 


Employment and Income Assistance  
Expenditures by Category ($000) 
as at March 31 


Category 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Children $237 $199 $179 


Single Parents 97,485 95,160 93,162 


Aged 646 745 796 


Crisis Facility Cases 337* 389 247 


General Assistance 34,330 33,342 36,712 


Special Cases   1,760* 1,763 1,439 


Other     524 994 2,476 


Disabled  140,847* 145,401 146,274 


Total $276,166 $277,993 $281,285 


* The 2006/07 expenditures have been restated to reflect a processing correction that impacted the Crisis Facility,    
Special Cases and Disabled categories. 
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Employment and Income Assistance  
Employment Income 
as at March 31


 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Average Monthly Number of Participants 
Reporting Employment Income 


Single Parents 1,062 982 990 


General Assistance 658 590 636 


Persons with Disabilities 2,546 2,631 2,659 


Total 4,266 4,203 4,285 


Employment and Income Assistance 
Percentage of Cases in Work Incentive Program 
as at March 31


 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Single Parents 12.4% 12.0% 12.4% 


General Assistance 12.9% 12.7% 12.9% 


Persons with Disabilities 14.3% 14.7% 14.7% 


Total Caseload 13.5% 13.6% 13.8% 


Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 


The Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities program provides for additional financial assistance 
for adults with disabilities enrolled under Employment and Income Assistance, in recognition of the 
additional costs associated with living in the community.  Program benefits are $105.00 per month. 


Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Caseload 
as at March 31


 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Average Monthly Caseload 17,057 17,213 17,393 


Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Expenditures 
($000) 
as at March 31


 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Total $16,698 $18,142 $22,342 


Health Services 


•	 The Health Services program provides essential drug, dental and optical services and support to EIA 
participants and children in care.   
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•	 Supplies and services are generally provided in accordance with approved fee schedules negotiated 
with professional health organizations.  These agreements specify the types of goods and services 
provided, eligibility criteria, level of payment and related billing procedures. 


•	 Health Services provided benefits to an average monthly caseload of 33,117 in 2008/09.  Of these 

cases, 8,105 (24.5 per cent) were children in care.   



Health Services 
Caseload and Expenditures 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Average Monthly Number of Cases 


Average Monthly Number of Participants 


Dental 


Drugs 


Optical 


32,651 


52,626 


$5,312 


48,757 


701 


32,417 


51,383 


$5,388 


49,770 


734 


33,117 


51,556 


$5,576 


51,926 


678 


Total $54,770 $55,892 $58,180 


Income Supplement Programs 


•	 The EIA Programs Branch administers two Income Supplement Programs for low-income Manitobans 
who are not in receipt of income assistance.  55 PLUS - A Manitoba Income Supplement provides 
quarterly supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over.  The Manitoba Child Benefit 
provides monthly supplements to low-income families with children. 


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 


The 55 PLUS program has two components.  The Senior Component is for persons who are eligible 
to receive certain levels of benefits under the federal Old Age Security programs.  The Junior 
Component is for low-income persons 55 years of age and over who are not eligible for federal Old 
Age Security benefits.  Eligibility for the Senior Component is determined from a person’s application 
for the federal Guaranteed Income Supplement.  An annual application is necessary for the Junior 
Component. 


During 2008/09, 55 PLUS benefits were provided to an average of 9,964 individuals per quarter.  The 
majority (approximately 67 per cent) of these participants were single.   
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55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 
Caseload and Expenditures   
as at March 31 


Average Quarterly Number 
of Participants 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Senior Component 


Single* 6,470 6,113 5,770 


Married**  2,651 2,545 2,533 


Total 9,121 8,658 8,303 


Junior Component 


Single* 1,144 1,036 1,000 


Married**  902 831 820 


Total 2,046 1,867 1,820 


Program Total 11,167 10,525 10,123 


Total Expenditures ($000) 


Senior Component $3,275 $3,106 $4,255 


Junior Component 953 885 $1,184 


Total $4,228 $3,991 $5,439 


*	 Single participants include those who have never been married, as well as those who are no longer married (i.e., 
widowed, divorced, or separated). 


**	 For married participants, in some cases both members of a couple receive 55 PLUS and in other cases only one 
spouse is a participant. 


Manitoba Child Benefit 


In January 2008, the Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) replaced and enhanced the former Child Related 
Income Support Program (CRISP).  The MCB provides monthly benefits to low-income Manitoba 
families to assist them with the cost of raising their children.  A new application is required for each 
benefit year, which runs from July 1 to June 30.  


During 2008/09, MCB benefits were provided to an average of 2,130 families per month, representing 
an estimated 5,325 children.  Of these families, approximately 30 per cent were headed by single 
parents. 
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Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB)* 
Caseload and Expenditures 
as at March 31


 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Average Monthly Number of  Cases 


Single-Parent Family 446 402 640 


Two-Parent Family 382 381 1490 


Total 828 783 2,130 


Average Monthly Number of Children 1,978 1,668 5,325** 


Total Expenditures ($000) $681 $699 $2,835 


* The MCB replaced the Child Related Income Support Program in January 2008. 


** The MCB database does not track the number of children in a family at this time.  The 2008/09 number is based on 
an estimate of the number of children in a family (using historical ratios adjusted slightly to account for the increase 
in the number of larger families now accessing the benefit). 


Building Independence 


•	 Building Independence supports partnerships that promote job opportunities for EIA participants.  It 
also supports projects that enhance the skills and employability of specific target groups. 


•	 Building Independence initiatives are designed to: 


-	 reduce barriers to employment by providing tools, such as child care and voice mail services; 
-	 provide job readiness assessments; 
-	 provide links to training and employment; and  
-	 support agencies to work in partnership with the EIA program. 
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Building Independence 

Number of Participants 

as at March 31 


Program 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Employment Partnerships 


Opportunities for Employment1 269 0 0 


School Crossing Guard2  2 0 0 


Wage Subsidy 


Manitoba Works3 54 44 59 


Employment Enhancement 


Community Home Services Program 241 256 249 


Northern Affairs Project (positions) 21 22 17 


Job Centre, EIA Intake (referrals)4 2,172 1,977 1,847 


Connect 2 Voice Mail5 813 950 867 


North End Community Renewal 
Corporation – Planning Alternative 
Tomorrows with Hope (P.A.T.H.) Centre6 144 0 0


 Other


   Individual Development Accounts (IDA)7 


• EIA participants 53 42 48 


• Non-EIA participants 131 103 104 


Total 184 145 152 


Community Unemployed Help Centre8 0 0 1,090 


1 	 Effective April 1, 2007, fiscal responsibilities were transferred to the Department of Competitiveness, Training and 
Trade. 


2 	 Access for the Teacher’s Assistant program which was part of the School Crossing Guard program is available 
directly through the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade. 


3	 Effective November 2007, the wage subsidy program and rural jobs project were combined into Manitoba Works. 
Same information supplied by the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade. 


4 	 There has been a decrease in the number of participants who are ready for employment at the time of intake. 
5	 In use as of March 31, 2009, and includes EIA participants and low-income individuals. 
6	 Effective April 1, 2007, the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade assumed fiscal responsibility for 


the P.A.T.H. Centre. 
7	 Effective April 2005, Family Services and Housing assumed responsibility for administration of the IDA program 


for both EIA and Non-EIA participants. 
8	 Participant numbers not available in 2006/07 and 2007/08. 


78 








 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 


 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


  
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 


    


    


 


Vocational Rehabilitation 


The Vocational Rehabilitation program assists eligible adults with a disability to pursue and secure gainful 
employment by providing a spectrum of vocational training, education and support services. 


Individual vocational training plans are submitted to the Vocational Rehabilitation program by Vocational 
Rehabilitation Counsellors employed by Community Service Delivery or grant funded agencies.  Based 
on these plans, funds are approved to assist individuals in accessing vocational training services. 


The objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation program are: 


•	 To provide vocational rehabilitation services to adults with a disability, to enhance their independence 
and ability to contribute socially and economically through employment in the competitive labour 
force. 


•	 To assist adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disability to prepare for, obtain and 
maintain employment through the provision of assessment, training, education and support services. 


Supported Employment 


Effective April 1, 2007, the Department assumed responsibility from Competitiveness, Training and Trade 
for Supported Employment programming which provides people with disabilities the supports required to 
participate in paid employment.  In 2008/09, 922 people with disabilities received services from Supported 
Employment Agencies. 


The objectives of the Supported Employment program are: 


•	 To enable workers with disabilities to pursue employment opportunities and to physically and socially 
integrate in competitive employment settings. 


•	 To enable workers with disabilities to receive supports necessary to maintain employment. 


Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Physical Disability 782 728 777 
Psychiatric Disability 898 879 874 
Mental Disability 645 626 656 
Learning Disability 306 330 348 
Sight Disability 380 297 317 
Hearing Disability 207 204 198 


Total 3,218 3,064 3,170 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Region/Program/Agency 
as at March 31 


Region/Program/Agency 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Winnipeg 1,259 1,210 1,222 
Westman 190 226 250 
Eastman 77 77 89 
Central 33 49 62 
Interlake 41 27 39 
Parkland 78 60 49 
Northern 10 13 20 
Grant Funded Agencies 1,341 1,201 1,262 
Employment and Income Assistance 01  0 0 
Self Directed 20 16 15 
Reaching E-Quality Employment Services 5 7 17 
Mental Health  164 178 145 


Total 3,218 3,064 3,170 


1  In 2006/07, Employment and Income Assistance cases only receiving transportation costs for programs not directly 
linked to employment plans were closed. 


Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Individuals Funded by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability  2006/07 2007/08 2008/091 


Physical Disability 365 324 303 
Psychiatric Disability 528 511 501 
Mental Disability 273 289 298 
Learning Disability 175 175 184 
Sight Disability 40 38 41 
Hearing Disability 95 83 69 


Total 1,476 1,420 1,396 


1  Funding for the Employment and Training Centres changed from per diems to grants.  This conversion combined 
several service reporting categories.  This has resulted in a decrease in the count of reported work 
assessment/training services, however, the number of participants served and services provided remains 
consistent. 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services Purchased by Type 
as at March 31 


Disability 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Education – University 174 156 183 
Education – Community College 198 179 250 
Education – Special Colleges 55 58 52 
Education – School 43 40 43 
Education – Out of Province 16 14 10 
Work Assessment/Training 2,416 2,208 1,1651 


Transportation 1,535 1,418 1,270 
Special Services 2,347 2,194 2,109 
Other 1 3 172 


Total 6,785 6,270 5,099 


As individuals usually access several services, the total number of services provided is always greater 
than the total number of individuals funded by disability. 


1	 Funding for the Employment and Training Centres changed from per diems to grants.  This conversion combined 
several service reporting categories.  This has resulted in a decrease in the count of reported work 
assessment/training services, however, the number of participants served and services provided remains 
consistent. 


2  Under the Rewarding Work strategy, funding is available to support innovative employment partnerships to help 
persons with disabilities living in rural and northern regions to find and keep sustainable employment.  Partners 
may include private employers, government departments, regional health authorities, employment service 
providers, high school and post-secondary institutions, and municipal councils in rural Manitoba.  


OFFICE OF THE VULNERABLE PERSONS’ COMMISSIONER  


Objectives 


•	 To ensure the rights of individuals with mental disabilities to make decisions affecting their lives are 
respected and protected through the implementation of the substitute decision making (SDM) 
provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Develops and implements policies and practices related to the SDM provisions of the Act. 


•	 Conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of SDMs for vulnerable persons. 


•	 Establishes hearing panels to review applications and make recommendations to the Vulnerable 
Persons’ Commissioner as to whether the criteria for the appointment of a SDM are met, as well as 
the terms and conditions of any appointment. 


•	 Makes decisions on applications and where warranted, appoint SDMs. 


•	 Provide reasons for decisions upon request. 
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•	 Maintains a register of SDM appointments. 


•	 Provides advice, consultation and training on the guiding principles and the SDM provisions of the 
Act. 


•	 Provides information to vulnerable persons, their families and friends and members of the general 
public. 


09-3D  Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2008/09 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 506 


Total Other Expenditures 108 


FTE 



4.00 



Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. No. 


396 110 1 


118 (10) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Made decisions on: 
- 95 applications for the appointment of a SDM for a vulnerable person. 
- 33 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a vulnerable person.  
- 55 applications requesting changes during the term of SDM appointments. 


•	 Issued 10 reasons for decision. 


•	 Maintained a register of SDM appointments for 1,667 vulnerable persons. 


•	 Reviewed and monitored financial reports of 456 family members and friends who are SDMs for 
property for vulnerable persons. 


•	 Conducted reviews of 605 vulnerable persons whose appointment of a SDM was expiring to 
determine if the appointment should be renewed. 


•	 Finalized the update and redesign of 40 SDM-related applications and forms, and the development of 
a Guide to completing the SDM application.  Work is continuing on the review and updating of other 
forms, templates and informational resources related to the SDM processes and practices. 


•	 Provided orientation, training, or informational presentations to approximately 200 vulnerable 
persons, parents of vulnerable persons, community service workers, service providers, educators, 
and panel members. 
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CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To work with Child and Family Services Authorities, child welfare agencies, community-based 
agencies, regional offices, community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and 
protected, assist people affected by family violence and family disruption, and promote the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


•	 To improve parents’ access to quality and affordable child care that assists in the healthy 
development of children and the social, economic and labour market participation of parents. 


•	 To support the development and maintenance of healthy relationships between parents and children 
and their extended family networks, address the needs of children in need of protection in alternative 
care, and assist people affected by family violence and family disruption. 


•	 To assist community organizations and communities to increase their capacity to support the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


•	 To provide policy, program, financial and other assistance and support to Child and Family Services 
Authorities, service providers and other organizations. 


•	 To work collaboratively with communities, community organizations, other governments, other 
funders, and other sectors to improve outcomes and results for children and families. 


Divisional Responsibilities  


•	 Administers The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act,  
  The Adoption Act, The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act and The Community Child Day 
  Care Standards Act. 


•	 Provides central program management of strategic initiatives for Child and Family Services Division 
programs and co-management of strategic initiatives for other divisions within the Department.  


•	 Provides program, policy and administrative direction and support for services to children in care, 
child protection and adoption services to communities and families in accordance with The Child and 
Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act and The Adoption Act.  These 
services are delivered by child and family services agencies and regional offices under the auspices 
of the four Child and Family Services Authorities.  As well, there are specialized services delivered by 
other agencies. 


•	 Licenses and provides program and financial support to child care facilities and provides subsidies on 
behalf of eligible families. 


•	 Licenses, provides program and financial support to residential child care facilities and residential 
child treatment centres and provides subsidies on behalf of eligible families. 
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•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction and support to a wide continuum of 
community-based agencies which offer services to abused women, their children, and men with 
abusive behaviours. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of community-based agencies 
offering services to at-risk children and families and provides policy support to the Family Conciliation 
program. 


Programs and services administered by the Division are directed and supported by four branches: 


•	 Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
•	 Child Protection 
•	 Manitoba Child Care Program 
•	 Family Violence Prevention Program 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT 


Objectives 


•	 To provide central program and policy management support for the Division and the programs 
delivered within the Division. 


•	 To co-manage implementation of major new initiatives and to ensure collaboration among the 
operational branches in the Division, as well as cooperation with other Divisions within the 
department and other key departments. 


•	 To coordinate long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within the Department 
and across government. 


•	 To ensure fiscal and program accountability by assisting branches to manage financial resources and 
relationships with agencies. 


•	 To provide recommendations on legislative changes to support government initiatives and priorities. 


•	 To enhance the quality of divisional programs by conducting program evaluations and providing 
advice to the operational branches on how to incorporate best practice approaches into service 
delivery. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Develops an annual strategic plan for the Division in consultation with the operational branches. 


•	 Develops implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing services. 


•	 Provides and participates in inter-sectoral coordination of strategies for children across government 
departments. 


•	 Coordinates the financial management functions for the Division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditure, cash flow and variance analysis and maintains accountability for public funds 
administered through the Division. 
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•	 Reviews legislation and regulations and makes recommendations on amendments. 


•	 Conducts or coordinates research and program evaluations and advises operational branches and 
agencies on best practice models. 


•	 Provides consultation on the development of standards for service delivery. 


•	 Provides policy support and advice to the branches of the Child and Family Services Division. 


•	 Participates in departmental initiatives such as Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Provides ongoing supports including classroom-based and itinerant training to support agencies to 
fulfill the obligation to use the Child and Family Services Applications (Intake Module and Child and 
Family Service Information System). 


•	 Supports and directs the development of enhancements to the Child and Family Service Applications 
to increase the safety of children, improve information management and streamline administrative 
recording requirements. 


09-4A  Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 2008/09 Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
1,883 22.00 1,401 482 


Other Expenditures 	 770 688 82 


Aboriginal Justice Inquiry- 479 484 (5) 
Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 


Total Expenditures  3,132 2,573 559 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to increased staffing costs relating to the Legislative Reviews, 
comptrollership functions and succession planning. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


During 2008/09, the Branch engaged in the following key activities: 


•	 Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare services resulting 
from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in 
cooperation with the four Child and Family Service Authorities: 


- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;
 
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;
 
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority; and the 

- General Child and Family Services Authority
 


The Authorities and the Department have also worked together in the stabilization of system changes. 


•	 Continued to participate in the implementation of the Changes for Children: Strengthening the 
Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan in response to the 290 recommendations contained in the 
external reviews commissioned to address concerns about the child welfare system as well as 
recommendations from other reviews and reports.  The Manitoba government accepted the 
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recommendations of the child welfare reviews and announced an initial investment of $42 million over 
three years in the following priority areas – workload relief, training and prevention.  The Action Plan 
work includes responding to recommendations referred from related reports of the Office of the 
Auditor General and the Office of the Children’s Advocate, for a total of 290 recommendations. 


•	 Ensures service sites have the equipment, training and support necessary to use the Child and 
Family Services Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System; oversees system 
performance; addresses technology issues as they arise; monitors compliance by users; and in 
cooperation with the Authorities, implements enhancements to the current system as resources allow. 


•	 Completed an initial phase of work to assess alternatives for the development of an advanced 
computerized case management system.  Planning continues for the next phase of work which is 
intended to detail the computerization needs of the child and family service system, confirm the 
leading candidate case management system, identify other departmental services that could benefit 
from a computerized system and prepare a detailed implementation proposal including costs.   


•	 Coordinated the Department’s response to the recommendations made by the Office of the Auditor 
General. 


•	 Provided support to the Division-wide strategic planning effort, with emphasis on enhancing the 
means to coordinate and collaborate in the management of initiatives, the development of policy, and 
in the timely response to issues. 


•	 Worked in collaboration with the First Nations Child and Family Services Authorities and the Federal 
Government on a preliminary model to integrate and improve funding for First Nations Child and 
Family Services Agencies. 


•	 Participated in the ongoing implementation of Manitoba’s commitments related to healthy child 
development, with a particular emphasis on the Early Childhood Development strategy.  This was 
done by encouraging and supporting the development of the Manitoba Children’s Agenda, in 
partnership with the federal government, and by partnering with Healthy Child Manitoba initiatives.  


•	 Participated in the continuing implementation of Integrated Service Delivery. 


•	 Coordinated the financial management functions for the Division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditures, cash flow and variance analysis and processing of accounts. 


•	 Provided coordination of policy development consistent with government priorities, departmental 
objectives and available resources. 


•	 Worked with the Child and Family Services Authorities in matters such as quality assurance, 
governance, information technology, accountability, and financial management. 


•	 Assisted branches in the Child and Family Services Division on legislative and regulatory matters. 


FAMILY CONCILIATION 


The Family Conciliation program is delivered through the Department’s Community Service Delivery 
Division, and is the social services component of the Court of Queen's Bench, Family Division.  Policy 
responsibility for Family Conciliation rests with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch, 
Child and Family Services Division. 


Family Conciliation services are provided in Winnipeg directly by Family Conciliation as part of the 
Winnipeg Services Branch, and in other areas of the Province by regional office staff, funded by the Rural 
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and Northern Services Branch of the Community Service Delivery Division in the Westman, Parkland, 
Northern (Norman), and Northern (Thompson) regions.  


Family Conciliation’s objective is to ensure the availability of a range of high-quality dispute resolution 
services to families disrupted by separation or divorce, and where ongoing parenting of the children is of 
primary concern. 


Family Conciliation’s objective is achieved through the following activities: 


•	 administration of Family Conciliation services which provide social services support to the Family 
Division of the Court of Queen's Bench, including information/referral, court-ordered assessments 
including brief consultation, mediation, conciliation counselling, group programs, Grand Relations 
including the First Choice Pilot Project, and the Parent Information Program “For the Sake of the 
Children.” 


•	 development and monitoring of program policies and service standards across the Province;  


•	 provision of training, consultation, and leadership in the development of regional services; and 


•	 consultation with other agencies, professionals and the public. 


These activities involve the provision of the following services: 


•	 Information and Referral is an intake service.  Individuals and families are assisted in addressing 
issues and identifying possible solutions, informed of community and government services that may 
be appropriate to their situation, and are referred accordingly. 


•	 Conciliation Counselling is short-term, separation-related counselling focused on parents’ and 
children's adjustment to family reorganization after separation/divorce. 


•	 Mediation is a structured, short-term intervention to assist families undergoing separation/divorce in 
developing a parenting plan, to maintain a continuing relationship among children, parents, and 
extended family, and to protect children from parental conflict.  This is a preferred intervention for 
resolving custody/access conflicts.  Parents may also choose to mediate financial issues arising from 
their separation (comprehensive mediation) regarding child support, spousal support, and division of 
marital property.  


•	 Court-Ordered Assessment Reports provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional 
opinions, and recommendations to the court concerning the best interests of children in custody, 
access, and guardianship matters.  This process serves as a vehicle for the resolution of custody/ 
access/guardianship disputes by providing information that can be used in settlement meetings, 
lawyer negotiations, or litigation as circumstances warrant.  It serves parents, children, lawyers, and 
the court by recommending courses of action and available resources that may serve to ameliorate 
the destructive impact of conflict on the families involved. 


•	 Brief Consultation Service provides brief consultation for families and children in a shorter time 
frame, focuses on the “voice of the child” for children ages 11 to 16, and offers additional information 
in a consultative format for issues related to time sharing, child developmental needs, parental 
communication, and other aspects of parenting plans for children of all ages. 


•	 The Parent Education Program, “For the Sake of the Children," educates and focuses parents on 
the needs of their children in the context of divorce.  It is designed to help all separating parents, and 
is an essential first step to mediation. 
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•	 Children's Therapeutic Group for children ages 8 to 12, assists children experiencing trauma, loss, 
and reorganization after divorce. This ten-week session is designed for children living in families 
experiencing severe parental conflict. There is also a shorter information and education session for 
children older than 12 years of age.  


•	 Just for Teens, an information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents have separated.  This 
group program is aimed at helping this age group adjust to their parents’ separation and deals with 
family changes, feelings and grief, legal questions, questions facing teens and how to survive the 
separation of their parents. 


•	 Grand Relations, a range of services for improving access between children and extended family or 
significant others is supported by an amendment to Child and Family Services legislation, and 
includes services such as:  mandatory “For the Sake of the Children” program; First Choice – a pilot 
of an Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a court-ordered assessment; the 
development of an alternative Aboriginal model of dispute resolution for out of court settlements and 
the Grandparent Advisor.  The Grandparent Advisor provides direct service to grandparents who are 
seeking access with their grandchildren and was established in December 2006. 


•	 First Choice Pilot Project provides a hybrid service of assessment, mediation, and counselling to 
help parents resolve their issues without going to trial.  The service utilizes gender balanced teams 
and includes the parents’ lawyers in the process.  The service is composed of two stages – 
assessment and mediation – and provides the parents with a preview of what a court ordered 
assessment would in all likelihood focus on, recommendations based on the best interests of the 
children, and potential for settlement using the input of legal counsel. 


•	 Staff presentations on children and divorce to community organizations, and participation in various 
community and government committees.  Presentations by the Grandparent Advisor to grandparent 
groups and others interested in Grand Relations services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


In 2008/09, the Family Conciliation program achieved the following accomplishments throughout the 
Province: 


•	 Provided high quality family conciliation services, which resulted in a total of 2,206 client service 
contacts and 6,399 clients served through the Parent Information Program, “For the Sake of the 
Children,” for which implementation and development has continued. 


•	 Provided conciliation counselling services (10 client service contacts). 


•	 Provided mediation services to 482 families. 


•	 Completed a total of 209 court-ordered assessment reports. 


•	 Provided Brief Consultation Services to 99 families. 


•	 Delivered children's workshops, involving 58 children. 


•	 Provided Grand Relations services to 86 families regarding access between grandparents and their 
grandchildren (including 147 service contacts for information regarding Grand Relations). 


•	 Provide First Choice Services to 63 families. 
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In addition to these accomplishments, ongoing activities in 2008/09 included: 


•	 Continued public information and education, through numerous presentations and meetings, to inform 
the public of the needs of divorcing families, and the services provided by Family Conciliation. 


•	 Continued education to describe the service to lawyers and the courts, to encourage more 
appropriate referral and utilization of the service. 


•	 Continued to review and determine effective educational programming for divorcing/separating 
parents and their children. 


•	 Began process of review and revision of program and operational guidelines. 


•	 Continued use of focused assessment services to meet the differential needs of families experiencing 
separation and divorce including Brief Consultation service and the First Choice service. 


•	 Evaluated the First Choice service with goals of enhancing aspects of the service and extending the 
pilot project for an additional year with the ultimate goal of full integration into Family Conciliation 
Services.  


•	 Continued to provide a range of Grand Relations advisor services including a grandparent support 
group. 


•	 Contracted with the Community Legal Education Association to develop a self-representation legal 
guide for grandparents and other family members wishing to seek access to grandchildren. 
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Family Conciliation Service Profile    
2006/07 2007/08                     2008/09 


Type of 
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Information 
and Referral 1,477 505 - 78 32 2,092 1,949 506 7 108 25 2,595 1,507 496 12 142 49 2,206 


Conciliation 
Counselling 


12 2 - - 1 15 1 4 2 - - 7 6 3 1 - - 10 


Mediation 381 81 - 17 14 493 377 73 3 15 25 493 366 77 3 22 14 482 


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 


Report 


152 45 5 4 8 214 164 47 12 8 10 241 133 50 9 6 11 209 


Brief 
Consultation 


Service 


100 - - 1 - 101 142 1 - - - 143 99 - - - - 99 


Children's 
Group 


48 - - - - 48 53 - - - 37 90 26 - - - 32 58 


Grand 
Relations 
- Service 


23 1 - - - 24 116 - - - - 116 86 - - - - 86 


- Information 153* - - - - 153 255* - - - - 255 147* - - - - 147 


First Choice - - - - - - 4 - - - - 4 63 - - - - 63 


Parent 
Education 
Program 


2,693 291 - 27 55 3,066 4,186 516 71 86 82 4,941 5,561 498 164 84 92 6,399 


TOTAL 5,039 925 5 127 110 6,206 7,247 1,147 95 217 179 8,885 7,994 1,124 189 254 198 9,759 


* Requests for information received in Winnipeg Region (telephone contacts). 


Family Conciliation Mediation Referral Sources  


Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland 
Region 


Northern (Thompson) 
Region 


Northern (Norman) 
Region 


Referral 
Source 2006/07


2007/08


2008/09


2006/07


2007/08


2008/09


2006/07**


2007/08


2008/09


2006/07


2007/08


2008/09


2006/07


2007/08


2008/09 


Court 15% 16% 18% 7% 8% 3% - 33% - 6% -% 23% 14% 4% -


Lawyer 3% 3% 3% 17% 22% 16% 
-


-% - 6% 7% 4% 14% 4% -


Self 81% 80% 78% 73% 66% 80% - 67% 100% 88% 93% 64% 58% 88% 100% 


Other 1% 1% 1% 3% 4% 1% - -% - -% -% 9% 14% 4% -


Total 
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% - 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 


** Parkland Region clients served through other Regions in 2006/07. 


90
 







  


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


 
 


 
 


 


  
 


 
  


 
 


 
 
  


 


 
 


 
 


 


CHILD PROTECTION 


Objectives 


•	 To ensure that the community and families provide for the safety and well-being of their children 
under The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act and The 
Adoption Act. 


•	 To manage, direct and support Branch programs to ensure effective service delivery within available 
budgetary and human resources. 


•	 To plan and develop a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the Province 
designed to support, supplement, and where necessary, substitute for parental care.  This 
responsibility includes administrative, program and funding support for the four Child and Family 
Services Authorities to provide high-quality services in accordance with provincial statutory 
requirements, policy direction and budgetary allocations. 


•	 To contribute to the promotion of the healthy social development of children, families and 
communities, and in particular, those at-risk, through the development and management of a 
continuum of early intervention and prevention services. 


•	 To provide funding and support to ancillary and related service organizations that provide a range of 
preventative and supportive services to children and families, including minor and single parents. 


The Branch’s programs include Centralized Services, Investigations/Risk Assessment, Intersectoral 
Activities and Community Supports, and Adoption and Post-Adoption Services. 


Responsibilities  


•	 In accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
and The Adoption Act, the Child Protection Branch oversees a comprehensive continuum of child and 
family services throughout the Province.  This includes providing policy direction and support to the 
four Child and Family Services Authorities that administer and provide for the delivery of child welfare 
services through the agencies they mandate.   


•	 Participates with Authorities and stakeholders in the development of strategic plans for the child and 
family services system. 


•	 Provides funding, program, and administrative support to Authorities and community-based and 
residential care facility agencies and resources that provide early intervention and prevention 
programs and services to at-risk children, families, and communities including consultation and 
support to the Manitoba Foster Family Network, Child Care Treatment Centres and Manitoba 
Association of Residential Treatment Resources. 


•	 Develops service purchase agreements, funding models and quality assurance mechanisms; reviews 
financial requirements; and maintains accountability for public funds, with respect to Branch 
programs. 


•	 Administers and provides funding to the Financial Assistance for Adoption of Permanent Wards 
subsidy. 
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•	 Identifies policy development issues; reviews and recommends changes to legislation and 
regulations; and implements approved policies, legislation and regulations. 


•	 Directs, coordinates and evaluates the development of program and service delivery options 
consistent with government and Department objectives and with changing needs. 


•	 Establishes standards and licensing requirements for child care facilities, issues licenses and 
monitors and audits licensed facilities. 


•	 Licenses and monitors privately-licensed adoption agencies. 


•	 Establishes provincial standards for service delivery and monitors Authority compliance. 


•	 Promotes high-quality services delivered by child and family services agencies through consultation, 
training, research and evaluation. 


•	 Provides a range of competency-based training modules for child welfare professionals including 
caseworkers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster parents.  With the four 
Authorities, plans for the ongoing development of culturally-appropriate training programs.  


•	 Administers centralized provincial services including the Adoption, Post-Adoption, Paternity and Child 
Abuse Registries, CFSIS and Intake Module System, criminal risk assessments, provincial 
investigations, provincial residential placements, intake and inquiry concerns, and interprovincial 
queries.  


•	 Establishes and maintains relationships with community-based agencies and the Community Service 
Delivery Division to manage and develop a continuum of early intervention and prevention services 
for at-risk children, families and communities within the context of an integrated service delivery 
system. 


•	 Ongoing development of the online standards manual for child and family services continues to be a 
high priority for the Department.  During the 2008-09 fiscal year, 17 new sections were added to 
Volume 1, Agency Standards.  Revisions and additions were made to existing sections.  New 
sections were added with respect to services to families, child protection, children in care and foster 
care. Revisions included a new policy stating when direct face-to-face contact with a child is 
required.  This new policy is consistent with amendments to legislation making safety and security the 
primary considerations in the provision of services. 
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09-4B Child Protection 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,824 64.00 3,853 (29) 


Other Expenditures 4,420 2,034 2,386 1 


Authorities and Maintenance of Children 285,121  264,190 20,931 2 


The Family Support Innovations Fund 916 916 0 


Total Expenditures  294,281  270,993 23,288 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to the Child and Family Services System Business Transformation 
Project and increased costs related to agency reviews and investigations. 


2. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as 
increased costs in financial assistance for Child Maintenance. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


Continued to support the devolution of child and family services delivery responsibilities to the four Child 
and Family Services Authorities:  


•	 Significant progress has been made in partnership with Child and Family Services Standing 
Committee members to implement the Changes for Children initiative responses to the 290 
recommendations from the 2006 external reviews and the ongoing stabilization of the child and family 
services system.  This work included significant activity to relieve front line workload pressures; 
improve the CFSIS computer system to enhance ease of use and child safety; and introduce Phase 2 
of Differential Response/Family Enhancement.  Since a Standard for hotel placement was 
implemented in November 2007, the Foster Care Teams and their agencies have been successful in 
ensuring that no children were placed in hotels except in exceptional circumstances.  Work continued 
on recruiting new emergency and longer term placement options to sustain this accomplishment.  
Participated with Indian and Northern Affairs Canada and First Nations Authorities on the 
development of an on-reserve prevention framework which will complement Differential 
Response/Family Enhancement once in place.   


•	 Continued with work on revision and development of provincial standards to ensure consistency with 
The Child and Family Services Authorities Act. Continued development of Authority Standards and a 
Quality Assurance Review process. 


•	 Continued to consult and communicate with the four Authorities on policy and program issues, 
monitored fiscal and program issues, and assisted the Authorities to further develop their agency 
relations functions including training, advice, and support. 


•	 Continued to support the implementation of policy, program and financial initiatives to address the 
recommendations of the external reviews completed in 2006. 


•	 In cooperation with the Child and Family Services Authorities, undertook a six-month project (called 
Information Matters) at the beginning of March 2008.  Consulted extensively with Agencies and 
Authorities on such matters as confirming the foundational vision of child and family services, 
including Differential Response, and recommending how a modern computerized case management 
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application can ease the administrative burden on workers while providing better and more timely 
information. 


•	 The 2nd Annual Child Abuse Coordinator Conference hosted by the Child Protection Branch, the Child 
and Family Services Authorities and the Joint Training Unit was held in January 2009.  This 
conference is specific to Child Abuse Coordinators and provides information on legislation and 
regulations that guide the work of Child Abuse Committees.  In addition to highlighting up-to-date 
information and clarifying process and responsibilities, the conference also provided an opportunity 
for Child Abuse Coordinators to network and develop partnerships with each other and the Child 
Abuse Registrar. 


Developed or continued with the following partnerships: 


•	 Continued to represent Manitoba on the National Directors of Child Welfare Committee and serve as 
a co-lead for Aboriginal issues at the table. 


•	 Under the umbrella of the National Directors of Child Welfare, Manitoba continued work on a project 
for the operational testing phase of National Child Welfare Outcomes Measures to collect information 
on outcomes for children involved with child welfare systems across Canada. 


•	 Continued to implement Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy throughout the Province. Based on 
the feedback received at the Front Line Voices summit in March 2008, Phase 2 of Manitoba’s Sexual 
Exploitation Strategy was launched in December 2008.  It was announced that 2.4 million would be 
dedicated to Tracia’s Trust, named in honour of Tracia Owen. A Tracia’s Trust report was developed 
and published in December 2008 in response to the Front Line Voices summit in March 2008.  As 
part of Tracia’s Trust, two days of High Risk Victims (HRV) training with Sergeant Bryon Fassett and 
Detective Cathy De La Paz of the Dallas Police Department occurred in February 2009.  The HRV 
training was attended by over 140 representatives from child welfare, police and community 
agencies.  A Northern Forum on “Standing Together – Communities Taking Action Against Sexual 
Exploitation” occurred on March 24 and 25, 2009 with over 80 Manitoba stakeholders in Thompson. 


•	 Proceeded with legislation that amended The Child and Family Services Act to require Manitobans 
who encounter child pornography on the Internet or in any other form to report it to a designated 
reporting entity. Manitoba was the first in Canada to introduce a bill that requires the reporting of child 
pornography.  Bill 7—The Child and Family Services Amendment Act (Child Pornography Reporting) 
received royal assent on June 12, 2008. 


•	 Continued partnerships with the Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Centres and the 
Manitoba Foster Family Network to develop and deliver competency-based training to child and youth 
care and foster parent professionals. 


•	 Continued participating on the Provincial Advisory Committee on Child Abuse (PACCA), which is an 
independent body that consists of representatives from various government departments and 
community agencies, dedicated to promoting the best service delivery to children in Manitoba who 
may be victims of abuse. 


•	 Participated in partnership with Standing Committee and Healthy Child Manitoba to develop and fund 
fetal alcohol spectrum disorder (FASD) initiatives including prevention, diagnostics and intervention to 
prevent and support those living with the effects of FASD, under the Changes for Children initiative.   


•	 Continued to work with the Joint Training Unit, which involves training representatives from each 
Authority and the Child Protection Branch. 


•	 Provided funding to 26 community agencies, which deliver approximately 38 programs for children 
and families. 
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•	 Coordinated the review, negotiations, revision and implementation of service purchase agreements 
with funded agencies. 


•	 Participated in the ongoing planning and implementation of the Department’s Integrated Service 
Delivery initiative. 


•	 Managed funding, community, and agency relations issues and requests regarding funded-agency 
programs and projects. 


•	 Participated on a number of inter-departmental and inter-governmental committees. 


Ongoing supports provided by the Branch included: 


•	 Delivered a series of core competency based training and specialized training modules to case 
workers and supervisors throughout the system.  The Branch also provided CFSIS and Intake Module 
training for the Authorities and their agencies.   


•	 Continued to license and review residential placement resources for children, including group homes, 
emergency shelters, and child care treatment centres.  Continued to review and process applications 
for child care facilities.  In addition, the Branch processed and prioritized referrals to the residential 
care system and supported the Youth Emergency Crisis Stabilization System. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2007/08 2008/09 
Licensed Facilities1 122 125 
Licensed Beds 696 718 
Funded Beds 245 245 
Training 
Joint Training Unit – Provincial Competency-Based Training2 1,386 


Joint Training Unit – Specialized Training3  3,671 


Child and Family Services Application (CFSA)4 266 
Registries 
Adoption 


  Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards5 41 27 


  Division 2 – Private Adoptions6 18 18 


  Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions7 60 65 


  Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions8 13 11 


  Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions9 2 4 
  Post-Adoption 


  Post-Adoption Registrations 562 352 


  Post-Adoption Reunions 372 182 
Child Abuse 


 Child Abuse Registrations 221 183 


 Employers/Others Using Registry 437 486 


 Child Abuse Registry Checks 51,495 62,224 
Others


 Child Abuse Investigations10  2,250 2,194 


 Criminal Risk Assessments 11,455 12,019 


 Repatriations 9 10 


 Inter-provincial Alerts 515 525 


 Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries 1,354 1,636 
1   The data do not reflect proposals and child care facilities that are currently in the process of being licensed. 
2 	  Competency-Based Training was provided by the Provincial Training Coordinator, as part of the Joint Training 


Unit (JTU). 
3 	 In 2007, the JTU was officially established in a centralized location in Winnipeg and included a full complement of 


staff representing all four Child and Family Services Authorities and Manitoba Family Services and Housing.  The 
JTU reports to the Child and Family Services Standing Committee and is responsible for establishing and 
maintaining a training initiative to develop a qualified, culturally competent workforce for child and family services.  


4 	 The CFSA Application includes CFSIS and Intake Module Training, as well as Specialized Training which is 
training on specific aspects of CFSA. 


5 	 Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 
6 	 Child placed by biological parent. 
7 	 Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba. 
8 	 Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years.  
9 	 Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months. 
10 	 Includes investigations completed by provincial investigator. 


96
 







  


  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
  


 
 
 
 


  


 


   


     


 


 


    


 


    


 


 


 


    


  


Provincial Caseload by Category 


As at March 31, 2009 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers
 Number of 


Children in Care 


Number of 
Families 


Receiving 
Services 


Number of 
Unmarried 


Adolescent 
Parents Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 604 911 94 1,609 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 507 266 11 784 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 265 268 46 579 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 289 215 31 535 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
Community Services 318 237 4 559 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
Services, Inc. 96 342 13 451 


Sub-Total 2,079 2,239 199 4,517 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, 
Inc. 255 132 4 391 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  483 162 19 664 
Child and Family Services All Nations 
Coordinated Response Network 42 338 0 380 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 673 346 22 1,041 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 158 334 7 499 


Peguis Child and Family Services 185 278 0 463 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 306 182 2 490 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services* 303 163 17 483 
Southeast Child and Family Services 1,151 525 10 1,686 


West Region Child and Family Services 638 661 20 1,319 


Sub-Total 4,194 3,121 101 7,416 


GENERAL AUTHORITY 


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 96 217 16 329 
Child and Family Services of Western 
Manitoba 141 530 41 712 


Churchill Child and Family Services 13 10 1 24 


Eastman Region 190 308 5 503 


Interlake Region 66 110 0 176 


Jewish Child and Family Service** 22 263 0 285 


Northern Region 81 97 3 181 


Parkland Region 19 71 4 94 


Winnipeg Region 1,011 1,801 7 2,819 


Sub-Total 1,639 3,407 77 5,123 


METIS AUTHORITY 


Metis Child, Family and Community Services 717 743 11 1,471 


Sub-Total 717 743 11 1,471 
TOTAL 8,629 9,510 388 18,527 


* Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 

** Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare.
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 
As at March 31, 2009 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)


 Service Providers Inuit Metis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status 


Not 
Aboriginal TOTAL  


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0 82 522 0 604 


Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 62 445 0 507 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 2 263 0 265 


Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 8 5 236 40 289 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community 
Services 0 2 14 291 11 318 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, 
Inc. 0 0 1 95 0 96 


Sub-Total 0 10 166 1,852 51 2,079 


FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 12 15 219 9 255 


Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 0 34 446 3 483 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network 0 7 5 21 9 42 


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 0 0 672 1 673 


Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 11 147 0 158 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 2 38 145 0 185 


Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 0 57 249 0 306 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services* 0 0 14 289 0 303 


Southeast Child and Family Services 0 4 58 1,089 0 1,151 


West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 27 611 0 638 


Sub-Total 0 25 259 3,888 22 4,194 


GENERAL AUTHORITY 


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 1 10 5 6 74 96 


Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 11 8 13 109 141 


Churchill Child and Family Services 8 1 1 3 0 13 


Eastman Region 1 23 6 33 127 190 


Interlake Region 0 14 7 9 36 66 


Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 22 22 


Northern Region 0 14 7 20 40 81 


Parkland Region 0 3 2 7 7 19 


Winnipeg Region 2 98 50 168 693 1,011 


Sub-Total 12 174 86 259 1,108 1,639 


METIS AUTHORITY 


Metis Child, Family and Community Services 18 567 40 63 29 717 


Sub-Total 18 567 40 63 29 717 


30 776 551 6,062 1,210 8,629 


*  Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
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Number of Children In Care by Legal Status 
As at March 31, 2009  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


1 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Service Providers 


W
ard


s


V
P


A
1


O
th


er


T
o


tal


W
ard


s


V
P


A
1


O
th


er


T
o


tal


W
ard


s


V
P


A
1


O
th


er


T
o


tal 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern 
Manitoba 259 100 142 501 309 140 144 593 371 132 101 604 
Cree Nation Child and Family 
Caring Agency 311 23 105 439 280 16 164 460 284 25 198 507 
Island Lake First Nations Family 
Services 150 38 51 239 151 40 88 279 171 31 63 265 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 194 46 37 277 213 35 44 292 203 37 49 289 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation 
Family and Community Services 156 22 107 285 132 26 77 235 171 24 123 318 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child 
and Family Services, Inc. 35 0 10 45 61 2 28 91 72 3 21 96 
Sub-Total 1,105 229 452 1,786 1,146 259 545 1,950 1,272 252 555 2,079 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family 
Services, Inc. 117 44 18 179 144 38 31 213 176 53 26 255 
Anishinaabe Child and Family 
Services 331 45 45 421 295 74 35 404 389 60 34 483 
Child and Family Services All 
Nations Coordinated Response 
Network 1 0 19 20 0 0 50 50 0 2 40 42 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
Services 463 73 110 646 455 35 95 585 493 54 126 673 
Intertribal Child and Family 
Services 95 18 40 153 114 11 30 155 125 5 28 158 
Peguis Child and Family Services 94 18 7 119 86 59 31 176 114 38 33 185 
Sagkeeng Child and Family 
Services 172 24 39 235 190 30 31 251 208 27 71 306 
Sandy Bay2 - - - - 87 16 25 128 111 20 172 303 
Southeast Child and Family 
Services 569 234 123 926 583 235 205 1,023 661 289 201 1,151 
West Region Child and Family 
Services 346 130 88 564 357 95 140 592 398 106 134 638 
Sub-Total 2,188 586 489 3,263 2,311 593 673 3,577 2,675 654 865 4,194 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of 
Central Manitoba 18 49 34 101 34 50 15 99 34 41 21 96 
Child and Family Services of 
Western Manitoba 60 17 53 130 75 5 49 129 91 4 46 141 
Churchill Child and Family 
Services 8 2 7 17 9 2 7 18 9 0 4 13 
Eastman Region 67 64 27 158 64 54 31 149 79 57 54 190 
Interlake Region 36 15 13 64 39 20 3 62 36 17 13 66 
Jewish Child and Family Service 15 0 3 18 14 1 3 18 11 4 7 22 
Northern Region 47 8 38 93 58 4 23 85 51 5 25 81 
Parkland Region 12 3 5 20 7 3 9 19 4 2 13 19 
Winnipeg Region  569 269 179 1,017 611 238 228 1,077 517 242 252 1,011 
Sub-Total 832 427 359 1,618 911 377 368 1,656 832 372 435 1,639 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and 
Community Services 383 60 131 574 448 80 126 654 478 85 154 717 
Sub-Total 383 60 131 574 448 80 126 654 478 85 154 717 
TOTAL 4,508 1,302 1,431 7,241 4,816 1,309 1,712 7,837 5,257 1,363 2,009 8,629 


2 Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 
As at March 31, 2009 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers 
FIRST NATION NORTH 
AUTHORITY 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring 
Agency 
Island Lake First Nations Family 
Services 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
and Community Services 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and 
Family Services, Inc. 


Sub-Total 
FIRST NATION SOUTH 
AUTHORITY 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family 
Services, Inc. 
Anishinaabe Child and Family 
Services 
Child and Family Services All 
Nations Coordinated Response 
Network 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
Services 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 
Peguis Child and Family Services 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 
Sandy Bay5 


Southeast Child and Family Services 
West Region Child and Family 
Services 


Sub-Total 
GENERAL AUTHORITY 
Child and Family Services of Central 
Manitoba 
Child and Family Services of 
Western Manitoba 
Churchill Child and Family Services 
Eastman Region 
Interlake Region 
Jewish Child and Family Services 
Northern Region 
Parkland Region 
Winnipeg Region 


Sub-Total 
METIS AUTHORITY 
Metis Child, Family and Community 
Services 


Sub-Total 
TOTAL 


Foster  
Homes1 


Residential 
Care2 


Other 
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected 
Adoption 
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 


393 11 160 0 40 


174 58 203 0 72 


193 25 0 1 46 
232 13 29 0 15 


167 16 91 0 44 


61 24 10 0 1 


1,220 147 493 1 218 


149 4 94 0 8 


398 13 60 0 12 


28 0 7 0 7 


500 36 128 0 9 
125 4 20 0 9 
177 4 3 0 1 
243 32 28 0 3 
99 3 107 0 94 


869 111 141 2 28 


439 19 129 0 51 


3,027 226 717 2 222 


69 
3 10 4 10 


75 
17 23 4 22 


11 1 1 0 0 
118 11 46 0 15 
41 4 12 0 9 
15 2 4 0 1 
52 6 11 0 12 
10 1 7 0 1 


640 79 207 22 63 


1,031 124 321 30 133 


409 37 234 3 34 


409 37 234 3 34 
5,687 534 1,765 36 607 


Total 


604 


507 


265 
289 


318 


96 


2,079 


255 


483 


42 


673 
158 
185 
306 
303 


1,151 


638 


4,194 


96 


141 
13 


190 
66 
22 
81 
19 


1,011 


1,639 


717 


717 
8,629 


1  Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 

2  Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 

3 Includes places of safety.

4 Includes St. Amant Centre, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities.
 
5 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007.
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2008/09 


Foster & Special Rate Care 


Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total 
Residential 


Care Total 
The General Child and Family Services 
Authority Agencies/Regions 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services Region 89,739 231,694 321,433 24,969 346,402 
Child and Family Services of Central 
Manitoba 


7,308 21,197 28,505 1,493 29,998 


Child and Family Services of Western 
Manitoba 


6,427 26,921 33,348 4,976 38,324 


Jewish Child and Family Service 395 5,529 5,924 1,088 7,012 
Churchill Child and Family Services 158 3,949 4,107 722 4,829 
Eastman Region 31,204 20,402 51,606 2,688 54,294 
Interlake Region 10,541 9,139 19,680 1,049 20,729 
Parkland Region 1,838 2,940 4,778 26 4,804 
Northern Region  - Norman 
Northern Region - Thompson 


6,830 
3,156 


10,914 
4,178 


17,744 
7,334 


1,192 
1,332 


18,936 
8,666 


Sub-Total 
157,596 336,863 494,459 39,535 533,994 


First Nations of Northern Child and 
Family Services Authority Agencies 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 31,391 55,867 87,258 1,135 88,393 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring 
Agency 


23,546 80,193 103,739 1,366 105,105 


Island Lake First Nations Family Services 17,208 26,866 44,074 1,047 45,121 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 10,564 38,657 49,221 1,698 50,919 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and   
   Community Services 25,205 32,059 57,264 1,971 59,235 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
Services, Inc. 


1,616 14,664 16,280 48 16,328 


Sub-Total 109,530 248,306 357,836 7,265 365,101 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child 
and Family Services Authority Agencies 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 52,554 85,478 138,032 4,662 142,694 
West Region Child and Family Services 47,169 98,431 145,600 750 146,350 
Southeast Child and Family Services 39,700 141,255 180,955 3,325 184,280 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 8,932 25,320 34,252 844 35,096 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – 
West 


32,948 84,281 117,229 2,276 119,505 


Peguis Child and Family Services 22,090 27,160 49,250 1,208 50,458 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 14,150 70,289 84,439 454 84,893 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, 
Inc. 


20,006 57,854 77,860 813 78,673 


ANCR 2,032 5,284 7,316 15 7,331 
Sandy Bay 10,896 12,897 23,793 466 24,259 


Sub-Total 250,477 608,249 858,726 14,813 873,539 
The Metis Child and Family Services 
Authority
Metis Child and Family Services 102,325 142,545 244,870 8,782 253,652 


Sub-Total 102,325 142,545 244,870 8,782 253,652 
TOTAL 619,928 1,335,963 1,955,891 70,395 2,026,286 
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History of Funding ($000)
2006/07 to 2008/09 
Service Provider 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 
The General Child and Family Services Authority/
Agencies/Regional Offices
General Child and Family Services Authority $6,674 $7,204 $7,618 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 45,684 45,545 51,769 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 1,166 1,530 1,928 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 1,657 1,802 2,183 
Jewish Child and Family Service 526 529 589 
Churchill Child and Family Services 279 372 487 
Eastman Region 4,478 4,900 5,591 
Interlake Region 1,198 1,634 1,926 
Parkland Region 715 543 380 
Northern Region – Norman 1,430 1,709 1,850 
Northern Region – Thompson 805 694 720 


Sub-Total 
64,612 66,462 75,041 


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family
Services Authority/Agencies 
First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority 7,028 9,172 10,638 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 3,494 5,228 5,298 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 5,780 7,185 7,946 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 1,668 1,672 2,170 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 2,749 3,072 4,314 


Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community 
Services 


2,632 3,423 4,946 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, 
Inc. 


279 1,172 1,631 


Sub-Total 
23,630 30,924 36,943 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family
Services Authority/Agencies 
First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority 16,815 23,298 28,519 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 6,298 7,670 8,008 
West Region Child and Family Services 7,951 9,306 11,502 


Southeast Child and Family Services 9.993 11,908 13,368 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 1,883 2,227 2,190 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 6,019 6,675 8,760 
Peguis Child and Family Services 1,475 2,504 3,540 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 3,565 4,962 5,870 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 2,956 4,077 5,758 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network 


** 2,097 214 367 


Sandy Bay* - 811 1,492 
Sub-Total 59,052 73,652 89,374 
Metis Child and Family Services Authority 14,680 20,523 25,874 
Directorate Programs 2,370 3,593 2,745 
MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL 164,344 195,154 229,977 
Treatment Centres – Grants 
Residential Care 
Other Agencies/Programs 
Changes for Children – External Review 


6,678 
20,492 


9,911 
1,772 


7,074 
22,305 
11,095 


9,745 


7,666 
23,039 
11,907 
12,532 


TOTAL $203,197 $245,373 $285,121 


* 	 Sandy Bay Child and Family Services mandated August 18, 2007. 


** This amount is primarily made up of part year operating costs for 2006/07.	 Agency operating dollars were paid directly to the Authority in 


2007/08. 
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MANITOBA CHILD CARE PROGRAM  


Objectives 


•	 To promote sustainable, accessible, affordable, high-quality early learning and child care (ELCC) that 
supports the positive development of children and their families and to assist child care facilities to 
meet established standards of care.   


•	 To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents, to promote 
positive developmental care for children, including those with special needs and to support parental 
participation in early childhood care and education services.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Develops legislation, regulations, policies and standards relating to ELCC in Manitoba. 


•	 Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of over 1,100 community 
based ELCC facilities. 


•	 Supports safe, accessible and affordable high-quality ELCC. 


•	 Monitors compliance with standards and regulations. 


•	 Oversees the Subsidy program budget, which provides financial assistance to eligible families. 


•	 Assesses centres’ financial operations and provides grants to eligible facilities. 


•	 Assists families participating in employment and training to find and maintain suitable child care. 


•	 Supports inclusion of children with special needs in ELCC. 


•	 Reviews regulations, policies and systems to support continuous program development, through the 
Child Care Regulatory Review Committee. 


•	 Classifies all child care assistants and early childhood educators who work in licensed child care 
centres. 


•	 Provides competency-based training to enable child care assistants to obtain an Early Childhood 
Educator II classification. 


•	 Provides an annual training grant to newly licensed family child care providers and currently licensed 
family child care providers and child care assistants who successfully complete a relevant and 
accredited course. 


•	 Implements the ELCC in Schools Policy in collaboration with the Public Schools Finance Board. 


•	 Administers the Family Choices Building Fund Program for ELCC centres. 


•	 Administers various training supports and initiatives for child care assistants, early childhood 
educators and family child care providers. 
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•	 Administers the Recruitment Incentive Grant to attract early childhood educators back to the licensed 
ELCC system. 


•	 Supports and administers board governance initiatives. 


•	 Participates on various committees, including Healthy Child Manitoba’s Early Childhood Development 
Advisory Committee, the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee, the ELCC Fund Management 
Committee, Advanced Education and Training’s Child Care Education Program Approval Committee. 


09-4C-1 Child Care   


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2008/09 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
1,780 


Other Expenditures 
1,010 


Financial Assistance and 
104,956  


  External Agencies 


Total Expenditures 107,746 


FTE 



24.50 



Estimate* 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


1,488 


635 


292 


375 


1 


2 


110,983 (6,027) 3 


113,106 (5,360) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to increased staffing costs related to Five Year Agenda for Early 

Learning and Child Care (ELCC). 



2. 	 The variance is primarily due to legal, professional and contract fees and costs associated with
 
child care facilities to deliver Five Year Agenda items.
 


3. 	 The variance is due to lower number of subsidized children and savings from underutilization of 
operating grants. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 The total budget for child care was $113.1 million, an increase of $14 million, to continue initiatives to 
improve quality, accessibility and affordability.  


•	 Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care was announced on 
April 28, 2008.  Based on the principles of accessibility and universality, affordability and quality and 
building on the previous five-year plan for child care (2002-2007), Family Choices includes: 


o 6,500 more funded child-care spaces 


o Enhanced nursery school spaces funding 


o $37 million Family Choices Building Fund  


o Child-care safety charter  


o Age-appropriate curricula and enhanced program quality 


o Centralized online wait-list 


o Lowest fees outside Quebec 


o Greater inclusion and diversity 


o More flexible hours  
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o Stronger workforce 


o Strategic expansion  


o Stronger parental stewardship 


•	 The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review 
Committee to improve the ELCC system in Manitoba. 


Affordability 


•	 Maintained maximum parent fees at rates established in 2002. 


•	 Provided funding for the Subsidy Program to support an estimated 9,483 children subsidized child 
care every four-week period. 


Accessibility and Universality 


•	 Committed funding for an additional 2,350 centre spaces. 


•	 Provided enhanced funding for 322 nursery school spaces, which reduces parent fees to $5 per 
session and provides additional resources for higher program quality. 


•	 Continued nursery school subsidy to support access by more low- and middle-income families 
including stay-at-home parents. 


•	 Continued strategic planning capacity for further development of ELCC system. 


•	 Continued centralized online waitlist development. 


Quality – Workforce Stabilization and Development 


•	 Increased operating grants to child care centres to allow for an overall three per cent increase in 
revenue to raise wages.  Operating grants for family and group child care home providers also 
increased to assist them to meet established standards of care. 


•	 Implemented a Wage Adjustment Fund to assist facilities in raising the wages of early childhood 
educators (ECEs) to at least $15.50 per hour and Child Care Assistants-in-Training to at least $12.25 
per hour. 


•	 Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign for ECE – “Growing 
Minds…Growing Opportunities.”  This fund is aimed at attracting more students to the field of ECE. 


•	 Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to further support the continued 
enrolment of students in approved ECE training programs. 


•	 Implemented innovative training options using leading edge technology to video stream courses over 
the internet to students in three rural communities (Portage La Prairie, Winkler, and Steinbach). 


•	 Continued funding for training supports including tuition support and staff replacement grant to 
support students in full-time day as well as workplace ECE diploma programs. 


•	 Continued to implement the $250 training grant for newly licensed family child care providers, as well 
as for existing providers and child care assistants, who successfully complete an approved 40-hour 
course in a recognized ECE training program. 
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•	 Continued funding for Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to return to the field. 


•	 Transitioned ECE: International Education Qualifications Project to be a regular program at Manitoba 
Child Care Program effective April 1, 2008. 


•	 Continued funding to sustain the Manitoba Child Care Program’s competency-based training
 
programs in order to enrol and graduate more trained ECEs. 



Quality – Learning Environments 


•	 Continued use of infant and preschool environment rating scales to improve quality by service 

delivery and Manitoba Child Care Program staff. 



•	 Developed a curriculum framework and a mentorship model to support facilities in raising quality and 
supporting inclusion of children with additional support needs. 


•	 Continued the ELCC in Schools Policy with a focus on the use of surplus school space as a first 

choice location for ELCC.  Capital fund priority is given to development of these spaces. 



•	 Committed capital investment for 12 child care centres located in schools, with two projects 

completed. 



•	 Provided capital investments for child care centres not located in schools, including construction and 
renovation costs up to $400,000 and equipment up to $20,000. 


•	 Child Care Safety Charter legislation introduced and passed. 


•	 Distributed weather radios to 1,021 facilities within range of transmitters. 


•	 Supported six board governance initiatives to develop alternative governance models that are more 
effective and responsive to communities and families. 


Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces   2007/08 to 2008/09 


2007/08 2008/09 


No. of Centres No. of Spaces No. of Centres No. of SpacesCentres 


Fully Funded  531 20,512 561 22,359 


Unfunded Non-Profit 34 1,964 25 1,332 


Commercial 30 1,068 32* 1,194* 


Total 595 23,544 618* 24,885* 


2007/08 2008/09 


Homes No. of Homes No. of Spaces No. of Homes No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 426 2,884 397 2,685 


Unfunded  92 761 95 766 


Total 518 3,645 492 3,451 


* In the printed copy of the Manitoba Family Services and Housing 2008-2009 Annual Report, these figures were 
corrected via Errata dated October 8, 2009.    
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Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2009       
Region  Centres Homes  Total 


No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of 
Centres Spaces Homes Spaces Facilities Spaces 


Winnipeg 324 15,381 185 1,225 509 16,606 


Westman 
72 1,958 94 659 166 2,617 


Eastman 46 1,433 34 213 80 1,646 


Central 50 1,543 19 120 69 1,663 


Interlake 23 707 39 275 62 982 


Parkland 26 674 14 104 40 778 


Northern 20 663 12 89 32 752 


Total 561 22,359 397 2,685 958 25,044 


Commercial Centres
 as of March 31, 2009 


Region Total No. of Facilities Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 26** 1,097** 


Other Regions  6** 97** 


Total  32**  1,194** 


Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2008/09


Number of Licence 
Facilities Licensing Orders* Suspensions/Refusals


 Non-profit centres 0 0 


Private centres 0 0 


 Homes 3 0 


Total 3 0 


* 	A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Day Care Standards Act when serious      
violations of licensing regulations occur 


.** In the printed copy of the Manitoba Family Services and Housing 2008-2009 Annual Report, these figures were 
corrected via Errata dated October 8, 2009. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE
 


2007/08 2008/09 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 
Total number of program sites: 1,113 1,110 


• number of child care centres 595 618 
• number of child care homes 518 492 


Program capacity (spaces) 27,189 28,336 
• spaces for preschool children 18,248 19,005 
• spaces for school age children 8,941 9,331 
• change in program capacity (spaces) + 814 + 1,147 
• change in program capacity (%) + 3.1% + 4.2% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years 1 174,100 173,300 


• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 77,400 79,200 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 96,700 94,100 


Percentage of Manitoba children for whom there 
was a regulated space 15.6% 16.4% 


• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 23.6% 24.0% 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 9.2% 9.9% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Total number of newly funded child care spaces in 
centres 2 560 1,847 


• spaces for preschool children 423 770 
• spaces for school age children 137 1,077 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based) 
• infant $28.00 $28.00 
• preschool $18.80 $18.80 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $9.60 $9.60 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based) 
• infant $20.40 $20.40 
• preschool $16.40 $16.40 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $9.60 $9.60 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $2.00 $2.00 
Average number of children receiving subsidized 
child care per 4-week period 9,600 9,483 
Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 


• one parent, one preschool child 
- full subsidy up to: $15,593 $15,593 
- partial subsidy up to: $27,796 $27,796 


• two parents, two preschool children 
- full subsidy up to: $21,371 $21,371 
- partial subsidy up to: $45,777 $45,777 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 
• infant space $8,645 $9,165 
• preschool space $3,075 $3,335 
• school age space $1,080 $1,219 
• nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $286 $400 


Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through 
parent fees and operating grants per space) $245 $253 
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2007/08 2008/09 
Parent fees as percentage of annual 
centre revenue 3 


• infant space 45% 44% 
• preschool space 61% 59% 
•  school age space 74% 72% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 


• infant space $1,676 $1,676 
• preschool space $768 $934 
• school age space  $512 $578 


QUALITY 
Regulated ratios (centre based) 


• infant 1:4 1:4 
• preschool 1:8 1:8 
• nursery school 1:10 1:10 
• school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  
• infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 
• school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within 
first year of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Minimum training requirement for family child 
care licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Centre staff by classification 
• Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for 


classification) 
1,227 1,336 


• Number of ECE IIIs (post-diploma education required 
for classification) 


894 912 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as ECE II or ECE III 


• number of enhanced homes 82 77 
• number of enhanced home spaces 582 547 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs 4 + 1.0% + 4.9% 
Change in income for FCC licensees  + 1.0% + 1.3% 
Percentage of centres that are non-profit 5 95% 95% 
Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 96% 95% 
Number of children served under Children with 
Disabilities (CWD) Program 1,396 1,495 
Percentage of facilities participating in CWD 
Program 


• Centres 56% 59% 
• Homes 17% 20% 


1 Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey. Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the 
Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in institutions. 


2 Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces. 
3 Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of eligible 


families. 
4 Based on salary analysis of Early Childhood Educator IIs in funded full-time centres. 
5 Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community 


Studies, August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care 
environments. 
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FAMILY CHOICES: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care 

Progress Report - Year One 2008/09
 


Agenda Commitment Progress Report 


 6,500 More Child Care 
Spaces Funded by 2013 


Funding committed for 2,350 additional child care spaces for children of 
all ages in need of care. 


 Increased Nursery 
School Enrolment 


Seven additional nursery schools (116 spaces) receiving enhanced 
funding as of September 2008 so more children can access this early 
learning opportunity. 


The maximum fee of $5.00 per session continued. 


 Family Choices 
Building Fund 


Family Choices Building Fund - 29 grants in six regions of Manitoba. 


12 schools across the province with surplus space identified for funding 
to help develop child care centres. 


Equipment grants offered in November 2008. 


 Child Care Safety 
Charter 


Manitoba is the first Canadian jurisdiction with a legislated Child Care 
Safety Charter – passed June 2008. 


Resources under development to help facilities meet requirements of 
legislation. 


Weather radios provided for programs. 


 Age Appropriate 
Curricula and Enhanced 
Program Quality 


Materials developed for use by preschool centres as they define their 
play-based, early learning curricula. 


Plans underway for mentorship and support for facilities to implement.  


Infant and preschool environment rating scales used to enhance 
program quality. 


 Centralized Online 
Waiting list 


A centralized early learning and child care availability waiting list being 
developed to provide parents with current, reliable information about 
availability of child care in their communities. 


 Lowest Fees Outside of 
Quebec 


Manitoba currently has the lowest fees outside Quebec with fees across 
Canada monitored by MCCP staff. 


Manitoba continues to regulate maximum fees. 


 Greater Inclusion Name changed to Inclusion Support Program. 


Resources under development to help facilities write an inclusion policy. 


 Flexible Hours Currently identifying needs for off-hours and seasonal programs and 
options being explored. 


 Stronger Workforce Three per cent increase in operating grants July 2008. 


Wage adjustment fund set up. 


 Strategic Expansion Ongoing research to identify the need for the strategic expansion of the 
child care spaces for under-serviced areas. 


 Stronger Parental 
Stewardship 


Six groups funded to support initiatives that enhance board governance. 


Ongoing board orientations available for new child care board members. 


Agency accountability and support unit provides training for FSH staff. 


Ad hoc training available for child care centre boards when requested. 
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FAMILY VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAM 


Objectives 


•	 To promote the elimination of intimate partner violence through the development and support of a 
continuum of community-based services. 


•	 To provide policy and program direction, as well as funding, to specialized services for women, their 
children and men caught in the cycle of family violence.  These services are delivered by 33 community-
based agencies across the province.   


Responsibilities 


•	 Provides grants, monitors, and evaluates agencies’ financial operations to ensure accountability for public 
funds and monitor service quality and delivery. 


•	 Develops and implements policies and program standards for residential counselling and support 
services for women, children and men caught in the cycle of family violence. 


•	 Provides program consultation and support to external agencies. 


•	 Networks and advocates for domestic violence services and supports at the local, national and 
international level. 


•	 Develops initiatives in partnership with government and community members to improve services and 
supports for those impacted by domestic violence (e.g. Workplace Initiative to Support Employees on 
Family Violence). 


09-4C-2  Family Violence Prevention 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 484 9.00 596 (112) 1 


Other Expenditures 91 98 (7) 


External Agencies 11,834 12,172 (338) 


Total Expenditures 12,409 12,866 (457) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily attributable to position vacancies.   


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Provided increased funding to all Family Violence Prevention Program (FVPP)-funded agencies as part of 
a service stability initiative to improve worker recruitment and retention and strengthen volunteer board 
oversight of agencies.   
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•	 Provided increased funding for staffing costs incurred in shelters as a result of the Louis Riel statutory 
holiday. 


•	 Provided a one-time allocation to Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency to support acquisition of a larger 
facility. 


•	 Provided a per diem rate increase for residential crisis facilities, in conjunction with EIA.   


•	 Continued to provide training opportunities for staff and board members of FVPP-funded agencies 
through the provision of annualized funding for training to each agency. 


•	 Developed an interdepartmental domestic violence awareness workplace initiative called the Workplace 
Initiative to Support Employees (WISE) on Family Violence, which will focus on educating employers to 
recognize the signs of domestic violence among their staff and become familiar with relevant support 
services available to them.   


•	 Along with Victim Services (Department of Justice), supported the Women’s Resource Centre Coalition of 
Manitoba in the organization of “The Silent Witness Project” during Domestic Violence Prevention Month.   


•	 Supported the Manitoba Association of Women’s Shelters in bringing an international poster tour to 
Manitoba during Domestic Violence Prevention Month.   


•	 Continued to develop, implement, and monitor the minimum security standards in all shelters in order that 
these facilities are as safe as possible.  


•	 Streamlined the toll-free clinical consultant service through a contract with a consultant with the capacity 
to assist FVPP-funded agencies across the province as they deal with complex client cases. 


•	 Continued provision of ongoing consultation with service providers regarding policy issues and specific 
operational matters, and some assistance in complex client issues. 


•	 Continued the annual quality assurance reviews in support of services to women, children and men 
caught in the cycle of violence. 


•	 Requested agency audit reviews as necessary, and worked closely with agencies to implement 
recommendations. 


•	 Continued to ensure that all funded agencies have current, signed contracts/Service Purchase 
Agreements and corresponding program standards manuals; and monitored accountability of all 
agencies. 


•	 Continued to work with key community stakeholders and other relevant government departments to 
identify existing gaps in services and develop local program responses. 


•	 Continued to support Domestic Violence Prevention Month with the month-long promotional campaign 
titled “Domestic Violence Destroys Families” through the distribution of posters and pamphlets and 
advertisements in transit shelters and electronic billboards. 


•	 Continued the focused effort to coordinate family violence policy, protocol, program guidelines and 
relevant legislation within government and with other levels of government. 
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Range of Services 


Women’s Resource Centres 


Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and referral, outreach and 
support groups to women affected by domestic violence, as well as educational programs, volunteer training 
and community development activities. Children’s programming for those impacted by domestic violence is 
also available. 


• Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
• Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
• Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
• North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
• Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
• Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc. 
• Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc. 
• The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
• Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 


Women’s Shelters 


Ten Women’s Shelters provide safe, emergency accommodations and supportive counselling to women and 
their children who are victims of family violence. 


• Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
• Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
• Nova House Inc. 
• Osborne House Inc. 
• Parkland Crisis Centre Inc. 
• Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
• South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
• The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
• Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
• Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 


Information/Crisis Lines 


A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible source of information and 
support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence in their families or in the families of someone they 
are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs 


Four Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs offer safe, protective, affordable long-term housing and 
services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have extensive needs.  These programs also provide 
comprehensive emotional and practical support including individual and group counselling, parenting support 
and information. Children’s counseling is also available.   


• Alpha House Project Inc. 
• L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
• Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
• Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H. 
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Urban Support Programs 


Six Urban Support Programs located in Winnipeg provide individualized counselling, open and closed support 
groups, longer-term counselling services, training to other service providers and public education. 


•	 Evolve Program - Klinic Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
•	 Family Violence Counselling Program - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
•	 A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service - Nor’West Co-op Community Health 


Centre Inc. 
•	 The Laurel Centre Inc. 


Specialized Programs 


Eight Specialized Programs, including Supervised Access Services, Couples Counselling, the Men’s 
Resource Centre and programs for men and children affected by family violence. 


•	 Couples Counselling Program - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
•	 Men’s Resource Centre - Elizabeth Hill Counselling Centre 
•	 Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
•	 Interlake/Eastman Visitation Centre 
•	 Brandon Access/Exchange Services 
•	 Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
•	 Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
•	 Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 


Number of Clients Served by Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2006/07 to 2008/09 


Type of Program 	 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Interim Housing* 147 191 212 

Long-Term Second Stage
 152 151 140 


Total 299 342 352 


* 	 Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 


Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2006/07 to 2008/09 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Urban Support  3,117 3,397 3,923 

Specialized*  1,641 1,773 2,002 



* Specialized Program data collected in this format beginning the 2005/06 fiscal year. 
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Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2006/07 to 2008/09 


Type of Service 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Osborne House 7,272 6,202 6,651 
Ikwe Widdjiitiwin * 801 842 827 
Other Shelter Crisis Line Calls 5,869 5,998 6,157 


Total 13,942 13,042 13,635 


* 	 Ikwe receives calls through the provincial toll-free 1-877 crisis/information line as all Manitoba shelters do. Ikwe has 
also maintained its own line in support of enhanced access to services for women in rural Aboriginal communities.  


Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2006/07 to 2008/09 


Type of Agency 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Shelters 40,164 40,460 38,725 

Women’s Resource Centres 
 2,199 2,280 2,178 


Total 42,363 42,740 40,903 


Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2006/07 to 2008/09 


Type of Service 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential
   Non-residential 


1,462 
477 


1,424 
592 


1,433 
569 


Children’s Counselling* 


Follow-Up Counselling 


1,872 


655 


1,797 


729 


1,588 


690 


Total 4,466 4,542 4,280 


* Children’s Counselling includes residential and non-residential services.  


Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2006/07 to 2008/09 


2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 


Total* 34,982 36,511 43,749 


* Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 
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History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000)  


Category 


Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


2006/07 


$4,369 
96 


746 
988 


2007/08 


$5,192 
113 
717 
928 


2008/09 


$5,258 
80 


717 
1,050 


Shelter Sub-Total 6,199 


Second Stage 456 
Urban Support Program 1,883 
Women's Resource Centres 1,378 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 713 


Total $10,629 


6,950 


527 
1,687 
1,568 


842 


$11,574 



7,105 


548 
1,710 
1,644 


827 


$11,834 
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COMMUNITY SERVICE DELIVERY DIVISION 


Divisional Goals 


•	 To develop and manage an integrated service delivery (ISD) system in order to better address the needs 
of Manitobans, and continually improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by 
the Department. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


• Delivers most of the Department’s social services and income assistance programs to eligible citizens. 


The Division operates through six branches:  


•	 Service Delivery Support  
•	 Rural and Northern Services  
•	 Winnipeg Services  
•	 Provincial Services 
•	 Manitoba Developmental Centre 
•	 Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


SERVICE DELIVERY SUPPORT 


Objectives 


•	 To provide program expertise and support to service delivery management and staff in both Rural and 
Northern Services and Winnipeg Services. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides day-to-day policy and cross-program consultation and program expertise to service delivery staff 
and management across the province. 


•	 Ensures that service delivery staff has up-to-date policy and program information. 


•	 Supports program and policy development by ensuring that the service needs of citizens as well as the 
field perspective, are communicated to the program divisions. 


•	 Investigates, analyzes and prepares briefing material on case-related issues or service delivery issues. 


•	 Coordinates communication between program branches and the regional service delivery system. 


•	 Assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining working relationships with partner agencies 
that provide services on the Department’s behalf. 
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•	 Assists regions in managing program budgets. 


•	 Reviews and evaluates service delivery practices and workloads to support continuous improvement in 
service delivery. 


•	 Provides business expertise to support integrated information technology initiatives. 


•	 Identifies and responds to new trends and issues resulting from creating and implementing an ISD 
system. 


•	 Coordinates training for divisional staff. 


•	 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and coordinates assistance to municipalities in 
the event of an emergency or disaster. 


09-5A  Service Delivery Support 


Actual Estimate Variance Expl. 
Expenditures by 2008/09 FTE 2008/09* Over/(Under) No. 
Sub-Appropriation $000 $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,351 37.50 2,609 742 1 


Total Other Expenditures 5,363 4,842 521 


* 	 The 2008/09 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as an allocation from an Enabling Appropriation. 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with divisional training, special projects related to 
ISD and the Manitoba Developmental Centre Transition and Community Supports Project. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Supported the assessment process of the new funding framework and financial management policies for 
Children’s Special Services, and began enhancements to the policies. 


•	 Continued to participate in the implementation and refinement of the Integrated Financial and Case 
Tracking (InFact) application.  Developed a self-directed learning component for Children’s Special 
Services and Supported Living Program staff. 


•	 Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to develop 
an updated respite policy for caregivers who need a break from providing care for a child with a disability. 


•	 Enhanced the communication process with regional staff by adopting a system for cross-program 
documentation based on the principles of ISD. 


•	 Participated with the St. Amant Centre in research projects related to Autism Spectrum Disorder, such as 
the Autism Study and the Assessment of Basis Learning Abilities Study.  Provided support to graduate 
students who conducted autism studies. 


•	 Participated on the Interdepartmental Committee of Autism, a provincial strategy with partnership from 
Family Services and Housing, Health and Healthy Living, and Education, Citizenship and Youth. 
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•	 Implemented various orientation sessions, training sessions and cross-learning opportunities for 
staff/managers in response to divisional needs and priorities such as ISD practices. 


•	 Collaborated with other departmental partners and external resources to offer orientation, training and 
developmental opportunities for a combined total of over 1,535 staff. 


•	 Collaborated with the Canadian Mental Health Association to provide Mental Health First Aid training for 
252 divisional staff. 


•	 Supported the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda on Early Learning and 
Child Care. (For further information regarding Family Choices please refer to the specific program 
section under the Child and Family Services Division.)  


•	 Continued to support the implementation of the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised 
Edition and the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.  Supported Child Care 
Coordinators to receive training in the Family Child Care Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.  
The Rating Scales are tools to evaluate the quality of programs at child care facilities for children from 
infancy to school-age. 


•	 Provided monthly child care orientation and consultation sessions for Community Social Services 
Supervisors in Winnipeg.  Monthly sessions for Rural and Northern Child Care Program Managers are 
being planned.  


•	 Supported regional staff with the management of the Inclusion Support Program budget for children with 
disabilities in child care facilities. 


•	 Established a pilot opportunity through JobConnections for testing the Outcomes Assessment which is a 
core tool to support the ISD Practice Model. 


•	 Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to establish 
a cross-divisional implementation team to launch the initiatives related to the Rewarding Work Strategy. 


•	 Established an Integrated Service Specialist position and a Cross-Program Specialist position to further 
support the Branch’s involvement in ISD initiatives. 


•	 Continued to support the monitoring of agency operations and agency accountability for the Supported 
Living Program through the Agency Relations Unit and provided training sessions on Financial Reporting 
Requirements to agencies across the Province. 


•	 Provided or facilitated Emergency Social Services training to 305 individuals within 11 municipalities, to 
50 Aboriginal and Northern Affairs staff, and to 40 departmental staff. 


•	 Assisted with the development and execution of three Reception Centre/Emergency Social Services 
exercises with 17 municipalities in the Interlake and Eastman regions. 


•	 Facilitated advanced training in Emergency Management and Emergency Social Services for three 
departmental staff at the Canadian Emergency Management College in Ottawa.  Also assisted with the 
federal training at the College.  


•	 Participated on and contributed to a national committee (Council of Emergency Social Services 
Directors) dealing with the establishment of a national framework on Emergency Social Services, with 
support from the Public Health Agency of Canada, and a review of the National Emergency Stockpile 
System. 
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•	 Led the governmental Emergency Social Services response to the flood of 2009, and participated on the 
Recovery Steering Committee and working groups. 


•	 Assisted with the delivery of community engagement orientation sessions for management and staff 
within service delivery regions and community areas and as part of corporate orientations for newly-hired 
departmental staff. 


•	 Assisted with the development of community engagement tools including a lens, workbook, inventory, 
methods toolkit, and a framework summary document. 


•	 Continued to lead the Department in the development of the Business Continuity Program, a 
government-wide initiative directed by the Deputy Ministers’ Committee on Public Safety and Emergency 
Management. 


•	 Continued to support the Transition and Community Supports Team with transitioning individuals from 
the Manitoba Developmental Centre to community placements and by developing community capacity to 
support individuals with complex/multiple needs. 


•	 Continued to support the development of a human resource allocation model in Winnipeg Services to 
facilitate continuous improvements in the areas of access, outcomes, and human resource allocations 
across programs and community areas. 


•	 Continued to support the operationalization of the Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family 
Services Agency.  Refined the communications protocol to ensure the coordination of requests and 
responses for the Agency, and created a mechanism to organize and maintain file records for Winnipeg 
Child and Family Services. 


•	 Completed initial findings and recommendations of a workload assessment of Winnipeg Child and Family 
Services. 


•	 Created a team to examine the scope of a Workload Review Project Charter and Methodology for the 
Eastman Region. 


•	 Participated in the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Differential Response Design Team. 


•	 Collaborated with the Child and Family Services Division and the General Authority on the development 
of an adoption manual. 


•	 Partnered with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division on the 
collaboration with the Department of Competitiveness, Training and Trade to develop a long-term 
integration plan for the delivery of employment and other labour market programming with particular 
focus on low-income children and families. 


•	 Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to develop 
and implement a range of Rewarding Work initiatives that are designed to assist Employment and 
Income Assistance participants by enhancing employability, encouraging work, easing the transition to 
employment and supporting employment retention. 


•	 Undertook an annual integrated business planning process with Winnipeg Integrated Services, Rural and 
Northern Services, Provincial Services, and Winnipeg Child and Family Services to establish a 
systematic, cyclical and integrated process for identifying and responding to community needs. 


•	 Worked with the Human Resource Services Branch to begin revising the Direct Service Workers 
Orientation Manual, as well as a Manual for the Management of the direct service workforce. 
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•	 Provided training to approximately 50 departmental staff following the finalization of the Collective 
Agreement for the period December 30, 2006, to March 25, 2011.  The training included interpretation of 
the new collective agreement and training in Workplace Safety and Health. 


•	 Partnered with the Manitoba Housing Communications Centre to establish a toll-free number as a safety 
measure for departmental staff and Direct Service Workers who are working alone after regular office 
hours in rural and northern areas. 


•	 Supported the implementation of a Smoke-Free Home-Based Services policy with supporting documents 
aimed at creating a healthy work environment for departmental staff and direct service staff while at a 
participant’s home. 


•	 Continued to refine and support the implementation of a policy issues resolution protocol in the 
Department. 


•	 Participated in the development and implementation of a Joint Planning Process, an Employment and 

Income Assistance and Department of Justice initiative to provide coordinated service and planning for 

shared clients. 



•	 Participated in the development of a protocol between the Employment and Income Assistance and the 
Supported Living programs to address equipment needs and essential building modifications in support 
of vulnerable persons living in community residences or private homes. 


•	 Continued to meet with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division on a 
regular basis to assess and establish policy regarding new program initiatives. 


•	 Responded to requests from the Métis and Southern Child and Family Services Authorities to facilitate 
Employment and Income Assistance information sessions for agency staff and wards who are aging out 
of agency care. 


•	 Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to address 
all of the recommendations from the business process analysis in Vocational Rehabilitation Services, 
such as working towards enhancing the collection of data by integrating Vocational Rehabilitation 
Services into the InFACT application. 


RURAL AND NORTHERN SERVICES 


Objectives 


•	 To deliver departmental social services, income assistance and child and family services to eligible 
Manitobans in rural and northern regions of the Province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, Parkland 
and Westman regions). 


Major program areas within each region include: 


•	 Employment and Income Assistance 
•	 Supported Living 
•	 Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
•	 Children’s Special Services 
•	 Child Care 
•	 Child and Family Services (only in Eastman, Interlake, Parkland and Northern regions) 
•	 Family Conciliation (only in Westman, Parkland and Northern regions) 
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•	 Emergency Social Services 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


•	 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


•	 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


•	 Provides supports and services to families with children who have a developmental or physical disability. 


•	 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


•	 Provides preventative services to families, to promote the well-being of the family unit through education 
and community development activities. 


•	 Delivers child protection services to children who are at risk of abuse or neglect, provides support and 
protective services to children in care. 


•	 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


•	 Ensures Emergency Social Services plans are in place and provides assistance to local municipalities in 
the event of an emergency or disaster. 


•	 Engages communities to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on needs, priorities, or issues 
related to service delivery. 


09-5B  Rural and Northern Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 21,750 348.11 22,006 (256) 


Total Other Expenditures 4,083 3,676 407 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Continued with the annual cycle of Business Planning in each region, which ties in with the annual 
Estimates process and the Department’s strategic planning process. 


•	 Continued to further integrate the delivery of services to Manitobans eligible for more than one of the 
Department’s programs. 


•	 Continued to participate in the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative, by strengthening and 
further enhancing partnerships with agencies and their respective Authorities. 
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•	 Development of Differential Response Models for Service Delivery in Child Welfare. 


•	 Trained staff and external partners where applicable to support and enhance service delivery.   


•	 Continued to train agency staff on The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act to establish 
a similar value base for assisting vulnerable persons. 


•	 Continued to train staff to support the Workplace Safety and Health legislation and support Safety Health 
Committees. 


•	 Trained management and staff on the community engagement approach that is being phased-in as a 
feature of ISD. 


•	 Commenced the phase-in of a formalized community engagement process as part of integrated service 
delivery by supporting new and existing engagement projects within communities. 


•	 Participated in and supported the provincial Homeless Initiative and the Cross-Department Coordination 
Initiatives through regional projects.  


•	 Implemented and delivered Rewarding Work, a multi-year strategy to help low-income working families 
remain in the workforce and assist Employment and Income Assistance participants in moving from 
welfare to work. 


•	 Continued to support the regional development of marketAbilities projects, an initiative under Rewarding 
Work aimed at providing assistance for persons with disabilities to secure employment. 


•	 Continued to develop and support the Children’s Therapy Initiative, regional services and early years’ 
coalitions. 


•	 Continued to support and engage community partners regarding regional social service issues. 


•	 Continued to deliver an expanded Parent Education Program:  For the Sake of the Children under the 
Family Conciliation program. 


•	 Continued to support the implementation of the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised 
Edition and the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.  Child Care Coordinators 
received training in the Family Child Care Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition. The Rating 
Scales are tools to evaluate the quality of programs at child care facilities for children from infancy to 
school-age. 


•	 Supported the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and 
Child Care. 
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WINNIPEG SERVICES 



Objectives 


•	 To deliver departmental social services and income assistance to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg, in 
partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 


Services are delivered by staff teams in the following community areas: 


-	 River East/Transcona 
-	 Inkster/Seven Oaks 
-	 Point Douglas 
-	 Downtown 
-	 St. Boniface/St. Vital 
-	 Fort Garry/River Heights 
-	 St. James Assiniboia/Assiniboine South 


Major program responsibilities within each community area include: 


-	 Employment and Income Assistance  
-	 Supported Living 
-	 Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
-	 Children’s Special Services 
-	 Child Care 
-	 Emergency Social Services 


The Branch also operates two city-wide service units: 


-	 The Centralized Services and Resources Unit, responsible for Residential Care Licensing, 
specialized support services, as well as for coordinating residential placements, day program 
services, respite, transportation services and other resources for vulnerable children and adults 
across community areas. 


-	 The Employment and Income Assistance Centralized Services and Intake Unit, to promote job 
opportunities and manage assistance for applicants who do not have a disability and who have no 
dependent children. 


In addition, the Branch operates Family Conciliation Services which provides referral, court-ordered 
assessment services, conciliation, and mediation services to families in dispute. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


•	 Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


•	 Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


•	 Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental or physical disability. 
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•	 Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


•	 Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


•	 Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and provides assistance to the City of Winnipeg 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


•	 Engages communities within each community area to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on 
needs, priorities, or issues related to service delivery. 


09-5C  Winnipeg Services 


Actual 
Expenditures by 2008/09 
Sub-Appropriation $000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 30,531 


Total Other Expenditures 4,458 


FTE 
Estimate 
2008/09* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


500.50 30,561 (30) 


3,954 504 


* 	 The 2008/09 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as an allocation from an Enabling Appropriation. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


Winnipeg Integrated Services infrastructure development, in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health 
Authority 


•	 Continued to provide input into the Department’s annual planning process.  


•	 Continued planning for new Access Centres to be located in the St. James Community Area, Access 
Nor’West and in the Downtown Community Area at Logan and Main Street. 


Work process improvements 


•	 Continued the implementation of integrated front-end processes to ensure that all walk-ins or call-ins are 
seen by on-call professional staff who have been trained in the basics of all the Winnipeg Regional Health 
Authority and Family Services and Housing core programs at all co-located sites. 


•	 Implemented and trained staff from both partner organizations on a service coordination protocol to 
improve service delivery to clients requiring access to multiple services or programs. 


•	 Commenced training of management and staff on the community engagement approach that is being 
phased-in as a feature of ISD. 


•	 Commenced the phase-in of a formalized community engagement process as part of ISD by supporting 
new and existing engagement projects within communities. 


•	 Developed and implemented safe work assessments and developed safe work plans for staff providing 
direct services to clients while working alone. 


•	 Participated in the Department’s Renewal Strategy. 
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PROVINCIAL SERVICES  


Objectives 


•	 To administer income and housing benefits throughout the province. 


•	 To administer the delivery of Health Services benefits to Employment and Income Assistance participants 
and children in care.  


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides assessment and processing of subsidies for the following programs: 


-	 Income Benefits:

 Manitoba Child Benefit 

55+ 

 Child Care Subsidy 



-	 Housing Benefits: 

 Manitoba Shelter Benefit  

 School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus  

 Rent Supplement Program 

 Complementary Assistance Program  

 Rewarding Work Rent Allowance  

 Portable Housing Benefit 



•	 Provides assessment and authorization for the delivery of Health Services benefits in accordance with 
approved fee schedules and/or letters of understanding to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants and children in care. 


•	 Provides assessment and authorization for the Rewarding Work Health Allowance for former Employment 
and Income Assistance participants who have secured employment. 


09-5D  Provincial Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2008/09 


$000 
FTE 


Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,154 52.00 2,421 (267) 


Total Other Expenditures 633 646 (13) 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Provided direct services to over 45,682 citizens across the province.  (For further information and 
statistics, please refer to the specific program sections under the Disability Programs and Employment 
and Income Assistance and Child and Family Services Divisions.)  


•	 Implemented enhancements to the Manitoba Shelter Benefit.  Employment and Income Assistance 
General Assistance singles and childless couples began to receive benefits in July 2008.  Rate increases 
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and income level adjustments began in January 2009 for the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Family Services, 
the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Disability Income Services and the Manitoba Shelter Benefit for Seniors. 


•	 Increased the  55+ program payable benefit to eligible Manitobans by 45 per cent in April 2008. 


•	 Implemented direct deposit for the Manitoba Shelter Benefit, the 55+ program, the Manitoba Child Benefit 
and the School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus. 


•	 Launched the Rewarding Work Rent Allowance in August 2008 and the Rewarding Work Health 
Allowance in October 2008. 


•	 Launched the Manitoba Child Benefit in January 2008 (replaced Child Related Income Support Program 
(CRISP)) with rate increases and income level adjustments.  The benefit was created to enhance and 
support the Department’s Rewarding Work strategy.  This resulted in an increased income supplement for 
eligible families in Manitoba. 


•	 Continued to build relationships with the community by offering orientation sessions and participating in 
community child care director meetings. 


•	 Continued to be committed to search and develop solutions to the challenges presented in providing 
services to Manitobans.  


•	 Continued to support the Child Abuse Registry through the receipt, recording and processing of fees 
related to Child Abuse Registry self checks.  Provincial Services was selected for the pilot project to 
replace the current Child Abuse Registry Point of Sale system. 


•	 Provincial Services was selected to administer benefits for the Portable Housing Benefit pilot project and 
participated in developing systems and procedures for delivery of the program. 


•	 Processed approximately 46,000 claims for dental, optical or chiropractic services on behalf of 
Employment and Income Assistance participants, Rewarding Work Health Allowance participants and 
children in care. 


MANITOBA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTRE   


Objectives 


•	 To provide long-term resident-centred care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with a 
mental disability from all regions of Manitoba. 


•	 To enhance the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Manitoba Developmental Centre (MDC) by 
focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality improvement. 
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Responsibilities  


•	 Provides long-term residential care and programs in accordance with the vision shared by staff, residents, 
family and the community and in accordance with accepted accreditation standards in the long-term care 
field. 


•	 Provides services to MDC residents including medical, pharmaceutical, nursing, dental, physiotherapy, 
psychiatric, special diet, recreational, psychological and occupational therapy. 


•	 Provides developmental program supports, including client assessment, communication, literacy, art, 
pottery, music, personal development programs, chaplaincy services and vocational training. 


•	 Provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in transitioning and 
maintenance of discharged residents in the community. 


•	 Explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the residents. 


•	 Maintains positive relationships with families of residents and encourages families to actively participate 
in the residents’ care. 


•	 Provides orientation, training and ongoing education of staff targeted to MDC’s distinctive competencies, 
the development of leadership consistent with a team-based model of service delivery and progressive 
developments in the operation of MDC. 


• Manages authorized fiscal resources. 


09-5E Manitoba Developmental Centre 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2008/09 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,656 


Total Other Expenditures 2,785 


FTE 
Estimate 
2008/09 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


579.90 30,828 (1,172) 


2,821 (36) 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an average daily 
population of 325 residents. 


•	 Completed Individual Planning for all residents as required by The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act; 99 per cent of MDC residents have a current Individual Plan. 


•	 Partnered with Supported Living agencies in the discharge of 9 residents to community placements and 1 
to another developmental centre.   


•	 Continued quarterly and annual incident/risk reports to Executive Management.  


•	 Accommodated 10 various student practicums (nursing, occupational therapy, speech). 
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•	 One psychiatric nursing assistant on Leave of Absence took Licensed Practical Nurse training and 
returned to work at MDC. 


•	 Continued the commitment to sustainable development.  There were approximately 20.7 metric tonnes of 
product recycled in 2008/09.  


•	 Continued promotion of Eden Alternative Care Philosophy in the Geriatric and Extended Care Programs.   


•	 As part of the Redevelopment Plan, renovations to Elm Cottage were completed.  Elm reopened as a 
residential area for 20 residents.   


•	 One MDC Residential Coordinator sits on the College of Registered Psychiatric Nurses of Manitoba 
Board of Directors. 


•	 Used Achievement Reports (a quality measurement tool to measure outcomes) to evaluate progress 
towards strategic goals and objectives. 


•	 Signed contract with Council on Accreditation to prepare for and conduct accreditation survey in 2009. 


•	 Mandt System (behavioural crisis interaction) recertification training provided for all MDC staff. 


Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 
1994/95 to 2008/09 


Closing Fiscal Opening New Re- Total 
Population Year Population Admission Admission Admissions Discharges Deaths 


6 1 7 9 7 5391994/95 548 
4 4 8 5 10 5321995/96 539 
4 2 6 10 10 5181996/97 532 
2 2 4 11 15 4961997/98 518 
0 0 0 6 8 4821998/99 496 
2 0 2 3 14 4671999/00 482 
3 1 4 6 11 4542000/01 467 
1 1 2 2 9 4452001/02 454 
3 1 4 12 15 4222002/03 445 
3 1 4 6 11 4092003/04 422 
2 2 4 7 11 3952004/05 409 
2 1 3 9 15 3742005/06 395 
2 2 4 11 11 3562006/07 374 
1 2 3 16 10 3332007/08 356 
0 1 1 10 10 3142008/09 333 
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WINNIPEG CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES  


Objectives 


•	 To provide a comprehensive continuum of child protection and family support services in Winnipeg in 
accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act. 


Responsibilities  


•	 Provides protection services to children at risk of abuse and neglect. 


•	 Develops and provides basic and specialized placement services to meet the needs of children in care. 


•	 Provides preservation and reunification services to families.  


•	 Provides adoptive and post-adoptive services to children and families when reunification is no longer an 
option. 


•	 Partners with the community to provide supportive and preventative services to families. 


09-5F  Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


Actual 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


2008/09 
$000 


Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 22,235 


Total Other Expenditures 2,005 


FTE 
Estimate 
2008/09* 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


392.85 20,985 1,250 


1,894 111 


* 	 The 2008/09 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates on behalf of the Department of 
Family Services and Housing, as well as an allocation from an Enabling Appropriation. 


Activities/Highlights in 2008/09 


•	 Emergency Placement Resources (including shelters, hotels and certain emergency foster home bed 
spaces) and In-Home Support Services remain with the Winnipeg Child and Family Services (WCFS) 
Branch until the anticipated transfer to the Child and Family All Nations Coordinated Response Network 
(ANCR). Discussions between Family Services and Housing, WCFS, the First Nations of Southern 
Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority and ANCR have commenced regarding the transfer of 
Emergency Placement Resources and a portion of In-Home Support Services to ANCR.  


•	 As part of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative process, the Department made a 
commitment to accommodate all permanent employees through an employment commitment.  Permanent 
employment has been secured for approximately 70 per cent of these employees.  Alternate employment 
continued to be found for the remaining permanent employees within WCFS, Family Services and 
Housing and other provincial departments. 
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•	 Emergency Placement Resources continued to decrease reliance on hotel placements for children by 
developing and opening new shelters.  Children that are placed in hotels are given a high priority and 
alternative emergency care arrangements are arranged as soon as possible, including relocating children 
in the shelter system to allow for individualized care for the highest needs children. 


•	 As part of the broader strategy for implementing the Changes for Children initiatives, WCFS participated 
in a strategic planning process to establish a differential response capacity within agencies under the 
General Child and Family Services Authority.  Differential Response models create a new capacity that 
assists the child welfare system to provide support services where a child protection investigation is not 
warranted but families are struggling with challenges that, if left unaddressed, will likely result in children 
being at risk in the future.  Funding was approved for 10 additional positions for the Differential Response 
Team. 


•	 WCFS continues to respond to the service needs of recent immigrant/refugee families.  The Newcomers 
Unit provides service to families and children who have recently immigrated to Canada and feature 
unique language and cultural considerations.  This unit is a family service unit that provides child and 
family protection and supportive services in much the same manner as the other family service units.  The 
Newcomers Unit has developed resources and partnerships with collateral organizations so that services 
are provided in as holistic and culturally sensitive a manner as possible. 


•	 WCFS representatives continue to attend meetings with the Network of Organizations for War Affected 
Newcomers of Manitoba and the Manitoba Immigrant Settlement Sector Association.  The supervisor and 
other team staff members have provided presentations to community groups that work with Newcomers.  
It is anticipated this will continue for the next year. 


•	 Managers of the specialized, centralized programs at WCFS (Foster Care, Permanent Wards, Family 
Support, Independent Living, Volunteers and Transportation) continued to work with their counterparts in 
other regions and agencies to coordinate and strengthen these programs. 


•	 WCFS supervisors continued to participate on the leadership teams in each Community Area to advance 
plans for further integration of services. 


•	 WCFS continued to plan and transition into the Winnipeg Integrated Services structure.  During the first 
phase of the report from October 2007 to the fall 2008, the Steering and Implementation Committees and 
the Project Manager assessed the environment, finalized a report and developed an initial transition plan.  
Discussions have begun for the next steps.  


•	 For the last year, WCFS has planned extensively with other Family Services and Housing and Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority partners in the Downtown Area.  In the fall 2009, WCFS staff will move into co
location sites of 755 Portage Avenue and Main Street and Logan.  WCFS continues to plan for the co
location of the Downtown, the Point Douglas and the St. Boniface/St. Vital family service units. 


•	 Two Child and Family Services Program Specialists in the Service Delivery Support Branch offer support 
to Rural and Northern Services and WCFS.  The Program Specialists advise, consult and provide support 
to field staff on “best practice” in such areas as service delivery, issues management and crisis resolution.  
The Specialists also assist in case consultations and reviews as well as develop responses to inquiries on 
behalf of WCFS and Rural and Northern Services. 


•	 WCFS provided field placement and supervision of five Bachelor of Social Work students from the 
University of Manitoba, Faculty of Social Work program. 


•	 WCFS continues to participate in the Renewal at Work initiative with representation on the Family 
Services and Housing Renewal Committee.  WCFS staff participated in the Women’s Leadership 
Program and the Queen’s University Leadership Program.  WCFS will continue to support the Diversity 
and Employment Equity Strategy through recruitment and hiring practices.  
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•	 WCFS continues to develop a training strategy for WCFS managers and staff that will identify WCFS’ 
short and long-term training needs.  WCFS is working in collaboration with the General Child and Family 
Services Authority Joint Training Unit Coordinator and others to develop and access a broad range of 
training opportunities.  There continue to be a number of training events being planned by the Joint 
Training Unit primarily related to recommendations resulting from a number of child death reviews.  As 
well, developmental opportunities have been offered to fill temporary supervisory vacancies. 


•	 WCFS staff attended training on the new provincial standards as well as Applied Suicide Intervention 
Skills Training.  Staff also attended Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder and Sexually Exploited Youth 
training. 


•	 The WCFS Critical Incident Stress Management Peer Support Team updated its information sheet for 
staff as well as developed a fact sheet to be given to family and friends of a staff member involved in a 
critical incident.  Team members attended a Vicarious Trauma Workshop in December 2008. 


•	 WCFS is working with the Family Services and Housing Safety Unit to improve Workplace, Safety and 
Health practices.  There are committees in place for WCFS worksites to address specific issues of safety 
through activities in education, building inspections and safe visit planning.  Staff in co-located sites with 
other Family Services and Housing and Winnipeg Regional Health Authority personnel were encouraged 
to participate in those local Workplace Safety and Health Committees. 


•	 The WCFS Foster Parent Training and Recognition Committee hosted the WCFS’ annual foster parent 
appreciation dinner in October 2008.  Foster parents were once again sponsored or co-sponsored to 
attend a range of external training opportunities specific to the needs of foster children.  Other external 
training included First Aid, Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation, Applied Suicide Intervention Skills Training, 
Relationship Based Strengths Approach, and Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder.  A wide range of foster 
parent training was also provided by WCFS Branch staff, including workshops on Attachment, Theraplay, 
Non-Violent Crisis Intervention, Foster Parent College, Lifebooks, Mother Goose and Triple P Parenting. 


•	 Permanency Planning and Family Service Managers worked together to develop a process for 
transferring Aboriginal Permanent Wards in a timely fashion to allow for culturally appropriate planning to 
occur. When a child is made a Permanent Ward, WCFS advises the appropriate Aboriginal Authority to 
begin the transfer process.  This process is undertaken on a monthly basis at the Permanency Planning 
meeting run by WCFS. 


•	 WCFS has developed a Committee to review complex cases.  The purpose of the Committee is to resolve 
cross services issues by providing a forum to bring together internal and external stakeholders to resolve 
case conflicts and to collaboratively develop case plans.  It also provides consultation on high-risk cases 
as well as developing strategies regarding systemic barriers.  The Director of Programs at the Manitoba 
Adolescent Treatment Centre, Mental Health Services for Children and the Community Inquiry Specialist 
from the General Child and Family Services Authority are standing Committee members. 


•	 WCFS has developed a staff engagement strategy.  A Staff Engagement Working Group was established 
in March 2008 (comprised of cross-WCFS staff and management representatives) to develop Terms of 
Reference for a WCFS Staff Engagement Committee.  The Committee was established in October 2008 
and aims to improve morale through the process of communication and engagement; develop staff 
engagement mechanisms to involve staff in decision making; consult, inform, advocate and make 
recommendations to the General Child and Family Services Authority regarding WCFS engagement 
issues; and consult, inform and liaise with the Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union 
representatives regarding WCFS issues and staff needs. 


•	 Area Councils have dissolved into a new body General Authority Community Council of Winnipeg. 
Council members believe that vulnerable children and families do best when there is a partnership 
between Child and Family Services agencies and the community.  The Council serves as a link between 
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the local communities, WCFS and the General Child and Family Services Authority in Winnipeg. 


•	 WCFS continued to participate on the Advisory Committee of VOICES (Manitoba Youth in Care Network) 
and, through the Keith Cooper Scholarship Fund, assisted youth to attend post-secondary education. 


•	 WCFS supervisors and managers participated in two business planning sessions in April and June 2008. 
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FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
REVENUE SUMMARY TABLE 


Department of Family Services and Housing 
Revenue Summary by Source 
($000's) 
For the year ended March 31, 2009 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 
2007/08 2008/09 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2008/09 2008/09 (Decrease) No. 


CURRENT OPERATING 
PROGRAMS 


$13,669 $4,633 ($9,036) 1 Government of Canada $4,633 $4,671 ($38) 


  Other Revenue: 
$13,129 $17,508 $4,379 2 (1) Children's Special  


Allowance Recoveries 
$17,508 $16,858 $650 


1,379 1,379 0 (2) Cost Recovery from 
Municipalities 


1,379 1,378 1 


8,592 9,024 432 (3) Income Assistance 
Recoveries 


9,024 9,949 (925) 3 


210 210 0 
(4) Levy for Local 


Government Welfare 
Purposes in 
Unorganized 
Territory 


210 210 0 


1,525 1,553 28 (5) Sundry 1,553 1,404 149 
$24,835 $29,674 $4,839 Sub-Total $29,674 $29,799 ($125) 


$38,504 $34,307 ($4,197) Total Revenue $34,307 $34,470 ($163) 


1. 	 The variance is primarily due to the 2005 Early Learning and Child Care Agreement with Canada which was 
discontinued on March 31, 2007.  A one-time payment was provided in 2007/08. 


2. 	 The variance is primarily due to a more timely receipt of revenue from the Child and Family Services 
Authorities, and an increased number of children in care.  


3. 	 The variance is primarily due to a reduction in overpayments and lower than anticipated recoveries for 
Maintenance Orders. 
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FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND STAFFING SUMMARY TABLE 


Department of Family Services and Housing 
Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Appropriation  
($000's) 
For the years ended March 31, 2005 - March 31, 2009 


Actual/Adjusted Expenditures* 


2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 
Appropriation FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ FTE $ 


09-1 Administration 
and Finance 


116.50 10,145 120.00 10,583 120.00 11,222 120.00 11,818 120.00 12,598 


09-2 Housing 4.00 36,071 4.00 36,239 4.00 48,966 4.00 53,247 4.00 62,452 


09-3 Disability 
Programs and 
Employment 
and Income 
Assistance  


88.50 506,318 87.50 531,450 87.50 545,493 88.50 572,295 87.50 604,987 


09-4 Child and 
Family 
Services 


116.00 266,338 119.50 289,990 119.50 326,412 119.50 368,056 119.50 417,568 


09-5 Community 
Service 
Delivery 


2,000.26 103,148 1,974.26 109,228 1,980.26 115,117 1,915.96 123,501 1,910.86 129,004 


09-6 Costs Related 
to Capital 
Assets


 5,117 5,493 5,643 6,229 5,311 


Total Family 
Services and 
Housing 


2,325.26 927,137 2,305.26 982,983 2,311.26 1,052,853 2,247.96 1,135,146 2,241.86 1,231,920 


* Adjusted figures reflect historical data on a comparable basis in those appropriations affected by a reorganization, 
during the years under review. 
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2008/09 Estimates - Family Services and Housing 
 


 


 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


DEPARTMENT OF FAMILY SERVICES AND HOUSING 


RECONCILIATION STATEMENT 


DETAILS 
2008/09 


ESTIMATES 
$000 


2008/09 Main Estimates 


  Allocations of Funds From: 


- Enabling Appropriations  


1,196,762 


2,075* 


1,198,837 


* Provides for increased salary costs related to unbudgeted severance costs, the new Social Services 
Series, and workforce adjustments.   
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 


Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary ($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2009 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2008/09a)  Appropriation 2008/09 2007/08b) (Decrease) No. 


09-1 Administration and Finance 


$45 (a) Minister's Salary $45 $42 $3 


(b) Executive Support 
677    Salaries and Employee Benefits 661 664 (3) 


65    Other Expenditures 63 66 (3) 


(c) Social Services Appeal Board 
358    Salaries and Employee Benefits 307 306 1 


84    Other Expenditures 91 90 1 


(d) Human Resource Services 
1,583    Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,590 1,458 132 


106    Other Expenditures 115 113 2 


(e) Policy and Planning 
1,199    Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,348 1,254 94 


228    Other Expenditures 252 275 (23) 


(f) Financial and Administrative Services 
1,843    Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,763 1,622 141 


382    Other Expenditures 377 379 (2) 


(g) Innovation, Information and 
Technology 


3,155    Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,781 2,833 (52) 
1,774    Other Expenditures 1,700 1,643 57 


(h) Disabilities Issues Office 
306    Salaries and Employee Benefits 306 286 20 
103    Other Expenditures  105 107 (2) 


(i) Agency Accountability and Support 
Unit 


918    Salaries and Employee Benefits 822 489 333 1 
369    Other Expenditures  272 191 81 2 


$13,195 Total 09-1 $12,598 $11,818 $780 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2009 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2008/09a) Appropriation 2008/09 2007/08b) (Decrease) No. 


09-2 Housing 


(a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
$335     Salaries and Employee Benefits $325 $331 (6) 


65     Other Expenditures 63 62 1 


(b) The Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation 


33,587    Transfer Payments 56,088 47,681 8,407 3 
9,044 Shelter Benefits 5,976 5,173 803 4 


$43,031 Total 09-2 $62,452 $53,247 $9,205 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2009 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2008/09a) Appropriation 2008/09 2007/08b) (Decrease) No. 


09-3 Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income 
Assistance 


(a) Strategic Initiatives and Program 
Support 


$2,207    Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,041 $2,090 ($49) 
2,841    Other Expenditures 2,825 2,861 (36) 


(b) Disability Programs 
917    Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,117 981 136 
446    Other Expenditures 445 448 (3) 


185,443     Supported Living 196,927 174,796 22,131 5 
23,718 Children's Special Services 24,221 22,563 1,658 


(c) Employment and Income Support 
2,513    Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,556 1,700 856 6 


608    Other Expenditures 1,035 892 143 7 
282,594 Employment and Income 


Assistance 
281,285 277,979 3,306 8 


60,773    Health Services 58,180 55,892 2,288 9 
23,113    Income Assistance for Persons 


with Disabilities 
22,342 18,139 4,203 10 


9,585    Vocational Rehabilitation 2,230 7,757 (5,527) 11 
5,382 55 PLUS 5,439 3,991 1,448 12 
3,750    Building Independence 895 1,039 (144) 
5,154 Manitoba Child Benefit 2,835 699 2,136 13 


(d) Office of the Vulnerable Persons' 
Commissioner  


396    Salaries and Employee Benefits 506 380 126 14 
118    Other Expenditures 108 88 20 15 


$609,558 Total 09-3 $604,987 $572,295 $32,692 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
for the fiscal year ended March 31, 2009 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2008/08a) Appropriation 2008/09 2007/08b) (Decrease) No. 


09-4 Child and Family Services 


(a) Strategic Initiatives and Program 
Support   


$1,401    Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,883 $1,275 $608 16 
688    Other Expenditures 770 383 387 17 


484 
   Aboriginal Justice Inquiry - Child 


Welfare Initiative 479 373 106 18 


(b) Child Protection 
3,853    Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,824 3,206 618 19 
2,034    Other Expenditures 4,420 2,324 2,096 20 


264,190    Authorities and Maintenance of 
Children 


285,121 249,468 35,653 21 


916 
   The Family Support Innovations 


Fund - Mandated Agencies 916 885 31 


(c) Family and Community Support 


(1) Child Care 
1,488    Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,780 1,470 310 22 


635    Other Expenditures 1,010 654 356 23 
110,983  Financial Assistance and Grants 104,956 95,814 9,142 24 


(2) Family Violence Prevention 
596    Salaries and Employee Benefits 484 538 (54) 


98    Other Expenditures 91 92 (1) 
12,172    External Agencies 11,834 11,574 260 


$399,538 Total 09-4 $417,568 $368,056 $49,512 
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Department of Family Services and Housing 
Expenditure Summary 
($000's) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2009 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 


2008/09a) Appropriation 2008/09 2007/08b) (Decrease) No. 
09-5 Community Service Delivery


 (a) Service Delivery Support 
$2,609    Salaries and Employee Benefits $3,351 $3,011 $340 
4,842    Other Expenditures 5,363 4,861 502 


(b) Rural and Northern Services 
22,006    Salaries and Employee Benefits 21,750 20,541 1,209 
3,676    Other Expenditures 4,083 3,912 171


 (c) Winnipeg Services 
30,561    Salaries and Employee Benefits 30,531 29,283 1,248 
3,954    Other Expenditures 4,458 4,380 78


 (d) Provincial Services 
2,421    Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,154 2,040 114 
646    Other Expenditures 633 661 (28) 


(e) Manitoba Developmental Centre 
30,828    Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,656 28,535 1,121 
2,993    Other Expenditures 3,012 3,213 (201) 
(172)    Recoverable from Other 


Appropriations
 (227) (253) 26 


(f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services 502 
20,985    Salaries and Employee Benefits 22,235 21,283 952 
1,894    Other Expenditures 2,005 2,034 (29) 


$127,243 Total 09-5 $129,004 $123,501 $5,503 


$6,272 09-6 Costs Related to Capital 
Assets 


$ 5,311 $6,229  ($918) 25 


$1,198,837 Total Family Services and 
Housing 


$1,231,920 $1,135,146 $96,774 
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1. The variance is primarily the result of filling vacant positions in 2008/09. 
2. The variance is primarily due to increased costs in 2008/09 for financial reviews and audits. 
3. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the MHRC draw down required in 2008/09 for housing 



operations. The actual results in support of these operations are found in the MHRC Statement of 

Operations on page 2 of the MHRC Financial Statements. 



4. The variance is primarily due to enhancements to the Manitoba Shelter Benefit Program to include non-
disabled single adults and childless couples who are on EIA and the creation of a Portable Housing Benefit 
pilot for persons with mental illness. 


5. The variance is primarily due to annualization of services approved part-year in 2007/08 in addition to new 
volume and price increases implemented in 2008/09. 


6. The variance is primarily due to a number of extended FTEs approved to meet workload and project 

demands.
 


7. The variance is primarily due to increased advertising expenditures. 
8. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in the cost per case and an increased caseload. 
9. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the number of prescriptions and an increase in the cost per 


prescription. 
10. The variance is primarily due to annualization of the $25.00 a month increase implemented in January 


2008. 
11. The variance is primarily due to the recovery from Education Manitoba and Labour Market Agreement sub-


appropriations of Competitiveness, Training and Trade under the Labour Market Agreement. 
12. The variance is primarily due to implementing a 45% price increase effective April 1, 2008, for both the 


Junior and Senior components of the program. 
13. The variance is primarily due to the increase in the monthly benefit from $30.00 to $35.00 implemented 


January 2008 in addition to an increase in the number of families making application for the Manitoba Child 
Benefit. 


14. The variance is primarily due to approved extended FTEs and an increase in honorariums paid to Hearing 
Panel members. 


15. The variance is primarily due to the microfilming of Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner files 
from 1996. 


16. The variance is primarily due to fewer vacant positions in 2008/09 and severance costs. 
17. The variance is primarily due to increased IT operating costs. 
18. The variance is primarily due to increased expenditures related to the CFSIS enhancements due to 


Legislative changes. 
19. The variance is primarily due to fewer vacant positions in 2008/09. 
20. The variance is primarily due to increased costs related to the Child and Family Services System Business 


Transformation Project. 
21. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the number of children in care, as well as increased costs for 


Child Maintenance.  Also, increased expenditures for the implementation of Changes for Children, relating 
to the Recommendations of the External Reviews. 


22. The variance is primarily due to severance costs and additional staff required as per Family Choices: 
Manitoba’s Five Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care. 


23. The variance is primarily due to the purchase of weather radio systems for child care facilities, legal and 
professional fees and professional services/contracts for board governance. 


24. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in unit funding approved in 2008/09 and annualized 
funding for additional spaces funded effective September 1, 2007. 


25. The variance is primarily due to assets which were fully depreciated as of March 31, 2008. 


NOTES: 
a) The 2008/09 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates on behalf of the 



Department of Family Services and Housing, as well as allocations from an Enabling Appropriation for 

unbudgeted severance costs, the new Social Services Series, and workforce adjustments.     



b) The 2007/08 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2008/09 appropriation structure. 
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APPENDIX 


MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION (MHRC) FINANCIAL 
STATEMENTS 


FOR THE YEAR ENDING 


MARCH 31, 2009 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION
 


BALANCE SHEET
 


March 31, 2009
 


ASSETS
 


2009 2008 


Cash (note 4)  $  113,315,188  $ 93,631,755 


Accounts receivable and accruals (note 5) 26,041,888 27,956,014 


Prepaid expenses   4,455,464   5,392,174 


Loans and mortgages receivable (note 6)  144,267,605   147,156,098 


Land and housing: 


Housing projects (note 7) 92,692,149 78,421,998 


Housing investment (note 8)   916,145   1,038,220 


Land development costs 35,202,758 26,057,619 


Land (note 10) 12,169,117 12,389,914 


 140,980,169   117,907,751 


Total Assets  $  429,060,314  $   392,043,792 


LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES 


Liabilities 


Accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals  $ 41,748,632  $ 39,113,898 


Deferred revenue (note 11) 15,641,155 12,721,196 


Long-term debt (note 12)  508,895,430   495,836,702 


Deferred contributions (note 13) 77,573,971 69,342,039 


Total Liabilities  643,859,188   617,013,835 


Fund Balances 


The Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund   6,417,575   3,678,735 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Fund (Deficit)    (221,216,449) (228,648,778) 


Total Fund Balances (Accumulated Deficit)    (214,798,874) (224,970,043) 


Total Liabilities and Fund Balances  $  429,060,314  $   392,043,792 


Contingencies (note 22) 


Commitments (note 23) 


Guarantees (note 24) 


Approved by the Board of Directors: 


Director Director 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION
 


STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS
 


YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2009
 


2009 2008 


Revenue: 


Grants from the Province of Manitoba (note 14) $  74,243,149 $ 59,205,645 


Contributed services (note 15) 1,743,600   1,583,200 


Rental revenue (note 16)  66,212,079 64,282,662 


Subsidy contributions (note 25)  50,096,014 55,880,228


   192,294,842  180,951,735 


Interest: 


Loans and mortgages  14,034,784 14,714,786 


Bank and other 159,266   136,960 


 14,194,050 14,851,746 


Sales of land and other: 


Sales of land - joint venture (note 9) 3,686,753   5,074,181 


Sales of land - Waverley West 9,398,220   692,500 


Other 1,167,010  41,374 


 14,251,983   5,808,055


   220,740,875  201,611,536 


Expenses: 


Housing operations - excluding amortization and interest (note 16)  94,983,326 87,168,300 


Housing operations amortization (note 16) 8,407,136   7,778,614 


Housing operations interest (note 16)  22,827,333 23,969,050 


Rental subsidies (note 17)  44,060,241 44,449,831 


Grants and subsidies (note 18) 6,489,884   5,698,902 


Interest expense  15,101,507 14,677,778 


Administrative services (note 15) 1,974,500   1,692,500 


(Gain) on sale of housing projects and land  (111,240) (172,482) 


(Recovery) of provision for loss and write downs  (3,862,306) (306,924) 


Cost of land sales - joint venture 1,388,504   2,059,084 


Cost of land sales - Waverley West 8,882,180   236,350 


Repair and renovation expense (note 15) 7,555,004   7,692,790 


Other 1,374,623   582,369 


Pension (note 19) 1,499,014 (324,673)


   210,569,706  195,201,489 


Excess of revenue over expenses and comprehensive income $  10,171,169 $   6,410,047 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION
 


STATEMENT OF FUND BALANCES
 


March 31, 2009
 


2009 2008
 


Manitoba Housing and Renewal Fund (MHRF) 


(Deficit) - beginning of year $  (228,648,778)  $ (231,380,090) 


Excess revenues over expenditures  10,171,169   6,410,047 


Interfund transfer - HDRF  (2,738,840) (3,678,735) 


MHRF (Deficit) - end of year $  (221,216,449)  $ (228,648,778) 


Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund 


(HDRF) - beginning of year $ 3,678,735  $  -


Interfund transfer - MHRF 2,738,840   3,678,735 


HDRF - end of year 6,417,575   3,678,735 


Total Fund Balances (Accumulated Deficit) $  (214,798,874)  $ (224,970,043) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION
 


STATEMENT OF CASH FLOWS
 


YEAR ENDED MARCH 31, 2009
 


Cash provided by (used for): 


2009 2008 


Operating activities: 


Excess of revenue over expenses


Add (deduct) items not involving cash: 


Amortization


(Recovery) of provision for loss and write downs


Gain on sale of housing projects and land


Federal subsidies - housing projects


Net change in non-cash balances related to operations: 


Accounts receivable and accruals


Prepaid expenses


Accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals


Deferred revenue


Deferred contributions


Land development costs in joint venture (note 9)


Land in joint venture (note 10)


 $ 10,171,169 


10,984,595 


         (3,862,306)


            (111,240)


 673,270 


7,684,319 


1,914,126 


936,710 


2,634,734 


2,919,959 


8,231,932 


1,241,089 


121,411 


35,855,449 


$ 6,410,047 


           9,422,921 


            (306,924) 


            (172,482) 


         (1,375,899)


           7,567,616 


           9,232,918 


         (1,739,814) 


           2,038,650 


         (1,579,755) 


           3,278,317 


              411,816 


              184,744 


         25,804,539 


Financing activities: 


Borrowings


Additions to loans and mortgages


Proceeds from repayment of loans and mortgages


Repayment of borrowings


 40,948,163 


            (653,306)


 3,541,799 


       (27,889,435)


 15,947,221 


         29,750,809 


         (1,831,444) 


           7,727,762 


       (21,838,812)


         13,808,315 


Investing activities: 


Additions to land and housing


Proceeds from sale of housing projects and land


       (32,340,683)


 221,446 


       (32,119,237)


       (27,538,403) 


              333,412 


       (27,204,991) 


Increase (decrease) in cash  19,683,433          12,407,862 


Cash at beginning of year  93,631,755          81,223,893 


Cash at end of year  $ 113,315,188 $ 93,631,755 


Supplementary disclosure: 


Cash payments of interest received  $ 13,692,723 $ 14,307,912 


Cash payments of interest paid  $ 35,794,770 $ 37,128,419 


(see accompanying notes) 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


1. Authority 


The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) operates under the authority of The Housing 
and Renewal Corporation Act, being Chapter H 160 Revised Statutes of Manitoba 1987.  The purposes 
and objects of the Act are: 


a) to ensure that there is an adequate supply of housing stock in Manitoba; 

b) to enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly
 


those of low and moderate income and those with specialized needs; 
c) to maintain and improve the condition of existing housing stock; and 
d) to stimulate and influence the activities of the housing market to the benefit of Manitobans as a 


whole. 


MHRC is under the management and control of a Board of Directors appointed by the Lieutenant 
Governor in Council. The board shall consist of not fewer than five members and not more than 13 
members and the Lieutenant Governor in Council may designate one of the members of the board as 
chairperson and one member as vice-chairperson. 


The Corporation is economically dependent on the Government of the Province of Manitoba. 


These financial statements include, in note 16, the operating results of MHRC owned properties which are 
managed by The Manitoba Housing Authority (MHA).  The MHA was established in 1992 as an agency of 
MHRC. 


2. Significant accounting policies 


a) Basis of accounting 


The Corporation's financial statements are prepared using Canadian generally accepted accounting 
principles. 


b) Loans and mortgages receivable 


Loans and mortgages receivable are valued at principal amounts less an allowance for loan 
impairment. 


c) Loan forgiveness 


Loan forgiveness for forgivable loans is approved in accordance with the terms of the loan 
agreements. The Corporation records an asset valuation allowance equal to the amount of the loan 
at the time the loan is granted.  As forgiveness conditions are met by the borrower, the Corporation 
records the annual forgiveness by reducing both the forgivable loan and the accompanying valuation 
allowance. 


d) Allowance for loan impairment 


The Corporation maintains an allowance for loan impairment, which reduces the carrying value of 
loans and mortgages receivable to their estimated realizable amounts.  Depending on the program 
under which the loan or mortgage is made, estimated realizable amounts are determined with 
reference to the Corporation’s historical loss experience on similar loans or the appraised value of the 
project financed by the loan or mortgage. 


Specific allowances are established for individual loans and mortgages for which the estimated 
realizable amount is less than the carrying value. The Corporation does not provide any additional 
non-specific, general provision for loan impairment. The Corporation’s Board of Directors has 
approved a policy which defines whether an individual mortgage or loan balance is to be considered 
impaired based on the time period that it has been in arrears. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


e) Housing projects and amortization 


i) Social housing projects are valued at cost less accumulated amortization. 
ii) Cost includes direct construction costs, land acquisition costs and interest and other related 


carrying charges incurred during the period of construction. 
iii) Housing projects which are declared abandoned or surplus to the needs of the Corporation are 


valued at the lesser of cost less accumulated amortization and net realizable value. 
iv) Housing projects are amortized on a straight-line basis over their estimated useful lives as 


follows: 

Wood buildings – 25 years 

Brick buildings – 40 years 

Betterments – 10 to 20 years 



f) Interest in joint venture 


The interest in joint venture is recognized using the proportionate consolidation method. Proportionate 
consolidation is a method of accounting and reporting whereby MHRC's prorata share of each of the 
assets, liabilities, revenues and expenses of the joint venture is combined on a line by line basis with 
similar items in MHRC's financial statements. 


g) Land 


Land is valued at the lower of cost and appraised value adjusted for estimated disposition costs, 
except for land leased to co-operatives.  Cost includes acquisition costs and related carrying costs. 
The carrying costs of the land, which include interest, planning and development costs, grants in lieu 
of taxes, less revenue derived from use of undeveloped land, were capitalized to land to March 31, 
1993. Effective April 1, 1993 the carrying costs are charged annually to operations. Cost for land 
acquired after March 31, 1993 consists of the original purchase price and the acquisition costs. 


Land leased to co-operatives is valued at original cost. The Corporation incurs no liabilities or 
obligations with respect to the lessees' buildings situated on the land.  The carrying costs of the land, 
net of lease revenue, are charged annually to MHRC operations. 


h) Land development costs 


Land development costs include interest, planning, development and administrative costs. These 
costs are capitalized as land development costs to the date of sale of the related land. 


i) Revenue recognition 


Grants are recognized as revenue when received or receivable if the amount to be received can be 
reasonably estimated and collection is reasonably assured.  Rental revenue is recognized in the fiscal 
period during which the service is provided.  Subsidy contributions are recognized on an accrual basis 
in the fiscal period to which they relate. Interest is recognized on an accrual basis in the fiscal period 
in which it is earned. 


j) Interest capitalization 


Interest costs on financing related to housing projects and housing investments are capitalized to the 
date of completion. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


k) Pension costs and obligations 


Current service contributions for MHA employees are recognized as operating expenses.  The 
Corporation has no further liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by MHA 
employees. 


The Corporation has a liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by the 
former Department of Family Services and Housing employees who were transferred to the 
Corporation on February 8, 2003. 


Current actuarial gains or losses are recognized as operating expenses. 


l) Contributed services 


Under an agreement entered into between The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation and the 
Department of Family Services and Housing, in 1984, the Department provides administrative 
services to MHRC at no cost.  The value of these contributed and administrative services is recorded 
as revenue and expenses. 


m) Use of estimates 


The preparation of financial statements in conformity with Canadian generally accepted accounting 
principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported amounts 
of assets and liabilities and disclosures of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of the financial 
statements and the reported amounts of revenue and expenses during the reporting period. Actual 
results could differ from these estimates. 


n) Comprehensive Income 


Section 1530 of the CICA accounting standards requires the presentation of a statement of 
comprehensive income. Comprehensive income represents the change in equity of an enterprise 
during a period from transactions and other events arising from non-owner sources including gains 
and losses from changes in fair value of available for sale financial assets and changes in fair value of 
the effective portion of cash flow hedging instruments. The Corporation has not recognized any 
adjustments through other comprehensive income for the year ended March 31, 2009. Because the 
Corporation has no items related to other comprehensive income, comprehensive income is 
equivalent to net income. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


3. New Accounting Policies Adopted 


Effective April 1, 2008 MHRC adopted CICA Handbook section 1535 Capital Disclosures. These 
disclosure standards require the corporation to provide disclosure of how the corporation manages its 
capital. 


Capital Management 
MHRC’s objective when managing capital is to maintain sufficient capital to cover its costs of operations. 
MHRC includes The Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund and The Manitoba Housing and 
Renewal Fund Deficit as well as long-term debt in its definition of capital. 


MHRC’s operating objectives are to ensure that there is an adequate supply of housing stock in Manitoba 
and to enhance the affordability of, and accessibility to, adequate housing for Manitobans, particularly 
those of low and moderate income and those with specialized needs. In order to meet these operating 
objectives, MHRC capital management policy is to: 


•	 Obtain long term debt from the Province of Manitoba and Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation; 
•	 Obtain rental revenue from its housing stock. This revenue is partially subsidized through provincial 


and CMHC funding; and 
•	 Earn interest income on loans and mortgages to individuals and organizations that meet pre-defined 


criteria. 


Long term debt and the Manitoba Housing and Renewal Fund are not subject to externally imposed 
capital requirements. The Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund is required by legislation to 
provide support for housing projects in areas of need within a municipality in which the MHRC realized 
suburban land development profits. There were no changes to MHRC’s approach to capital management 
during the period. 


MHRC’s capital is as follows: 
2009	 2008 


Long Term Debt (note 12) 	 $508,895,430 $495,836,702 
Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund (note 21) 6,417,575 3,678,735 
Manitoba Housing and Renewal Fund (deficit) (221,216,449) (228,648,778)


 Capital 	 $294,096,556 $270,866,659 


Financial Instruments – Disclosure 
Section 3862 modifies the disclosure requirements for financial instruments that were included in Section 
3861, Financial Instruments – Disclosure and Presentation. The new standards require an entity to 
provide disclosures in its financial statements that enable users to evaluate the significance of financial 
instruments on its financial position and performance, the nature and extent of the risks to which it is 
exposed during the period and at the balance sheet date and how those risks are managed.  


Financial Instruments – Presentation 
Section 3863 carries forward the presentation requirements of Section 3861, Financial Instruments – 
Disclosure and Presentation, unchanged. 


The above noted new standards have no impact on the recognition, measurement or presentation of 
financial instruments in MHRC`s year end financial statements.  
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 



4. Cash 


On deposit with the Minister of Finance: 


Trust deposits


Deferred Contributions (note 13)


Mobile home loan guarantee program fund (note 24)


Bank


Petty cash


 $ 


$ 


2009 


77,349,470 


12,385,799 


108,678 


89,843,947 


23,462,466 


8,775 


113,315,188 


$ 


$ 


2008 


80,512,075 


         12,070,497 


              163,115 


         92,745,687 


              877,243 


8,825 


93,631,755 


5. Accounts receivable and accruals 


Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation


Government of the Province of Manitoba and its agencies


Rent receivables - net of allowance of $5,311,005 (2008 - $6,350,703)


Accrued interest on loans and mortgages receivable


City of Winnipeg - net of allowance of $2,830 (2008 - $67,927)


Other - net of allowance of $10,270 (2008- $12,347)


Government of the Province of Manitoba 


- severance benefits (note 20)


- pension recoverable (note 19)


 $ 


$ 


2009 


3,237,350 


2,408,614 


2,782,921 


522,600 


236,882 


8,351,630 


1,446,105 


7,055,786 


26,041,888 


$ 


$ 


2008 


4,240,935 


           4,133,689 


           1,946,139 


              461,194 


              256,628 


           9,914,552 


           1,446,105 


           5,556,772 


27,956,014 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


6.	 Loans and mortgages receivable 


a) Composition of loans and mortgages receivable 


Federal/Provincial Housing:
 


Private Non-Profit Housing Program



Rural and Native Housing Program



Urban Native Housing Program



Market Rental Programs:
 


Co-operative HomeStart Program



Co-operative Index Linked Program



Manitoba Rural RentalStart Program



Manitoba Senior RentalStart Program



Other Programs:
 


Community Residences Program



Market Homeowner Programs



Homeowner Rehabilitation Programs



Other



Less  - allowance for loan impairment 


Subtotal repayable loans and mortgages receivable


Forgivable loans


Less  - forgivable loans asset valuation allowance 
Loans and mortgages receivable


2009 2008 


$ 94,053,650 


4,452 


27,211,327 


121,269,429 


$ 96,462,775 


6,793 


         29,914,877 


       126,384,445 


8,040,710 


6,504,489 


254,182 


4,179,136 


18,978,517 


           8,189,164 


           6,982,342 


              264,034 


           4,287,419 


         19,722,959 


2,807,160 


54,116 


202,462 


2,828,711 


5,892,449 


146,140,395 


(1,872,790) 


144,267,605 


110,944,042 


255,211,647 


(110,944,042) 
$ 144,267,605 $ 


           3,694,792 


70,315 


              234,017 


           2,784,666 


           6,783,790 


       152,891,194 


(5,735,096) 


       147,156,098 


         97,223,403 


       244,379,501 


(97,223,403) 
147,156,098 


Loans and mortgages receivable bear interest at various rates between 0% and 13.50% with maturities at various dates 


to 2035. 


Principal repayments on the loans and mortgages maturing in the next five years are estimated as follows:


 2010  $ 206,178 


2011  65,715 


2012  319,695 


2013  3,821,927 


2014  2,565,561 


Subsequent to 2014
 $ 


139,161,319 
146,140,395 


b) Allowance for loan impairment 


The allowance for loan impairment is comprised of the following specific provisions: 


2009 2008 


Market rental programs


Other programs


 $ 


$ 


1,693,568 


179,222 
1,872,790 


$ 


$ 


5,624,414 


              110,682 
5,735,096 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


7.	 Housing projects 


2009 2008 


Land	  $ 21,753,083  $ 21,743,969 


Buildings        411,301,566        398,366,403 


Less - accumulated amortization        354,639,945        346,413,491 


Buildings – net book value  56,661,621  51,952,912 


Under construction  18,316,786  9,437,728


 96,731,490  83,134,609 


Less - financing provided by CMHC  (4,039,341)  (4,712,611)
 $ 92,692,149  $ 78,421,998 


8. Housing investment 


Housing investment represents MHRC's share in social housing projects, which until October 1, 1998 
were administered by CMHC and subsequently have been administered by MHRC, under the Rural 
and Native Housing Program. 


On September 3, 1998, MHRC and CMHC executed a Declaration of Trust by which CMHC has 
transferred their ownership interest in cost-shared and 100% CMHC funded Public Housing projects 
to MHRC, as trustee. MHRC’s interest in these projects will be earned over the remainder of each 
project’s CMHC subsidy commitment period, in amounts which will correspond to the annual 
amortization of the assets. No increase in housing investment has been recorded by MHRC. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 



9. Joint venture 


The Corporation contributed 179 acres of land, at appraised value, to a joint venture with Ladco 
Company Limited on May 11, 1989. The appraised value of the land at that time, adjusted for 
subsequent sales, was $1,052,746 (2008 - $1,174,157) and is included in joint venture land in note 
10. The joint venture activities include the servicing, development and sale of approximately 476 
acres of land in the City of Winnipeg, Manitoba. In accordance with the terms of the agreement, the 
Corporation has provided loan guarantees for the purposes of the joint venture development in an 
amount not to exceed $2,400,000 (note 24). 


The following is a summary of the Corporation's pro rata share of the assets, liabilities, revenues and 
expenses of the Ladco Company Limited joint venture. 


Current Assets: 


Cash and short term investments


Accounts receivable from land sales


Long Term Assets: 


Development in progress


 $ 


2009 


1,010,800 


           3,778,338 


           4,789,138 


            (186,151)


 $ 


2008 


619,498 


           4,146,937 


           4,766,435 


           1,054,938 


Total Assets  $ 4,602,987 $ 5,821,373 


Current Liabilities: 


Accounts payable and accrued liabilities  4,203 16,636 


Net Assets  $ 4,598,784 $ 5,804,737 


Sales of land


Cost of land sales


Gross margin


 $ 3,686,753 


           1,267,093 


           2,419,660 


$ 5,074,181 


           1,874,340 


           3,199,841 


Expenses: 


Interest on bank indebtedness


General


Other


Total expenses


 10,129 


38,293 


133,191 


181,613 


13,196 


58,615 


              161,178 


              232,989 


Net income for the year  $ 2,238,047 $ 2,966,852 


10. Land 


2009 2008 


Future development or sale


Leased to co-operatives


Joint venture


 $ 


$ 


9,456,579 


1,659,792 


1,052,746 
12,169,117 


$ 


$ 


9,555,965 


           1,659,792 


           1,174,157 
12,389,914 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


11. Deferred revenue 


Manitoba Housing Authority tenant prepaid rent


Other prepaid land lease and subsidy contribution received in advance


Affordable Housing Initiative commitments


 $ 


$ 


2009 


2,055,392 


317,189 


13,268,574 
15,641,155 


$ 


$ 


2008 


2,076,015 


              298,525 


         10,346,656 
12,721,196 


12. Long-term debt 


Government of the Province of Manitoba: 


Advances, convertible to long-term advances at MHRC's option, at


prime interest rates 


Long-term advances, at interest rates from 4.75% to 13.375% 


maturing at various dates to 2029 and requiring annual principal 


and interest payments of $37,966,316 (2008 - $38,029,946)


Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation: 


Long-term advances, at interest rates from 5.67% to 8.625% 


maturing at various dates to 2030 and requiring annual principal 


and interest payments of $15,024,576 (2008 - $15,022,602)


Mortgages payable (assumed on property acquisitions), at interest 


rates from 5.125% to 10.50% maturing at various dates to 2028 and 


requiring annual principal and interest payments of $325,290 


(2008 - $325,260)


 $ 


$ 


2009 


66,897,319 


283,365,617 


155,907,762 


2,724,732 


508,895,430 


$ 


$ 


2008 


37,269,512 


       294,533,899 


       161,229,610 


           2,803,681 


495,836,702 


Principal repayments on the long-term debt are estimated as follows:


 2010


 2011


 2012


 2013


 2014


 Subsequent to 2014


 $ 


$ 


18,780,128 


20,297,450 


21,933,005 


22,776,614 


24,124,270 


400,983,963 
508,895,430 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 



13. Deferred contributions 


MHRC recognizes federal and provincial contributions towards housing programs as revenue when 
eligible program expenses are incurred and records deferred contributions for any unexpended amounts. 
In accordance with the Social Housing Agreement executed by MHRC and CMHC which took effect 
October 1, 1998, federal contributions must be fully used by August 31, 2031.  The Agreement provides 
that a specified amount of the annual federal contributions must be applied toward housing programs, 
which assist low income households, as defined in the Agreement.  The portion of federal contributions 
that may be applied toward other housing programs is similarly specified.  In addition, the Province 
contributes funding for its share of housing programs through grants from the Province of Manitoba (note 
14). Total unexpended contributions in the amount of $65,188,172 (2008 - $57,271,543) are carried 
forward by MHRC for future use.   


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement dated September 3, 1998 between CMHC and MHRC, CMHC 
made a one-time payment of $12,700,000 to MHRC in 1999.  This amount was provided for the purpose 
of mitigating future operating risks associated with MHRC’s financial responsibility for housing programs 
transferred from CMHC pursuant to the Agreement. This amount has been recorded as a deferred 
contribution and is increased by interest earned thereon and is reduced as the Corporation incurs 
expenses as a result of the identified risks. The unexpended balance related to these contributions at 
March 31, 2009 is $12,385,799 (2008 - $12,070,496). 


The breakdown of total unexpended contributions is as follows: 
2009 2008 


Deferred Federal contributions 
Deferred Provincial contributions 


Risk reserve contribution related to the 
Social Housing Agreement 


$20,755,147 
44,433,025
65,188,172 


12,385,799


$12,650,619 
44,620,924 
57,271,543 


12,070,496 


$77,573,971 $69,342,039 


14. Grants from the Province of Manitoba 


Department of Family Services and Housing: 


MHRC operating programs


MHRC administration


Grants and subsidies


 $ 


2009 


57,610,056


 8,891,844


 5,975,525


 72,477,425


 $ 


2008 


46,986,549 


7,103,851 


5,172,982


 59,263,382 


Grants recovered from the Department of Finance: 


School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus Program


Pension recovery (note 19)
 $ 


266,710


 1,499,014
 74,243,149  $ 


266,936 


    (324,673)
 59,205,645 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


15. Contributed services 


2009 2008
 


Administrative services provided by the Department of
 


Family Services and Housing were allocated as follows:
 


- included in the Statement of Operations, Administrative Services  $ 521,200 $ 504,000 



- included in administration expenses in note 16,
 


Manitoba Housing Authority Housing Operations  772,600               636,500 



- included in administration expenses in note 16,
 


Sponsor Managed Housing Operations  27,400 22,700 



- included in Rental Subsidies, note 17  286,000               319,000 



- included in Statement of Operations, Repair and renovation expense  136,400               101,000 



Total Department of Family Services and Housing 

administrative services provided  $ 1,743,600 $ 1,583,200 



16. Housing operations 


The management and operation of all MHRC social housing projects are the responsibility of the Manitoba Housing Authority and 


sponsor managed groups. Their operating results are as follows: 


Revenue 


Rental Revenue 


Manitoba Housing 
Authority Managed 


$ 53,031,514  $ 


Sponsor 
Managed 


13,180,565  $ 


2009 


66,212,079  $ 


2008 


64,282,662 


Expenses 


Administration (note 15) 


Property operating 


Grants in lieu of taxes 


Amortization 


Interest 


19,957,573 


52,139,580 


9,666,124 


7,179,892 


18,887,863 


107,831,032 


1,871,790 


9,895,045 


1,453,213 


1,227,245 


3,939,470 


18,386,763 


21,829,363 


62,034,625 


11,119,337 


8,407,137 


22,827,333 


126,217,795 


18,213,895 


58,463,455 


10,490,950 


7,778,614 


23,969,050 


118,915,964 


Operating loss $ 54,799,518  $ 5,206,198  $ 60,005,716  $ 54,633,302 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


17. Rental subsidies 


Rental subsidies are provided in accordance with project operating agreements with third parties which 
establish the basis of eligibility for subsidy assistance.  Their operating results are as follows: 


Not for Profit Cooperative Private Property 
Housing Housing Landlord Management 2009 2008 


Revenue 


Rental Revenue  $ 8,534,352  $ - $ - $   4,819,004 $ 13,353,356 $  11,246,550 


Expenses 


Administration 2,251,687  181,400  158,200   1,144,211 3,735,498 3,621,837 


Property operating 21,012,296 3,578,115  4,559,382 10,051,632 39,201,425  37,630,317 


Grants in lieu of taxes 1,253,680  - - 986,439 2,240,119 2,099,151 


Amortization 2,494,618  - - 82,841 2,577,459 2,366,984 


Interest 9,659,096  - - - 9,659,096 9,978,092 


36,671,377 3,759,515  4,717,582 12,265,123 57,413,597  55,696,381 


Operating loss  $ 28,137,025  $ 3,759,515 $ 4,717,582 $   7,446,119 $ 44,060,241 $  44,449,831 


18. Grants and subsidies 


2009 2008 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit  $ 5,875,970 $ 5,172,982 


Portable Housing Benefit  99,555 -


School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus  266,710               266,936 


Elderly & Infirm Persons Housing  155,423               155,423 


Co-op Homestart  92,226               103,561 
$ 6,489,884 $ 5,698,902 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


19. Pension obligations 


Employees of the Corporation and MHA are eligible for pensions under the Manitoba Civil Service 
Superannuation Fund. This pension plan is a defined benefit plan, which requires MHA to contribute an 
amount approximately equal to the employees' contribution to the Superannuation Fund for current 
services. Such payments are charged to housing operations as incurred and MHRC has no further liability 
associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by MHA employees.  Pension expense 
recorded for MHA employees for the year ended March 31, 2009 is $656,469 (2008 - $597,669). 


The Corporation has a liability associated with the annual cost of pension benefits earned by the former 
Department of Family Services and Housing employees who were transferred to the Corporation on 
February 8, 2003.  This liability consists of the employer’s share of pension benefits paid to retired 
employees, as well as the increase in the unfunded pension liability during the fiscal year.  This liability is 
determined by an actuarial valuation every three years with the balances for the intervening years being 
estimated by a formula provided by the actuary.  The most recent valuation was completed at December 
31, 2007. 


2009 2008 


Balance at beginning of year $5,556,772 $5,881,445 
Experience (gain) loss 937,944 (884,505) 


 Benefits accrued 458,196 439,288 
Interest accrued on benefits 367,482 387,882 
Benefits paid - estimated (264,608) (267,338) 


Balance at end of year $7,055,786 $5,556,772 


The key actuarial assumptions were a rate of return of 6.5% (2004 - 6.5%), 2.5% inflation (2004 - 2.5%), 
salary rate increases of 3.25% (2004 – 3.25%) and post retirement indexing at 2/3 of the inflation rate. 
The projected benefit method was used and the liability has been extrapolated to March 31, 2009 using a 
formula provided by the actuary. 


The Province of Manitoba has accepted responsibility for funding MHRC’s liability and related expense 
which includes an interest component. Therefore MHRC has recorded a receivable from the Province of 
Manitoba equal to the estimated value of its actuarially determined pension liability of $7,055,786 as of 
March 31, 2009 (2008-$5,556,772) and has recorded an increase in revenue for 2008/09 equal to the 
related pension expense increase of $1,499,014 ($2008-decrease $324,673).  The Province of Manitoba 
makes payments on the receivable when it is determined that the cash is required to discharge the related 
pension obligation. 


20. Severance 


a) Severance pay liability 


Effective April 1, 1998, the Corporation commenced recording the estimated liability for accumulated 
severance pay benefits for its employees in The Manitoba Housing Authority.  The amount of this 
estimated liability is determined and recorded annually using the method of calculation set by the Province 
of Manitoba. 


Severance pay, at the employee’s date of retirement, will be determined by multiplying the eligible 
employee’s years of service (to a maximum of 22 or 15 years) by the employee’s weekly salary at the date 
of retirement. Eligibility will require that the employee has achieved a minimum of nine years of service 
and that the employee is retiring from the Corporation. 


The Corporation recorded a severance liability as at April 1, 2003 in the amount of $569,000 associated 
with the severance benefits earned by the former Department of Family Services and Housing employees 
who were transferred to the Corporation on February 8, 2003.  The amount of this estimated liability is 
determined and recorded annually using a method of calculation set by the Province of Manitoba.  The 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


Corporation recorded, effective April 1, 2003, a receivable in the amount of $569,000 from the Province of 
Manitoba, which is an amount that is equal to the liability recorded for accumulated severance pay 
benefits at that date. 


b) Severance pay receivable 


The Province of Manitoba has accepted responsibility for the severance pay benefits accumulated to 
March 31, 1998 by the Corporation’s employees. Accordingly, the Corporation recorded, effective April 1, 
1998, a receivable of $877,105 from the Province of Manitoba, which was initially based on the estimated 
value of the corresponding actuarially determined liability for severance pay as at March 31, 1998. 
Subsequent to March 31, 1998, the Province provides annual grant funding for severance expense. As a 
result the change in the severance liability each year is fully funded.  The interest component related to the 
receivable is reflected in the funding for severance expense. The receivable for severance pay will be 
paid by the Province when it is determined that the cash is required to discharge the related severance 
pay liabilities. 


The amount recorded as a receivable from the Province for severance pay of $569,000 for former 
Department of Family Services and Housing employees was initially based on the estimated value of the 
corresponding actuarially determined liability for severance pay as at April 1, 2003.  Subsequent to April 1, 
2003, the Province provides annual grant funding for severance expense.  As a result the change in the 
severance liability each year is fully funded.  The interest component related to the receivable is reflected 
in the funding for severance expense. The receivable for severance pay will be paid by the Province 
when it is determined that the cash is required to discharge the related severance pay liabilities. 


The carrying value of the receivables approximates its fair value as the interest component described 
above is comparable to current market rates. 


21. Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund 


On November 8, 2007, The Housing and Renewal Corporation Amendment Act provided for the 
establishment of a fund known as the “Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund”. 


The fund is to be credited with suburban land development profits realized by the MHRC in respect of land 
owned or developed by it or by a partnership or joint venture in which the MHRC is or was a participant. 
Interest earned on the amounts are to be credited to the fund.  Profits are transferred from The Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Fund to the Housing Development and Rehabilitation Fund.  The fund may be used 
to provide support for housing projects in areas of need within a municipality in which the Corporation 
realized profits, including the development of new housing or the rehabilitation of existing housing. The 
fund has a balance of $6,417,575 (2008 - $3,678,735). 


22. Contingencies 


The Corporation is involved in legal proceedings arising in the normal course of business, the outcome of 
which cannot be predicted at this time.  In the opinion of management, the disposition of these cases will 
not materially affect the financial position of the Corporation.  Any settlement will be recognized in the 
year the settlement occurs. 


The Corporation provided the City of Winnipeg with a letter of credit under a development agreement.  At 
March 31, 2009 the letter of credit amounted to $1,389,120. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


23. Commitments 


The Corporation has the following commitments as at March 31, 2009. 


a) Housing project modernization and improvement $3,142,841 


b) Repair and renovation expenses $14,683,669 


c) Grants and subsidies: 


As a result of the Social Housing Agreement dated September 3, 1998, MHRC is now fully responsible for 
the funding commitments of all Social Housing Projects in Manitoba.  These commitments will expire on a 
staggered basis over the period ending 2031, concurrent with the Social Housing Agreement funding 
expiration date of August 31, 2031. An estimate of these commitments for each of the next five years is 
as follows: 


2010 $47,231,000 
2011 59,531,500 
2012 73,325,900 
2013 86,754,200 
2014 92,335,100 


24. Guarantees 


The Corporation has guaranteed the repayment of mortgages and has issued letters of credit which 
guarantee the terms and conditions of land development agreements and construction contracts.  The 
outstanding guarantees are as follows: 


2009 2008
 


Joint Venture Investment Guarantee (note 9) $2,400,000 $2,400,000 
Waverley West Letter of Credit 1,389,120 1,389,120 
Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program 108,678 163,115 
Affordable Housing Initiative Loan Guarantee Program 1,200,000 2,335,356 


$5,097,798 $6,287,591 


A guarantee fee of 2 1/2% is charged for each mortgage under the Mobile Home Loan Guarantee 
Program. The assets of the Mobile Home Loan Guarantee Program as at March 31, 2009 are $108,678 
(2008 - $163,115) and are included in cash (note 4).  The trust fund liability is included in accounts 
payable. 
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THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 
NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


25. Subsidy Contributions 


Pursuant to the Social Housing Agreement executed by MHRC and CMHC, CMHC will pay fixed annual contributions 


to MHRC for individual housing projects over the remainder of the CMHC subsidy commitment period.  The Agreement 


took effect October 1, 1998 and has a funding expiration date of August 31, 2031.  


2009 2008 


Federal contributions


Provincial contributions


Municipal contributions


 $ 


$ 


48,062,268 


1,804,261 


229,485 
50,096,014 


$ 


$ 


54,044,698 


           1,585,869 


              249,661 
55,880,228 


26. Risk Management 


MHRC has exposure to the following risks from its use of financial instruments: credit risk, liquidity risk, 
market risk, interest rate risk and foreign currency risk. 


i) Credit Risk 


Credit risk arises from the potential that a counterparty to an agreement with the Corporation will fail 
to perform its obligations. The Corporation conducts an assessment of credit issues prior to 
committing to such agreements and it actively monitors the credit risks associated with its accounts 
receivable and loans and mortgages receivable on an ongoing basis. 


The maximum exposure of MHRC to credit risk at March 31, 2009 is: 


Cash (note 4) $113,315,188 
Accounts receivable and accruals (note 5) 26,041,888 
Loans and mortgages receivable (note 6) 144,267,605 


$283,624,681 


Cash and deposits with the Minister of Finance: MHRC is not exposed to significant credit risk as 
these deposits are primarily held by the Minister of Finance. 


Accounts receivable and accruals: MHRC is not exposed to significant credit risk as the majority of its 
accounts are with the Province of Manitoba and CMHC and payment is typically collected when due. 
MHRC establishes an allowance for doubtful accounts that represents its estimate of potential credit 
losses. The allowance for doubtful accounts is based on management’s estimates and assumptions 
regarding current market conditions, client analysis and historical payment trends.  These factors are 
considered when determining whether past due accounts are allowed for or written off. 


Loans and mortgages receivable:  The corporation is not subject to significant credit risk as the loans 
and mortgages are spread among a large client base and geographic region and payment is typically 
collected when due.  MHRC establishes an allowance for doubtful accounts that represents its 
estimate of potential credit losses. The allowance for doubtful accounts is based on management’s 
estimates and assumptions regarding current market conditions, client analysis and historical 
payment trends. These factors are considered when determining whether past due accounts are 
allowed for or written off. 
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NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 


ii) Liquidity Risk 


Liquidity risk is the risk that MHRC will not be able to meet its financial obligations as they become 
due. 


MHRC manages liquidity risk by maintaining adequate cash balances and by review from the 
Province of Manitoba to ensure adequate funding will be received to meet obligations. 


iii) Market risk 


Market risk is the risk that changes in market prices, such as interest rates and foreign exchange 
rates, will affect MHRC’s income or the fair values of its financial instruments. The significant market 
risk MHRC is exposed to is interest rate risk. 


iv) Interest rate risk 


Interest rate risk is the risk that the fair value or future cash flows of a financial instrument will fluctuate 
because of changes in market interest rates.  MHRC does not use derivative instruments to reduce its 
exposure to interest risk.  The interest rate exposure relates to deposits with the Minister of Finance, 
loans and mortgages receivable and long term debt. 


The interest rate risk on funds on deposit with the Minister of Finance is considered to be low because 
of their short term nature. 


MHRC’s loans and mortgages are exposed to interest rate fluctuations.  This risk is mitigated through 
the almost exclusive use of fixed rate terms. A change of +100 basis points would result in a 
decrease in value of $10,721,308 whereas a -100 basis point change would result in an increase in 
value of $11,945,229. 


MHRC manages its interest rate risk on long term debt through the use of fixed rate terms for its long 
term debt. A change of +100 basis points in the interest rates would have decreased its fair value by 
$36,562,149 whereas a change of -100 basis points would have increased its fair value by 
$38,404,549. 


v) Foreign currency risk 


Foreign currency risk is the risk that the fair value or future cash flows of a financial instrument will 
fluctuate because of changes in foreign exchange rates.  MHRC is not exposed to significant foreign 
currency risk as it does not have any financial instruments denominated in a foreign currency. 







 
 


  
 
 


   
   


   


   


 


   


   


     


 


  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 
 


  
 


 


THE MANITOBA HOUSING AND RENEWAL CORPORATION 

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS - MARCH 31, 2009 



27. Financial Instruments 


i)	 Financial assets and liabilities are initially recorded at fair value. Measurement in subsequent periods 
depends on the financial instrument’s classification. Financial instruments are classified into one of 
the following five categories: held for trading; available for sale; held to maturity; loans and 
receivables; and other financial liabilities. All financial instruments classified as held for trading or 
available for sale are subsequently measured at fair value with any change in fair value recorded in 
net earnings and other comprehensive income, respectively. All other financial instruments are 
subsequently measured at amortized cost.  The financial assets and liabilities of the Corporation are 
classified and measured as follows: 


Financial Asset/Liability


Cash and funds on deposit 


Accounts receivable 


Category


Held for trading 


Loans and receivables 


  Subsequent Measurement 


Fair value 


Amortized cost 


Loans and mortgages receivable 


Accounts payable 


Accrued liabilities 


Loans and receivables 


Other financial liabilities 


Other financial liabilities 


Amortized cost 


Amortized cost 


Amortized cost 


Long term debt Other financial liabilities Amortized cost 


Gains and losses on financial instruments subsequently measured at amortized cost are recognized 
in the statement of operations in the period the gain or loss occurred. Changes in fair value on 
financial instruments classified as held for trading are recognized in the statement of operations for 
the current period. Changes in fair value on financial instruments classified as available for sale are 
recorded in statement of changes in net assets or other comprehensive income until realized, at which 
time they recorded in the statement of operations. 


ii) 	 The fair value of accounts receivable (excluding receivables related to pension and severance 
liability), accounts payable, holdbacks and accruals approximates their carrying values due to their 
short-term maturity. 


The carrying value of the Corporation’s pension and severance pay liabilities are based on actuarial 
valuations adjusted over time for the effect of interest and payouts since the valuations were 
performed.  The carrying value of the liabilities approximates their fair values as the interest 
component is comparable to current market rates. The carrying value of the related pension and 
severance receivables approximates their fair value as their carrying value is derived from the related 
pension and severance liabilities. 


The fair value of loans receivable is determined using the present value of future cash flows under 
current funding agreements, based on the Corporation’s current estimated lending rate for loans with 
similar terms and conditions. The fair value of the loans receivable is $177,028,847 at March 31, 2009 
($177,595,296 at March 31, 2008). 


The fair value of long-term debt is determined using the present value of future cash flows under 
current financing agreements, based on the Corporation’s current estimated borrowing rate for loans 
with similar terms and conditions. The fair value of the long-term debt is $615,939,333 at March 31, 
2009 ($603,197,970 at March 31, 2008). 


28. Comparative Figures 


Certain comparative figures in the financial statements have been restated to conform with the 
presentation of the current year. 
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1.   Executive Summary      


Poverty continues to have a detrimental impact on the lives of nearly one in three children in Manitoba. Ac-


cording to the Statistics Canada Low Income Measure (LIM, before taxes), over 90,000 children live in pov-


erty. Included in these unreasonably and unnecessarily high numbers are nearly 30,000 Manitoba children, 


whose families do not receive the necessary supports to meet their basic needs, as measured by the Canada 


Market Basket Measure (MBM).  


The number of children and their families who struggle financially has not changed significantly since 1989 


when the Federal Government passed an all-party resolution to end child poverty in Canada by the year 


2000.  


The portrait of poverty presented in this report includes a statistical profile of poverty as seen through the 


lens of Campaign 2000, a national effort to eradicate poverty. The portrait also describes some of the ways 


people find to cope with poverty. In general, poverty is presented here as both a measure of deprivation 


(not having enough money) and social exclusion (being restricted in striving for a higher quality of life). 


 The data in this Child and Family Poverty Report Card clearly illustrates the dire circumstances faced by 


those living below accepted poverty measures.  The Report Card is a social critique and offers constructive 


recommendations to stimulate Manitobans to exert influence on those who can reduce, and hopefully 


eradicate poverty.  Using 2009 data, the latest available, we see that a portrait of poverty in Manitoba in-


cludes:  


92,650 children in Manitoba living in families with an annual income less than $35,500 (before taxes) 


a year, 


29,000 children in Manitoba living  in families with annual incomes insufficient for meeting basic 


needs, 


29,563 Manitoban children using food banks each month because their families cannot afford  to pur-


chase the necessary food they require, 
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59,734 individuals accessed Employment and Income Assistance  in 2009, 


The richest 20% of Manitoban families have more total income than the poorest 60% of the popu-


lation. 


What these numbers display is that poverty and inequality persist despite official and unofficial efforts 


to increase incomes and lower the social/economic barriers that people living in poverty face. Since 


1989 when the Parliament of Canada unanimously voted to end child poverty by the year 2000, there 


has been focused interest on developing poverty reduction strategies at the provincial level. While some 


of these strategies have not yet had time to have a full impact, the cruel reality is that more than 30% of 


Manitoban children have been living in poverty for the last three decades.  


 


A potential asset on the horizon for those living in poverty is the newly passed Poverty Reduction Strate-


gy Act (June 2011). Similar governmental efforts in Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador have 


shown how concerted government policies and programs can reduce the numbers of people living in 


poverty.  The Province introduced the “All Aboard” Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy to 


create the conditions that would allow people to participate fully in society.  In the Strategy are four pil-


lars of the plan to designed to reduce poverty: 


 


safe, affordable housing in supportive communities 


education, jobs and income support 


strong, healthy families 


accessible, co-ordinated services 
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Despite the introduction of these programs, high numbers of Manitoba children and their families are 


continuing to rely on social supports to maintain a rudimentary lifestyle. Thousands of people in Manito-


ba are relying on Employment and Income Assistance (EIA), Employment Insurance, social housing, food 


banks, local charities, families and a number of health and social services. While many people access EIA, 


a significant proportion use it only once and get back on their feet, some, particularly people with disa-


bilities and people with significant barriers to employment, remain on welfare for years.  None of these 


supports provide people a living income, though they do help people fend off the worst implications of 


poverty. These supports do not necessarily give people the leverage to improve their capacity to thrive, 


but, at least, they are able to fend off the worst dimensions of destitution.  


 


There is no one reason that poverty persists in Manitoba. While there have been some new initiatives 


announced. While some people are moving up the income ladder and becoming financially independent, 


others are moving off reserve or coming into the province and need support. Generally, economic condi-


tions, combined with taxation changes have not generated the jobs and government revenues that are 


needed for major efforts to help people extricate themselves from poverty conditions. 
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For the future, Manitobans living in poverty or on its precarious margins can expect continued financial 


stress and will still have to find new ways of making ends meet. Global economic conditions are precari-


ously balanced, and government resources particularly the federal transfer payments to the province are 


not expected to increase.  


 


Current supports offered by community organizations are stressed to capacity and over loaded. A poten-


tial major asset on the horizon for those living in poverty is the newly passed Poverty Reduction Strategy 


legislation (June 2011). Similar governmental efforts in Quebec and Newfoundland and Labrador have 


shown how concerted government policies and programs can reduce the numbers of people living in 


poverty. However, we have yet to see what the Manitoba version will produce in the long run.  


 


In our assessment, we as society get a failing grade. While there is a great deal of public concern about 


economic and social ramifications of poverty, it appears we have not made the effort to change things. 


We are doing what is required to mitigate the worst effects of poverty, but we have not taken the major 


steps needed to eradicate child poverty. 


 







 8 


2. Poverty Portrait 


 


The stereotypical views of poverty tend to focus on disadvantaged groups in society, including Aboriginal 


people, visible minorities, immigrants, and persons with disabilities. Systemic factors, historical conditions 


and social prejudices work against marginalized groups to keep them living in poverty. Children, in partic-


ular, are directly affected by poverty - their physical and emotional health compromised, their future 


-being jeopardized and their educational and cultural opportunities limited.    


 


Poverty is not exclusive to the inner city, however, as poverty is found in all neighbourhoods and rural 


communities of Manitoba. At times due to unforeseen circumstances such as a force of nature as thou-


sands of Manitobans, had their livelihoods and homes threatened or wiped out by the spring floods, and 


the lingering effects of the recession. Despite a strong provincial economy, Manitobans still are adversely 


affected by the growing global economic insecurity.  


 


Despite the overrepresentation of the minority groups, the working middle class is increasingly feeling 


the economic and social pressures of near poverty. They are experiencing stagnating incomes and a rising 


cost of living. Unemployment in Manitoba remains significantly high despite comparisons to other prov-


inces, therefore, a constant concern. More and more workers are giving up on full-time permanent jobs 


and taking contract or temporary employment.  


 


People often mask their financial struggles while living in poverty or near-poverty conditions. While many 


living in poverty are unemployed, more working people are finding it impossible to cover increased hous-


ing costs, child care, health care, food, transportation, and taxes.  
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Being poor is also not just being unable to purchase the goods and services that Canadians define as es-


sential: food, shelter and clothing. Being poor is  being unable to afford recreation, safe  housing, furni-


ture, school supplies and access to cultural activities that define our Canadian quality of life. For a child 


being poor can have a dramatic impact on their chances of success in a number of life choices, it can mean 


being victimized or stigmatized in school or suffering from low self-esteem. This exclusion may drive some 


youth to being aggressors, being further stereotyped, and being further unable to participate in the same 


activities as their peers. It can leave children vulnerable to violence homicide, sexual assault, neglect and 


abandonment, and other maltreatment, high risk of suicide, or self-injury.   


 


Children from low income families  at times live in unsafe environments and are, exposed to risks that in-


crease their likelihood of being injured. These children are particularly vulnerable as they have less chance 


of overcoming the impact of poverty, and have fewer advantages such as access to educational opportuni-


ties and health services. 


 


This report also highlights reputable research indicating that poverty and inequality can be directly respon-


sible for poor health and early death for many in society, rich and poor.  


 


The best available measure that includes these broad factors, both material and social, is the Low Income 


Measure, before tax (LIM-BT).  According to this measure, people are living in poverty when they have an 


income that is half of the median Canadian income for a family of equivalent size. Admittedly, like all pov-


erty measurements, this is an arbitrary measurement level, based on a comparison to the rest of society, 


and what it costs to maintain a relatively minimum quality of life, according to Canadian standards. This 


measurement based on research that shows social disparities and income is significantly correlated to 


health and educational outcomes. In this report, we often refer to inadequate levels of disposable income, 


based on the LIM after tax (LIM-AT). 
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The LIM data in this report comes from the Canadian Tax Filer data, purchased from Statistics Canada. This 


measurement sets the low-income level, before tax, for a family with two adults and two children at 


$35,400. Because the overall median income in Manitoba using this data set is, less than 1% ($700) lower 


than the median income in Canada it is an accurate measure of poverty relative to other Canadians as well 


as other Manitobans. We use the pre-tax measure because this is how Canadians think of their economic 


status, based on what they earn.   In addition, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Develop-


ment, the United Nations and the European Union use the LIM for international comparisons.  


 


For some people, living in poverty is not being able to meet ones basic needs. For some Canadians, being 


poor is not having enough for food, clothing, housing and a small array of personal needs. For this level of 


deprivation, the Market Basket Measure (MBM) is used. This measurement is based on a package of 


goods and services, which the federal, provincial and territorial governments have agreed is essential for 


Canadian families. In this report, we often refer to ‘material deprivation’, which is based on MBM levels. 
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a. Child Poverty in Manitoba 


The data show that the proportion of children living in poverty has changed little between  2000-2009 


in Manitoba, and has remained almost 10 percentage points higher than the Canadian rate. 


Chart 1 – Percent of Children living Below Low Income Measure – Before Taxes, 2000-2009, Cana-


da and Manitoba.  


In 2009, 32.6% of children in Manitoba, or 92,650 people under 18 years old, were living in poverty. 


Between the years 2003-2005, the child poverty rate decreased by 3%, largely due to the Canada 


Child Tax Benefit increase of about $1,000 per child for low income families.  


The number of children living in poverty, using the low income measure, changed very little from 


2006-2009, though prior to the 2009 recession the economy had been growing. The federal govern-


ment also introduced the Universal Child Care Benefit and a non-refundable child-tax credit during 


this time. Though the Caledon Institute of Social Policy has shown that the Universal Child Care Ben-


efit and non-refundable child-tax credit had greater economic benefits for wealthy families than low


-income families, the data demonstrates that targeted child benefits can have a substantial impact 


on child poverty.  
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Chart 2 Percent of Children Below Low Income Measure – Before Taxes, by Province, 2009 


Both Newfoundland and Quebec have long-standing strategies to reduce and eliminate poverty. New-


foundland is one of two provinces to see a sustained drop in child poverty using LIM measurements, 


while Quebec has continued to have the lowest child poverty rate in Canada. 


 The Quebec Government Action Plan to Combat Poverty and Social Exclusion developed measures 


worth $4.5 billion over six years. The Action Plan had a significant effect on the daily lives of low-income 


individuals and families. The Quebec Action Plan is primarily based on two principles:  


Employment is the leading solution in assuring the economic security and social inclusion of              


individuals 


More protection must be granted to individuals with a severely limited capacity for                                       


employment 
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Chart 3 Child Poverty Rate for Provinces with Long-standing Poverty Reduction Strategies (arrows 


indicate when their PRS were adopted).  


 


The Social Planning Council of Winnipeg will release a more in-depth examination at other provincial 


poverty reduction strategies, with the intention of improving Manitoba’s own strategy, in November, 


2011. 
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Low Income Measure (Before Tax), Canada, 2009, by family size 


  Number of Children Less Than 16 Years Old 


Number 


of Adults 


0 1 2 


1 $17,720 $24,810 $30,120 


2 $24,810 $30,120 $35,440 


 


Chart 4  Family Comparisons 


Children in lone parent families are, without exception, more than twice as likely to be poor as children 


in families with two parents.  In Manitoba, children with a lone parent are more likely to live in poverty 


than anywhere else in the country.  
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Chart 5 Percent of Children in Poverty with a Family Member with a Full-year/Full-time (or equivalent) 
Job, 2009.  
 
The old phrase ‘the best route out of poverty is a job’ does not hold true for many. Manitoba’s low wages 


mean that a job is not a guaranteed route out of poverty, as almost half (48.8%) of the children living in 


poverty in the province have a family member in the house working a full-year, full-time job or the equiva-


lent number of hours.  


This includes people who may have two or more part-time, casual, or temporary jobs with total hours 


worked adding to the equivalent of a full year, full time job.   
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Chart 6 Percent of Children with a Full-Year/Full-Time Worker (or equivalent) in their Household 


who Live in Poverty, 2009.  


 


Manitoba has the second highest child poverty rate in Canada for children with a working family 


member in the household.  


 c. Conditions of Equality 


A number of recent studies have shown a direct link between social and income equality and health, edu-


cation and employment achievements. For example, Wilkinson and Pickett (2009) have demonstrated that 


the key indicators in determining a healthy society  violence, education, drug abuse, obesity, social mobili-


ty, mental and physical health, imprisonment, child well-being, obesity, teenage pregnancies, and trust 


and community life - are affected by inequality.  
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  Chart 7 Gini Co-Efficient: Lone Parent Families, After-Tax Income.  


The Gini Co-Efficient is a measure of inequality. A co-efficient of 0 indicates a completely economically 


equal society, while an co-efficient of 1 indicates total inequality. 


 


  Chart 8  Gini Co-Efficient: Couple Parent Families, After-Tax Income  
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Chart 9  Gini Co-Efficient for Manitoba, based on After-Tax Income for Families (2 persons or 


more).  


Income inequality for families in Manitoba has risen slightly since 1989 and Manitoba has been, on 


average, more unequal throughout the 2000s.  
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According to a recent study by the Conference Board of Canada, the richest group of Canadians, 


those in the top fifth of income earners, saw their share of national income rise from 1993 to 2008. 


Within this group, the biggest gainers were the super-rich, the top one per cent of income earners, 


who got richer from extremely high basic salaries, not investments or assets. 


From 1980 to 2005, the earnings of the top group rose by 16.4%, while middle-income Canadians’ 


incomes stagnated, and earnings for those in the bottom group slid. 


The Conference Board report showed Anglophone countries with strong neo-liberal influences are 


the most unequal. With recent rioting in London in England and financial instability and high crime 


rates in the United States, these countries demonstrate that inequality has real and long term conse-


quences.  


In Canada, the top fifth of income earners take 39.2 per cent of total income (up from 35 per cent in 


the 1980s), while the lowest quintile takes 7.2 per cent.  


Manitoba is one of the equal provinces in Canada in terms of income distribution, but by a very small 


margin. Still, income distribution in Manitoba is not equal. The poorest 20% of Manitoban families 


share just 6.9% of the total income in the province. The poorest 60% of Manitoban families com-


bined incomes total is just a little more than the richest 20%. This pie has changed very little in the 


past 20 years.  
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Chart 10 Share of Incomes in Manitoba by Quintile for Economic Families in 2009.  


 


 


d. Inadequate Disposable Income 


One aspect of poverty is having less disposable income, that is, income after taxes. This can be measured 


using the LIM-AT, measuring the number of children in families with less than half of the median after-


tax income of families of equivalent size.  Contrary to popular belief, low-income people do pay taxes and 


in some cases, the combination of income taxes paid and claw-backs on transfer payment income means 


a much higher proportional tax than people in the highest tax bracket would pay. For instance, a single 


mother receiving social assistance has to pay any child support she receives to the government, leaving 


the children no better off than if they had no child support at all.  
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 Chart 11 Percent of Children Below Low Income Measure, After Taxes, 2000-2009.  


 


 


The proportion of Manitoban children in families with significantly less disposable income than other chil-


dren went up in 2008-2009, and is 9 percentage points higher than the Canadian rate. The LIM-AT line for 


a family with two adults and two children in 2009 was $31,540. 
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Chart 12  Percent of Children Families with Inadequate Disposable Income with a Person with a Full-


year/Full-time (or equivalent) Job, 2009.  


 


Children with inadequate disposable income in Manitoba are more likely to have a family member work-


ing full-year/full-time than do not have a working member of the family.   
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Chart 13  Percent of Children Families with Inadequate Disposable Income with a Person with a Full-


year/Full-time (or equivalent) Job, 2009.  


 


Children with inadequate disposable income in Manitoba are more likely to have a family member 


working full-year/full-time than do not have a working member of the family.   


 







 24 


Chart 14  Percent of children with a Full-year/Full-time worker (or equivalent) in their Family who are 


Below the Low Income Measure, After-tax, 2009.  


 


Manitoba has both the highest overall rate of children below the LIM-AT and the highest rate of children 


with a household member  working a full-time job below the LIM-AT in Canada.  


 


 e. Material Deprivation 


A critical aspect of poverty, sometimes called ‘absolute poverty’ or ‘deep poverty,’ is an inability to pur-


chase the goods that a society deems to be essential. To measure material deprivation, the Market Bas-


ket Measure (MBM) has been developed. The MBM allows for  various costs to be accounted for.  
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 Chart 15  Percent of Children below Market Basket Measure, 2009, by Province.  


The MBM line for a Winnipeg family of two adults and two children in 2009 was $29,333.  The 


number of children in Manitoba living with less than this annual amount is nearly 30,000.  
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Chart 16 Percent of Children in Material Deprivation in Families with a Person with a Full-time/Full-year 


(or equivalent) Job, 2009.  


While we tend to think of the ‘poorest of the poor’ as people who are unemployed, persons with disabili-


ties, and people living on social assistance, the data shows that almost half (48.5%) of children in absolute 


poverty have  at least one parent working full-year, full-time or equivalent.  
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Chart 17 Percent of Children with a Full-year/Full-time Worker (or equivalent) in Family Below the 


MBM.  


A full time job does not protect people from entering into absolute poverty. Almost 6% of children in 


Manitoba with a family member working full-time (or equivalent)  is in a state of material deprivation.  


f. National Comparisons 


Manitoba has the highest rate of children living in poverty of all the provinces in Canada. Another way 


of explanation is that a higher percentage of children in Manitoba have a much lower standard of liv-


ing than the average Canadian child.  
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g. Aboriginal Perspectives 


 


The data concerning First Nations children and families are unavailable for statistical analysis, however,  


The First Nations Information Governance Centre released a comprehensive report on the lives of Manito-


ba First Nations communities in February 2011.  


 


The Report detailed vital information on the lifestyles, health, and poverty levels of First Nations peoples; 


One in twenty First Nation children was of low-birth weight (5.5%), which is similar to the broader  


       Canadian average of 5.6% (NLSCY, 1999). Low birth weight children were more likely to have mothers                    


that smoked heavily (more than 20 cigarettes a day). 


 


A greater proportion of First Nation children are classified as high-birth weight compared to Canadian 


children (21.1% vs. 13.1%) 


 


62.5% of First Nation children are breastfed. This is an improvement over the rate of breastfeeding re-


ported in the RHS 1997 (50%). The average Canadian rate of breastfeeding is 79.9% (NLSCY, 1999). 


 


Compared to First Nation children who were not breastfed, children who were breastfed were more 


often in excellent/very good health (73.1% vs. 66.8%), more likely to be an acceptable weight (33.3% vs. 


26.6%), and less likely to report chronic bronchitis or chronic ear infections (10.8% vs. 14.4%). 
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Since the parliamentary all-party resolution on poverty in 1989; 


 


The population of Aboriginal identity with the addition of changes in the Indian Act has grown 45% 


since 1996 while the non-Aboriginal population has grown by 8%.  


 


While the child poverty rate of Aboriginal identity children has gone down since 1995, more than 


one in three children of Aboriginal identity live in low-income families. 


 


There were three times the number of First Nations children in care in 2008 (27,000) than in the 


residential schools during the 1940s, yet First Nations Child Welfare agencies receive 22% less per 


capita funding than provincial agencies. The Auditor General  of Canada reported in 2008 that the 


funding formula has not been reviewed since 1988 nor adjusted for inflation since 1995. 


 


In 2007, the Canadian Parliament  overcame jurisdictional disputes among the provinces, territo-


ries and federal government to achieve fair treatment of Aboriginal children, when it unanimously 


endorsed an ethical approach (known as Jordan's Principle) which calls on all government institu-


tions and departments to ensure that children's needs are met first and  jurisdictional disputes can 


be resolved later.  The Province of Manitoba has agreed in principle, despite agreeing on imple-


menting Jordan’s Principle, it has yet to pass into legislation.  
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h. Explanations and Causes 


There is no one reason that poverty persists in Manitoba. While there have been increases in government 


spending on income assistance, there is still a demand for more income support. While some people are 


moving up the income ladder and becoming financially independent, others are moving off reserve or 


coming into the province and needing support. Generally, economic conditions have not generated the 


jobs and government revenues that are needed for major efforts to help people extricate themselves 


from poverty conditions. 


FOOD ITEM: Year Road 


Round Access 


Winter Road 


Only 


Dozen Eggs $2.67 $3.74 


  


4L of Milk 


  


$5.87 $11.11 


10kg bag of Flour $13.65 $19.53 


Manitoba First Nations (MFNs) were asked if the following statements were true:  


 In the past 12 months (between 2008-2010),  


 49% of MFNs indicated that “the food that we bought just didn’t last and we didn't have money to get 
more” 


45% of MFNs indicated that “I had to rely on only a few kinds of low-cost food (e.g. macaroni, rice) to 
feed my child/children because we were running out of money to buy food. 


36% of MFNs indicated that “I couldn't feed my child/children a balanced meal, because I couldn’t af-
ford it” 


24% of MFNs indicated that, “The child was not eating enough because I (the primary care giver) just 
couldn't afford enough food” 
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3. How Low Income Manitobans Manage 


Without the financial ability to meet basic needs, families in poverty adapt by using government and so-


cial services, relying on family, friends, and non-profit organizations, and by going without goods and ac-


tivities that most middle and higher income Canadians take for granted.  


In a room with low-income parents, a discussion often turns to the frustration, anxiety and fear associat-


ed with living below the poverty line. Some of these fears include running out of food before the welfare 


or pay cheque arrives, keeping landlords at bay, finding used sports equipment for their children or wor-


rying about illnesses in terms of losing time at work  and not having money put aside for emergencies.  


Conversations often deal with where the best sales are for food, the best time to find discounts, places to 


earn a little extra money, and how to maintain a positive attitude while living in subsidized housing.  Safe-


ty and health issues, damaged apartments,  loud neighbourhoods parties, insensitive landlords, and 


threats from other tenants are frequently mentioned. They will sometimes also express  guilt about pur-


chasing needed new clothing verses food, the frustration of countless unanswered telephone calls to EIA 


workers to ask what they have to do to get the benefits of available services or programs.  


It is important not overlook the people behind the numbers and graphs depicted within this report. Most 


people we spoke to as part of our research did not want their faces shown out of fear of further stigmati-


zation and judgment. This poverty portrait does not fully capture the daily struggle to live with dignity, 


with hope, a sense of purpose, and to be treated as the same as other people.   


This section will shed a little more light on how low income Manitobans manage and what some of the 


consequences of poverty are.   
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a. Family Budgeting 


The 2009 Canadian LIM-AT indicator limit of inadequate disposable income using tax-data for a family of 


two adults and two children is $31,540 a year. The MBM indicator of material deprivation that the Gov-


ernment of Manitoba most commonly uses, for a family of two adults and two children in Winnipeg for 


2009 is $29,333.  


This basic budget, based on real Winnipeg prices and a very conservative budget with no luxury items, is 


unaffordable for families living in poverty. This means going to the food bank, living in sub-standard and/


or crowded housing, and relying on second-hand clothing and furniture.  
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Item Annual Cost Method of and Rationale for Calculation 


Shelter $10,044.00 Average rent for 2 bedroom apartment in Winnipeg October 2010 


($837/month) according to CMHC. In that month, only fourteen 3BR 


units were vacant, making it unlikely that a family of four people could 


find one 


Transportation $2,713.20 Public transit passes for 2 adults and 2 children 


Communications $900.00 Basic home phone and basic internet, average of 2 major companies 


($75/month). 


Childcare $306 Childcare ranges depending on income and subsidy available. $306 is 


the amount of co-pay for a family at the MBM level for after school and 


5 days/week summer childcare in a daycare that accepts subsidy. 


Healthcare $679.14 Based on 2011 ALL Report for home healthcare items: Band-Aids, pain 


killers, cold and flu medication, plus Blue Cross Medi-Blue plan and life 


insurance. Does not include prescription or dental health care. 


Food $11,642.22 Based on 2011 ALL Report, which priced items necessary to meet serv-


ing requirements of Canada’s Healthy Food Guide. 


  


Household Furnishings 


and Operations 


$2,229.02 Based on 2011 ALL Report. 


Personal Care $1,049.42 Based on 2011 ALL Report. 


Clothing $1,951.79 Based on 2011 ALL Report. 


School Supplies for 2 


Children 


$524.14 Based on 2011 ALL Report, but does not include school trip and sports 


activities. Does include average of 1 computer ($800)/4 years. 


Total $32,038.79   


The cost of living in the City of Winnipeg 
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Some examples of what families in poverty cannot afford that many middle income Manitobans take for 


granted, are: 


A YMCA Summer camp for 1 week for 2 children: $577.00 


Hockey equipment for one player: $1,200 (plus registration and transportation) 


Christmas and birthday gifts for each family member, at $50/person/occasion: $400 


Families in poverty manage low incomes in different ways depending on their circumstances. Many obtain 


informal support from family, friends and neighbours. In rural Manitoba especially, where programs for 


low-income families are rare, charity and community support are critical tools for survival.  
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B. Employment and Income Assistance  (Welfare) 


 


Those in the deepest poverty are people who must rely on social assistance for income. Employment and 


Income Assistance (EIA) rates are well below any accepted standard of poverty, with total incomes of 


$19,428 for a single parent and two children, including all federal benefits. There were about 16,000 chil-


dren of single parents receiving EIA in Manitoba in 2009.  The total income for a family of two adults and 


two children on EIA is currently $21,552.  


In Improving the Adequacy of Social Assistance Budgets: A methodology for Pricing Budgets and a Ra-


tionale for Making Current Rates More Adequate retired SPCW Senior Policy Analyst, Harvey Stevens ad-


dresses the inadequacy of EIA to provide just those goods that the provincial government claims it should 


meet (food, clothing, personal and household needs, and shelter).  The report showed that the current 


rates fall short. Additionally, because the EIA caseload is predominantly long-term clients with disabilities 


or multiple barriers to employment, Stevens makes the case that the long-term needs of families 


(furniture, transportation, education) are unmet by such low levels of assistance. 


In May 2010, The Manitoba Ombudsman released the Report on Manitoba’s Employment and Income  


Assistance Program. The report set out the findings and conclusions of the investigation into Manitoba’s 


EIA program, which contained 68 recommendations for improvement. It is clear that in certain instances, 


the program’s policies did not foster the goal of poverty  reduction.  In other instances there is a gap be-


tween what is required of program participants and the benefits and services available to them to meet 


the program requirements. The report concluded the EIA program can, should be an integral part of the 


provincial poverty reduction strategy, and made recommendations to improve fairness and efficiency, but 


also to align the administration of the program with the province’s overall goal of poverty reduction. 
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c. Public Housing and Emergency Shelters 


Children and youth in Manitoba who live in poverty are especially vulnerable and need a safe, healthy 


and affordable place to live. From January 1 to December 31, 2010, 556 children spent at least one 


night in Winnipeg’s Sunrise Village Family Shelter or Ndinawemaaganag Endaawaad Inc. youth safe 


house. That is more than one child homeless for every night of the year. 65.6% of those children, or 365 


of them, were under eleven years old.  


Children who experience homelessness are at a greater risk of developing depression and anxiety, and 


the risk of depression continues after the child is re-housed. Experiencing homelessness disturbs chil-


dren’s education, often causes them to change schools and lose valuable class time. Inadequate hous-


ing exacerbates  difficulties for children with special needs. 


For families that manage to avoid homelessness, keeping a roof over their head can be a daily struggle.  


Harvey Stevens reported that people receiving EIA in Manitoba pay between 11-29% more for rent than 


EIA provides, meaning they are spending money meant for food and other basic needs items on rent. 
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Chart 20  Average monthly rents for a 2 bedroom apartment in Winnipeg over time compared to full-


time full year income for one earner on minimum wage and EIA monthly income for 2 adult 2 children 


family.  


Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) have set the acceptable percent of income in a fami-


ly’s budget to housing at 30%. Families who are spending more than 30% of their income on shelter are 


classified as being in core housing need.  


The gap between the top line and the bottom two is the difference between being in core housing need 


and being in affordable shelter. With rents rising faster than incomes, rent costs are becoming even more 


unaffordable for those working at minimum wage and for people living on EIA. A family who receives EIA 


has a $474/month deficit between their income (including EIA and Federal benefits) and the average cost 


of rent.  
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d. Food Banks 


The number of food bank users in 2009 - 2010 increased by 21%.  This was the greatest increase of all of 


the provinces in Canada.  4.9% of all Manitobans required help with food in 2010. Manitoba has the high-


est percent of food bank users who are children (51.0%) and the highest percent of food bank users who 


are seniors (15.4%). The percent of the province’s population needing emergency food rose more than 


the Canadian average in 2010. 


              Chart 21  The number of Food bank Users in Manitoba, 2000-2009 
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Chart 22 Percent of the Population Using Food banks, 2001-2010, Canada and Manitoba. 


 Almost 5% of all Manitobans needed help from a food bank in 2010. More than half of them were chil-


dren. 


Many people who utilize the food bank have had a sudden change in income, like losing a job or a sudden 


illness, and need some emergency assistance in the short term. Others, who live on insufficient incomes 


for extended periods, use food banks regularly. In Manitoba, 49% of people using a food bank receive so-


cial assistance, meaning that the EIA budget does not allow a family to purchase the food necessary to 


survive.  
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Chart 23- Proportion of Children Using a Foodbank in 2010, Canada and Manitoba 


In March 2010, 29,578 children in Manitoba accessed food banks. These numbers equal the total popu-


lation of Portage la Prairie and Thompson without enough food to eat. A study of hunger and children in 


2010 showed youth who experienced hunger at some point before the study were 11% more likely to 


have a chronic health condition, and people who have experienced hunger were almost three times as 


likely to say they were in poor health.  


In New Brunswick, a study by Lynn McIntyre on changes to the Canada Child Tax Benefit claw back, 


which increased single mothers’ incomes by just $120/month, showed that the increased income de-


creased the likelihood of hunger in the household by 1/3 and the likelihood of hunger for the mother by 


1/5.  
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e. Health and Health Care 


 


It has been apparent for a number of years, and demonstrated in a variety of studies, that people who 


live in poverty have poorer health outcomes and higher use of emergency services. Dr. Evelyn Forget, 


professor of Community Health Sciences at the University of Manitoba found that a Guaranteed Annu-


al Income experiment in Dauphin, Manitoba from 1974-1978 significantly decreased hospitalizations, 


accidents and injuries, and mental health issues.  


The 1998/99 Canada Health and Social Survey, showed that people in the lowest income quintile were 


up to twice as likely to be hospitalized.  In addition, the Manitoba Centre for Health Policy revealed 


that the mortality rate for children under five years of age is higher among lower socioeconomic 


groups, and the socioeconomic gap is growing for teenage pregnancy rates, diabetes prevalence, and 


cumulative mental illness, among other illnesses.  


Studies with people experiencing homelessness have demonstrated that the cost of providing ade-


quate housing is often less than the cost of the emergency services, especially emergency health ser-


vices that the homeless consume. 
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f. Employment Insurance 


There were about 16,000 people receiving employment insurance (EI) in the fall 2011 in Manitoba. A 


great many more people who have paid EI premiums are not eligible for benefits, as only about 39% of 


unemployed women and 46% of unemployed men across Canada received benefits in 2008. The maxi-


mum benefit for EI is currently $468/week, or $24,336 per year. This is below any poverty line for fami-


lies of two people or more.  


Youth are disproportionately affected by increasing unemployment, and due to their often part-time, 


seasonal, casual, and temporary employment, they are rarely protected by EI. For over seven years after 


the recession of the early 1990’s, youth faced higher unemployment and lower labour force participa-


tion. The unemployment rate for the age group 15 - 24 is 13%, nearly double that of older age categories 


and in 2011, 38 per cent worked in part-time jobs.     
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g. Charities and Community 


Poverty and income inequality are related to a number of social problems that not-for-profits and govern-


ments dedicate vast amounts of time and resources to addressing, including youth gang involvement and 


poor educational outcomes. In the fiscal year of 2010/11, the United Way spent over $15 million in funding 


for agencies, most of which deal in some way with the effects of poverty. 


Children in low income neighbourhoods in Winnipeg were much more likely than those in middle and high-


er income neighbourhoods to be “not ready” for school physically, meaning coming to school not dressed 


properly, hungry, tired, or late. Early learning affects a child’s educational outcomes into high school. High 


school completion rates for children in the lowest income categories have changed little in the past 10 


years. In 2002, students in the lowest income quintile, entering grade 9 were almost half as likely to gradu-


ate within six years as those in the highest income quintile. 


Studies have linked youth poverty to involvement in gangs. This is not to suggest all poor youth will join 


gangs, or that gangs consist solely of low-income people. Young people from low-income families are at a 


higher risk to be recruited into gangs with the promise of fast money. Others join for protection or because 


they perceive a lack of other options or choice in their future. It costs at three times more just in direct ex-


penditures to put a person in prison than to fund an employment and training program for a youth at high 


risk of gang involvement. It is hard to estimate how much of an economic  investment in a youth’s future 


could be made by preventing the youth from becoming ‘high risk’ in the first place. 
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4. Trends and Projections 


 


So what does the future look like for those living in poverty? Unfortunately, the portrait revealed in this re-


port does not appear to be improving. 


 


Data from 2009 indicates that the recession has increased the number of children living in material depriva-


tion and though Manitoba’s economy is faring better than other provinces, people with the most limited 


resources are the ones suffering most. Changing commercial conditions in the United States and Europe al-


so indicate that our national economy overall is still potentially vulnerable. 


 


Employment, a key determinant in projecting poverty levels in the future does not appear to be poised to 


increase significantly in the next few years.  Currently unemployment is at about 6.1 per cent of the work-


force - about 41,100 Manitobans are looking for work.  For those who are at low salaries, wages might be 


incrementally increasing, often pegged to the cost of living, but not much more. Wages are not significantly 


increasing for those working in the informal, non-unionized private sector. Though the minimum wage will 


increase to $10.00 an hour in October 2011, it will not raise family income above any of the poverty lines 


used in Canada. At this rate, a family with two adults and two children would need one adult working 68 


hours per week to reach the poverty line, a single parent with two children would need to work 58 hours 


per week. For those in sales and service jobs, predominantly new immigrants, women and young people, 


varying hours and low job security will remain an issue. 


 


The cost of living in Manitoba is increasing faster than the incomes of families in poverty and these costs are 


likely to rise. The Consumer Price Index shows this, especially for the most basic of needs. Statistics Canada 


reported that food prices have increased by 4.3% from June 2010 to June 2011. Some foods rose even 


more, with fresh vegetables costing 8.4% more.  
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Housing availability and costs have been rising for the last decade and though the long-term trend appears 


to be a levelling off, this will not happen immediately and will not happen for the rental market without sig-


nificant government efforts. Currently rental vacancies hover around 0.8 per cent of all rental accommoda-


tion. A vacancy rate of 3-5% indicates a healthy rental market.  


 


Rental property owners are selling more rental apartments as condominiums and renovating units to raise 


rents, thus making more profit while displacing low-income people. Rent for two bedroom units has in-


creased by 34.6% and by 45.9% for three bedroom units since 2003, and the cost of accommodation is 


therefore anticipated to rise in the next few years. For people experiencing homelessness, the prospects of 


finding affordable, safe housing are decreasing even with the Provincial government funding more special 


housing and constructing social housing.  


 


Pressures on housing from demographic movement are policy induced and a result of economic conditions 


in other countries, on Reserves and in Manitoba’s rural areas. The Conference Board of Canada has project-


ed that Winnipeg will need to accommodate about 70,000 more people over the next 10 years. The Govern-


ment of Manitoba is encouraging more immigration to the province to grow the economy, increasing the 


numbers of families, especially large families, who rent their homes. Without a federal, provincial or munici-


pal housing strategy, low income families will be the most affected by decreasing availability. 
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At a broader level, economic conditions in the United States and Europe indicate that our national econo-


my is still potentially vulnerable as we depend so much on exports. If markets do collapse, it will affect 


business and jobs in Canada. Related to these forces, the federal government is committed to debt and 


deficit reduction and if the Conservatives follow the pattern set in Britain and the United States, we can 


expect to see reductions in social transfers and other federally funded supports for Canadians if national 


revenue does not grow. 


 


A consequence of these conditions is that people are going to be relying on social supports to get by. The 


food banks, meal programs, emergency shelters, used clothing stores and community support programs 


are going to rise as more people request assistance.  The numbers of people applying for Employment and 


Income Assistance (EIA) and though EI does not meet the needs of some of the unemployed there have 


been many serious criticisms of the program. 


 


People living on a fixed income are likely going to see a change in their capacity to purchase what they 


need to live. While there is a public perception that seniors have a significant bank of resources to rely on, 


more and more of the people aged 60 years and over are finding they have not accumulated the savings 


they need. Pensions and investments have been adversely affected by market conditions, as most seniors 


do not have defined benefits pensions that are indexed and adjusted to rate of inflation. More privatized 


health care services can also add costs to their lives as only some seniors have extended health care bene-


fits. 


 


Another segment of our society who will bear a larger burden of poverty and the negative changes in our 


economy is young people. This report has focused on children in poverty, and much research has shown 


that poverty in childhood has negative effects into young adulthood and later in life. Young people gener-


ally are more vulnerable to economic recessions and tend have higher unemployment, lower wages and 


higher debt.  
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Recent government plans to reduce poverty may give some hope to those living in poverty. In May 2009, 


the Province announced its poverty reduction and social inclusion strategy, ‘ALL Aboard’, that pledged to 


focus resources on four key areas to reduce poverty and promote prosperity: 


 


safe, affordable housing in supportive communities  


education, jobs and income support  


strong, healthy families  


accessible, co-ordinated services  


 


The province has not set targets or timelines to measure its progress during the committed time frame of 


the program. The ability to measure significant changes on the number of children affected by the pro-


gram are unavailable at this time, however, according to the Poverty Reduction Strategy Act  (legislation 


passed in June 2011),  the province must, “prepare a yearly statement, to be tabled in the Legislative As-


sembly along with the budget, which will explain how the strategy is implemented by the budget, what the 


financial implications of the strategy will be, and what indicators (as prescribed in regulation) will be used 


to measure the progress of the strategy.” 


 


The only small light at the end of the poverty tunnel are the few studies and comments of business orient-


ed institutions that point to the economic advantages of reducing poverty and improving the  distribution 


of wealth in society. As the awareness of the commercial, health and social benefits of equality increases 


there will be more effort to eradicate poverty, but this could take time. In the short term, income supports 


and services traditionally reserved for those on EIA should be extended to the working poor. For now, 


Manitobans living in poverty or on its precarious margins can expect continued financial stress and will still 


have to find new ways of making ends meet. 
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5. The National Campaign 2000 


 


Campaign 2000 is a non-partisan, cross-Canada coalition of more than 120 national, Provincial and com-


munity organizations committed to working together to end child and family poverty in Canada. Campaign 


2000 evolved out of a unanimous resolution passed by the House of Commons in November 1989, which 


called for the elimination of child poverty in Canada by the year 2000.  


 


“This House…seeks to achieve the goal of eliminating poverty among Canadian chil-


dren by the year 2000.”  Unanimous all-party resolution 1984 


 


The Manitoba Campaign 2000 Network is a coalition of more than 100 organizations, locally organized un-


der the sponsorship of SPCW dedicated to the support of Campaign 2000 Initiatives within Manitoba. 


 


Campaign 2000 urges all federal parties to work together and in collaboration with provinces, territories, 


communities and First Nations, on a Plan to Make Canada Poverty-Free. Each year since 1994, Campaign 


2000 – Manitoba has provided both the federal and provincial governments with a list of recommenda-


tions. Though-out the years the recommendation have remained essentially the same, which would indi-


cate a continued presence for Campaign 2000 to prompt of the two levels of government of the urgency 


and need to develop and create policy and programs to address child and family poverty.  


 


 


  End Child & Family Poverty in Canada 
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Since its inception, Campaign 2000 has grown to become a vibrant network of national, regional and local 


partner organizations that actively work on child/family issues from diverse perspectives. There are over 


120 national, community and provincial partners actively involved in the work of Campaign 2000. Hundreds 


of other groups across the country work on the issue of child poverty every day, such as children's aid soci-


eties, faith organizations, community agencies, health organizations, school boards, and low-income peo-


ple's groups. The primary ways that Campaign 2000 advocates for eradicating poverty are through:   


 


 Recommendations 


 


An enhanced child benefit for low-income families to a maximum of $5,400 ($2010) per child; 


A system of high-quality early childhood education and child care services that is affordable and availa-


ble to all children (0-12 years) 


Restored and expanded eligibility for Employment Insurance; 


Increased federal work tax credits of $2,400 per year; 


A federal minimum wage of $11 per hour; 


A strategy for affordable housing, secured in legislation such as Bill C-304, An Act to ensure secure, ade-


quate, accessible and affordable housing for Canadians, including substantial federal funding for social 


housing;  


Proactive strategies, including employment equity in the public and private sectors, to level the employ-


ment playing field for rural communities and historically disadvantaged groups; 


Appropriate poverty eradication targets, timetables and indicators for Aboriginal families, regardless of 


where they live, developed in coordination with First Nations and urban Aboriginal communities.  
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Recommendations for the Manitoba Provincial Government  


 


Appropriate poverty eradication targets, timetables and indicators for the All Aboard Plan to re-


duce poverty and social exclusion  


Within one to 2 years, increase Employment and Income Assistance benefits for all categories to 


the present value of 1992 levels and index them to annual increases in the cost of living so that 


they maintain their value. 


A provincial minimum wage, which would lift a full time full year worker out of poverty; 


Expand the system of high-quality early childhood education and child care services so that is af-


fordable and available to all children  (0-12 years); 


Eliminate the minimum $2.00/child/day surcharge for child care paid by working poor families if 


receiving full subsidy 


Develop a good job strategy to decrease the proportion of low wage jobs causing child and family 


poverty in Manitoba 


Eliminate the $2.00 per child per day charge not eligible for government subsidy, which can be lev-


ied on working poor families even if they receive the full government subsidy 


Index the child care subsidy eligibility level annually to the cost of living 
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Social Planning Council of Winnipeg  


 


The SPCW is a membership-based organization in the voluntary sector committed to providing leader-


ship in social planning and effecting social policy changes. This involves working with diverse communi-


ties in identifying and assessing community issues, needs and resources; and working with policymak-


ers, funding agencies, service providers, ethno-cultural and Aboriginal groups and the public in Winni-


peg to respond to socio-economic issues and needs. The SPCW has sponsored and supported Campaign 


2000 since it was launched.  
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Gini Co-Efficient – Global Ranking 


 Denmark 0.232 


 Sweden 0.234 


 Austria 0.265 


 Finland 0.269 


 Belgium 0.271 


 Netherlands 0.271 


 Switzerland 0.276 


 Norway 0.276 


 Germany 0.298 


 Austria 0.301 


 Canada 0.317 


 Japan 0.321 


 Ireland 0.328 


 UK 0.335 


 Italy 0.352 


  USA 0.381 
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1.The LIM (before and after tax) data is calculated from the T1FF files, taking into account all tax filers in a given year. 
Families are defined as ‘census families.’ Data using the Market Basket Measure was retrieved from Statistics Canada’s 
Low Income, Series 800, tables. This is calculated from the Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics and has a slightly differ-
ent sample than the T1FF data. Both are understood to yield acceptable estimates for the Manitoba population.  


2.Battle, K. (2008). A bigger and better child tax benefit: A $5000 Canada Child Tax Benefit. Caledon Institute of Social Policy. 
Retrieved from http://www.caledoninst.org/Publications/PDF/668ENG.pdf 


Statistics Canada. (2011). Census families, user’s guide. Retrieved from http://www.statcan.gc.ca/imdb-bmdi/
document/4105_D5_T1_V9-eng.pdf  


3.This includes people who may have two or more part-time, casual, or temporary jobs with total hours worked adding to 
the equivalent of a full year, full time job.   
4. Data for New Brunswick and PEI was unavailable 
5. This data is from the SLID from Statistics Canada, utilizing a different sample than other LIM data in this report. Though 
both sets of data have a 95% confidence rate, they differ slightly. Provinces not included in the chart had unreliable or 
unavailable data.  
6. Wilkinson, R. & Pickett, K. (2009). The Spirit Level: Why Equality is Better for Everyone.  
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A.L.L. 2003 CONSULTANTS BIOGRAPHIES 
 


To protect confidentiality, consultants are represented by their initials only.   
 
“S.O.” is married and lives in St. Boniface with her two teen-aged boys.  She has been unable to find work 
and has been living on social assistance.  She often has to go without adequate clothing just so that her sons 
can have new clothing and fit in with the other kids at school. 
 
“E.G.” is a single mother of four living in Charleswood.  E.G. is currently enrolled in a Manitoba Education 
and Training Program and often works casual hours at night.  She has four children aged 2, 3, 9, and 16. 
 
“A.S.” is a mother of a four-year-old and lives in the Point Douglas community.  She and her fiancé are both 
in school and work part-time.  A.S. works very hard and also has a supportive mother who is always willing 
to baby-sit.  She is very grateful for her mother's support. 
 
“S.V.C.” is a single mother of two and lives in the downtown community.  Her daughter lived at home 
during the summer with her five-year-old daughter.  S.V.C. is a dedicated volunteer at Winnipeg Harvest and 
a proud grandmother. 
 
“C.B.” and her husband live in Transcona with their seventeen-year-old granddaughter.  She is very grateful 
for the food bank because her family's income does not provide enough to cover all her family’s living 
expenses. 
 
“E.S.” and his wife live in Transcona with their two children who are both over the age of 18.  E.S. has 
diabetes and as a result must respect a particular diet. 
 
“M.V.” is a single woman living in downtown Winnipeg.  She is a dedicated poverty advocate in Winnipeg. 
 
“C.L.” is a single woman living in Charleswood.  Due to health problems, she is unable to walk long 
distances and must often ask her mother for a ride to medical appointments and to the grocery store.  It is 
very difficult for C.L. to afford a monthly bus pass. 
 
“S.C.” lives in downtown Winnipeg.  She is an active volunteer at Winnipeg Harvest. 
 
“S.M.” lives in Transcona with her son (age 38).  S.M. lives on social assistance and Canada Pension while 
her son lives on social assistance disability.  It is very difficult to afford basic necessities on their budget. 
 
“M.C.” is a single male living in Charleswood.  He lives on social assistance and strongly encourages higher 
social assistance rates in Manitoba.  On his budget, he is unable to afford a high blood pressure prescription 
that is not covered by Manitoba Health.  His health is negatively affected by living in poverty. 
 
“C.N.” is a single mother of two and a foster mother of three children.  There are five children living in her 
home, ages 5,6,7,8, and 10.  She lives in Lac du Bonnet.  She is on social assistance and receives support for 
her foster children but must access the food bank twice a month. 
 
“M.H.” is wife, mother, and grandmother.  There are seven people living in her home: a 21-month-old, a 3-
year-old, a new-born baby, a 19-year-old, a 23-year-old, and two adults.  She lives in Brandon. 
 
“P.B.” lives in Brandon with her family.  She is a single mother of four children aged 9, 10, 12, and 14.  She 
is grateful that her parents help her when needed. 
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Executive Summary 
 
The 2003 Acceptable Living Level Report (A.L.L.) is a powerful and honest analysis of poverty 
in Manitoba.  It engages ideas about poverty and living standards in nine Manitoba communities 
in order to articulate the realities of poverty as described by those living and experiencing 
poverty in the province.  The report identifies needs, priorities, and requirements as explained by 
low-income Manitobans. 
 
Winnipeg Harvest and the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg brought together a group of 
low-income individuals who sought to establish an acceptable living level in Manitoba.  Budgets 
by family type can be found in Table 1. 
 


  Table 1: Family Type 


  1 Adult, 2 Children 2 Adults, 2 Children 
Single 
Male Single Female Student 


A.L.L. $33,471.24  $36,995.69 $15,430.44 $18,684.05 
 
While the 2003 Report mirrors much of the 1997 and the 2000 Acceptable Living Level Reports, 
this analysis is unique in that we sought to expand the existing research agenda by examining 
specific communities throughout Manitoba as opposed to solely in the Winnipeg area.  Eleven 
consultants from Winnipeg reported on the cost of living in their respective communities.  This 
data was complimented by the research done by one consultant from Lac du Bonnet and two 
from Brandon.  Further research was performed by one consultant in two remote reserves: St. 
Theresa Point and Wasagamack. 
 
The cost of living can vary depending on the city or town.  The 2003 report examines the actual 
cost of living in Winnipeg, Brandon, Lac du Bonnet, St. Theresa Point, and Wasagamack.  Chart 
1 demonstrates the regional differences in the acceptable living level for a family of four (two 
adults and two children).   
 
Chart 1 


Regional Differences in A.L.L. Budget for a Family of 4
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The cost of milk is just one example of the radical difference in cost of basic goods in urban and 
rural centres.  Chart 2 demonstrates that the cost of 4 litres of 2% milk in St. Theresa Point is 
251.5% more than the average cost of milk in Winnipeg while the average cost of milk in 
Wasagamack is 255.6% greater than in Winnipeg. 
 
Chart 2 


Regional Differences in the Price of Milk
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We believe that by broadening the scope of the research agenda to include an analysis of rural 
centres and remote reserves, we are better able to provide insight into the plight of those living in 
poverty in Manitoba. 
 
Unlike traditional methods of developing poverty measures, the A.L.L. Report applies an 
evidence-based research approach designed and managed by low-income Manitobans.  The 
A.L.L. Report empowers low-income Manitobans thereby ensuring that they own the means by 
which one defines what it is to be poor.  Low-income individuals are often perceived to be 
objects of poverty as opposed to actual people living without basic necessities.  The forum must 
evolve to include low-income individuals.  Their wisdom, insight, and experiences are essential 
to any understanding of poverty.  The A.L.L. Report addresses this challenge successfully. 
 
While numerous poverty measures can be found, there is not an official “poverty line” in 
Canada.  Statistics Canada Low-Income Cut Offs (LICOs) is the most commonly cited 
“poverty line” in the country.  Other measures such as the Market Basket Measure (Human 
Resources Development Canada), the Low Income Measure (Statistics Canada), and the 
“Basic Needs Poverty Line (Sarlo) are also well known measurements. 
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Chart 3 shows how the A.L.L. compares to other poverty measures in Canada.1 
 
Chart 3 


Poverty Lines for a Family of Four
 Living in a Large City
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Fourteen consultants kept detailed records of their spending throughout the month of July 2003.  
The case studies demonstrate the extreme depth of poverty experienced by low-income 
Manitobans.  Chart 4 compares the actual spending of a single male as revealed in his case study, 
to five alternative measures of poverty.  For a complete analysis of case study 3, please see 6.2 
 
Chart 4 


Case Study 3 versus Poverty Lines
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Case study 7 includes a family of four (two adults and two children ages 17 and 5).  For a 
complete analysis of case study 7, please see 6.2.  
 
 


                                                 
1 The most recent “Basic Needs Poverty Line” (Sarlo) is from 2000.  The most recent MBM figures are found in 
HRDC’s report Understanding the 2000 Low Income Statistics Based on the Market Basket Measure, May 2003. 
LIM figures represent 2000 calculations.  The most recent LICOs available for this report are from 2002.  They 
demonstrate pre-tax figures.  The A.L.L. figures represented are those as calculated in this report. 
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Chart 5 


Case Study 7 versus Poverty Lines


$19,013.00


$36,247.00


$22,750.00


$36,995.69


$24,936.00


$7,011.96


$0.00


$10,000.00


$20,000.00


$30,000.00


$40,000.00


Case
Study 7


Sarlo MBM LIM LICO ALL


 
 
The depth of poverty facing both consultants is striking.  The A.L.L. Report highlights the 
severity of the poverty crisis in Manitoba and encourages Manitobans to work together to 
eliminate poverty in the province. 
 
Using the principles articulated in the report as a baseline, we believe that this exercise can be 
carried out in every province across Canada.  We urge other organizations to follow the research 
template as defined in the report and to determine an acceptable living level in their respective 
provinces.  By extending this analysis beyond Manitoba borders, we can ensure that the debate 
surrounding poverty measures in Canada includes those who are most affected: low income 
individuals. 
 
The Acceptable Living Level Report establishes a living level that every Manitoban has the right 
to live at.  Case study comparisons have been included to highlight the vast differences between 
what people should and can afford.  The case studies illustrate what people must live without.  
They are alarming and we would hope that citizens and government officials alike recognize the 
plight of those living in poverty in Manitoba and fight together to establish an acceptable living 
level by which all Manitobans can live safely. 
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Part 1: Understanding the Acceptable Living Level 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
The 2003 Acceptable Living Level Report represents a continued effort to inform and educate 
the public on the realities of poverty in Manitoba.  It seeks to address and abolish the myths and 
stereotypes of poverty by providing an honest analysis of poverty in Manitoba. 
 
The primary goal of the report is to determine an adequate and disposable income or expenditure 
level on a market basket of goods and services that can sustain a fair, modest and acceptable 
living level.  This report asks “how much is too little” rather than “how much is too much.”  We 
believe that every Manitoban has the right to an acceptable living level. 
 
The Acceptable Living Level Report originated as a challenge to devise a “better” measure of 
poverty for Winnipeg.  The first A.L.L. Report was released in 1997 by Winnipeg Harvest and 
the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg.  Since then, the basic premise of the report has held 
true, but the research agenda has evolved and matured.  More than merely an alternative poverty 
measure, the Acceptable Living Level is a practical measure of well being.  It is grounded by a 
realistic understanding of the cost of living.  It is not, nor has it ever sought to be, a “scientific” 
examination of poverty.  The A.L.L. is a tool for a better understanding of poverty in our 
community and acknowledges the challenges and barriers low-income families encounter on a 
daily basis. 
 
The 2003 A.L.L. Report maintains the tradition of applying an evidence-based research approach 
designed and managed by low-income Manitobans but has several changes and additions to the 
previous reports.  The most significant addition is the expansion of the research base to include 
rural communities.  As a result, the 2003 Report examines the cost of living in Manitoba as 
opposed to solely the Winnipeg area.  Furthermore, the 2003 Report identifies five specific 
communities in Winnipeg and engaged consultants in these communities in the research process.  
The 2003 Report is based on the knowledge and expertise of low-income Manitobans living in 
Winnipeg, Brandon, Lac du Bonnet, and two remote reserves: St. Theresa Point and 
Wasagamack.  These communities were identified based on the 1996 and 2001 Census Data as 
released by Statistics Canada 
 
The 2003 A.L.L. budgets have undergone significant changes.  The consultants identified several 
discrepancies in the 2000 budget and sought to make the appropriate adjustments.  The 
consultants also recommended further explanations with regards to the categories of the budget.  
Overall, the 2003 Report offers a more extensive analysis of the cost of living in Manitoba than 
was offered in the two previous reports. 







2 


1.2 Methodology 
 
In May 2003, Winnipeg Harvest and the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg initiated a process 
to update the 2000 Acceptable Living Level Report.  The update was motivated by the ongoing 
need to empower low-income Manitobans to establish an acceptable living level that reflects the 
real needs of Manitobans; a living level owned and operated by low-income people.  The 2003 
A.L.L. was also motivated by the release of Understanding the 2000 Low Income Statistics 
Based on the Market Basket Measure produced by the Applied Research Branch, Strategic 
Policy of Human Resources Development Canada (HRDC). 
  
Based on research methods first outlined in the 1997 Acceptable Living Level Report, the 2003 
Report applies an evidence-based research approach designed and managed by low-income 
Manitobans.  The ALL Report empowers low-income Manitobans thereby ensuring that they 
own the means by which one defines what it is to be poor.  Fifteen low-income consultants 
reported on the cost of living in their respective communities.  The consultants were the key 
researchers for this report and defined the market basket of goods and services.  This unique 
“bottom-up” methodology is vital to ensure that the report provides a transparent and accurate 
analysis of the cost of living in Manitoba. 
 
The 2003 Report expands on the existing research agenda by examining specific communities 
throughout Manitoba as opposed to solely in the Winnipeg area.  Nine communities in Manitoba 
were identified based on household income and income distribution as determined by the 1996 
and 2001 census data released by Statistics Canada.  Five communities in Winnipeg were 
identified including: Assiniboine Park (Charleswood/Tuxedo), St. Boniface, Transcona, Point 
Douglas, and Downtown.  Brandon, an urban centre with the population of 39,716 was 
identified, as was Lac du Bonnet, a rural town of only 1,089.  St. Theresa Point and 
Wasagamack, two remote Manitoban reserves were also identified.  By broadening the scope of 
the report to include rural communities, we are better able to provide an honest reflection of the 
cost of living in Manitoba. 
 
Consultants were identified based on their current or prior involvement with Winnipeg Harvest 
and other food banks in the province.  Fifteen consultants were asked to lead the research team 
for the report including 12 women and three men.  Participants ranged in age from their early 20s 
to early 60s.  Consultants represented both the working poor and individuals on social assistance.  
A variety of family types were represented including: husband-wife, lone parent families, two-
parent families, and single people.  The Aboriginal community and persons with a disability 
were also represented.   
 
The research team first met in July 2003 to discuss the report.  Over the period of July - August 
2003, fourteen consultants kept detailed accounts of their spending and fifteen consultants also 
researched the cost of goods and services in their respective communities.  In August 2003, the 
group participated in a roundtable discussion to address the findings of their research and to 
suggest further research that they deemed necessary for the report.  Throughout September, the 
group was in contact with Winnipeg Harvest to discuss the progress of the report and to offer 
their guidance and support.  In October, the research team met to review the report before it was 
scheduled for print.  In December 2003, the team met for the last time to review the report and to 
discuss its release.  Winnipeg Harvest helped to facilitate the meetings and record proceedings. 
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The consultants updated and revised the budgets established in the 2000 Acceptable Living 
Level Report.  They determined that the food quantities in the 2000 Report did not meet the 
recommended quantities as outlined by Health Canada.  As a result, they recommended that the 
quantities in the A.L.L. be changed to reflect the recommended quantities.  The consultants also 
concluded that the 2000 budgets excluded several goods and services that they determined to be 
a necessity.  For a list of changes and additions, please see Appendix B.  The 2003 budgets were 
developed based on actual costs of goods and services as determined by the research team.  A 
total budget was estimated for four family types: a single woman with two children: a boy aged 
15 and a girl aged 4; husband and wife with two children: a boy aged 10 and girl aged 7; a single 
man; and a female post-secondary student. 
 
It is important to note that while the A.L.L. Report establishes budgets of goods and services 
determined to address the needs of Manitoban families, there will always be individual cases 
where family needs are not met by the budgets.  The figures cited in the Acceptable Living Level 
assume the families do not include persons with special dietary needs or disabilities.  If these 
circumstances do exist, additional consideration above and beyond those in the A.L.L. may be 
appropriate. 
 
Annual family income was calculated based on an analysis of consultants’ actual spending.  
While the research team acknowledges that the relationship between actual spending and average 
family income is not exact, the consultants noted that families living on a fixed income do not 
have the opportunity to save money; low-income families spend the vast majority of their 
monthly income just to meet basic necessities.  This is reflected in the case studies. 
 
While there is not a universal or accepted standard of uniform goods and services that should be 
included in the budgets, the research team believes that the goods and services listed in this 
report demonstrate an honest interpretation of necessities.  The budgets were established and 
managed by low-income Manitobans whose goal was to accurately represent reasonable and 
realistic living costs in Manitoba.  The research team supports this document and its findings. 
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1.3 Findings 
 
After careful consideration, the consultants calculated Acceptable Living Level budgets for each 
family type.  Table 2 provides the acceptable living level budgets for each family type as 
outlined in this report. 
 
Table 2: Budget Summaries 
 
1 Adult, 2 Children (2.2.1) 
 
Food    $5,142.96 
Personal Care      $833.04 
Clothing   $1,588.26 
Shelter    $8,688.00 
Health Care      $660.39 
Child Care   $5,480.00 
Transportation   $2,742.60 
Household Operations  $1,094.04 
Education   $1,014.31 
Communication     $884.04 
Risk Management     $720.00 
Banking      $120.00 
Household Furnishings    $423.60 
Recreation & Leisure  $4,080.00 
 
Total             $33,471.24 
 
 
 
Single Male (2.2.3) 
 
Food    $2,547.00 
Personal Care      $279.48 
Clothing      $382.00 
Shelter    $5,880.00 
Health Care      $201.53 
Child Care          $0.00 
Transportation   $1,726.20 
Household Operations     $595.74 
Education      $690.85 
Communication     $884.04 
Risk Management     $480.00 
Banking      $120.00 
Household Furnishings    $443.60 
Recreation & Leisure  $1,200.00 
 
Total             $15,430.44 
 


 
 
2 Adults, 2 Children (2.2.2) 
 
Food    $7,649.22 
Personal Care   $1,043.64 
Clothing   $1,839.31 
Shelter    $8,688.00 
Health Care      $660.39 
Child Care   $5,145.60 
Transportation   $2,932.10 
Household Operations  $1,207.14 
Education   $1,122.65 
Communication     $884.04 
Risk Management     $720.00 
Banking      $120.00 
Household Furnishings    $423.60 
Recreation & Leisure  $4,560.00 
 
Total             $36,995.69 
 
 
 
Female Student (2.2.4) 
 
Food    $2,071.38 
Personal Care      $514.56 
Clothing      $412.08 
Shelter    $5,880.00 
Health Care      $201.53 
Child Care          $0.00 
Transportation   $1,569.00 
Household Operations     $595.74 
Education   $4,385.46 
Communication     $884.04 
Risk Management     $480.00 
Banking      $120.00 
Household Furnishings    $370.26 
Recreation & Leisure  $1,200.00 
 
Total             $18,684.05 
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At this level of income, a single parent must work 95.36 hours at minimum wage ($6.75) in 
order to reach the Acceptable Living Level budgets.  A two-parent family with two children must 
work 52.70 hours at minimum wage in order to reach the A.L.L.  A single male must work 
43.96 hours while a single female student must work 53.23 hours at minimum wage to meet 
their respective Acceptable Living Levels. 
 
The Acceptable Living Level Report establishes a living level by which all families have the 
right to live.  As such, social safety net benefits and minimum wage must be established to 
ensure that every family has the opportunity to live at an Acceptable Living Level.  Chart 6 and 7 
illustrate the short comings of both minimum wage and social assistance benefits for a single 
male and a family of four (2 adults, 2 children). 
 
Chart 6 


A.L.L. for a Single Male versus 
Minimum Wage and Social Assistance Rates


$15,430.44
$13,162.50
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A.L.L. Min. Wage Soc. Assis.


 
 
Chart 7 


A.L.L. for 2 Adults and 2 Children versus 
Minimum Wage and Social Assistance Rates


$36,995.69
$26,325.00
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Appendix E demonstrates the decline of social assistance rates over the last 13 years.  Ten 
consultants rely on social assistance.  They describe the difficulties their families face as a result 
of inadequate support.  Please see Part 6 to review the case studies. 
 
In order to reach an Acceptable Living Level as established in this report, a single parent 
working 37.5 hours a week for 52 weeks a year, must earn $17.16/hour.  A two-parent family 
with two children must earn $18.97/hour.  A single male must earn $7.91/hour and a single 
female student must earn $9.58/hour in order to meet their respective Acceptable Living Levels.  
While the minimum wage in Manitoba is scheduled to increase to $7.00/hour in April 2004, this 
increase will not help families or individuals to reach an Acceptable Living Level. 
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The 2003 A.L.L. budget for a family of three represents an increase of 22.3% from the 2000 
A.L.L. report.  This change is largely due to increases in quantities in all fourteen categories. The 
following table demonstrates the distribution of goods and services in the 1997, 2000, and 2003 
Acceptable Living Level Reports for a family of three (single parent and two children). While 
the numbers reflect the total amount by category, the items listed in each category have been 
subject to change. For a complete list of changes from the 2000 A.L.L. report, please see 
Appendix B. 
 
 
Table 3 


Acceptable Living Level, Family of Three 
Winnipeg, 1997, 2000, 2003 


                  
Category 1997 2000 2003     


  $ Yearly  Total  $ Yearly  % Total $ Yearly  % Total  Change in Budget $ 
  Budget Income Budget Income Budget Income 2000-2003 
Food $6,096.00 22.6% $4,690.44 17.1% $5,142.96 15.4% $452.52 
Personal Care $468.00 1.7% $674.52 2.5% $833.04 2.5% $158.52 
Clothing $2,231.00 8.3% $1,647.93 6.0% $1,588.26 4.7% -$59.67 
Shelter $7,800.00 28.9% $8,700.00 31.8% $8,688.00 26.0% -$12.00 
Health Care $1,553.20 5.8% $683.83 2.5% $660.39 2.0% -$23.44 
Child Care $3,532.00 13.1% $3,545.20 13.0% $5,480.00 16.4% $1,934.80 
Transportation  $1,832.40 6.8% $1,965.00 7.2% $2,742.60 8.2% $777.60 
Household Operation $576.00 2.1% $853.20 3.1% $1,094.04 3.3% $240.84 
Education $300.00 1.1% $384.84 1.4% $1,014.31 3.0% $629.47 
Communication $300.00 1.1% $660.00 2.4% $884.04 2.6% $224.04 
Risk Management $650.00 2.4% $720.00 2.6% $720.00 2.1% $0.00 
Banking $120.00 0.4% $120.00 0.4% $120.00 0.4% $0.00 
Household Furnishings $395.00 1.5% $390.00 1.4% $423.60 1.3% $33.60 
Recreation $1,092.00 4.0% $2,340.00 8.5% $4,080.00 12.1% $1,740.00 
Total $26,945.60 100.0% $27,374.96 100.0% $33,471.24 100.0% $6,096.28 


 
 
The 2003 Acceptable Living Level Report provides an excellent analysis of the challenges facing 
those living in poverty.  A thorough review of the document is essential in order to understand 
and conceptualize the real cost of poverty in the province. 
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Part 2: Acceptable Living Level Budgets 
 
2.1 Explanations & Assumptions 
 
The goods and services listed in the Acceptable Living Level Report were identified by the low-
income consultants.  Items selected for the basket were determined to be accessible for 
individuals of all income brackets. 
 
The Acceptable Living Level may not be applicable to all families.  The report recognises that, in 
some cases, family needs may not be met by the A.L.L.  The Acceptable Living Level assumes 
that families do not include individuals with special dietary needs or disabilities.  If these 
circumstances do exist, additional considerations above and beyond those in the A.L.L. may be 
appropriate.  For example, the A.L.L. does not provide for lactose-free milk products, nor does 
the A.L.L. provide for medical expenses not covered by Manitoba Health. 
 
The following highlights the main assumptions and understandings from which the Acceptable 
Living Level was developed. 
 
2.1.1 Food 
Most of the items in the food basket were based on the 2000 A.L.L. Report with some changes 
made by the 2003 Consultants.  It was assumed that individuals and families had access to stores 
and had the necessary facilities to prepare and store the food outlined in the budgets.  It was also 
assumed that families/individuals were not receiving supplementary food from sources such as a 
food bank, soup kitchen, etc.  The food items included were chosen as they provided a 
reasonable variety of healthy foods that were identified by our consultants as items they would 
purchase and prepare.  Quantities were chosen to meet the serving requirements of the four major 
food groups as recommended in Canada's Food Guide to Healthy Eating as published by Health 
Canada in 1997.  It is assumed that the food chosen will provide all required nutrients.  It should 
be noted, however that some people have special dietary requirements or need certain 
supplements, which would affect their total food budget.   
 


 All food prices are based on an average from over 15 different grocery stores, ranging 
from large chain stores to corner stores. 


 
 Fruit costs are based on the consumption of 1 kg per person per week at an estimated cost 


of $2.70 per kilogram (average cost of several fresh fruit). 
 


 Vegetable costs are based on the consumption of 1 kg of vegetables per person per week 
at an estimated cost of $2.03 per kilogram (average cost of several fresh and frozen fruit).  


 
2.1.2 Personal Care 
An attempt was made to recognize the difference in costs between male and female personal care 
costs.  Personal care items designed and manufactured for women tend to be more expensive 
than those items designed for men.  Moreover, women require feminine hygiene products that 
add a significant amount to a woman’s personal care budget.  The personal care section may also 
include items such as skin cream, sunscreen and hair accessories. 
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2.1.3 Clothing 
The A.L.L. Report assumes purchases of all new clothing.  Second-hand or thrift stores do not 
guarantee adequacy, availability or quality of clothing.  As well, acceptable community 
standards of health do not support the practice of purchasing items such as second-hand 
undergarments or shoes. 
 
Clothing prices were determined by averages from stores chosen by the consultants as places 
where they would shop.2  It is assumed that one pair of children's shoes will be used for 
school/day care only.  The 2003 A.L.L. Report also makes specific provisions for more 
expensive formal clothing for adults, to be used for work or special occasions.   
 
2.1.4 Shelter 
Average rents in the Winnipeg Census Metropolitan Area were based on figures released by the 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC).  The rental data refers to the actual 
amount tenants pay for their unit.  Amenities and services such as heat, electricity, and water 
may or may not be included in the monthly total reported in individual cases.  The average rent 
for the Winnipeg Census Metropolitan area represents the average of like-units that may or may 
not include amenities or services.  For example, the average rent for a family of four would 
reflect the average rents in the Winnipeg area for a three or more bedroom apartment (as 
categorised by CMHC) with or without basic amenities or services.  Similarly, the average rent 
for a family of three would represent the average rent for a three-bedroom apartment with or 
without basic amenities or services.  The average rent for a single person was based on the 
average rent for a one-bedroom apartment with or without amenities. 
 
While subsidies are available to those living on low incomes, the Acceptable Living Level 
Report assumes all rents are subsidy-free. 
 
2.1.5 Health Care and Insurance 
Health care expenditures represent all out-of-pocket expenses such as dental care, vitamins, and 
other expenses not covered or reimbursed by an insurance plan. 
 
Health insurance costs vary depending on the level of coverage.  For the purpose of this study, 
the Manitoba Blue Cross Medi-Blue Plan was used as a basis for basic health coverage.  The 
Medi-Blue Plan provides basic coverage at a monthly rate of $15.35 for a single person between 
the ages of 18-34; $30.70 for a family with one or more adults between the ages of 35-44.  The 
plan covers such services as ambulance and hospital benefits, travel and health coverage, 
accidental dental coverage, and prescription drugs up to a maximum of $130.00.   
 
Life insurance costs were based on the minimum premium of $20.00 per month available from 
Manitoba Blue Cross for individuals between the ages of 40-85.  Due to the age restrictions, life 
insurance was provided in the budgets for families only.  
 
2.1.6 Child Care 
Due to limited subsidised child care spaces and the fact that subsidies are not guaranteed for all 
families, for the purpose of this analysis, child care costs were determined based on the total cost 
of unsubsidised child care for children of various ages. 


                                                 
2 See Appendix C for a complete list of stores. 
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The A.L.L. assumes that pre-school aged children attend a licensed child care centre for 4-10 
hours per day for 5 days a week for 50 weeks a year.  The report assumes that school aged 
children attend a licensed day care centre before and after school for the entire school year (198 
school days).  The A.L.L. provides for ten in-service days.  The report also assumes that school 
aged children attend a licensed day care centre for two months of summer holiday (40 days).3 
 
The cost of childcare will vary depending on the age of the child and the number of hours of 
child care required per day.  The A.L.L. Report does not consider the availability of subsidies to 
lessen the burden of child care costs on some families.  Please see the following table for a list of 
unsubsidized fees for children in fully licensed child care centres. 
 
  Table 4 


Unsubsidized Child Care in a Licensed Child Day Care Centre 
Age of Child Number of Hours Unsubsidised Fee 
Infant 4 to 10 hours $28.00 
Pre-school 4 to 10 hours $18.80 
School Age Care before 12:00pm and after school $9.60 
School Age In-services (4-10 hours) $18.80 


 
The A.L.L. provides baby-sitting costs for one evening or weekend per week at $5.00 per hour 
for three hours per week (total of $15.00 per week), or the time to go out to a movie.  The cost of 
baby-sitters varies depending on the community, but after a survey of both parents and baby-
sitters, an average of $5.00 per hour was deemed to be appropriate.  Everyone has the right to 
have a life beyond work and family.  Participation in community activity is vital for a healthy life 
style. 
 
Child care costs vary depending on the availability of extended family to care for children, the 
type of care needed, and the facilities available.  The A.L.L. Report does not consider the 
availability of older siblings to care for younger children after school. 
 
2.1.7 Transportation 
Public transportation rates were based on Winnipeg Transit rates as released by Winnipeg 
Transit.  Public transit fares and passes were based on actual fares as of October 2003. 
 
Taxi fares were based on figures from the Manitoba Taxi Cab Board.  Fares were based on five 
taxi trips of 10kms ($14.35/10kms) per month for a total of $78.40 per month. 
 
The A.L.L. Report provides a private vehicle for a family of four living in Winnipeg and for all 
families living outside the city of Winnipeg.  For the purpose of this analysis, the cost to run and 
maintain a four-cylinder, 1993 four-door Chevrolet Cavalier was estimated.  The A.L.L. Report 
assumes the owner has a basic insurance premium of $821.00.  The A.L.L. assumes 4 oil 
changes a year at an annual cost of $147.30.  Regular maintenance is estimated at $500 per year.  
Maintenance costs were estimated based on a survey of well-respected service providers in the 
Winnipeg area.  Gas is estimated at 40L at 0.66/L, 26.40 per week, and $1,372.80 per year for 
families in Winnipeg.   


                                                 
3 Numbers are as specified by the Winnipeg School Division Number One. 
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Annual drivers license fees were calculated based figures obtained from Driver and Vehicle 
Licensing, a branch of the provincial government, for a driver with no merits or demerits to his 
or her driving record.  Based on these assumptions, the annual driver license fee is $60.00. 
 
Costs to maintain and own a vehicle depend on numerous factors including, number of 
kilometres driven, driver license record, how the car is used, the cost of gas, and unexpected 
emergency costs.  For the purpose of this study, the figures represent a conservative estimate of 
owning and operating a vehicle. 
 
2.1.8 Household Operations 
This section assumes the use of a coin-operated washer/dryer.  The multipurpose cleaner 
category would cover a variety of cleaning supplies.  These specific items were chosen to 
calculate basic costs, but other items may be substituted as needed. 
 
2.1.9 Education 
Despite the availability of “free” public education, most people are aware of the numerous extra 
cost associated with going to school.  Education costs for school aged children were based on a 
survey of actual costs.  The items were based on an actual list of required supplies provided by 
local schools.  Additional school fees include the cost of the locker.  No provisions were made 
for optional expenses at schools such as hot-dog lunch days or spirit week costs. 
 
Tuition for post-secondary education is based on the average, full-time, yearly tuition for an 
undergraduate degree at either the University of Manitoba or the University of Winnipeg.  This 
figure includes all other institutional fees, such as student association costs. 
Special Note: the tuition fees include the 10% rebate and freeze legislated by the Manitoba 
government for the school year of 2003-04.  This is subject to change.   
 
The computer is considered to be an important educational tool for all Canadians and is therefore 
included in all four budgets.  Internet access is also considered to be essential, however, it is 
provided free by most post-secondary institutions, and therefore no cost was allocated in the 
budget of the post-secondary student. 
 
2.1.10 Communication 
The information in this section is based on the average monthly costs for a phone rental, monthly 
services, and a long distance plan.  All rates are based on figures obtained from Manitoba 
Telecommunication Systems (MTS).  The average rental and monthly fee is $53.67, while the 
long distance plan costs $20.00 per month. 
 
2.1.11 Risk Management 
Emergency and contingency funds are necessary for families of all sizes.  The information in this 
section is based on estimated monthly savings of $60 for all family types. 
 
2.1.12 Banking 
The information in this section was determined by taking an average of existing service fees on 
basic account packages from the Royal Bank of Canada and the Assiniboine Credit Union.  The 
monthly service fee for the Royal Certified Service from the Royal Bank is $11.00.  The monthly 
service fee for the Full Service Chequing Account from the Assiniboine Credit Union is $9.00.  
While monthly service fees vary significantly depending on the type of account and the services 
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provided, the accounts selected for the purpose of this study are basic yet comprehensive plans 
that are accessible to all individuals regardless of income. 
 
The A.L.L. Report does not account for additional costs of chequing agencies that many low-
income individuals depend nor does the A.L.L. Report account for many of the “hidden” costs of 
banking such as using an ATM belonging to a bank at which one does not have an account. 
 
2.1.13 Household Furnishings 
The budgets assume gradual replacement of items over the years.  The costs represent an average 
for one year based on actual expenditures on selected items.  Linens include replacement of one 
sheet set and comforter, one set of towels, and two tea towels and washcloths.  Dishes, utensils, 
flatware, etc. cover the replacement of kitchen supplies due to breakage.  Household hardware 
includes tools, batteries, etc.  Furnishings would include expenditures on large items over several 
years.  Finally, repairs and purchases of items such as toasters, microwaves, etc. are covered 
under small appliances. 
 
2.1.14 Recreation & Leisure 
General recreation spending includes spending on items such as cable T.V., movie rentals, or 
nights out.  Lessons are based on the average cost of 4 half-hour private piano lessons per child 
per month.  Special occasion spending is based on $20.00 per person per month.  This includes 
birthday presents and Christmas presents, as well as gifts for friends and relatives for special 
occasions such as children’s birthday parties or weddings.  Spending on hobby items and books 
is covered in the personal interest category.  
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2.2.1 Single Mother and Two Children, boy age 15 and girl age 4 
 
Table 5 


FOOD 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly Cost 


Milk - 2% 4L 14 $3.40 $47.60 
Cheddar Cheese 750g 2 $6.65 $13.30 
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 1 $6.74 $6.74 
Cheese Spread 500g 1 $3.88 $3.88 
Eggs 1 dozen 3 $1.96 $5.88 
Ground Beef 1 kg 3 $4.71 $14.13 
Tuna 170g can 8 $1.53 $12.24 
Chicken (with bones) 1.5kg 4 $9.06 $36.24 
Sliced Meat 375g 4 $2.28 $9.12 
Bacon/Sausage 1kg 1 $8.18 $8.18 
Beans  398ml 4 $1.05 $4.20 
Peanut Butter (& other spreads) 1kg 1 $4.60 $4.60 
Bread 570g 15 $1.28 $19.20 
Pasta 2kg 1.5 $3.04 $4.56 
Rice 2kg 2 $4.95 $9.90 
Flour 10kg 1 $7.75 $7.75 
Cereal 425g 4 $5.08 $20.32 
Assorted Fruits 3 kg 6 $8.10 $48.60 
Juice 1L 30 $1.26 $37.80 
Assorted Vegetables 3kg 7 $6.09 $42.63 
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 2 $6.25 $12.50 
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 2 $2.18 $4.36 
Fats & Oils 946ml 1 $3.36 $3.36 
Snacks 900g 6 $4.15 $24.90 
Beverages (coffee, tea, choc.) 1 kg 1 $5.58 $5.58 
Meals in a can (soup/stew) 248ml 9 $1.21 $10.89 
Condiments  1L 1 $5.12 $5.12 
Other   1 $5.00 $5.00 
Total per Month       $428.58 


Total per Year       $5,142.96
 
    


PERSONAL CARE 
Item Size Quantity/month Cost Monthly Cost


Shampoo, Conditioner 300ml 2 each $2.87 $11.48 
Toothpaste (1), Floss (1), Brush (3)   1 $9.39 $9.39 
Razors 10blades/razors 1 $5.76 $5.76 
Feminine Hygiene 20pads/40 tampons 1 $10.08 $10.08 
Deodorant M-70g, F-60g 1 $5.31 $5.31 
Soap 90g 3 $0.80 $2.40 
Makeup assorted 1 $10.00 $10.00 
Haircuts   1 $15.00 $15.00 
Total per month       $69.42 
Total per year       $833.04
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CLOTHING 
Item Size Quantity/year Cost Yearly Cost 


Runners 4yr.old 4 $10.24 $40.96 
Runners 15yr.old 2 $19.98 $39.96 
Runners woman 1 every 2 years $21.42 $10.71 
Dress Shoes 4yr.old 1 $13.89 $13.89 
Dress Shoes 15yr.old 1 $21.31 $21.31 
Dress Shoes woman 1 every 3 years $24.98 $8.33 
Sandals 4yr.old 1 $11.71 $11.71 
Sandals 15yr.old 1 $10.00 $10.00 
Sandals woman 1 every 2 years $9.68 $4.84 
Winter Boots 4yr.old 1 $14.97 $14.97 
Winter Boots 15yr.old 1 $34.96 $34.96 
Winter Boots woman 1 every 2 years $24.96 $12.48 
Rubber Boots 4yr.old 1 $9.22 $9.22 
Rubber Boots 15yr.old N/A $0.00 $0.00 
Rubber Boots woman 1 every 4 years $21.48 $5.37 
Socks 4yr.old 20 $0.96 $19.20 
Socks 15yr.old 20 $0.83 $16.60 
Socks woman 5 $3.20 $16.00 
Underwear 4yr.old 12 $1.66 $19.92 
Underwear 15yr.old 10 $2.46 $24.60 
Underwear woman 10 $3.15 $31.50 
Bra woman 3 $12.74 $38.22 
Long Underwear 4yr.old 3 $3.46 $10.38 
Long Underwear 15yr.old 1 $15.24 $15.24 
Long Underwear woman 1 $12.65 $12.65 
Pants 4yr.old 6 $18.72 $112.32 
Pants 15yr.old 3 $48.71 $146.13 
Pants woman 2 $23.97 $47.94 
Pants (formal) woman 2 $11.97 $23.94 
Shorts 4yr.old 5 $5.06 $25.30 
Shorts 15yr.old 2 $31.75 $63.50 
Shorts woman 2 $12.73 $25.46 
T-Shirt/Shirt 4yr.old 5 $6.23 $31.15 
T-Shirt/Shirt 15yr.old 5 $12.73 $63.65 
T-Shirt/Shirt woman 3 $9.08 $27.24 
Shirt (formal) woman 2 $16.29 $32.58 
Sweater/Sweatshirt 4yr.old 4 $14.71 $58.84 
Sweater/Sweatshirt 15yr.old 4 $16.64 $66.56 
Sweater/Sweatshirt woman 3 $21.45 $64.35 
Pyjamas 4yr.old 4 $12.46 $49.84 
Pyjamas 15yr.old 2 $7.25 $14.50 
Pyjamas woman 2 $12.17 $24.34 
Bathing suit 4yr.old 1 $13.70 $13.70 
Bathing suit 15yr.old 1 $7.98 $7.98 
Bathing suit woman 1 every 2 years $20.70 $10.35 
Winter Jacket 4yr.old 1 $48.46 $48.46 
Winter Jacket 15yr.old 1 every 2 years $150.00 $75.00 
Winter Jacket woman 1 every 2 years $117.25 $29.31 
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Rain Gear 4yr.old 1 $20.47 $20.47 
Rain Gear 15yr.old 1 every 2 years $24.48 $12.24 
Rain Gear woman 1 every 4 years $20.36 $5.09 
Miscellaneous 4yr.old 1 $15.00 $15.00 
Miscellaneous 15yr.old 1 $15.00 $15.00 
Miscellaneous woman 1 $15.00 $15.00 
Total per Year       $1,590.09
     
     
     
     


SHELTER 
Item Bedrooms Rent/month 


Rent 3 Bedroom Apartment $724.00 
Total per Year $8,688.00 
     
     
     
     


HEALTH CARE 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


“Band-Aids” 1 Box 3 $3.72 $11.16 
Aspirin 325mg 3 $6.96 $20.88 
Cough Syrup 100ml 3 $6.65 $19.95 
Health Insurance "Medi-Blue Plan" Monthly $30.70 $368.40 
Life & Disability Insurance Blue Cross Monthly $20.00 $240.00 
Total per Year       $660.39
     
     
     
     


CHILD CARE 
Item Hours Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Pre-school Care Per day (5 days/week) 50 weeks/year $18.80 $4,700.00 
Evening/Weekend care 3 hours per week $5.00/hr $780.00 
Total per Year       $5,480.00
     
     
     
     


TRANSPORTATION 
Transportation Item Quantity Cost Monthly 


Bus Pass Woman 1 $65.45 $65.45 
Bus Pass Student 1 $42.35 $42.35 
Bus Pass Child 1 $42.35 $42.35 
Taxi 10 km Round trip 5 $15.68 $78.40 
Total per Month       $228.55 
Total per Year       $2,742.60
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HOUSEHOLD OPERATIONS 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly Cost 


Laundry Soap 3kg (30 washes) every 2 months $4.99 $2.50 
Dryer Softener Sheets 80 Sheets/box every 4 months $4.00 $1.00 
Coin-Operated Laundry 12 Wash & 12 Dry 24 $2.00 $48.00 
Multipurpose Cleaner 1 Bottle 3 $4.48 $13.44 
Toilet Paper 24 Rolls 1 $6.29 $6.29 
Paper Towels 2 Rolls/pkg 1 $1.74 $1.74 
Facial Tissue Box 2 $2.28 $4.56 
Dish Soap 1L 1 $1.50 $1.50 
Garbage Bags Pkg of 30 1 $1.53 $1.53 
Light Bulbs Pkg of 2 1 $1.61 $1.61 
Stamps/Paper, etc. N/A     $5.00 
Miscellaneous N/A     $4.00 
Total per month       $91.17 
Total per Year       $1,094.04
     
     
     


EDUCATION 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Pkgs. Loose-leaf paper  2 $1.96 $3.92 
Binder  2 $4.87 $9.74 
Dividers  5 $0.43 $2.15 
Pkg. Pencils  1 $0.99 $0.99 
Pkg. Pens  1 $1.97 $1.97 
Red Pens Pkg of 2 1 $1.56 $1.56 
Eraser  1 $1.13 $1.13 
Metric Ruler  1 $0.92 $0.92 
Scissor  1 $1.67 $1.67 
Glue Sticks Pkg of 2 1 $1.58 $1.58 
Pencil box/case  1 $2.02 $2.02 
Geometry Set  1 $2.58 $2.58 
Student Calculator  1 $12.89 $12.89 
French/English Dictionary  1 $6.18 $6.18 
Kleenex  1 $1.71 $1.71 
Pkg 3.5" Floppy Disks  1 $3.50 $3.50 
Computer Disk Case  1 $3.98 $3.98 
Backpack  1 $24.97 $24.97 
Art Supplies Assorted  $20.00 $20.00 
Band Instrument Rental  $100.00 $100.00 
Field Trips & Plays  2 $25.00 $50.00 
Sport Activities/Teams  1 $50.00 $50.00 
Additional School Fees  1 $20.00 $20.00 
Computer & Printer* 1 Over 4 years $1,000.00 $250.00 
Printer paper 500 Sheets 3 $2.99 $8.97 
Internet Service (DSL) Per Month 12 $35.99 $431.88 
Grand Total per Year     $1,014.31
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COMMUNICATION 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Telephone 1 per Month $53.67 $644.04 
Long Distance Plan 1 per Month $20.00 $240.00 
Total per Year       $884.04
     
     


RISK MANAGEMENT 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Savings/Emergency Fund 1 per month $60.00 $720.00 
Total per Year       $720.00
     
     


BANKING 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Bank Account Service Fee 1 monthly $10.00 $120.00 
Total per Year       $120.00
     
     


HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS   
Item Description Cost Yearly Cost 


Broom, Mop/Bucket & Dustpan   over 2 years $40.00 $20.00 
Vacuum Supplies   $10.00 $10.00 
Linen: Bedroom 1 set sheets, 1 comforter $48.51 $48.51 
Linen: Bathroom 1set towels $8.17 $8.17 
Linen: Kitchen 2 tea towels 2 washcloths $16.92 $16.92 
Dishes, Utensils, Flatware, etc.   $50.00 $50.00 
Household Hardware   $70.00 $70.00 
Furnishings   $100.00 $100.00 
Small Appliances   $100.00 $100.00 
Total per Year    $423.60
     
     


RECREATION & LEISURE   
Item Distribution Cost Monthly Cost 


General Recreation   $120.00 $120.00 
Lessons One per child $50.00 $100.00 
Special Occasions $20 per person $60.00 $60.00 
Personal Interest   $60.00 $60.00 
Total per Month    $340.00 
Total per Year    $4,080.00


 
 
 


GRAND TOTAL PER YEAR: $33,471.24 
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2.2.2 Two Adults and Two Children, girl age 7 and boy age 10 
 
Table 6 


FOOD 
Item Size Quantity/month Cost Monthly Cost 


Milk - 2% 4L 16 $3.40 $54.40
Cheddar Cheese 750g 2 $6.65 $13.30
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 2 $6.74 $13.48
Cheese Spread 500g 5 $3.88 $19.40
Eggs 1 dozen 6 $1.96 $11.76
Ground Beef 1 kg 6 $4.71 $28.26
Tuna 170g can 10 $1.53 $15.30
Chicken (with bones) 1.5kg 4 $9.06 $36.24
Sliced Meat 700g 4 $5.25 $21.00
Bacon/Sausage 1kg 3 $8.18 $24.54
Beans  398ml 6 $1.05 $6.30
Peanut Butter  1kg 1 $4.60 $4.60
Bread 570g 20 $1.28 $25.60
Pasta 2kg 4 $3.04 $12.16
Rice 2kg 3 $4.95 $14.85
Flour 10kg 1.5 $7.75 $11.63
Cereal 425g 6 $5.08 $30.48
Assorted Fruits 4kg 8 $10.80 $86.40
Juice 1L 30 $1.26 $37.80
Assorted Vegetables 4kg 9 $8.12 $73.08
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 3 $6.25 $18.75
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 3 $2.18 $6.54
Fats & Oils 946ml 2 $3.36 $6.72
Snacks & Others 900g 7 $4.15 $29.05
Beverages (coffee, tea, choc.) 1 kg 2 $5.58 $11.16
Meals in a can (soup/stew) 248ml 12 $1.21 $14.52
Condiments  1L 1 $5.12 $5.12
Other  1 $5.00 $5.00
Total per Month     $637.44
Total per Year     $7,649.22
     
     


PERSONAL CARE 
Item Size Quantity/month Cost Monthly Cost 


Shampoo, Conditioner 300ml 3 each $2.87 $17.22
Toothpaste(1), Floss(1), Brush(4)   1 $10.82 $10.82
Razors 10 blades/razors 1.5 $5.76 $8.64
Feminine Hygiene 20 pads/40 tampons 1 $10.08 $10.08
Deodorant Men-70g, Female-60g 1 $5.31 $5.31
Soap 90g 3 $0.80 $2.40
Makeup Assorted 1 $10.00 $10.00
Haircuts   1.5 $15.00 $22.50
Total per month       $86.97
Total per year       $1,043.64
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CLOTHING 
Item Size Quantity/year Cost Yearly Cost 


Runners Girl (7) 4 $10.24 $40.96
Runners Boy (10) 4 $11.64 $46.56
Runners Man 1 ever 2 years $14.93 $7.47
Runners Woman 1 ever 2 years $21.42 $10.71
Dress Shoes Girl (7) 1 $13.89 $13.89
Dress Shoes Boy (10) 1 $11.99 $11.99
Dress Shoes Man 1 every 3 years $14.93 $4.98
Dress Shoes Woman 1 every 3 years $24.98 $8.33
Sandals Girl (7) 1 $11.71 $11.71
Sandals Boy (10) 1 $11.98 $11.98
Sandals Man 1 ever 2 years $10.47 $5.24
Sandals Woman 1 ever 2 years $9.68 $4.84
Winter Boots Girl (7) 1 $24.96 $24.96
Winter Boots Boy (10) 1 $24.96 $24.96
Winter Boots Man 1 every 3 years $34.96 $11.65
Winter Boots Woman 1 every 3 years $24.96 $8.32
Rubber Boots Girl (7) 1 $9.22 $9.22
Rubber Boots Boy (10) 1 $11.83 $11.83
Rubber Boots Man 1 every 3 years $20.23 $5.05
Rubber Boots Woman 1 every 3 years $21.48 $5.37
Socks Girl (7) 20 $0.96 $19.20
Socks Boy (10) 20 $1.13 $22.60
Socks Man 5 $2.56 $12.80
Socks Woman 5 $3.20 $16.00
Underwear Girl (7) 12 $1.66 $19.92
Underwear Boy (10) 12 $2.04 $24.48
Underwear Man 10 $3.35 $33.50
Underwear Woman 10 $3.15 $31.50
Bra Woman 3 $12.74 $38.22
Long Underwear Girl (7) 3 $3.46 $10.38
Long Underwear Boy (10) 3 $3.46 $10.38
Long Underwear Man 1 $15.24 $15.24
Long Underwear Woman 1 $12.65 $12.65
Pants Girl (7) 6 $18.72 $112.32
Pants Boy (10) 6 $17.97 $107.82
Pants Man 2 $15.98 $31.96
Pants Woman 2 36.15 $72.30
Pants (formal) Man 2 $11.97 $23.94
Pants (formal) Woman 2 $23.97 $47.94
Shorts Girl (7) 5 $5.06 $25.30
Shorts Boy (10) 5 $7.00 $35.00
Shorts Woman 2 $14.36 $28.72
Shorts Woman 2 $12.73 $25.46
T-Shirt/Shirt Girl (7) 5 $6.23 $31.15
T-Shirt/Shirt Boy (10) 5 $7.41 $37.05
T-Shirt/Shirt Man 3 $8.86 $26.58
T-Shirt/Shirt Woman 3 $9.08 $27.24
Shirt (formal) Man 2 $14.96 $29.92
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Shirt (formal) Woman 2 $16.29 $32.58
Sweater/Sweatshirt Girl (7) 4 $14.71 $58.84
Sweater/Sweatshirt Boy (10) 4 $13.63 $54.52
Sweater/Sweatshirt Man 2 $18.56 $37.12
Sweater/Sweatshirt Woman 2 $21.45 $42.90
Pyjamas Girl (7) 4 $12.46 $49.84
Pyjamas Boy (10) 4 $5.99 $23.96
Pyjamas Man 1 $11.84 $11.84
Pyjamas Woman 1 $12.17 $12.17
Bathing suit Girl (7) 1 $13.70 $13.70
Bathing suit Boy (10) 1 $4.97 $4.97
Bathing suit Man 1 ever 2 years $14.24 $7.12
Bathing suit Woman 1 ever 2 years $20.70 $10.35
Winter Jacket Girl (7) 1 $48.46 $48.46
Winter Jacket Boy (10) 1 $64.99 $64.99
Winter Jacket Man 1 every 4 years $64.75 $16.18
Winter Jacket Woman 1 every 4 years $117.25 $29.31
Rain Gear Girl (7) 1 $20.47 $20.47
Rain Gear Boy (10) 1 $18.49 $18.49
Rain Gear Man 1 every 4 years $27.29 $6.82
Rain Gear Woman 1 every 4 years $20.36 $5.09
Miscellaneous Girl (7) 1 $15.00 $15.00
Miscellaneous Boy (10) 1 $15.00 $15.00
Miscellaneous Man 1 $15.00 $15.00
Miscellaneous Woman 1 $15.00 $15.00
Total per Year       $1839.31
     


SHELTER 
Item Bedroom Rent/month 
Rent 3 Bedroom Apartment $724.00 
Total per Year   $8,688.00 
     


HEALTH CARE 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


"Band-Aids" 1 Box 3 $3.72 $11.16
Aspirin 325mg 3 $6.96 $20.88
Cough Syrup 100ml 3 $6.65 $19.95
Health Insurance "Medi-Blue Plan" Monthly $30.70 $368.40
Life & Disability Insurance Blue Cross Monthly $20.00 $240.00
Total per Year       $660.39
     


CHILD CARE 
Item Size Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Before/after school 2 children/day 198 days/year $19.20 $3,801.60
In Services 2 children/day 10 days/year $37.60 $376.00
School Holidays 2 children/day 40 days/year $18.80 $188.00
Evening/Weekend 3 hours per week $5.00/hr $780.00
Total per Year       $5,145.60
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TRANSPORTATION 
Item Quantity Cost Yearly 


Car Insurance   $66.00 $792.00
Gas 1 tank(40L)/week $26.40 $1,372.80
Maintenance   $500.00 $500.00
Oil Change 4/year $36.83 $147.30
Driver’s license 2 $60.00 $120.00
Total per Year     $2,932.10
     


HOUSEHOLD OPERATIONS 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly Cost 


Laundry Soap 3kg (30 washes) every 2 months $4.99 $2.50
Dryer Softener Sheets 80 Sheets/Box every 4 months $4.00 $1.00
Coin-Operated Laundry 14 Wash & 14 Dry 28 $2.00 $56.00
Multipurpose Cleaner 1 Bottle 3 $4.48 $13.44
Toilet Paper 24 Rolls 1.5 $6.29 $9.44
Paper Towels 2 Rolls/pkg 1 $1.74 $1.74
Facial Tissue 1 Box 3 $2.28 $6.84
Dish Soap 1L 1 $1.50 $1.50
Garbage Bags Pkg of 30 1 $1.53 $1.53
Light Bulbs Pkg of 2 1 $1.61 $1.61
Stamps/Paper, etc. N/A     $5.00
Miscellaneous N/A     $4.00
Total per month       $100.60
Total per Year       $1,207.14
     


EDUCATION 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Duo-tangs   20 $2.40 $48.00
Pkgs. Loose-leaf paper   4 $1.96 $7.84
Pkg. Pencils   1 $0.99 $0.99
Pkg. Pens   2 $1.97 $3.94
Red Pens Pkg of 2 1 $1.56 $1.56
Erasers   2 $1.13 $2.26
Metric Ruler   2 $0.92 $1.84
Pkg. Coloured Pencils/Markers   2 $3.68 $7.36
Scissors   2 $1.67 $3.34
Glue Sticks Pkg of 2 1 $1.58 $1.58
Pencil box/case   2 $2.02 $4.04
Geometry Set   2 $2.58 $5.16
Student Calculator   1 $12.89 $12.89
French/English Dictionary   1 $6.18 $6.18
Kleenex   2 $1.71 $3.42
Pkg 3.5" Floppy Disks   1 $3.50 $3.50
Computer Disk Case   2 $3.98 $7.96
Backpack 1 per Child 2 $24.97 $49.94
Art Supplies Assorted     $20.00
Field Trips & Plays 2 per Child 4 $25.00 $100.00
Sport Activities/Teams 1 per Child 2 $50.00 $100.00
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Additional School Fees per Child 2 $20.00 $40.00
Computer & Printer 1 over 4 years $1,000.00 $250.00
Printer paper 500 Sheets 3 $2.99 $8.97
Internet Service (DSL) per Month 12 $35.99 $431.88
Total per Year       $690.85
Grand Total per Year       $1,122.65
     


COMMUNICATION 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Telephone 1 per Month $53.67 $644.04
Long Distance Plan 1 per Month $20.00 $240.00
Total per Year       $884.04
     


RISK MANAGEMENT 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Savings/Emergency Fund 1 per Month $60.00 $720.00
Total per Year       $720.00
     


BANKING 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Bank Account Service Fee 1 Monthly $10.00 $120.00
Total per Year       $120.00
     


HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS 
Item Size Cost   Yearly Cost 


Broom, Mop/Bucket & Dustpan    $40.00 $20.00
Vacuum Supplies   $10.00 $10.00
Linen: Bedroom 1 set sheets, 1 comforter $48.51 $48.51
Linen: Bathroom 1 set towels $8.17 $8.17
Linen: Kitchen 2 tea towels, 2 washcloths $16.92 $16.92
Dishes, Utensils, Flatware, etc.   $50.00 $50.00
Household Hardware   $70.00 $70.00
Furnishings   $100.00 $100.00
Small Appliances   $100.00 $100.00
Total per Year     $423.60
     


RECREATION & LEISURE 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Monthly Cost 


General Recreation     $140.00 $140.00
Lessons 2 One per child $50.00 $100.00
Special Occasions   $20 per person $80.00 $80.00
Personal Interest     $60.00 $60.00
Total per Month       $380.00
Total per Year       $4,560.00


 
 


GRAND TOTAL PER YEAR: $36,995.69 
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2.2.3 Single Male 
 
Table 7 


FOOD 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly Cost 


Milk - 2% 2L 8 $1.98 $15.84
Cheddar Cheese 750g 2 $6.65 $13.30
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 1 $6.74 $6.74
Cheese Spread 500g 1 $3.88 $3.88
Eggs 1 dozen 2 $1.96 $3.92
Ground Beef 1 kg 1 $4.71 $4.71
Tuna 170g can 4 $1.53 $6.12
Chicken 1kg 1 $6.04 $6.04
Sliced Meat 500g 1 $3.76 $3.76
Bacon/Sausage 250g 1 $2.05 $2.05
Beans  398ml 3 $1.05 $3.15
Peanut Butter 500g 0.5 $3.28 $1.64
Bread 570g 10 $1.28 $12.80
Pasta 2kg 1 $3.04 $3.04
Rice 2kg 1 $4.95 $4.95
Flour 1kg 2 $2.56 $5.12
Cereal 425g 3 $5.08 $15.24
Assorted Fruits 1kg 9 $2.70 $24.30
Juice 1L 6 $1.26 $7.56
Assorted Vegetables 1kg 9 $2.03 $18.27
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 2 $6.25 $12.50
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 1 $2.18 $2.18
Fats & Oils 946ml 1 $3.36 $3.36
Snacks 900g 3 $4.15 $12.45
Beverages (coffee, tea, choc.) 1 kg 1 $5.58 $5.58
Meals in a can (soup/stew) 248ml 3 $1.21 $3.63
Condiments  1L 1 $5.12 $5.12
Others     $5.00 $5.00
Total per Month       $212.25
Total per Year       $2,547.00
     
     
     
     


PERSONAL CARE 
Item Size Quantity/month Cost Monthly 


Shampoo, Conditioner 300ml 1 each $2.87 $5.74
Toothpaste, Floss, Brush 1 each 1 $3.76 $3.76
Razors 10 1 $5.76 $5.76
Deodorant 60g 1 $2.23 $2.23
Soap 90g 1 $0.80 $0.80
Haircuts Average every 2 months $10.00 $5.00
Total per month       $23.29
Total per year       $279.48
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CLOTHING 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Runners Man 1 every 2 years $14.93 $7.47
Dress Shoes Man 1 every 2 years $14.93 $7.47
Sandals Man 1 every 2 years $10.47 $5.24
Winter Boots Man 1 every 3 years $34.96 $11.65
Rubber Boots Man 1 every 4 years $20.23 $5.06
Socks Man 5 $2.56 $12.80
Underwear Man 10 $3.35 $33.50
Long Underwear Man 1 $15.24 $15.24
Pants Man 2 36.15 $72.30
Pants (formal) Man 2 $15.98 $31.96
Shorts Man 2 $14.36 $28.72
T-Shirt/Shirt Man 3 $8.86 $26.58
Shirt (formal) Man 2 $14.96 $29.92
Sweater/Sweatshirt Man 2 $18.56 $37.12
Pyjamas Man 1 $11.84 $11.84
Bathing suit Man 1 every 2 years $14.24 $7.12
Winter Jacket Man 1 every 4 years $64.75 $16.19
Rain Gear Man 1 every 4 years $27.29 $6.82
Miscellaneous Man 1 $15.00 $15.00
Total per Year       $382.00
     
     
     


SHELTER 
Item Bedroom Rent/month 


Rent 1 bedroom apartment $490.00 
Total per Year   $5,880.00 
     
     
     


HEALTH CARE 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Band-Aids 1 Box 1 $3.72 $3.72
Aspirin 325mg 1 $6.96 $6.96
Cough Syrup 100ml 1 $6.65 $6.65
Health Insurance "Medi-Blue Plan" 1 $15.35 $184.20
Total per Year       $201.53
     
     
     


TRANSPORTATION 
Transportation Item Quantity Cost Monthly 


Adult Bus Pass Monthly bus pass 1 $65.45 $65.45
Roundtrip Taxi 10km 5 $15.68 $78.40
Total per Month       $143.85
Total per Year       $1,726.20
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HOUSEHOLD OPERATIONS 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly 
Laundry Soap 3kg (30 washes) every 5 months $4.99 $1.00
Dryer Softener Sheets 80 Sheets/box every 8 months $4.00 $0.50
Coin-Operated Laundry 6 Wash & 6 Dry 12 $2.00 $24.00
Multipurpose Cleaner 1 Bottle 2 $4.48 $8.96
Toilet Paper 24 Rolls every 2 months $6.29 $3.15
Paper Towels 2 Rolls/pkg every 2 months $1.74 $0.87
Facial Tissue 1 Box 1 $2.28 $2.28
Dish Soap 1L every 2 months $1.50 $0.75
Garbage Bags Pkg of 30 1 $1.53 $1.53
Light Bulbs Pkg of 2 1 $1.61 $1.61
Stamps/Paper, etc. N/A   $0.00 $5.00
Miscellaneous N/A   $0.00 $4.00
Total per month       $49.65
Total per Year       $595.74
     
     
     


EDUCATION 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Computer & Printer 1 Over 4 years $1,000.00 $250.00 
Printer paper 500 Sheets   $2.99 $2.99 
Internet Service (DSL) per Month   $35.99 $431.88 
Total per Year       $690.85 
     
     
     


COMMUNICATION 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Telephone 1 per Month $53.67 $644.04 
Long Distance Plan 1 per Month $20.00 $240.00 
Total per Year       $884.04 
     
     
     


RISK MANAGEMENT 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Savings/Emergency Fund 1 per month $40.00 $480.00 
Total per Year       $480.00 
     
     
     


BANKING 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Bank Account Service Fee 1 monthly $10.00 $120.00
Total per Year       $120.00
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HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS 
Item Size Cost Yearly Cost 


Broom, Mop/Bucket & Dustpan  over 2 years $40.00 $20.00
Vacuum Supplies  $10.00 $10.00
Linen: Bedroom over 2 years $48.51 $24.26
Linen: Bathroom over 2 years $8.17 $4.09
Linen: Kitchen over 2 years $16.92 $16.92
Dishes, Utensils, Flatware, etc.   $50.00 $25.00
Household Hardware   $70.00 $70.00
Furnishings   $100.00 $100.00
Small Appliances   $100.00 $100.00
Total per Year    $443.60
 
 
 
 
 
     


RECREATION & LEISURE 
Item Cost Monthly Cost 


General Recreation $80.00 $80.00 
Special Occasions $10.00 $10.00 
Personal Interest $10.00 $10.00 
Total per Month   $100.00 
Total per Year   $1,200.00 


 
 
 
 
 


GRAND TOTAL PER YEAR: $15,430.44 
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2.2.4: Female Student 
 
Table 8 


FOOD 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly Cost 


Milk - 2% 2L 6 $1.98 $11.88
Cheddar Cheese 750g 1.5 $6.65 $9.98
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 1 $6.74 $6.74
Cheese Spread 500g 1 $3.88 $3.88
Eggs 1 dozen 2 $1.96 $3.92
Ground Beef 1kg 1 $4.71 $4.71
Tuna 170g can 4 $1.53 $6.12
Chicken 1kg 1 $6.04 $6.04
Sliced Meat 500g 1 $3.76 $3.76
Bacon/Sausage 250g 1 $2.05 $2.05
Beans  398ml 3 $1.05 $3.15
Peanut Butter 500g 0.5 $3.28 $1.64
Bread 570g 8 $1.28 $10.24
Pasta 500g 3 $1.64 $4.92
Rice 1kg 1.5 $2.62 $3.93
Flour 1kg 2 $2.56 $5.12
Cereal 425g 2 $5.08 $10.16
Assorted Fruits 1kg 6 $2.70 $16.20
Juice 1L 5 $1.26 $6.30
Assorted Vegetables 1kg 6 $2.03 $12.18
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 2 $6.25 $12.50
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 1 $2.18 $2.18
Fats & Oils 946ml 1 $3.36 $3.36
Snacks & Others 900g 3 $4.15 $12.45
Beverages (coffee, tea, choc.) 1 kg 1 $5.58 $5.58
Meals in a can (soup/stew) 248ml 3 $1.21 $3.63
Condiments  1L 1 $5.12 $5.12
Other     $5.00 $5.00
Total per Month       $172.62
Total per Year       $2,071.38


 


 
 
    


PERSONAL CARE 
Item Size Quantity/month Cost Monthly 


Shampoo, Conditioner 300ml 1 each $2.87 $5.74
Toothpaste, Floss, Brush paste & floss over 2 months 1 $3.76 $3.76
Razors 10 Blades/razors over 3 months $5.76 $1.92
Feminine Hygiene 20 Pads/40 tampons 1 $10.08 $10.08
Deodorant 60g 1 $3.08 $3.08
Soap 90g 1 $0.80 $0.80
Makeup Assorted 1 $10.00 $10.00
Haircuts Average every 2 months $15.00 $7.50
Total per month       $42.88
Total per year       $514.56
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CLOTHING 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Runners Woman 1 every 2 years $21.42 $10.71
Dress Shoes Woman 1 every 2 years $24.98 $12.49
Sandals Woman 1 every 2 years $9.68 $4.84
Winter Boots Woman 1 every 3 years $24.96 $8.32
Rubber Boots Woman 1 every 4 years $21.48 $5.37
Socks Woman 5 $3.20 $16.00
Underwear Woman 10 $3.15 $31.50
Bra Woman 3 $12.74 $38.22
Long Underwear Woman 1 $12.65 $12.65
Pants Woman 2 23.97 $47.94
Pants (formal) Woman 2 $11.97 $23.94
Shorts Woman 2 $12.73 $25.46
T-Shirt/Shirt Woman 3 $9.08 $27.24
Shirt (formal) Woman 2 $16.29 $32.58
Sweater/Sweatshirt Woman 2 $21.45 $42.90
Pyjamas Woman 1 $12.17 $12.17
Bathing suit Woman 1 every 2 years $20.70 $10.35
Winter Jacket Woman 1 every 4 years $117.25 $29.31
Rain Gear Woman 1 every 4 years $20.36 $5.09
Miscellaneous Woman 1 $15.00 $15.00
Total per Year       $412.08


 
 
    


SHELTER 
Item Bedroom Rent/month 


Rent 1 Bedroom apartment $490.00 
Total per Year   $5,880.00 
 
     


HEALTH CARE 
Item Size Quantity Cost Yearly Cost 


Band-Aids 1 Box 1 $3.72 $3.72
Aspirin 325mg 1 $6.96 $6.96
Cough Syrup 100ml 1 $6.65 $6.65
Health Insurance "Medi-Blue Plan" 1 $15.35 $184.20
Total per Year       $201.53


 
 
    


TRANSPORTATION 
Transportation Item Quantity Cost Monthly 


Bus Pass Post Secondary bus pass 1 $52.35 $52.35
Taxi 10km Round trip 5 $15.68 $78.40
Total per Month       $130.75
Total per Year       $1,569.00
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HOUSEHOLD OPERATIONS 
Item Size Quantity Cost Monthly 


Laundry Soap 3kg (30 Washes) over 5 months $4.99 $1.00
Dryer Softener Sheets 80 Sheets/box over 8 months $4.00 $0.50
Coin-Operated Laundry 6 Wash & 6 Dry 12 $2.00 $24.00
Multipurpose Cleaner 1 Bottle 2 $4.48 $8.96
Toilet Paper 24 Rolls over 2 months $6.29 $3.15
Paper Towels 2 Rolls/pkg over 2 months $1.74 $0.87
Facial Tissue Box 1 $2.28 $2.28
Dish Soap 1L over 2 months $1.50 $0.75
Garbage Bags Pkg of 30 1 $1.53 $1.53
Light Bulbs Pkg of 2 1 $1.61 $1.61
Stamps/Paper, etc. N/A     $5.00
Miscellaneous N/A     $4.00
Total per month       $49.65
Total per Year       $595.74
 
     


EDUCATION 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


School Fees       $3,619.01
School Supplies/Textbooks       $500.00
Computer & Printer 1 over 4 years $1,000.00 $250.00
Printer Paper 3 500 Sheets $2.99 $8.97
Pkg. 3.5" Floppy Disks 1   $3.50 $3.50
Computer Disk Case 1   $3.98 $3.98
Internet Service/Connection       $0.00
Total per Year       $4,385.46
 
     


COMMUNICATION 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Telephone 1 per month $53.67 $644.04
Long Distance Plan 1 per month $20.00 $240.00
Total per Year       $884.04
 
     


RISK MANAGEMENT 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost 


Savings/Emergency Fund 1 per month $40.00 
Total per Year     $480.00 
 
     


BANKING 
Item Quantity Distribution Cost Yearly Cost 


Bank Account Service Fee 1 monthly $10.00 $120.00
Total per Year       $120.00
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HOUSEHOLD FURNISHINGS 


Item Size Cost Yearly Cost 
Broom, Mop/Bucket & Dustpan  over 2 years $40.00 $20.00
Vacuum Supplies  $10.00 $10.00
Linen: Bedroom over 2 years $48.51 $24.26
Linen: Bathroom over 2 years $8.17 $4.09
Linen: Kitchen over 2 years $16.92 $16.92
Dishes, Utensils, Flatware, etc. 1 every 2 years $50.00 $25.00
Household Hardware  $70.00 $70.00
Furnishings  $100.00 $100.00
Small Appliances  $100.00 $100.00
Total per Year     $370.26
 
 
 
 
 
 
     


RECREATION & LEISURE 
Item Cost Monthly Cost 


General Recreation $80.00 $80.00 
Special Occasions $10.00 $10.00 
Personal Interest $10.00 $10.00 
Total per Month   $100.00 
Total per Year   $1,200.00 


 
 
 
 
 
 


GRAND TOTAL PER YEAR: $18,684.05 
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Part 3: Further Analysis 
 
 
3.1 Nutritional Analysis 
 
The Nutritional Analysis was based on the quantities and servings used by the Canadian Food 
Guide published by Health Canada in 1997.  This was chosen as a clear, simple, and 
understandable method to ensure the nutritional adequacy of the food budgets. 
 
Explanations: 
• Approximately 1/3 of the weight of the chicken is the bones. 
• Cooked pasta is measured at twice the dry weight. 
• Cooked rice is measured at 2.5 times the dry weight. 
• An average of 18 slices of bread per loaf was used. 
• To measure flour servings, a simple biscuit recipe was used where 2 cups of flour yielded 18 


biscuits. 1 biscuit = 1 serving. 
• An average of 32 potatoes was in a 5 kg bag of raw potatoes. 
• Fruits include oranges, apples, and bananas. 
 
The recommended servings per day are based on the Canada Food Guide Recommended 
Servings for each member of the family.  See Appendix D for serving breakdown by individual. 
 
The following tables outline the A.L.L. food budgets for each family type in comparison to the 
Canadian Food Guide. 
 
 
3.1.1 Nutritional Analysis: Adult female, 4 year old girl, 15 year old boy 


 
Table 9 
Item Size Quantity/Month Servings/Month Servings/Day Recommended/Day Discrepancy 


Dairy             
Milk - 2% 4L 14 224 7.5     
Cheddar Cheese 750g 2 30 1     
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 1 10 0.3     
other (cheese spread) 500g 1 10 0.3     


Total Dairy     274 9.1 9 0.1 


Meat and Alternatives             


Eggs 
1 
dozen 3 36 1.2     


Ground Beef 1 kg 3 40.0 1.3     


Tuna 
170g 
can 8 18.1 0.6     


Chicken 1.5kg 3 40.0 1.3     
Sliced Meat 375g 4 20 0.7     
Bacon/Sausage 1kg 1 13.3 0.4     
Beans  398ml 4 8.6 0.3     
Peanut Butter (& other 
spreads) 1kg 1 33.3 1.1     
Total Meat and 
Alternatives     209.4 7.0 7 0.0 
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Grain Products             
Bread 570g 15 270 9.0     
Pasta 2kg 1.5 24 0.8     
Rice 2kg 2 40 1.3     
Flour 10kg 1 360 12.0     
Cereal 425g 4 56.7 1.9     


Total Grain Products     750.7 25.0 25 0.0 


Vegetables and Fruit             
Assorted Fruits 3 kg 6 144 4.8     
Juice 1L 30 240 8     
Assorted Vegetables 3kg 7 168 5.6     
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 2 62 2.1     
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 2 20 0.7     
Total Vegetables & 
Fruit     614 21.1 21 0.1 


Snacks and Other             
Fats & Oils 986ml 1     
Snacks & Other 900g 6         
Beverages (coffee, tea, 
choc.) 1 kg 1         
Meals in a can 
(soup/stew) 248ml 14         
 


 
3.1.2 Nutritional Analysis: Adult male, adult female, 7 year old girl, 10 year old boy 
 
Table 10 
 


Item Size Quantity/Month Servings/Month Servings/Day Recommended/Day Discrepancy 
Dairy             
Milk - 2% 4L 16 256 8.5     
Cheddar Cheese 750g 2 30 1.0     
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 2 20 0.7     
other (cheese spread) 500g 5 50 1.7     
Total Dairy Products     356 11.9 12 -0.1 
Meat and Alternatives             
Eggs 1 doz 6 72 2.4     
Ground Beef 1 kg 6 80 2.7     


Tuna 
170g 
can 10 22.7 0.8     


Chicken 1.5kg 4 53.3 1.8     
Sliced Meat 700g 4 37.3 1.2     
Bacon/Sausage 500g 3 20.0 0.7     
Beans  398ml 6 12.9 0.4     
Peanut Butter (& other 
spreads) 1kg 1 33.3 1.1     
Total Meat and 
Alternatives     331.6 11.1 11 0.1 
Grain Products             
Bread 570g 20 360 12     
Pasta 2kg 4 64 2.1     
Rice 2kg 3 60 2.0     
Flour 10kg 1.5 540 18.0     
Cereal 425g 6 85 2.8     
Total Grain Products     569 37.0 37.0 0.0 
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Vegetables and Fruit             
Assorted Fruits 4 kg 8 256 8.5     
Juice 1L 30 240 8.0     
Assorted Vegetables 4kg 9 288 9.6     
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 3 96 3.2     
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 3 20 0.7     
Total Vegetables & 
Fruit     900 30.0 30.0 0.0 


Snacks and Others             
Fats & Oils 946ml 2         
Snacks & Others 900g 7         
Beverages (coffee, tea, 
choc.) 1 kg 2         
Meals in a can 
(soup/stew) 248ml 16         


 
3.1.3 Nutritional Analysis: 30 year old Male 
 
Table 11 
Item Size Quantity/month Servings/Month Servings/Day Recommended/Day Discrepancy 
Dairy             
Milk - 2% 4L 4 64 2.1     
Cheddar Cheese 750g 2 30 1     
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 1 10 0.3     
Other (cheese spread) 500g 1 10 0.3     
Total Dairy Products     114 3.8 4 -0.2 
Meat and 
Alternatives             
Eggs 1 doz 2 24 0.8     
Ground Beef 1 kg 1 13.3 0.4     


Tuna 
170g 
can 4 9.1 0.3     


Chicken 1kg 1 13.3 0.4     
Sliced Meat 500g 1 6.7 0.2     
Bacon/Sausage 250g 1 3.3 0.1     
Beans  398ml 3 14.0 0.5     
Peanut Butter (& other 
spreads) 500g 0.5 8.3 0.3     
Total Meats and 
Alternatives     92.1 3.1 3 0.1 
Grain Products             
Bread 570g 10 180 6.0     
Pasta 500g 4 16 0.5     
Rice 1kg 2 20 0.7     
Flour 1kg 2 72 2.4     
Cereal 425g 3 42.5 1.4     
Total Grain Products     330.5 11.0 11 0.0 
Vegetables and 
Fruits             
Assorted Fruits 1kg 9 72 2.4     
Juice 1L 6 48 1.6     
Assorted Vegetables 1kg 9 72 2.4     
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 2 64 2.1     
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 1 10 0.3     
Total Vegetables & 
Fruit     266 8.9 9 -0.1 
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Snacks and Others             
Fats & Oils 946ml 1         
Snacks & Others 900g 3         
Beverages (coffee, 
tea, choc.) 1 kg 1         
Meals in a can 
(soup/stew) 248ml 8         


 
3.1.4 Nutritional Analysis: Woman in her mid-twenties 
 
Table 12 


Item Size Quantity/month Servings/Month Servings/Day Recommended/Day Discrepancy 
Dairy             
Milk - 2% 4L 3 48 1.6     
Cheddar Cheese 750g 1.5 22.5 0.8     
Mozzarella Cheese 500g 1 10 0.3     
Other (cheese spread) 500g 1 10 0.3     
Total Milk Products     90.5 3.0 3 0.0 
Meat and Alternatives             
Eggs 1 doz 2 24 0.8     
Ground Beef 1 kg 1 13.3 0.4     


Tuna 
170g 
can 4 9.1 0.3     


Chicken 1kg 1 8.9 0.3     
Sliced Meat 500g 1 6.7 0.2     
Bacon/Sausage 250g 1 3.3 0.1     
Beans  398ml 3 14.0 0.5     
Peanut Butter (& other 
spreads) 500g 0.5 8.3 0.3     
Total Meat & 
Alternatives     87.7 2.9 3 -0.1 
Grain Products             
Bread 570g 8 144 4.8     
Pasta 500g 3 12 0.4     
Rice 1kg 1.5 15 0.5     
Flour 1kg 2 72 2.4     
Cereal 425g 2 28.3 0.9     
Total Grain Products     271.3 9.0 9 0.0 
Vegetables and Fruits             
Assorted Fruits 1kg 6 48 1.6     
Juice 1L 5 40 1.3     
Assorted Vegetables 1kg 6 48 1.6     
Potatoes (raw) 5kg 2 64 2.1     
Potatoes (frozen) 1kg 1 10 0.3     
Vegetables and Fruits     210 7.0 7 0.0 
Snacks and Others             
Fats & Oils 946ml 1         
Snacks & Others 900g 3         
Beverages (coffee, tea, 
choc.) 1 kg 1         
Meals in a can 
(soup/stew) 248ml 8         
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3.1.5 Nutrition Case Study 
 
The food purchased by M.C. (case study 3: single man) was compared with the recommended 
servings for an adult male.  It is obvious from Chart 8 that the nutrition available is less then 
adequate or balanced. 
 
Chart 8 


Nutritional Analysis of Case Study 3 vs ALL
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In addition, M.C. noted that he used a food bank on a regular basis.  Using data available from 
Winnipeg Harvest on the food bank hamper received, chart 9 illustrates the breakdown between 
purchased food and the food bank hamper received by M.C. 
 
Chart 9 


Case Study 3: Purchases vs. Food Bank Hamper Recieved
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3.2 Winnipeg Housing Report: Rental and Vacancy Rates in Winnipeg 
 
The 2003 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) Annual Rental Market Survey 
noted that Winnipeg’s rental supply has decreased by nearly eight per cent over the last ten 
years. As the number of units falls, the demand for rental accommodations is expected to remain 
high in the near term. 
 
3.3.1 Number of Units by Community 
 
Table 13 


NUMBER OF APARTMENT UNITS - VACANT AND TOTAL - BY WINNIPEG COMMUNITY 


ALL UNITS BACHELOR 1 BEDROOM 2 BEDROOM 3 BEDROOM + ZONE 
Vacant Total Vacant Total Vacant Total Vacant Total Vacant Total 


Midland/Downtown 119 5,596 40 841 64 3,542 15 1,168 0 0
Lord Selkirk/Point 
Douglas 34 1,592 0 123 22 883 12 530 0 0
Transcona 8 503 0 8 6 220 2 250 0 0
St. Boniface 32 3,261 1 192 21 1,811 10 1,212 0 0
Assiniboine Park 17 1,550 1 53 10 664 6 785 0 48
Winnipeg 616 53,374 83 3,758 380 28,188 142 20,102 11 1,327


 
CMHC’s annual Rental Market Survey found that vacancy rates in Winnipeg dropped in 2002 
for the sixth straight year.  The overall vacancy rate in Winnipeg fell from 1.4 per cent in 
October 2001 to 1.2 per cent in October 2002.  This translates into approximately 600 vacant 
housing units out of a total of 53,000 units.  The CMHC contributes this drop to a number of 
factors including: job growth in the lower earnings retail sector; decreasing out-migration; a 
stable renter age population (18-24); and a diminishing rental stock as the number of units 
removed from the rental market outnumber newly constructed units.  Since 1992, Winnipeg's 
rental supply has decreased by nearly eight per cent. 
 
3.3.2 Vacancy Rates by Community 
 
Chart 10 
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As vacancy rates continue to drop, average rents in Winnipeg continue to rise.  Between October 
2001 and October 2002, average rents in Winnipeg rose 3.1 per cent to $537.00 per month.  This 
represents 1.1 percentage points above the rent control guidelines set at 2 per cent for 2002.  
Rental rates in suburban areas experienced the greatest increase of 9.3 per cent over the year 
while average rents in the core area rose by 4.5 per cent.  On average, renters in the suburbs paid 
$94.00 more for an apartment then those in the core area.  The lowest average rent in Winnipeg 
was found in Lord Selkirk (Point Douglas) at $398.00.  The highest average rent was found in 
Assiniboine Park at $605.00 per month.  This is a $207.00 difference. 
 
 
3.3.3 Rental Rates by Community 
 
Table 14 


APARTMENT AVERAGE RENTS BY COMMUNITY AND BEDROOM TYPE 


Community Average Bachelor 1 Bedroom 2 Bedroom 3 Bedroom+ 
Downtown $420.00 $337.00 $412.00 $508.00   
Point Douglas $398.00 $296.00 $378.00 $457.00   
Transcona $516.00 $319.00 $473.00 $541.00   
St. Boniface $508.00 $341.00 $473.00 $581.00   
Assiniboine Park $621.00 $466.00 $561.00 $672.00 $879.00 
Winnipeg $537.00 $378.00 $490.00 $622.00 $724.00 


 
 
Chart 11 
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3.3 Winnipeg Community Demographics 
 
The 2003 A.L.L. Report expands on the existing research model developed in 1997 to include 
rural communities and specific urban communities in the city of Winnipeg.  This change was 
largely motivated by the need to highlight the often dramatic difference in cost of living within 
Manitoba and, ultimately, the different levels of poverty in certain communities throughout the 
province. 
 
Five urban communities from within Winnipeg were selected.  The purpose of specifying 
communities within Winnipeg was to demonstrate the significant difference in cost of living 
within Winnipeg.  Moreover, the A.L.L. Report draws attention to the often-ignored fact that 
poverty exists in every Winnipeg community.  For example, while the median household income 
in Assiniboine Park is $65,004, 13% of the total population in the community is living below the 
Low-Income Cut Off (LICO).  In St. Boniface, the median household income is $51,872 but 
23% of households live below the LICO.  In Point Douglas, the median household income is 
$29,455 and 51% of households live below the LICO. 
 
Communities with higher median household income tend to have higher costs of living than 
those with lower median incomes.  For example, the average rent for a two-bedroom apartment 
in Point Douglas is $457.00 compared to $672.00 in Assiniboine Park.  However, there are less 
apparent costs for residents of Point Douglas.  Limited services in Point Douglas add to the every 
day cost of living for residents.  There are approximately three major grocery stores in the 
Assiniboine Park area whereas there is only one major grocery store in Point Douglas.  Residents 
of Point Douglas are forced to either travel outside their community, which results in higher 
transportation costs, or to shop at small corner stores where the prices tend to be higher than at 
major grocery stores.  However, the goods in the grocery stores in the Assiniboine Park stores 
tend to be marginally more expensive than those in Point Douglas. 
 
 
3.2.1 Winnipeg4 
Population:         671,274 
Median household income:       $44,562 
Percentage of owned dwellings:      65.5% 
Number of rented dwellings:       34.5% 
Average gross monthly payments for rented dwellings:   $540.005 
Percentage of households living below the LICO:    28%6 
 
 
 


                                                 
4 Based on Statistics Canada Community Demographics, 2001 Census data. 
5 This number represents the average gross monthly payments for rental dwellings as determined by Statistics 
Canada Community Profiles.  This represents a $3.00 difference between the average rent in Winnipeg as 
determined by Canada Mortgage and Housing and as listed in section 3.3 of the 2003 Acceptable Living Level 
Report. 
6 This percentage was calculated using 1996 Census data from Statistics Canada for the Winnipeg Health Region 
(WHR) as determined by the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority and cited in the Winnipeg Health Region: 
Demographic Profile (Vol. 1:2000) Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 
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Winnipeg Community Demographics7 
 
 
3.2.2 Assiniboine South (Charleswood) 
Population:         36,191 
Median household income:       $65,004 
Percentage of owned private dwellings:     79% 
Percentage of rental units:        21% 
Percentage of households living below the LICO8:   13% 
 
 
3.2.3 St. Boniface 
Population:          45,784 
Median household income:       $51,872 
Percentage of owned private dwellings:     65% 
Percentage of rental units:       35% 
Percentage of households living below the LICO:    23% 
 
 
3.2.4 Transcona 
Population:          31,508 
Median household income:       $48,852 
Percentage of owned private dwellings:     85% 
Percentage of rental units:       15% 
Percentage of households living below the LICO:    18% 
 
 
3.2.5 Point Douglas 
Population:          40,171 
Median household income:       $29,455 
Percentage of owned private dwellings:     57% 
Percentage of rental units:       43% 
Percentage of households living below the LICO:    51% 
 
 
3.2.6 Downtown 
Population:          73,567 
Median household income:       $30,667 
Percentage of owned private dwellings:     33% 
Percentage of rental units:       67% 
Percentage of households living below the LICO:    51% 
 
 


                                                 
7 Figures based on 1996 Census data as calculated by the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority as cited in the 
Winnipeg Health Region:  Demographic Profile (Vol. 1:2000) Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 
8 Based on 2000 figures as cited in the Winnipeg Health Region:  Demographic Profile  (Vol. 1:2000)  Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority 
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Part 4: Manitoba Communities 
 
 
The 2003 A.L.L. Report expands on the existing research model developed in 1997 to include 
communities outside of the city of Winnipeg.  This change was largely motivated by the need to 
highlight the often dramatically difference in cost of living within Manitoba and, ultimately, the 
different levels of poverty in certain communities throughout the province. 
 
The communities of Brandon, Lac du Bonnet, and the northern reserves of St. Theresa Point and 
Wasagamack were chosen because of their geographical diversity, differing population sizes and 
the availability of individuals willing to participate in the consultation process. 
 
To better understand how the Acceptable Living Level might be applied to these communities, 
the following sections outline demographical information for each community, as well as a 
purchase price comparison of select items found in the A.L.L. budgets.  Not all items were 
available in all communities, but with available price data submitted by local consultants, the 
percentage difference between Winnipeg goods and services of similar type is noted. 
 
Case studies for families living in Brandon and Lac du Bonnet can be found in Part 6.1. 
 
 
4.1 Brandon 
 
4.1.1 City of Brandon Demographics9 
Population:       39,716 
Median total income of persons 15 years of age and over: $20,288 
Earnings as percentage of income:    72.7% 
Government transfers as percentage of income:  13.7%  
Other money as percentage of income:   13.6% 
Median household income:      $38,951 
Number of Rented Dwellings:     6,430 
Percentage of rented dwellings:     61.6% 
Average gross monthly payments for rented dwellings:  $543 
Number of owner-occupied dwellings:    10,320 
Percentage of owner-occupied dwellings:    38.4% 
 
4.1.2 Price Comparison between Winnipeg and Brandon 
All numbers are averages based on available data.10 
 
Food         -1.41% 


• Milk Products     11.94% 
• Meats & Alternatives     -11.95% 
• Grain Products     -14.75% 
• Fruit and Vegetables     -5.79% 


                                                 
9 Based on Statistics Canada Community Demographics, 2001 Census Data. 
10 Positive number indicates Brandon price is greater, and vice versa. 
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Personal Care       5.8% 
Clothing       5% 
Health Care       3.7% 
Transportation (Public Transit)    -15.8% 
Household Operations      -3% 
Education       -5.25% 
Average Difference      -1.57% 
 
Excluded Categories: 
Child Care: Subject to standard provincial government rates. 
Communication: Subject to standard provincial MTS rates (although may have higher long 


distance charges). 
Banking: Most banks have standard national fees. 
Household Furnishings, Shelter: Data unavailable. 
Recreation & Leisure and Risk Management: Incomparable. 
 
There is very little variance of prices from Brandon and Winnipeg.  It should also be noted, 
however, that although almost all service are available in Brandon, residents may travel into 
Winnipeg frequently for a greater selection, or for specialist medical treatment unavailable in 
Brandon.  This would increase transportation costs significantly as it is several hundred 
kilometres away from Winnipeg. 
 
 
4.2 Lac du Bonnet 
 
4.2.1 Town of Lac du Bonnet Demographics11 
Population:       1.089 
Median total income of persons 15 years of age and over: $17,763 
Earnings as percentage of income:    59.2% 
Government transfers as percentage of income:  21.8%  
Other money as percentage of income:   18.5% 
Median household income:      $33,682 
Number of rented dwellings:      175 
Percentage of rented dwellings:     34.7% 
Number of owner-occupied dwellings:    325 
Percentage of owner-occupied dwellings:    65.3% 
 
4.1.2 Price Comparison between Winnipeg and Lac du Bonnet12 
All numbers are averages based on available data. 
 
Food         -8.52% 


• Milk Products     12.22% 
• Meats & Alternatives     -16.56% 
• Grain Products     -7.25% 
• Fruit and Vegetables (potatoes only)   -12.64% 


                                                 
11 Based on Statistics Canada Community Demographics, 2001 Census Data. 
12 Positive number indicates Lac du Bonnet price is greater, and vice versa. 
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Shelter        -23.7% 
Personal Care        -0.3% 
Health Care        14.8% 
Transportation (private vehicle)    111.8%13 
Education       53.78% 
Average Difference      24.64% 
 
Excluded Categories: 
Child Care: Subject to standard provincial government rates. 
Communication: Subject to standard provincial MTS rates (although may have higher long 


distance charges). 
Banking: Most banks have standard national fees. 
Household Furnishings, Household Operations & Clothing: Insufficient data. 
Recreation & Leisure and Risk Management: Incomparable. 
 
Based on available data, it costs approximately one quarter more to live in Lac du Bonnet than in 
Winnipeg.  Major differences occur in the costs of transportation and education. Transportation 
costs are explained by the necessity to travel to Winnipeg or surrounding communities to 
purchase goods and services unavailable in Lac du Bonnet.  The absence of large chain stores 
that provide low prices because of competition and economies of scale can explain increased 
costs for education supplies.  
 
 
4.3 St. Theresa Point & Wasagamack (Northern Reserves) 
 
The northern reserve communities of St. Theresa Point and Wasagamack provide a clear 
illustration that individuals and families from northern reserve communities in Manitoba have 
dramatically different costs of living.  For example, a 4-Liter jug of milk in Winnipeg costs 
$3.40, while a 4-Liter jug of milk in Wasagamack costs $12.09 and $11.95 in St. Theresa Point, 
a 250% difference.  In addition, both reserves take considerable travel time to reach, which is 
very expensive. 
 
4.3.1 St. Theresa Point Demographics14 
Population:       2,184 
Median total income of persons 15 years of age and over: $9,365 
Earnings as percentage of income:    57.2% 
Government transfers as percentage of income:  41.3% 
Other money as percentage of income:   1.4% 
Median family income:      $28,864 
Number of rented dwellings:      25 
Percentage of rental dwellings:    5.6% 
Number of owner-occupied dwellings:    20 
Percentage of owner-occupied dwellings:    4.5% 
 
 


                                                 
13 Reflects increased gas/week allocation. 
14 Based on Statistics Canada Community Demographics, 2001 Census data 
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4.3.2 Price Comparison between Winnipeg and St. Theresa Point15 
All numbers are averages based on available data 
 
Food         103.45% 


• Milk Products      128.29% 
• Meats & Alternatives     58.45% 
• Grain Products     125.39% 
• Fruit and Vegetables      163.36% 


Personal Care       102.3% 
Health Care       16.3% 
Household Operations      54% 
Education       83.73% 
Average Difference      71.96% 
 
Insufficient data for other Categories 
 
4.3.3 Wasagamack Demographics 
 
Population:       1,122 
Median total income of persons 15 years of age and over: $9,365 
Earnings as percentage of income:    57.2% 
Government transfers as percentage of income:  41.3%  
Other money as percentage of income:   1.4% 
Median family income:      $30,357 
Number of rented dwellings:      15 
Percentage of rental dwellings:     6% 
Number of owner-occupied dwellings:    25 
Percentage of owner-occupied dwellings:   10% 
 
4.3.4 Price Comparison between Winnipeg and Wasagamack 
All numbers are averages based on available data 
 
Food         114.98% 


• Milk Products     190.43% 
• Meats & Alternatives     68.62% 
• Grain Products     116.36% 
• Fruit and Vegetables      180.98% 


Personal Care       45% 
Clothing       83% 
Health Care           17.1% 
Household Operations      94% 
Education         52.38% 
Average Difference  67.74% 
Insufficient data for other categories 


                                                 
15 Positive number indicates St. Theresa Point price is greater, and vice versa 
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Part 5: Measuring Poverty 
 
The Acceptable Living Level is a standard by which one can gauge depth of poverty.  While the 
Acceptable Living Level does not measure poverty, it is useful in determining the extent to 
which low-income Manitobans must live without basic necessities such as nutritious food, 
adequate shelter, proper clothing, affordable child care, accessible communication, and other 
vital goods and services.  The A.L.L. establishes a basket of goods defined by low-income 
Manitobans and determines the total cost of the goods and services in this basket.  Simply, the 
A.L.L. assumes that if an individual or family is living at a comparable living level to the A.L.L., 
then this individual meets the acceptable living level standards as defined in this report.  In other 
words, if an individual or family is living below the acceptable living level, one would assume 
that this individual or family is living in poverty because they are unable to afford the basic 
goods and services in the basket. 
 
The following chart compares the A.L.L. to other alternate measures for a family of four living 
in a large city.   
 
Chart 12 


 
 
 
5.1 Sarlo and the Basic Needs Poverty Measure 
 
The basic needs poverty measure was established by Chris Sarlo of the Fraser Institute in 1992.  
Sarlo rejects “relative” poverty lines such as the LICO and attempts to emphasize the connection 
between “real depravation and poverty.”16  Sarlo identifies four basic necessities: food, shelter, 
clothing and health care.  He extends this list to include “other basic needs” such as a telephone, 
cleaning supplies, household insurance, furniture and equipment, laundry, public transportation, 
personal care and miscellaneous needs.  Sarlo establishes a market basket based on identified 
necessities.   
 


                                                 
16 Chris Sarlo, Measuring Poverty in Canada.  The Fraser Institute, July 2001, p. 17. 
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Sarlo’s basic needs poverty measure has been widely criticized for its deterministic and absolute 
approach to defining poverty.  As Chart 12 shows, it falls far below other poverty measures.  It 
identifies the bare minimum or most basic income level and does not account for actual family 
budgets.  Sarlo asks how much is too much whereas the A.L.L. asks how little is too little. 
 
 
5.2 The Market Basket Measure 
 
The Market Basket Measure (MBM) is the newest measurement of poverty developed by the 
federal government.  The MBM is a similar type of measurement to the A.L.L. in that they both 
formulate what goods and services are considered necessary for a basic standard of living and 
calculate subsequent costs based on actual purchase prices.   
 
The Market Basket Measure is divided into 5 categories: food, clothing & footwear, shelter, 
transportation, and other goods and services.  It is based on a family of four, 2 adults and two 
children aged 13 and 11.  It is calculated on a national basis, taking into account community size. 


 
5.2.1 The Composition of the MBM in Comparison with the A.L.L. 
 
Chart 13 
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The food category is very similar to the A.L.L, with the possible exception that the MBM has a 
wider range of types of food, but smaller quantities.  The clothing & footwear category of the 
MBM was taken from the 1997 A.L.L. basket, but will not be continued to be used because of 
lack of specific details about the clothing and the concern that the overall standard was too high.  
The shelter category is calculated by using the average of the median rents for two bedroom and 
three bedroom rental units.  This includes utilities, as well as the availability of a stove, 
refrigerator, washing machine and dryer.  For urban centres, the transportation section includes 
the cost of two adult bus passes and one taxi ride per month.  For rural areas it includes all cost 
associated with owning a 5-year old Chevrolet Cavalier. 
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The “other goods and services” category of the MBM is calculated using a relative measure, a 
multiplier based on the statistical spending of Canadians over a three year period on all other 
goods and services relative to food and clothing expenditures.  This data was obtained from the 
families in the 2nd decile of the post-income tax income distribution in Statistics Canada’s 
Survey of Household Spending.  Unlike the categories of the A.L.L., this does not actually 
account for the real cost of the items that fall into the “other goods and services” category. 
 
There are a few other significant differences in the calculation of the MBM in comparison to the 
A.L.L.  The MBM excludes all childcare costs on the basis that they varied too widely.  The 
MBM also excludes health insurance premiums.  The A.L.L. makes significant allowances for 
both. 
 
5.2.2 M.B.M. vs. A.L.L Budgets 
 
Chart 14 
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The Market Basket Measure was released in 2003, but was calculated using 2000 dollars.  To 
make comparisons valid, all MBM dollars were multiplied into 2003 dollars using the inflation 
calculator found on the Bank of Canada’s Website.17 


 
 
5.3 Low Income Measure  
 
The Low Income Measure (LIM) is produced by Statistics Canada.  The LIM is a fixed 
percentage (50%) of median adjusted family income.  “Adjustment” indicates that family needs 
and size are taken into account.  For example, the LIM recognizes that a family of two adults and 
2 children has greater needs than a family of two.  Similarly, a family of five adults has greater 
needs than a family of four. 
 


                                                 
17http://www.bankofcanada.ca/en/inflation_calc.htm  
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5.4 Low-Income Cut Offs 
 
While numerous poverty measures do exist, there is not an official poverty line in Canada. 
Statistics Canada Low-Income Cut Offs (LICO) is the most commonly cited “poverty line.” 
The LICO applies a complicated equation to determine a poverty “cut-off.”  The LICO is based 
on the average percentage of income that a Canadian household spends on basic needs such as 
food, shelter and clothing, plus 20% of that value.  Statistics Canada assumes that a household 
paying 20% more than the average for the basics would be living in poverty.  There are 35 
different LICOs which vary according to family type and the size of community. 
 
When comparing the A.L.L. to the LICO, one can see that the two are not consistently 
proportional with one another.  This may be due to the fact that a multiplier is used to determine 
the different family sizes by the LICO, whereas the A.L.L. Report does a complete calculation 
for each family type.  
 
Table 15 


A.L.L. versus the Low-Income Cut Off (LICO)∗ 


Poverty Measure Single Male Family of Three Family of Four 


ALL (pre-tax) $15,382 $33,428 $36,913 


LICO (pre-tax) $19,261 $29,944 $36,247 
 
For the purpose of this report, 2002 LICOs are the most recent available.  The LICOs applied in 
Table 15 are those for a city with a population of 500,000+.  This study reveals that the A.L.L. is 
comparable to the LICO.  Despite the similarity, the A.L.L. provides an honest and accurate 
reflection of poverty owned and operated by low-income Manitobans. 
 
Chart 15 
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∗ LICO based on 2002 figures.  2003 LICO figures not available at time of release of report. 
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5.5 Poverty Measures versus Case Studies 
 
The following charts compare the actual budgets of two consultants to various poverty measures.  
Case study 3 involves a single male living in Winnipeg.  Case Study 7 involves a family of four 
(two adults and two children). 
 
Chart 16 
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Chart 17 
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The charts demonstrate the depth of poverty facing both consultants.  Chart 16(single male) 
indicates that he is living only $306.16 above the Sarlo measurement.  Upon closer reflection of 
case study 3 (6.2.3) and the nutritional analysis of case study 3 (3.1.5), it is evident that his diet 
does not meet the guidelines established by Health Canada.  Moreover, he is unable to afford 
several of his prescriptions that fall outside of Manitoba Health coverage.  As such, while case 
study three may exceed the Sarlo measure, it is evident that he is does not have an acceptable 
living level.  Case Study 3 falls $2,486.84 below the MBM, $3,579.94 below the LIM, 
$10,372.84 below the LICO, and $6,542.28 below the A.L.L. 
 
Case Study 7 reveals that the family of four is living far below all poverty measures.  As chart 17 
shows, case study 7 is living $12,001.04 below Sarlo, $15,738.04 below the MBM, $17,924.04 
below the LIM, $29,235.04 below the LICO, and $29,983.73 below the A.L.L. 
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Part 6: Case Studies 
 
The purpose of this report is two-fold.  First, to create a basket of goods and services by which 
one can establish an acceptable living level in Manitoba; and secondly, to provide a detailed 
analysis of the actual living level of low-income Manitobans.  While both tasks are equally 
valid, it is important to highlight the discrepancies between the way Manitobans ought to live 
and the way they actually live.  Poverty is a reality for many Manitobans.  The Acceptable 
Living Level report attempts to draw attention to the often neglected truth of the poor standard of 
living far too many Manitobans are forced to deal with. 
 
The 2003 A.L.L. expands on the original report in its analysis of the actual cost of living for 
low-income families.  Thirteen low-income Manitobans kept detailed records of their spending 
for the month of July 2003.  Goods and services were categorized based on the categories 
identified in the A.L.L. baskets.  Annual sub-totals were calculated for every category based on 
monthly expenditures.  Total annual expenditures were subsequently calculated.  Consultants 
found that total annual expenditures roughly equalled or exceeded their annual income.18  
Consultants noted that they spend every penny they have just to meet basic needs. 
 
Ten consultants rely on social assistance.  One consultant is waiting for unemployment insurance 
after her husband was injured on the job and subsequently laid off.  Two consultants are working 
while attending school.  
 
Incomes, as calculated based on annual expenditures range from $7,011.96 for a family with two 
adults and two children to $26,905.92 for a family of two adults and two youth.  Twelve out of 
the thirteen consultants rely on a food bank twice a month to supplement their food budget.  
 
The case studies include families from three regions in Manitoba including Winnipeg, Brandon, 
and Lac du Bonnet.  From the Winnipeg area, consultants from five communities throughout the 
city were contacted, including: Point Douglas, Downtown, Charleswood, Transcona, and St. 
Boniface.  The Winnipeg case studies include the following family types: 
 


• A single woman 
• A single woman (senior) 
• Two adults and two youth 
• Two adults and two children 
• Two adults and one child 
• Two adults 
• Single mother and four children 


 
A single mother with five children living in Lac du Bonnet kept detailed records of her family’s 
spending for the month.  In Brandon, two consultants provided research for the report, including 
a single mother with four children; and a single mother with five children. 


                                                 
18 Annual Income was calculated based on total income from all sources including after tax income, tax returns, tax 
credits, GST, and child tax credit. 
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6.1 Cases Studies vs. the Acceptable Living Level Budgets 
 
The case studies highlight the harsh reality of poverty in Manitoba.  For example, as case study 
seven reveals, a family of 2 adults and two children ages 5 and 17, with a total annual income of 
$7,011.96 requires $29,901.24 to meet the A.L.L. budget for this family type, and $29,235.04 to 
meet the Statistics Canada Low-Income Cut Off.  The Acceptable Living Level budget allocates 
47% of total income towards food, clothing, and shelter where as the case study reveals that this 
family spends 68% of total income on these three basic necessities. 
 
The table 16 provides actual dollar figures and variance by item between the Acceptable Living 
Level budget and the case study for a family of two adults and two children, ages 5 and 17 (case 
study 7).  The chart following is a percentage comparison of the A.L.L and the case study. 
 
Table 16 


A.L.L. Budget for a Family of Four (two adults and two children) Versus Case Study 7, Family of Four 
Category ALL Budget  Case Study 7 Variance 


Food $7,649.22 $993.36 -$6,655.86 
Personal Care $1,043.64 $36.00 -$1,007.64 
Clothing $1,876.82 $239.88 -$1,636.94 
Shelter $8,688.00 $3,564.00 -$5,124.00 
Health Care $660.39 $0.00 -$660.39 
Child Care $5,145.60 $0.00 -$5,145.60 
Transportation $2,812.10 $508.20 -$2,303.90 
Household Operation $1,207.14 $720.00 -$487.14 
Education $1,122.65 $0.00 -$1,122.65 
Communication $884.04 $0.00 -$884.04 
Risk Management $720.00 $0.00 -$720.00 
Banking $120.00 $48.00 -$72.00 
Household Furnishings $423.60 $0.00 -$423.60 
Recreation and Leisure $4,560.00 $902.52 -$3,657.48 
Total Yearly Income/Cost $36,913.20 $7,011.96 -$29,901.24 


 
Chart 18 
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Case study three reveals that a single male with a total annual income of $8,888.16 requires 
$6,494.15 to meet the A.L.L. budget for this family type, and $10,372.84 to meet the Statistics 
Canada Low-Income Cut Off.  The Acceptable Living Level budget allocates 57% of total 
income towards food, clothing, and shelter where as the case study reveals that this individual 
spends 51% of total income on these three basic necessities. 
 
The following table provides actual dollar figures and variance by item between the Acceptable 
Living Level budget and the case study for a single male.  The graph following is a percentage 
comparison of the A.L.L and the case study. 
 
Table 17 


A.L.L. Budget for a Single Male Versus Case Study 3, Single Male in Winnipeg 
Category ALL Budget  Case Study 3 Variance 


Food $2,547.00 $549.24 -$1,997.76 
Personal Care $279.48 $188.28 -$91.20 
Clothing $407.21 $528.00 $120.79 
Shelter $5,880.00 $3,420.00 -$2,460.00 
Health Care $201.53 $0.00 -$201.53 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
Transportation $1,726.20 $780.00 -$946.20 
Household Operation $595.74 $206.64 -$389.10 
Education $690.85 $0.00 -$690.85 
Communication $884.04 $456.00 -$428.04 
Risk Management $480.00 $2,400.00 $1,920.00 
Banking $120.00 $120.00 $0.00 
Household Furnishings $370.26 $0.00 -$370.26 
Recreation and Leisure $1,200.00 $240.00 -$960.00 
Total Yearly Income/Cost $15,382.31 $8,888.16 -$6,494.15 


 
 
Chart 19 


Distribution of A.L.L. Compared to Case Study 3
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6.2 Case Studies 
 
6.2.1 Case Study 1: E.S. 
E.S. lives in Transcona with his wife and two adult children.  He has diabetes and is on a strict diet.  His 
insulin is covered by Manitoba Health but he must buy the needles.  E.S. is unable to go out very often.  
He would love to go out to a movie or out for dinner.  He dreams of being able to take a holiday. 
 
Table: 18 


Case Study 1 - Two adults, two children     
Transcona       
E.S.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $862.78 $10,353.36 38.5% 
Personal Care $1.96 $23.52 0.1% 
Clothing $100.00 $1,200.00 4.5% 
Shelter $680.46 $8,165.52 30.3% 
Health Care $9.45 $113.40 0.4% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $130.35 $1,564.20 5.8% 
Household Furnishings $252.43 $3,029.16 11.3% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $56.00 $672.00 2.5% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $24.43 $293.16 1.1% 
Household Operation $1.47 $17.64 0.1% 
Recreation and Leisure $122.83 $1,473.96 5.5% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $2,242.16 $26,905.92 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $3,020.58 $36,247.00  -  
Variance -$778.42 -$9,341.08  -  
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6.2.2 Case Study 2: M.V. 
M.V. is a single woman that lives on Provincial Assistance Disability.  She tries not to use the food bank, 
but she often has no choice.  M.V. is a very smart shopper and buys everything she can in bulk. 
 
M.V. currently needs a new bed but cannot afford one.  She does not have a dinning table or a freezer.  
She would love to buy a computer and printer to help her with her advocacy work in Winnipeg.   
 
M.V. would love to attend community events.  She would also love to join the local “Y” but membership 
is far too expensive. 
 
Table 19 


Case Study 2 - Single 
Woman       
Downtown       
M.V.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $329.94 $3,959.28 32.6% 
Personal Care $77.42 $929.04 7.6% 
Clothing $8.50 $102.00 0.8% 
Shelter $290.00 $3,480.00 28.6% 
Health Care $45.00 $540.00 4.4% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $65.45 $785.40 6.5% 
Household Furnishings $66.56 $798.72 6.6% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $75.00 $900.00 7.4% 
Risk Management $35.00 $420.00 3.5% 
Banking $5.00 $60.00 0.5% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Other $15.75 $189.00 1.6% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,013.62 $12,163.44 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $1,605.08 $19,261.00  -  
Variance -$591.46 -$7,097.56  -  


 
Chart 21 


CASE STUDY 2


7.6%
0.8%


28.6%


0.0% 0.0% 3.5%0.5%0.0%0.0%1.6%


32.6%


6.5%6.6% 7.4%
4.4%


0.0%


20.0%


40.0%


Food


Personal Care
Clothing


Shelter


Health Care


Child Care


Transportation


Household Furnishings


Education


Communication


Risk M
anagement


Banking


Household Operation


Recreation and Leisure
Other


Category


Pe
rc


en
ta


ge
 o


f B
ud


ge
t


 







53 


6.2.3 Case Study 3: M.C. 
M.C. is a single male living on Provincial Assistance Disability.  He uses the food bank twice a month 
because his budget does not give him enough to spend on food.  In July, he had to pay for a lawyer and as 
a result, he was only able to spend $45.00 on food for the entire month.  Any emergency costs come 
directly out of his food budget. 
 
M.C. has high blood pressure and should take a new prescription that has fewer side effects than the pill 
he currently takes.  The problem is that the new pill is not covered by Manitoba Health and he cannot 
afford to pay for it.  His health suffers as a result of living in poverty.  Due to his disability, M.C. cannot 
work.  If M.C. had more money, he would use it to enjoy life.  He is forced to “just sit there day after day, 
waiting for the next social assistance cheque.” 
 
Table 20 


Case Study 3 - Single Male 
Charleswood       
M.C.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $45.77 $549.24 6.2% 
Personal Care $15.69 $188.28 2.1% 
Clothing $44.00 $528.00 5.9% 
Shelter $285.00 $3,420.00 38.5% 
Health Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $65.00 $780.00 8.8% 
Household Furnishings $17.22 $206.64 2.3% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $38.00 $456.00 5.1% 
Risk Management $200.00 $2,400.00 27.0% 
Banking $10.00 $120.00 1.4% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $20.00 $240.00 2.7% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $740.68 $8,888.16 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $1,605.08 $19,261.00  -  
Variance -$864.40 -$10,372.84  -  
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6.2.4 Case Study 4: C.L. 
C.L. is a single woman living on Provincial Assistance Disability.  She has 5-6 doctors’ appointments 
every month but cannot afford either a vehicle or a bus pass to help her get downtown from Charleswood.  
She must rely on her mother to drive her.  Accessible transportation is a serious concern. 
 
C.L. does not ever buy new clothing.  She shops at the Salvation Army and other second hand stores.  She 
would love to go and see a movie or go out for dinner one night.  She finds living in poverty to be very 
depressing.  She just wants to enjoy life, but does not have the opportunity to. 
 
Table 21 


Case Study 4 - Single 
Woman       
Charleswood       
C.L.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $216.54 $2,598.48 33.9% 
Personal Care $28.54 $342.48 4.5% 
Clothing $20.00 $240.00 3.1% 
Shelter $285.00 $3,420.00 44.6% 
Health Care $24.16 $289.92 3.8% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Household Furnishings $18.37 $220.44 2.9% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $44.00 $528.00 6.9% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $2.00 $24.00 0.3% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $638.61 $7,663.32 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $1,605.08 $19,261.00  -  
Variance -$966.47 -$11,597.68  -  
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6.2.5 Case Study 5: A.S. 
A.S. lives with her and her four year old daughter.  Both she and her fiancé are in school and also work 
part-time.  She has a very supportive mother who loves to baby-sit. 
 
Table 22 


Case Study 5 - 2 adults and 1 child  
Point Douglas       
A.S. & D.B.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $387.41 $4,648.92 20.7% 
Personal Care $69.48 $833.76 3.7% 
Clothing $75.00 $900.00 4.0% 
Shelter $466.00 $5,592.00 25.0% 
Health Care $53.39 $640.68 2.9% 
Child Care $48.00 $576.00 2.6% 
Transportation $34.00 $408.00 1.8% 
Household Furnishings $198.86 $2,386.32 10.7% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $68.00 $816.00 3.6% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $11.60 $139.20 0.6% 
Household Operation $3.77 $45.24 0.2% 
Recreation and Leisure $451.65 $5,419.80 24.2% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,867.16 $22,405.92 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $2,495.33 $29,944.00  -  
Variance -$628.17 -$7,538.08  -  


 
Chart 24 


CASE STUDY 5


2.9% 2.6% 1.8%


10.7%


0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0%


20.7%


4.0%


3.7%


24.2%25.0%


3.6%


0.0%


10.0%


20.0%


30.0%


Food


Personal C
are


Clothing
Shelter


Health Care


Child Care


Transporta
tion


Household Furnish
ings


Education


Communication 


Risk M
anagement


Bankin
g


Household Operation


Recreation and Leisure
Other


Category


Pe
rc


en
ta


ge
 o


f B
ud


ge
t


 







56 


6.2.6 Case Study 6: S.O. 
S.O. and her family rely on social assistance.  On September 1st, 2003, her family moved into a larger 
home.  Due to the costs of the move, she did not have any money for food for the month of September.  
Her family relies heavily on the food bank and she and her husband must often go without food so that 
her children can eat. 
 
Her teenage boys want to fit in with the other kids at school but S.O. is not able to afford the “right” 
clothes.  She tries to buy new clothes for her boys and she and her husband either buy second hand 
clothing or do not buy clothing at all. 
 
She and her husband have not been on a date together in fourteen years.  She would love to spend one 
nigh out with her husband, just to escape from the reality of her life. 
 
Table 23 


Case Study 6 - 2 Adults and 2 Youth     
St. Boniface       
S.O.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $140.27 $1,683.24 11.8% 
Personal Care $50.00 $600.00 4.2% 
Clothing $100.00 $1,200.00 8.4% 
Shelter $525.00 $6,300.00 44.3% 
Health Care $18.00 $216.00 1.5% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $56.00 $672.00 4.7% 
Household Furnishings $35.00 $420.00 3.0% 
Education $0.00 $120.00 0.8% 
Communication  $50.00 $600.00 4.2% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $1.50 $18.00 0.1% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $199.00 $2,388.00 16.8% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,174.77 $14,217.24 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $3,020.58 $36,247.00  -  
Variance -$1,845.81 -$22,029.76  -  
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6.2.7 Case Study 7: S.V.C. 
S.V.C. is a volunteer at Winnipeg Harvest.  She relies on her monthly pension, the Canadian Child Tax 
Benefit (CCTB) and a G.S.T. cheque to survive every month. 
 
When her son was younger, he had to miss out on a lot of things like club activities.  She wants her 
granddaughter to have more opportunities.  S.V.C. would like to join the local “Y” so that she can stay 
healthy and physically fit but membership fees are too high. 
 
Table 24 


Case Study 7 - 2 Adults and 2 children     
Downtown       
S.I.C.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $82.78 $993.36 14.2% 
Personal Care $3.00 $36.00 0.5% 
Clothing $19.99 $239.88 3.4% 
Shelter $297.00 $3,564.00 50.8% 
Health Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $42.35 $508.20 7.2% 
Household Furnishings $60.00 $720.00 10.3% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $4.00 $48.00 0.7% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $75.21 $902.52 12.9% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $584.33 $7,011.96 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $3,020.58 $36,247.00  -  
Variance -$2,436.25 -$29,235.04  -  
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6.2.8 Case Study 8: S.C. 
S.C. lives in downtown Winnipeg.  She is an active volunteer at Winnipeg Harvest.  She was very excited 
to take part in the Acceptable Living Level report. 
 
Table 25 


Case Study 8 - 2 Adults       
Downtown       
S.C.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $82.96 $995.52 8.8% 
Personal Care $1.49 $17.88 0.2% 
Clothing $44.99 $539.88 4.8% 
Shelter $463.00 $5,556.00 49.3% 
Health Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $65.45 $785.40 7.0% 
Household Furnishings $201.71 $2,420.52 21.5% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $61.95 $743.40 6.6% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $1.50 $18.00 0.2% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $16.00 $192.00 1.7% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $939.05 $11,268.60 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002)      -  
Variance      -  
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6.2.9 Case Study 9: S.M. 
S.M. lives with her thirty-eight year old son in Transcona.  She relies on social assistance and Canada 
Pension while her son relies on social assistance disability.  She and her son can only afford 
approximately $25.00 each on food every month.  As a result, she uses the food bank twice a month. 
 
S.M. would like to buy a monthly bus pass but cannot afford one.  She does not have a table or chairs 
where she and her son can eat.  They are forced to kneel at a coffee table.  S.M. would love to visit 
museums, the IMAX, and cultural events around the city but cannot afford the tickets. 
 
Table 26 


Case Study 9 - 2 Adults       
Transcona       
S.M.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $48.56 $582.72 6.0% 
Personal Care $6.00 $72.00 0.7% 
Clothing $35.00 $420.00 4.3% 
Shelter $591.00 $7,092.00 72.5% 
Health Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $20.00 $240.00 2.5% 
Household Furnishings $5.00 $60.00 0.6% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication  $37.00 $444.00 4.5% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $3.75 $45.00 0.5% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $68.48 $821.76 8.4% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $814.79 $9,777.48 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $2,006.42 $24,077.00  -  
Variance -$1,191.63 -$14,299.52  -  
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6.2.10 Case Study 10: E.G. 
E.G. is a single mother of four.  She is in school through Manitoba Education and Training and also 
works part-time some weekends and nights.  She lives in Manitoba Housing. 
 
E.G. has a sixteen year old daughter who has been forced to take on more responsibility than a sixteen 
year ever should.  When E.G. is at school or work, her daughter must baby-sit the three younger children.  
Her daughter is an honour role student who wants to have more of a social life.  Her nine year old son 
gets teased at school “because they know that he is poor.”  E.G. is very worried about her children. 
 
Table 27 


Case Study 10 - Single mother, 4 children     
Charleswood       
E.G.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $417.96 $5,015.52 30.6% 
Personal Care $55.89 $670.68 4.1% 
Clothing $120.00 $1,440.00 8.8% 
Shelter $344.00 $4,128.00 25.2% 
Health Care $20.00 $240.00 1.5% 
Child Care $96.00 $1,152.00 7.0% 
Transportation $140.51 $1,686.12 10.3% 
Household Furnishings $7.86 $94.32 0.6% 
Education $10.84 $130.08 0.8% 
Communication  $30.00 $360.00 2.2% 
Risk Management $50.00 $600.00 3.7% 
Banking $19.50 $234.00 1.4% 
Household Operation $34.17 $410.04 2.5% 
Recreation and Leisure $18.99 $227.88 1.4% 
Other $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,365.72 $16,388.64 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $3,376.50 $40,518.00  -  
Variance -$2,010.78 -$24,129.36  -  
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6.2.11 Case Study 11: C.B. 
C.B. lives with her husband and seventeen year old granddaughter.  She is unemployed and her husband 
was recently injured on the job and later laid off.  He is in his 50s and is finding it very difficult to get a 
new job.  Even when her husband was working, he was earning minimum wage.  C.B. is frustrated with 
how low minimum wage is.  She says that you “can’t eat, pay the rent, and enjoy life at the same time” 
when you are living on minimum wage. 
 
C.B. can often not afford to buy shampoo and is forced to use dish soap to wash.  She must use the food 
bank twice a month.  Her granddaughter is often teased at school for having “welfare food.”  She wishes 
that she could do more for her granddaughter. 
 
C.B. wants to “enjoy life…not just exist.” 
 
Table 28 


Case Study 11 - Husband, Wife, 1 Youth     
Transcona       
C.B.       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $165.70 $1,988.40 10.3% 
Personal Care $66.01 $792.12 4.1% 
Clothing $22.80 $273.60 1.4% 
Shelter $416.67 $5,000.04 25.8% 
Health Care $83.60 $1,003.20 5.2% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $118.00 $1,416.00 7.3% 
Household Furnishings $12.50 $150.00 0.8% 
Education $8.33 $100.00 0.5% 
Communication  $45.24 $542.88 2.8% 
Risk Management $145.00 $1,740.00 9.0% 
Banking $37.00 $444.00 2.3% 
Household Operation $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Recreation and Leisure $425.00 $5,100.00 26.3% 
Other $70.00 $840.00 4.3% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,615.85 $19,390.24 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $2,495.33 $29,944.00  -  
Variance -$879.48 -$10,553.76  -  
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6.2.12 Case Study 12: C.N. 
C.N. is a single mother with two children and three foster children.  With five kids in her home, she must 
take every step to save money.  She uses the food bank twice and month and she buys food in bulk.  She 
cuts her children’s hair.  She lives in a trailer on her uncle’s property and heats her home with a wood 
stove.  She spends $600 a year for wood. 
 
C.N. relies on social assistance and receives money to support her three foster children.  She has a part 
time job for six days month at $10.00 an hour.  Every penny she has she spends on her children. 
 
Table 29 


Case Study 12 - 1 adult and 5 children      
Lac du Bonnet.       
C.N       
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $450.00 $5,400.00 23.5% 
Personal Care $40.00 $480.00 2.1% 
Clothing $292.53 $3,510.36 15.3% 
Shelter $90.00 $1,080.00 4.7% 
Health Care $83.33 $999.96 4.3% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $469.28 $5,631.36 24.5% 
Household Furnishings $69.47 $833.64 3.6% 
Education $77.08 $924.96 4.0% 
Communication  $113.02 $1,356.24 5.9% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $3.95 $47.40 0.2% 
Household Operation $45.55 $546.60 2.4% 
Recreation and Leisure $141.73 $1,700.76 7.4% 
Other $41.67 $500.04 2.2% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,917.61 $23,011.32 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax 2002) $2,579.50 $30,954.00  -  
Variance -$661.89 -$7,942.68  -  
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6.2.13 Case Study 1: P.B. 
P.B. lives in Brandon, Manitoba.  She is not on social assistance.  She receives child support, family 
allowance, and $30.00 per month per child (total $120/month) from CRISP, a low income supplement.  
She does not rely on the food bank but when her monthly budget is particularly tight, her food budget is 
always the first thing to be cut. 
 
P.B.’s home is provided through Manitoba Housing.  Her children are often teased for living in “welfare 
homes.”  She worries about her children.  She always has to tell them “no” when they ask for anything 
extra.  Her kids do not get “the stuff the other kids at school get” and sometimes it is very embarrassing. 
 
Table 30 


Case Study 13 - Single Mother and Four Children     
Brandon       
P.B.        
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $253.59 $3,043.08 16.9% 
Personal Care $60.00 $720.00 4.0% 
Clothing $233.00 $2,796.00 15.6% 
Shelter $157.00 $1,884.00 10.5% 
Health Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Child Care $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Transportation $115.36 $1,384.32 7.7% 
Household Operation $5.67 $68.04 0.4% 
Education $143.80 $1,725.60 9.6% 
Communication $55.00 $660.00 3.7% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $9.00 $108.00 0.6% 
Household Furnishings $39.98 $479.76 2.7% 
Recreation and Leisure $424.72 $5,096.64 28.4% 
Total (pre-tax) $1,497.12 $17,965.44 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax) $2,876.00 $34,512.00  -  
Variance -$1,378.88 -$16,546.56  -  
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6.2.14 Case Study 14: M.H. 
M.H. lives in Brandon, Manitoba with her husband, two adult children (ages 19 and 23), three children 
(newborn, 21 months, 3 years old).  She uses the food bank twice a month in order to subsidize her food 
budget.  She suffers from high cholesterol and both she and her husband are diabetics.  She should be 
buying healthier foods, but cannot afford them.  She receives social assistance and her husband has a 
minimum wage job.  The amount she receives from social assistance every month is deducted from her 
husband’s income.  If her husband works overtime, she does not get any social assistance money. 
 
M.H. volunteers at the food bank but is unable to work full time due to her health.  She would love to 
have more money to spend on basic necessities especially healthier food herself and her family.  She sews 
the majority of her family’s clothing because she cannot afford to buy clothing.  The majority of her 
yearly clothing budget is on sewing supplies. 
 
She and her husband celebrated their 24th wedding anniversary over the summer.  They wanted to go out 
for dinner to celebrate but after paying for a babysitter for one hour, all they had left was enough to go to 
a fast food restaurant.  Her husband would like to do something special for their 25th anniversary next 
year, but M.H. does not think that they will have enough money. 
Table 31 


Case Study 14       
Brandon       
M.H.        
Category $ Monthly Cost $ Yearly Cost % of Total Income 
Food $428.91 $5,146.92 19.5% 
Personal Care $21.63 $259.56 1.0% 
Clothing $80.66 $967.92 3.7% 
Shelter $448.00 $5,376.00 20.3% 
Health Care $9.23 $110.76 0.4% 
Child Care $96.00 $1,152.00 4.4% 
Transportation $797.74 $9,572.88 36.2% 
Household Operation $6.71 $80.52 0.3% 
Education $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Communication $39.61 $475.32 1.8% 
Risk Management $0.00 $0.00 0.0% 
Banking $9.00 $108.00 0.4% 
Household Furnishings $19.28 $231.36 0.9% 
Recreation and Leisure $61.35 $736.20 2.8% 
Baby Care $185.94 $2,231.28 8.4% 
Total (pre-tax) $2,204.06 $26,448.72 100.0% 
LICO (pre-tax) $3,482.33 $41,788.00  -  
Variance -$1,278.27 -$15,339.28  -  
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Part 7: Conclusion 
 
The 2003 Acceptable Living Level Report is a powerful analysis of poverty in Manitoba.  It 
engages ideas about poverty and living standards in nine Manitoba communities in order to 
articulate the realities of poverty as described by those living and experiencing poverty in the 
province.  The report identifies needs, priorities and requirements as explained by low-income 
Manitobans. 
 
The A.L.L. Report establishes a living level that every Manitoban has the right to achieve.  
Rather than considering poverty to be an abject standard of living where only the basic 
necessities are lacking, we embrace a much broader, more inclusive standard.  Far from 
exorbitant, the Acceptable Living Level is a standard we believe should be within everyone’s 
reach in Manitoba. 
 
The report reveals that social safety net benefits and minimum wage do not provide sufficient 
financial support to individuals and families.  Social assistance rates must be increased to allow 
Manitobans to live at an acceptable living level.  Similarly, minimum wage is far too low and 
ought to be replaced by a living wage.   
 
The case studies provide a shocking account of the hardships and challenges faced by individuals 
living in poverty.  Some of the many burdens faced by low-income Manitobans include high 
medical expenditures, inadequate nutrition, lack of emergency savings, and inadequate clothing.  
It is imperative that Manitobans on social assistance and the working poor are provided with the 
necessary support in order to live at an acceptable living level.   
 
The Acceptable Living Level Report represents a continued effort to inform and educate the 
public on the realities of poverty.  It seeks to abolish the myths and stereotypes of poverty.  We 
believe that every Manitoban plays an important role in the fight against poverty in the province.  
This report is a call to action for all Manitobans to participate in the quest to ensure that the 
rights of every citizen of this province are respected and observed. 
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APPENDIX A 
 


The Acceptable Living Level & Medical Expenses 
 
The Acceptable Living Level Report follows the trend of other poverty measures and 


excludes medical costs in the cost of living report.  This is a result of the extreme variability of 
medical expenditures, making it difficult to provide a reliable average.  Nonetheless, it cannot be 
forgotten that the costs associated with ill health are high, on both an individual and societal 
level, and should not be ignored.  In particular, there is a strong correlation between low 
economic status and increased health concerns for people of all walks of life. 
 This correlation is evident in many empirical studies, including a recent one by Clyde 
Hertzenman, who mapped the Vancouver area according to variables that affect early childhood 
development, such as socio economic status.  Hertzenman found statistical evidence of what 
many would have suspected intuitively: “children in the poorest neighbourhoods…suffer a 
disproportionate degree of "developmental vulnerability. Poverty puts children behind from 
birth, and keeps them behind for life.”19 
 Another study, presented at the Conference of the International Society for Equity in 
Health in 2002, outlined that “poverty, and not medical and lifestyle factors, is the leading cause 
of cardiovascular disease in Canada.”20  Canadian cardiovascular health has been worsened by 
the recent trend of political decisions that exacerbated the difference between the upper and 
lower income earners.  
 As most of Canada’s population lives in urban centres, Donald Wasylenki has 
documented the high correlation between ill health, low income and inner cities.  He notes that 
although “Canada is seen as a particularly egalitarian society with a commitment to 
comprehensive, accessible health care, there has been a tendency to assume that there will be 
fewer health inequities and inequalities in relation to socio-economic status. Recently, however, 
evidence has emerged that challenges this assumption.”21 
 The above mentioned studies are only a few of the many examples which document the 
correlation of low socio-economic status and ill health in Canada and around the world.  
Although the Acceptable Living Level budget does respond to preventative health measures such 
as a nutritionally balanced food budget, it does not take into account the very real likelihood of 
increased medical expenditures for people with low incomes.   


Many of the consultants who participated in the Acceptable Living Level are living 
testimonials to the hardships of ill health when living in poverty.  These struggles include the 
inability to buy an appropriate diet for a diabetic or a gluten-intolerant child, frustration with 
inadequate government mental health services, and being housebound because illnesses affecting 
the legs have left the individual unable to walk long distances and a car or taxi are unaffordable.   


In conclusion, the high correlation between poverty and ill-health must be recognized and 
acted upon by our governments. A significant starting point to repairing Canada’s over-burdened 
health care system and subsequently Canadian society is to focus on those Canadians who do not 
have enough to eat, a safe place to live, and little hope for the future without our help.  


                                                 
19 MacQueen, Ken, “A Head Start on Life.” Maclean's, 10/27/2003, Vol. 116 Issue 43, p55.  
20 Williams, John R., “Poverty leading cause of cardiovascular disease in Canada,” CMAJ: Canadian Medical 
Association Journal, 8/20/2002, Vol. 167 Issue 4, p389.  
21 Wasylenki, Donald A., “Inner city health.” CMAJ: Canadian Medical Association Journal, 01/23/2001, Vol. 164 
Issue 2, p214 
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APPENDIX B 
 


Changes in the A.L.L. Budgets form 2000 to 2003 
 
Food 


 The purchase quantity of milk was changed in the family budget from 2L in 2000 to 4L 
to reflect the purchasing habits of our consultants.  


 Bread costs are based on 570g, as opposed to 675g in 2000, to reflect the bread most 
commonly purchased by our consultants. 


 Quantities of food were based on the 1997 Canadian Food Guide published by Health 
Canada 


 
Personal Care 


 A distinction was made between male and female items to account for differences in 
costs. 


Clothing 
 Quantities have been increased in the 2003 A.L.L. Report to reflect the quality of the 


clothing. 
 A.L.L. Report also makes specific provisions for more expensive formal clothing for 


adults, to be used for work or special occasions.   
 
Household Operations 


 More specific categories were included in this section compared to the 2000 A.L.L. 
Report to facilitate the calculation of the budgets. 


 
Education 


 A computer was deemed a necessity for all Canadians and was included in all budgets. 
 
Transportation 


 The cost of two adult’s driver’s licenses was included. 
 


Recreation & Leisure 
 Special occasion costs were increased to reflect realities of expectations for presents at 


children’s birthday parties, weddings, and other occasions. 
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APPENDIX C 


 
 


List of Stores/Businesses  
(Non-exhaustive) 


 
 
 
Andrew’s Drug 
ANG Insurance 
Army Surplus 
Assiniboine Credit Union 
Athlete’s World 
Bank of Montreal 
Bargain Shop 
Big and Tall for Men 
Canada Trust 
Canadian Tire 
CIBC 
Colony Store 
Dollar Store 
Duffy’s Taxi 
Ellice Laundromat 
Extra Foods 
Family Food 
Food Fare 
Forks Market 
Giant Tiger 
Hudson’s Bay Basement & Food Mart 
IGA 
International Clothing 
Larry’s Barber Shop 
Manulife 
Mark’s Work Warehouse 
McGavin Bread Basket 
M&M Meat Store 
Moores 
Odd Lots 
Pal’s Supermarket 
Payless 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
Red Apple 
Safeway 
Sam’s 
Sears 
Shoppers Drug Mart 
Sports Tec 
Staples 
Super Value 
TD Bank 
Ultra Cuts 
Walmart 
Westwood Store 
Y-Not Foods 
Zellers 
7-Eleven 
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APPENDIX D 
 
 
 
Canada Food Guide Recommended Servings 
 
(Dependant on age and body size.) 
 
Table 32 
3.1.1 Family of Three 
Family Member Milk Meats & Alternatives Grain Products Fruit & Vegetables 


Woman 3 3 9 7 
Boy (15) 4 3 12 10 
Girl (4) 2 2 4 4 
Total 9 8 25 21 


3.1.2 Family of Four 
Family Member Milk Meats & Alternatives Grain Products Fruit & Vegetables 


Man 4 3 11 9 
Woman 3 3 9 7 
Boy (11) 3 3 10 8 
Girl (7) 2 2 7 6 


Total  11 37 30 
3.1.3. Single Man     
Family Member Milk Meats & Alternatives Grain Products Fruit & Vegetables 


Man 4 3 11 9 


3.1.4. Single Woman 
Family Member Milk Meats & Alternatives Grain Products Fruit & Vegetables 


Woman 3 3 9 7 
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APPENDIX E 
 
 
 
 


EIA Rates, Minimum Wage, and Statistics Canada Low-Income Cut Off (LICO) for Two 
Adults and Two Childre from 1990 - 2003
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Background 


 
 
While increases in electricity rates adversely affect all consumers, they are particularly taxing on 
low-income residents.  This survey was commissioned by AARP Vermont to explore residents’ 
experiences with rising utility rates, affordability concerns, opinions on winter shut-offs, and 
support for a low-income energy assistance program.   
 
The present report is based on data from a telephone survey of 300 Vermont residents.  It was 
conducted by Alan Newman Research from June 6 through June 15, 2006.  The survey has a 
sampling error of +/- 5.6 percent.  The full methodology is provided at the end of the report and 
the full annotated questionnaire is contained in the appendix of this report.   
 
 


Findings 
 
 
More than half of Vermont residents say their electric bills have increased. 
 
When asked if their electric bills had increased, decreased, or stayed the same over the past three 
years, more than half of Vermont residents say their bills have increased.  Only one-quarter say 
their bills have stayed the same, while four percent say they have decreased.   
 


Changes in Electric Bills in Past Three Years 
(N =300) 


 
 


 
 


Almost 8 in ten Vermont residents are concerned about being able to pay 
for future electric bills. 
 
Only four percent of Vermonters say they rely on electricity to heat their homes.  However, forty 
percent of residents say they are extremely or very concerned about being able to pay for future 
electric rate increases.  And, nearly four in ten more are somewhat concerned.   
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Not surprisingly, the level of concern about paying for future electric rate increases is inversely 
related to income:  those with incomes above $50,000 are less likely to be concerned about being 
able to pay for future electric rate increases (61% under $20K; 51% $20-<50K; 29% $50K+).   
 


Concern about Paying for Future Electric Bills 
(N =300) 
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Not very 
concerned 
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Not only are residents concerned about future rate increases, currently, a third of Vermont 
residents (32%) say they or someone they know well has difficulty paying for their electric bills.  
Residents with incomes below $50,000 are more likely than those with higher incomes to say 
they or someone they know has difficulties paying their electric bills (47% under $20K; 44% 
$20-<50K; 26% $50K+). 
 
More than eight in ten Vermont residents support protections for utility 
customers who have not paid their bills. 
 
In Vermont, no gas or electric utility company may disconnect service to any residential 
ratepayer between November 1 and March 31 unless they comply with a number of provisions 
as stated by the Public Service Board (PSB) rule.1   The utility company must attempt to make 
contact with the resident by calling at least three times, or visiting the resident; giving oral 
notification to the ratepayer or responsible resident at the premises; leaving written 
notification; and contacting the PSB.  When temperatures are forecast to fall below 10 degrees 
Fahrenheit during the winter period, the utility company is prohibited from disconnecting 
services.  Further, when there is a household with any member age 62 or older, the utility 
company is prohibited from disconnecting services during this period if outdoor temperatures 
are forecast to fall below 32 degrees Fahrenheit.  
 


                                                 
1 Vermont Public Service Board rules 
http://www.state.vt.us/psb/rules/OfficialAdoptedRules/3300_Disconnection_of_Essential_Service.pdf 
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In support of these rules, over eight in ten Vermont residents support the statement that “utility 
companies should not be allowed to shut off services to customers – regardless of income – 
during the winter months without getting permission from the Public Service Board.”   
 


Agreement with Statement: 
Utility Companies Should Not Be Allowed to Shut-Off Service to Customers During Winter 


Months Without Permission from the PSB 
(N =300) 
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Even greater numbers of Vermonters support consumer protections for low-income residents:  
nine in ten Vermont residents agreed that winter shut-offs to low-income customers should 
require permission from the PSB.  Only 6 percent disagreed.    


 
Agreement with Statement:   


Utility Companies Should Not Be Allowed to Shut-Off Service to Low-Income Customers 
During Winter Months Without Permission from the PSB 


(N =300) 
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The majority of Vermont residents support a low-income energy assistance 
program—even if they have to pay $1.25 each month to fund it. 
 
More than eight in ten Vermont 
residents strongly or somewhat 
support the state passing 
legislation that would create 
and fund a low-income energy 
assistance program.    
 
Residents are equally 
supportive of creating a low-
income assistance program 
regardless of their own income. 


 
 


Continued Support for a Low-Income Energy Assistance 
Program, Even with $1.25 Charged to Each Utility Customer 


(n= 246, residents who support the program) 


Don't know
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No 
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Yes
77%


 


 


More than three-quarters of residents 
would continue to support a low-
income energy assistance program, 
even if they had to pay an additional 
$1.25 each month on their electric bill.   


   


Most residents believe all utility customers should contribute to a low-
income assistance program.  
 
If there was a low-income 
electric assistance program in 
the state, more than seven in 
ten residents say that all 
costumers, including 
business, industrial and 
commercial users should 
contribute to the program. 
 


Belief That All Utility Customers Should Contribute to 
a Low-Income Energy Assistance Program 


(N = 300) 
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Conclusion 


 
 


Over half of Vermont residents say their electric bills have increased over the last three years, 
and a third say it is difficult for them or someone they know to pay their electric bills.  Over 
seven in ten residents are at least concerned with being able to afford an increase in their electric 
bills.     
 
As such, the majority of residents support protections for utility customers with unpaid electric 
bills.  More than eight in ten residents believe that utility companies should not be able to shut 
off services to customers during the winter months regardless of income level, and nine in ten 
agree that winter shut-offs should not be allowed for low-income residents.  
 
Support is also very high for an energy assistance program to help make electricity more 
affordable for low–income customers.  Residents’ would continue support even if an additional 
$1.25 were added to their electric bills to help fund the program.     
 
As prices for electricity continues to rise, it is important that the Vermont legislature recognizes 
the difficulty that some residents face paying for these increases.  Older and economically 
disadvantaged residents are hardest hit by these increases and having additional resources such 
as a low-income energy assistance program would help cover the increasing electric costs.   
 


 
 
 


Methodology 
 
 


The present report is based on data from a telephone survey of 300 Vermont residents age 18 
and older.  This sample was obtained through random-digit dialing phone numbers in Vermont. 
The survey was conducted by Alan Newman Research from June 6 through June 15, 2006.  The 
data was weighted by age and gender to reflect the actual distribution of residents in the state.  
The survey has a sampling error of +/-5.6 percent. The full annotated questionnaire is contained 
in the appendix of this report.  Percents may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.  
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ANNOTATED QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Vermont Utility Survey 
Weighted N=300 18+; Margin of Error=±5.6% 


 


Introduction/Screener 
 
Hello, my name is__________.  I’m calling on behalf of Alan Newman Research, a national opinion research 
firm.  Tonight we are calling Vermont residents to find out their opinions on utility services and practices. 
 
It is important to us that you know we are NOT telemarketers.  This is NOT a sales call and you will NOT be 
asked to buy anything either now or later.   Your views are important and we would greatly appreciate your 
participation.  The survey should only take a few minutes of your time. 
 
Respondent Selection 
S1.  RECORD GENDER OF PERSON WHO ANSWERED PHONE: 
1) Male         
2) Female     


 


Main Questionnaire 
 


1. What type of fuel do you use to heat your home?  Is it natural gas, electricity, fuel oil, 
propane gas, or some other type of fuel?   (READ EACH OPTION) 


 


 % 
Natural gas 14 
Electricity 4 
Fuel oil 52 
Propane gas 18 
Other 11 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 1 


 


2. In the past three years, on average, have your electric bills …(READ EACH OPTION) 
          


 % 
Increased a lot 23 
Increased a little 31 
Stayed about the same 25 
Decreased a little 2 
Decreased a lot 2 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 18 


 
3. How concerned are you about being able to afford to pay future electric rate increases? 


 


 % 
Extremely concerned 17 
Very concerned 23 
Somewhat concerned 37 
Not very concerned 15 
Not at all concerned 6 


 Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 2 
 Refused (DO NOT READ) <1 
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4. Do you or someone you know well have difficulty paying for electric bills? 
 


 % 
Yes 32 
No 64 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 3 
Refused (DO NOT READ) <1 


 
5. Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with the following statement:  


“Utility companies should not be allowed to shut off services to customers – regardless of 
income – during the winter months without getting permission from the Public Service 
Board.”?  (If agree or disagree, ask:  is that strongly or somewhat?)  


 % 
Strongly agree   70 
Somewhat agree   15 
Neither agree nor disagree 3 
Somewhat disagree  4 
Strongly disagree 4 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 4 
Refused (DO NOT READ) <1 


 
6. Do you agree, disagree, or neither agree nor disagree with the following statement:  


“Utility companies should not be allowed to shut off services to LOW-INCOME 
customers during the winter months without getting permission from the Public Service 
Board.”?  (If agree or disagree, ask:  is that strongly or somewhat?)   (IF NEEDED:  
Low income would mean having less than $15K a year for an individual or $20K for a 
couple.) 


 


 % 
Strongly agree   70 
Somewhat agree   19 
Neither agree nor disagree 2 
Somewhat disagree  3 
Strongly disagree 3 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 4 


 
7. How strongly do you support or oppose the Vermont legislature creating and funding a 


state program that helps make electricity affordable to households with low-incomes.  
(If support or oppose, ask:  is that strongly or somewhat?)  


 


 % 
Strongly support 55 
Somewhat support 27 
Neither support or oppose ► [GO TO QUESTION 9] 6 
Somewhat oppose  ► [GO TO QUESTION 9] 4 
Strongly oppose  ► [GO TO QUESTION 9] 3 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) ► [GO TO QUESTION 9] 5 
Refused (DO NOT READ) ► [GO TO QUESTION 9] <1 
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8. Would you still support having a state program to provide assistance to low-income 
households, even if it meant everyone had to pay an additional $1.25 each month on 
their electric bill to support the program?  (n=246 who support creating an energy 
assistance program) 


 


 % 
Yes 77 
No 13 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 10 


 
9. If there was a low-income electric assistance program in the state, should all customers, 


including business, industrial and commercial electric users, contribute to the 
program? 


 


 % 
Yes 73 
No 14 
Don't know/not sure (DO NOT READ) 13 


 
 
Demographics 
Finally, the following few questions are for classification purposes only and will be kept 
entirely confidential. 
 
D1.  Do you rent or own your home? 


 % 
Rent 20 
Own 76 
Something else (VOLUNTEERED) 3 
Don't know/Not sure (DO NOT READ) 1 
Refused (DO NOT READ) 1 


 
D2.  What is your age as of your last birthday? (IN YEARS)  ___________ 


 % 
18-24 12 
25-34 15 
35-44 21 
45-54 16 
55-64 15 
65-74 10 
75 or older 6 
Refused (DO NOT READ) 6 
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D3.  What is the highest level of education you have completed?  (READ ANSWER 
CATEGORIES)        


 % 
Up to 12th grade  9 
High school graduate or equivalent 22 
Post-high school education without a degree 13 
2-year college degree 14 
4-year college degree 23 
Post-graduate study 7 
Graduate or professional degree 12 
Refused (DO NOT READ)   1 


D4.  Which of the following best describes your current employment status?  Are you 
currently….       


 % 
Self-employed, part-time 2 
Self-employed, full-time 12 
Employed, part-time 11 
Employed, full-time 42 
Retired, not working at all 20 
Not in labor force for other reasons 2 
Unemployed but looking for work 3 
Something else [Specify: _______] 6 
Refused (DO NOT READ) 1 
  


 
D5.  Now, for statistical purposes only, please stop me when I get to the category that includes 


your household’s income before taxes in 2005.  Was it…(READ CATEGORIES) 
 % 
Less than $10,000 5 
$10,000 but less than $20,000 5 
$20,000 but less than $30,000 13 
$30,000 but less than $40,000 12 
$40,000 but less than $50,000 9 
$50,000 but less than $75,000 10 
$75,000 but less than $100,000 9 
Or was your income $100,000 or more 7 
Don't know/Not sure (DO NOT READ) 7 
Refused (DO NOT READ) 22 


 
D6.  And, finally, may I verify that I reached you at:      (_____)___________________ 
 
D7.  RECORD GENDER 
 Male   49%   Female 51% 
 


Thank you for participating!  
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n	 ALL ABOARD: MANITOBA’S POVERTY REDUCTION  
AND SOCIAL INCLUSION STRATEGY


Manitoba’s efforts to reduce poverty were formalized in 2009, with the launch of ALL Aboard, the Province’s Poverty 
Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. Manitoba took a major step forward in 2011, when The Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Act was passed, joining four other provinces which have also adopted poverty reduction legislation. Manitoba’s legislation is 
unique among other Canadian jurisdictions because it links the Poverty Reduction Strategy to the provincial budget. It also 
establishes the ALL Aboard committee, which consists of cabinet ministers and community representatives. The committee 
advises government on the development and implementation of poverty reduction initiatives, monitors the implementation of 
the strategy and facilitates community involvement in this work.


The 2012 ALL Aboard Strategy established seven priority areas for action:


• Building blocks for employment


• Targeted supports for those most in need


• Food security


• Housing


• Closing the gap for Aboriginal Manitobans


• Creating opportunities for youth


• Early childhood development and parenting supports


In 2013, consultations with Manitobans provided valuable advice about these priorities, summarized in What We Heard: 
Key Findings from the March 2013 ALL Aboard: Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy Consultations, available at:  
http://www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/pubs/what_we_heard.pdf. Action plans are being developed for each priority area, with three 
of the seven plans released to date and available at http://www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/.


n	 MEASURING PROGRESS
The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act requires that the Manitoba government set indicators to measure progress in reducing 
poverty and increasing social inclusion. The twenty-one indicators, which were included in regulation in 2012, are listed in 
Appendix 1. They cover critical areas such as low income, employment, earnings, income inequality, education, housing, 
labour force participation, early childhood development, health and social engagement. The data collected provide an annual 
picture of progress and help identify trends over time. 


The first ALL Aboard Annual Report was published in the fall of 2013. It shows improvements in most of these indicators. 
The Annual Report is available at: http://www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/pubs/all_aboard_annual_report_2012_13.pdf.


Since 2002, Manitoba has consistently been below the Canadian average when looking at the percentage of the population 
falling below the poverty line. Manitoba is making progress in reducing poverty. Between 2002 and 2008, the percentage 
of Manitobans living in poverty decreased from 12.8% to 9.2%1. Manitoba, like other provinces, was affected by the global 
economic downturn, partially undoing the progress made with respect to reducing low-income rates. The percentage of 
Manitobans living in poverty in 2011 (the most recent year for which data are available) was 11.5%. There are 5,000 fewer 
Manitobans living in poverty now than there were in 2002, including 3,000 fewer children. The Manitoba government 
acknowledges both this progress and the need to continue our efforts.


1 In June 2013, Statistics Canada revised the way that the Market Basket Measure (MBM) is calculated. As a result, MBM thresholds were increased 
and Statistics Canada revised MBM rates back to 2002. 







E 2  /  R e d u c i n g  P o v e r t y  a n d  P r o m o t i n g  S o c i a l  I n c l u s i o n   B U D G E T  2 0 1 4


This is the third annual Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Budget 
Paper. Budgets 2012 and 2013 included specific commitments to address 
these issues. A status report on the implementation of these commitments 
is presented in Appendix 2. In addition to the quantitative indicators 
noted above, this year’s budget paper includes stories from beneficiaries of 
provincially-funded programs that are helping to reduce poverty.2


2 All names have been changed to protect confidentiality.
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MB Canada


Percentage of Manitobans Living in Low Income  
2002 to 2011


Market Basket Measure (MBM)


Per Cent
Manitoba Change


Rate Ranking 2002-
2011 2011 2011


(Per Cent)


Overall 11.5 4 10.2 �


Children 17.4 8 7.9 �


Persons in Single Parent Families 42.0 7 7.4 �


Youth-Led Families (aged 24 years or less) 31.9 4 27.5 �


Aboriginal Manitobans (off-reserve only) 16.0 2 32.5 �


Persons with Disabilities 13.0 3 1.5 �


Unattached Persons (aged 45 to 64) 28.0 3 19.3 �


Seniors 2.3 2 32.4 �


Notes: Ranking 1 is best; 10 is worst 


Decreasing rate of low income is shown by �
Increasing rate of low income is shown by �
Source: Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics
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Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market


In Spring 2013 the Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market was launched, renewing 
the government’s focus on helping people, particularly those at the margins of today’s labour market, to gain the 
knowledge, skills, qualifications and supports that they need to succeed in the workforce. Actions to date include:


Manitoba Jobs and Skills Development Centre: The province has opened a one-stop centre for employers and job 
seekers, with Manitoba’s apprenticeship, employment and workforce development services all located together in a 
single convenient location. Essential Skills Manitoba is also located onsite, to help participants gain the skills they 
need to advance through the right training to find good jobs.


New Apprenticeship Bursary: The choice between working and taking technical training at reduced or no wages 
can be difficult for some apprentices and in particular, single parents, remote and rural apprentices, and new 
Canadians. The new Final-Year Apprenticeship Bursary is designed to provide an additional incentive for apprentices 
who face these and other financial challenges to complete their technical training and challenge the certification 
exam for their trade.


Redesigning Employment and Income Assistance (EIA): The EIA system is being restructured and modernized. 
New tools are now in use to better assess EIA participants’ strengths and assets, as well as potential barriers, to help 
them on the path to training or employment. Staff are being trained in motivational techniques to better engage with 
clients throughout the continuum of services and supports in a respectful and positive manner.


Targeted and Intensive Supports: The province is providing targeted new wrap-around supports for EIA participants 
who are transitioning to training and employment. This initiative started with parents of young children through 
a series of positive, informal and inspiring sessions focussed on motivating parents, demonstrating the benefits of 
working and hearing from parents who have moved from EIA to training and employment. In 2014 this approach 
will be expanded to include persons with disabilities and vulnerable youth, focusing on helping them to launch 
skilled careers.


Long-Term Support for Sustainable Employment: A dedicated team of workers is now in place to support EIA 
participants who encounter difficulties with their employment plan. Job Connections staff provide concrete support 
to individuals at any point along their pathway to employment, including after employment commences, to help 
address issues and remove barriers to training and employment.


Manitoba Works!: An innovative new approach to employment services to improve the labour market outcomes of 
individuals with complex needs that get in the way of employment. Delivered through community-based service 
providers, Manitoba Works! incorporates pre-employment, essential skills training, career exploration, and technical 
training options with supported cooperative work experience opportunities.
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n	 PROVINCIAL INVESTMENTS: CREATING 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL MANITOBANS


Despite prolonged uncertainty in the global economy, Manitoba’s economy 
has kept growing. While some provinces have tackled uncertainty with cuts 
to services, Manitoba has protected jobs and the services that help connect 
families with opportunities.


The result has been steady economic growth and new opportunities 
for families. Today, investments in infrastructure are helping Manitoba 
businesses grow and are creating thousands of good job opportunities 
for Manitobans. New training and apprenticeship supports are helping 
Manitobans take advantage of this momentum.


The Manitoba government is taking steps to ensure that all Manitobans 
can benef it from the opportunities that are being created in our 
communities. This means whether it is a young person thinking about 
employment, someone who wants a better job, or an individual struggling 
to find an opening in the job market, there are resources in place to help 
Manitobans get the skills, qualifications and supports they need to succeed. 
New investments in programs and services specifically for Employment and 
Income Assistance (EIA) recipients, and other populations who historically 
have faced barriers to entering the labour market, will also help Manitoba’s 
untapped pool of workers find and keep good jobs.


Budget 2014 also launches a bold new infrastructure plan that will see 
$5.5 billion in new investments in core infrastructure over five years. This 
plan will proceed alongside a continuing commitment to protect front-
line services and invest in community infrastructure including hospitals, 
schools and affordable housing construction. These investments will create 
significant training and job opportunities in the trades and professional 
occupations. Specific training programs with co-op job placements, 
delivered in partnership with community-based training providers, have 
been developed and will be launched over the coming months. These 
include new introductory trades training programs for youth and under-
employed populations, partnerships with labour organizations to provide 
targeted new apprenticeship opportunities for Aboriginal persons and 
women in the skilled trades, and new trade initiatives specific to Aboriginal 
community economic development, which will serve as stepping stones 
towards certification in carpentry and plumbing.


Anna, a 30-year-old woman from Warren, 
Manitoba, is pursuing a career as an 
electrician with the help of Trade Up To 
Your Future, an Employment Manitoba 
program that helps women get into 
the non-traditional trades. The program 
provides classroom and hands-on training, 
employment skills upgrades, ongoing support, 
help finding work and financial assistance for 
those who qualify.


“I have always preferred active work” Anna 
says. “I don’t like sitting behind a desk. I 
grew up on a farm and have worked at 
fishing lodges. I gained a lot of knowledge 
through Trade Up to Your Future.”


Through the pre-employment program, Anna 
was able to accumulate 900 hours towards 
her Level One apprenticeship accreditation. 
The remaining 900 hours to meet the 1800 
hour Level One baseline was accumulated 
through her work with a local electrical 
company. She says she is treated very well at 
work, and really appreciates having a union 
job with full benefits and a pension.
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Increasing the Supply of Affordable and Social Housing


There is a strong consensus that safe, stable and affordable housing is a necessary prerequisite for individuals 
and families to escape poverty. Without such a foundation, individuals are unlikely to succeed in training and 
employment, to be able to have a healthy lifestyle or address other challenges they may face.


Increasing the supply of social and affordable housing is then key to meeting Manitoba’s poverty reduction objectives. 
In recognition of this, in November 2009, the government of Manitoba made a five-year commitment to add 
1,500 units of new affordable housing and to support 1,500 more social housing units. By the end of the fourth year, 
March 31, 2013, the Province had committed 1,224 units of new affordable housing and committed to support 
an additional 1,354 social housing units. The remaining units will be committed in the fifth and final year of 
this initiative.


The Manitoba government remains committed to increasing the supply of affordable rental housing. In 2013, the 
government of Manitoba announced the Manitoba Housing – Three-Year Housing Plan (2013-2016). This plan 
includes providing Manitobans with access to more affordable housing by building 500 new social housing units 
and 500 new affordable housing units to be developed in partnership with the non-profit and private sectors. These 
units will provide new housing options for seniors, families and vulnerable Manitobans, including those who are not 
housed, inappropriately housed, or precariously housed and who may live with multiple health and social barriers.


The province also announced a new financial incentive, the Rental Housing Construction Tax Credit, to help address 
the persistent shortage of rental housing in Manitoba by providing a tax credit of up to 8% of capital construction 
costs if at least 10% of units constructed have affordable rents. The tax credit was a housing solution proposed by the 
2011 Rental Housing Roundtable as a means to increase the supply of 
rental housing in Manitoba. The expertise and specialized knowledge 
provided by Roundtable members from the private and non-profit 
sectors have proven to be a key partnership in creating effective 
solutions for affordable housing. In 2014, the Rental Housing 
Roundtable will continue to meet as a collaborative and consultative 
group to focus on advancing solutions to providing quality affordable 
housing in Manitoba.


Through a strong commitment to increasing rental housing supply, 
paired with increasing shelter benefits for lower-income Manitobans, 
progress is being made in responding to housing needs in Manitoba.


The accompanying graph shows how the province implemented the 
commitment to support 1,500 new social housing units and create 
1,500 affordable housing units between 2009 and 2014. 11 12 13 1410


Units


New Social and Affordable 
Housing Units
Cumulative Total 2010 - 2014 


Source: Manitoba Housing
Note: 2014 figures are projected, as at January 2014.
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n	 KEY ALL ABOARD INITIATIVES IN BUDGET 2014
The government of Manitoba conducted a series of consultations with 
community stakeholders in 2013 to identify priority areas for action on 
poverty reduction. Budget 2014 builds on the commitments made in 
Budget 2013 to implement key new initiatives that:


• continue to build and sustain the supply of social and affordable 
rental housing;


• provide targeted training and workforce development supports;


• improve income supports and income tax credits;


• expand access to childcare and supports for early childhood development; 
and


• enhance support for food security initiatives.


Housing


New Rental Benefit: Budget 2014 launches the new Manitoba Rent Assist 
program, a new portable financial benefit available to both social assistance 
recipients and other low-income private renters in Manitoba. Rent Assist 
will replace the current EIA shelter allowance and RentAid programs with 
an integrated benefit program available to all household categories, based 
on income and rent paid. EIA participants, who will automatically qualify 
for the maximum rate, will see increases between $600 and $840 in their 
annual shelter benefit amounts. Going forward, the Manitoba government 
will work with experts and community agencies on a multi-year plan to 
raise the maximum benefit levels to 75% of Median Market Rent, in a way 
that meets the needs of families and Manitoba’s growing economy without 
creating a poverty trap.


Social and Affordable Housing: In the Spring of 2014 Manitoba Housing 
will complete the government’s five-year commitment to develop 1,500 
new affordable housing units and support 1,500 new social housing 
units. In 2014, work will begin on an additional commitment to build an 
incremental new 500 social and 500 affordable housing units over three 
years. Manitoba Housing will also invest $100 million in 2014/15 in 
housing portfolio restoration and redevelopment, in addition to $34 million 
in maintenance and repairs to the existing stock.


Targeted Training and Workforce Development Supports


Manitoba Works!: Budget 2014 launches Manitoba Works!, a new series of 
partnerships with community-based agencies to provide supportive training 


BUILD is a Winnipeg social enterprise 
non-profit contractor and a training 
program for people who face barriers to 
employment. BUILD trains people with 
limited experience in the formal labour 
market to retrofit housing stock in a fashion 
that reduces poverty and improves the 
environment. Social enterprises like BUILD 
are an important part of Manitoba’s Poverty 
Reduction Strategy.


“BUILD helped me realize my potential by 
building my skills and talents, which provided 
me confidence to learn new skills. BUILD also 
provided a safe work environment – no one 
has to worry about harassment on the job 
site.” – Ava


“It takes courage for individuals when you 
come from another country and start a new 
life. People are scared. Working at BUILD 
gave me courage to learn new skills and 
go ahead to discover new opportunities. 
Yesterday I was a BUILD trainee; today I am a 
Bug and Scrub Technician. To be able to help 
people is amazing.” – Haki
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and co-op work opportunities with employers with an investment of over 
$3 million over three years. Programs will be targeted and designed for 
Manitobans with barriers to employment, with a focus on EIA participants.


Gateway to Apprenticeship: Budget 2014 dedicates funding for a new 
Gateway to Apprenticeship program that will include new pilot initiatives 
in partnership with industry and labour organizations. These projects 
include targeted programs to develop skills in the trades for youth and 
under-employed populations, create apprenticeship opportunities for 
Aboriginal persons and women, and launch new trade initiatives specific 
to Aboriginal and community economic development, which will serve as 
stepping stones towards certification in carpentry and plumbing.


Income Supports and Income Tax Credits


Seniors’ Education Property Tax Credit: In 2014, the provincial 
government will start eliminating the education property tax paid by 
senior homeowners, with the tax fully eliminated by 2016. Later this year, 
all senior homeowners who still pay education property tax will be able to 
apply for a rebate of up to $235, which will take another 7,200 seniors off 
the education property tax roll. The government is also exploring options 
on how to target the credit so that those who own very expensive homes, for 
example homes over $1 million in value, are not fully exempt from paying 
school taxes.


Basic Income Tax Exemptions: Basic income tax exemptions will increase 
by $250 in 2014, removing 5,500 low-income Manitobans from the income 
tax rolls. These exemptions have increased by $1,000 since 2011, increasing 
the number of low-income Manitobans who pay no income tax by 22,000.


Early Childhood Development and Support for Parents


Early Childhood Development: Budget 2014 supports the Early Childhood 
Development Innovation Fund, seeded by a $500,000 investment from the 
Manitoba government and a $500,000 investment from the McConnell 
Foundation. The first initiative the Innovation Fund will support is the 
Winnipeg Boldness Project, which will focus on innovative early childhood 
development initiatives for low-income children and families in the Point 
Douglas community.


Child Care Spaces: Budget 2014 commits to a new multi-year child care 
plan that will build and open new centres over the next five years. Through 
this plan, the province will fund thousands of spaces over three years. 
Budget 2014 also supports the child care workforce with grant increases to 
support higher wages for early childhood educators.


Jake makes the best of 
unexpected situations.


The 60-year-old music teacher didn’t expect 
he would need to move into social housing. 
However, after his aging mother was 
hospitalized in 2012, financial worries started 
piling up and the home that had been in their 
family for decades was put on the market. 
Jake said a move into a Manitoba Housing 
building gave him a stable place to live while 
he continued working.


“I feel very fortunate to be here” said Jake.


Jake now lives in a bachelor apartment 
funded by a social housing program geared 
to people who are aged 55 years and older. 
Jake pays rent-geared-to-income for his 
apartment. That means the amount he pays 
each month is a set ratio of the income he 
makes teaching music to students across the 
city. Moving into social housing has helped 
give Jake a safe home and a foundation to 
figure out how to proceed in his life.


“If you’re realistic about it, it gives you a 
chance to move on and deal with any other 
issues that might come up” he said.
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Food Security


School Nutrition Programming: Budget 2014 includes a new $450,000 
allocation for child nutrition programming for students in low-income 
schools, identif ied as a priority by the Roundtable on Community 
Action Against Child Hunger. This will be delivered in partnership with 
school divisions.


Northern Food Prices: Building on the province’s Northern Healthy Foods 
Initiative, Budget 2014 supports a new pilot project to help make healthy 
foods, including milk, more accessible to northern Manitobans. This will 
be accomplished by promoting and supporting activities and programs that 
reduce the cost of nutritious foods in northern and remote communities 
in Manitoba.


n	 MAKING PROGRESS ON EMPLOYMENT AND 
INCOME ASSISTANCE


In Budget 2014, the Manitoba government is renewing its commitment 
to support low-income Manitobans in achieving their full potential. The 
Sustainable Employment Strategy, and other measures to tackle the root 
causes of poverty, will assist those who are ready to make the transition to 
training and employment, recognizing that others will continue to need the 
support of the EIA program.


Since 1999, the Manitoba government has taken steps to improve benefits 
for those receiving social assistance. The government has reversed regressive 
measures, such as the claw-back of the National Child Benefit, returning 
approximately $48 million per year to low-income parents. The Manitoba 
government has also introduced and enhanced RentAid shelter benefits for 
low-income Manitobans.


When Grace opens her pay stub, she does it 
with her children beside her. That’s because 
the 40-year-old single mother credits her 
children and her neighbours in her social 
housing community for inspiring her to 
obtain a college diploma. Today, she is off 
social assistance and working. Having stable 
housing and a supportive community made 
a difference in her and her family’s lives, she 
said.


“I had rent I could afford, which was a huge 
thing. I had a landlord that cared about their 
units” said Grace, 40. “I had never lived in a 
place for longer than two years, until now.” 
Grace, who lives in Winnipeg, credits her 
kids with helping her finish high school and 
college programs by taking on housework 
and child care.


She also says she’s met “some of the 
strongest, most inspiring” people who are 
her neighbours, and who have supported her 
as she’s pursued her educational goals. Grace 
is proud of the progress she’s made, and 
she’s encouraging her children to pursue their 
own dreams.


“They open my pay stub with me” she said. 
“It’s we, it’s not me, because I couldn’t do this 
myself.”


Total Monthly Benefit Income (Federal and Provincial) for EIA Participants  
1999 to 2014


Income in 1999 Income in 2013 Income in 2014* Increase


(Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Per Cent)


Single Parent with Two Children (ages 10 and 13) 1,253 1,687 1,743 39.1


Two Adults with Two Children (ages 4 and 6) 1,288 1,822 1,878 45.8


Single Adult - General Assistance 463 607 677 46.2


Single Person with a Disability 695 823 893 28.5


*As of July 2014, after implementation of new Manitoba Rent Assist benefit







B U D G E T  2 0 1 4   R e d u c i n g  P o v e r t y  a n d  P r o m o t i n g  S o c i a l  I n c l u s i o n  /  E 9


n	 INTRODUCING THE NEW MANITOBA RENT 
ASSIST PROGRAM


Stable housing is a foundational requirement for healthy families and for 
success in training and employment. Recognizing this, in addition to 
new commitments to build additional social and affordable housing and 
increase RentAid shelter benefits, Budget 2013 committed to the long-term 
objective of further improving and streamlining portable shelter benefits.


Budget 2014 launches a four-year initiative to meet this commitment 
through a new shelter benef it program that supports low-income 
Manitobans in private rental housing.


The Manitoba Rent Assist program is a new financial benefit available to 
both social assistance recipients and other low-income Manitobans, and 
will replace the current EIA shelter allowance and RentAid programs. Rent 
Assist is a rent- and income-tested, application-based program that will:


• support people to successfully transition from social assistance into 
training and jobs;


• provide all current recipients with a benefit increase upon introduction;


• reach more low-income Manitobans – all household types will be eligible;


• be simpler and portable; and


• increase over a four-year period, with the maximum rate target being 
75% of Median Market Rent (MMR).


EIA participants with private rental expenses will automatically receive the 
maximum value of the new benefit with their monthly income assistance 
payment. The benefit will phase out as participants move into employment 
and increase their earnings. By integrating shelter benefits inside and 
outside of EIA, those moving from EIA into employment will be better 
served by automatic enrollment in the income- and rent-tested benefit 
stream that is open to all Manitoba private renters.


Since the mid-1990s, experts have advised that whenever possible and 
practical, income benefits should be portable and supports should be 
provided outside of the welfare system. This creates a more simplified, 
less intrusive benefit system, recognizes the challenges faced by low-
income working Manitobans and their families, and encourages labour 
market attachment.


Elaine has made her home in Manitoba 
Housing’s Gilbert Park area for two decades. 
For Elaine, having stable housing has given 
her and her children a sense of stability 
during periods where she wasn’t working. 
Elaine has had health issues due to an 
autoimmune disease since her two children 
were young.


“There’s no fear of losing that roof over your 
head” said Elaine, 50. “It is security with the 
kids that they’ll have a place to live, and it’s 
a decent place to live.”


Elaine doesn’t let her health issues stop her 
from being involved in the community. She’s 
currently part of a sewing circle that involves 
a small group of Gilbert Park residents, and 
community gardens where new Canadians 
have shown others alternative ways of 
cultivating plots. Her children, now grown, 
are attending high school and working. She’d 
like to re-enter the workforce, as well.


Elaine said renovations to homes in Gilbert 
Park have been welcomed by residents. She 
said many residents have worked hard to 
make the area an appealing and attractive 
place to raise their families.


“It’s a great place to live” she said.
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Since 1999, Manitoba’s investments in enhanced benefits for EIA participants and low-income working people have 
emphasized portability, lowering the welfare wall and removing obstacles on the path from welfare to work.


While the Manitoba government recognizes that raising shelter benefits for social assistance recipients to 75% of MMR is the 
right goal, there are challenges to meeting that goal. Some of those challenges involve overall costs, but designing a benefit 
itself that makes sure everyone is better off when moving into employment is a complicated task. It is important that benefits 
are not raised in a way that creates a poverty trap.


The province of Manitoba will be working with the Caledon Institute of Social Policy and consulting with local community 
agencies and experts to advise the government on the multi-year objective of raising rates to 75% of MMR in a way that meets 
the needs of families and Manitoba’s growing economy. 


Manitoba Rent Assist 
Maximum benefit levels (Employment and Income Assistance Participants)


Sample Household Types


Current 
Monthly EIA 


Shelter Benefit 
Plus RentAid


New Monthly 
Shelter Benefit 


July 2014
Increase 


2013 to 2014


Percentage 
Increase 


2013 to 2014


75% of 
Current MMR 


(Winnipeg)
(Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Per Cent) (Dollars)


Single Parent With Two Children (ages 4 and 6)* 430 480 50 12 701-825


Two Adults With Two Children (ages 10 and 13)* 471 521 50 11 701-825


Single Adult - General Assistance** 365 435 70 19 420-563


Single Person With a Disability** 365 435 70 19 420-563


* The range in MMR for the two family examples represents 75% of the MMR for a two bedroom and three+ bedroom respectively. National 
Occupancy Standards require children of the opposite sex to have separate bedrooms; therefore depending on the sex of the children a two or three+ 
bedroom may be required.


** The range in MMR for one person households represents 75% of the MMR for a bachelor and one bedroom respectively. 
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n	 Appendix 1: 
MANITOBA’S INDICATORS OF POVERTY REDUCTION AND SOCIAL INCLUSION


INDICATOR SOURCE OF INFORMATION


High school graduation rate Manitoba Education and Advanced Learning


Participation in adult learning programs Manitoba Multiculturalism and Literacy


Average weekly earnings Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey


Employment rate Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey


Minimum wage rate Manitoba Labour and Immigration


Low income rate Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics


Income inequality Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics


Post-secondary education participation Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey (Custom Tabulation)


Early development instrument scores Manitoba Children and Youth Opportunities


Availability of child care Manitoba Family Services


Number of children in care Manitoba Family Services


Teen birth rate Manitoba Health, Statistics Canada-Vital Statistics (Custom Tabulation)


Potential years of life lost by income quintile Manitoba Health


Prevalence of chronic diseases by income quintile Manitoba Health


Continuity of physician care Manitoba Health


Average number of persons receiving co-ordinated home 
care services


Manitoba Health


Number of people using Access Centres Manitoba Health, Manitoba Family Services


Total units of social and affordable housing supported by 
Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation


Manitoba Housing and Community Development


New households served through Manitoba Housing and 
Renewal Corporation programs and services


Manitoba Housing and Community Development


Households in core housing need Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation


Sense of community belonging Statistics Canada, Canadian Community Health Survey
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n	 Appendix 2: 
REPORTING ON COMMITMENTS


Housing


2013 Increasing the number of social housing and 
affordable rental units across Manitoba.


✔ Manitoba is about to complete the unprecedented 
commitment to establish 1,500 new affordable housing 
units and support 1,500 new social housing units 
between 2009 and 2014, increasing housing options for 
low-income Manitobans, after which the province will 
embark on a new commitment to build 500 new social 
housing units and 500 new affordable housing units 
over three years.


2013 New social and affordable housing – a three-year 
commitment of $114.3 million for 500 new social 
housing units, and $25 million for 500 affordable 
housing units over three years, in addition to the 
previous commitment to establish 1,500 new 
affordable housing units and 1,500 social housing 
units between 2009 and 2014.


2013 Restoring, repairing and redeveloping housing – 
a three-year commitment to invest $100 million 
annually to restore and redevelop housing units, 
plus an additional $34 million annually to 
repair existing stock and provide quality home 
environments for tenants.


✔ Manitoba Housing is on track to invest $100 million 
in 2013/14 in housing portfolio restoration and 
redevelopment, in addition to $34 million to repair 
existing stock.


2013 Support the Development of New Affordable 
Rental Housing - a new Residential Housing 
Construction Tax Credit to support the 
development of new rental and affordable rental 
units. This 8% tax credit will be available 
for construction of new rental units where at 
least 10% of the units have rents at, or below, 
affordable rental rates.


✔ Tax credit introduced in 2013.


2013 Change provincial rent regulation to ease large 
rent increases linked to renovations for tenants in 
units subject to rent regulation.


✔ Enabling legislation was passed in 2013, amending 
The Residential Tenancies Act. Consultations are 
ongoing with tenants, landlords and other stakeholders. 
Regulatory changes will be implemented in 2014.


2013 Green Energy Retro-fit – actions to help low-
income Manitobans equip their homes with 
green, energy-efficient devices.


✔ Since Budget 2012, Manitoba Hydro’s Affordable 
Energy Program (formerly the Lower Income Efficiency 
Program) completed 1,038 high-efficiency natural gas/ 
boiler upgrades, 2,860 basic energy efficiency upgrades 
and 2,020 insulation retrofits.
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2013 Portable Shelter Benefits – $6.3 million of 
increased investments in RentAid shelter benefits 
to assist low-income Manitobans:


• Increasing and simplifying income and rent 
thresholds for RentAid, allowing more people 
to qualify.


✔ The RentAid Regulation was amended, and more 
people are eligible for benefits.


• Increasing RentAid benefits for all recipients by 
$240 per year.


✔ The maximum benefit was raised by $240 per year.


• Introducing the RentAid Transition Bonus 
– $110 per month for up to two years for 
EIA recipients in private rental situations 
transitioning into training or employment, who 
are otherwise ineligible for RentAid.


✔ The RentAid Transition Bonus ($110 per month for 
24 months, including transitions to training) replaced 
the Rewarding Work Rental Allowance ($50 per month 
for 12 months).


A long-term commitment to improve and 
streamline portable shelter benefits to better 
support transition to financial independence.


✔ Budget 2014 launches Manitoba Rent Assist, a new 
benefit program to support low-income Manitobans in 
private rental housing.


Building Blocks for Employment


2013 Launch Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable 
Employment and Stronger Labour Market, 
including:


✔ Strategy launched in 2013/14.


• A new, comprehensive approach to 
workforce development.


✔ Opened the first Manitoba Jobs and Skills Development 
Centre, a one-stop centre for employers and job seekers.


✔ Launched findmyjob, the most comprehensive job search 
tool in Manitoba.


• Restructuring and modernizing Manitoba’s 
EIA program.


✔ Developed the Employment and Training Readiness 
Assessment, to help get EIA participants on the path to 
training or employment.


✔ Amended the EIA Regulation to work with single 
parents to make employment plans sooner and to allow 
payment to family members of EIA recipients who 
provide care to children when their parents are in work 
or training.
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• Providing new wrap-around supports for EIA 
recipients who are transitioning to training 
and employment.


✔ Job Connections workers support EIA recipients to 
resolve training or employment-related problems.


✔ Launched Manitoba Works!, an innovative new 
approach to help those with complex service needs with 
assessment, training and cooperative work experiences.


2012 Strengthening programs to help connect people 
with jobs.


✔ The EIA program is now part of Manitoba Jobs and the 
Economy, to more strongly link it with employment and 
training programs.


2012 Investing in quality, accessible post-
secondary education:


• Limiting University tuition fee increases to the 
rate of inflation.


✔ Passed The Protecting Affordability for University 
Students Act.


• Capping fee increases at colleges at $150. ✔ Passed The Protecting Affordability for University 
Students Act.


• Committing major multi-year funding to 
universities with 5.0% operating increases until 
2013/14.


In 2013/14, operating funding for universities was 
increased by 2.5%.


2012 Expand access and options for apprenticeship 
training in local communities across 
the province.


✔ In 2012/13, over 100 apprenticeship opportunities were 
provided through the Community-Delivered Apprentice 
Training Program.


2013 Increase support for apprentices in Manitoba. ✔ Launched a new bursary program for final-year 
apprentices, funding 50 bursaries of $1,000 each, based 
on industry demand and individual need.  


2012 Enhance the Co-op Education and 
Apprenticeship Tax Credit.


✔ Budget 2012 significantly increased the apprenticeship 
components of these credits and added a bonus for  
early-level apprenticeships outside of Winnipeg. 
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2012 Continuing construction of an all-season road 
on the east side of Lake Winnipeg creating new 
jobs, skills training for community members 
and long-term economic benefits for all 13 east 
side communities.


✔ As of January, 2014:


• approximately 600 job opportunities have been 
created for local residents;


• introductory construction, skilled labour and heavy 
equipment training provided to approximately 
250 Manitobans;


• community benefit agreements signed with each of 
the 13 Eastside First Nations;


• approximately $65 million invested in local 
communities under Community Benefit Agreements;


• ten community-owned construction companies 
contracted to undertake work; and


• requirements in place in construction tenders 
stipulating a minimum of 20% local hiring on 
bridge construction and 30% local hiring on road 
construction tenders, with local residents getting first 
priority for jobs


Early Childhood Development and Parenting Supports


2013 Invest in new child-care spaces:


• $25 million to build new or to expand existing 
child-care facilities by 2015.


✔ Budget 2014 continues this progress, with new funding 
of over $5.5 million to build on the government’s 2011 
commitment to fund 2,000 additional child-care spaces. 


• Additional funding for 2,000 child-care spaces 
by 2015, starting with 386 new spaces in 
2013/14.


✔ Funding allocated for 386 new spaces in 2013/14.


• Open approximately 1,000 new child-care 
spaces in 2013/14.


✔ 840 new spaces licensed thus far in 2013/14, on target 
for 1,000.


2012 Continue to strengthen accessible, early learning, 
child care, and early childhood development 
programming, and provide innovative programs 
and supports for parents.


• Funding more child-care and nursery spaces. ✔ Funded child-care and nursery spaces have increased by 
1,258 since April 1, 2012.


• Providing child-care subsidies to more 
Manitoba parents.


✔ Income eligibility levels were increased by 5.3% in 
July 2012, making more Manitoba parents eligible for 
child-care subsidies.
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• Building new schools, gyms and child-
care centres.


✔ 17 new child-care centres constructed in 2012/13 and  
8 new child-care centres constructed thus far in 2013/14.


• Parenting supports like Triple P Positive 
Parenting Program and hot line, and 
ManitobaParentZone.ca.


✔ Launched the Triple P Phone Line and the ParentZone 
website and continue Triple P training.


• First-of-its-kind in Canada pilot of Pax Good 
Behaviour Game.


✔ Pilot Pax in over 100 classrooms in 2012/13 (reaching 
approximately 2,500 students).
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Youth


2012 Introduce a new crime prevention strategy. ✔


✔


Launched a new strategy to keep kids out of crime.


Launched “Block by Block” a crime reduction and 
community mobilization initiative in Winnipeg in 2013.


2012 Establish a new intensive after-school program 
modelled after the successful Chicago After 
School Matters program.


✔ Began the After School Leaders Program in 2012/13.


2012 Investments in Bright Futures. ✔ Since Budget 2012, over $8 million has been invested in 
the Bright Futures Fund.
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Maryanne, a 40-year-old single mother with a two-year-old child, left an abusive relationship and moved into a shelter with her son. 
She had worked providing child care in her home, but this was no longer possible because of her living situation, and she had to apply 
for EIA. Her Case Coordinator assisted her in obtaining child support and daycare for her son, and helped her prepare for a move into 
second-stage housing. Once Maryanne was settled in her new apartment, she was referred to Taking Charge!, a community based 
agency, and their Taking Charge of Opportunities Program, to help her explore her strengths and establish a daily routine.


With that completed, Maryanne met with an Employment Manitoba Career Development Consultant (CDC). The CDC worked with 
Maryanne to discuss her interests, history and skills, and encouraged her to apply for the Business Administrative Assistant course 
at Winnipeg Technical College. Maryanne transitioned from EIA to a living allowance from Employment Manitoba. Her health 
benefits continued while she attended her two-year program, and her CDC supported her throughout the duration of the course. 
In December 2013 Maryanne graduated, gained employment immediately after graduating, and now works as an administrative 
assistant at a local business.


Maryanne says that she is happy with her new job and feels proud to be independent. “It really works” she said. “The process really 
works and now I don’t have to be on assistance anymore.”


Income Supports and Tax Credits


2013 Increase the Seniors’ Education Property 
Tax Credit.


✔ Maximum increased from $1,025 to $1,100 in 2013, 
benefitting approximately 31,000 seniors’ households.


✔ Budget 2014 begins to eliminate the education property 
tax paid by seniors, with the tax fully eliminated by 
2016. Later in 2014, all seniors who still pay education 
property tax will be able to apply for a rebate of up to 
$235, which will take another 7,200 seniors off the 
education property tax roll.


2012 Increase Basic Personal Amount. ✔ Increased by $250 in 2013, removing 5,500 low-income 
Manitobans from the income tax rolls.


2013 Increase Basic Personal Amount. ✔ Budget 2014 provides another $250 increase. As a 
result, 5,500 more Manitobans will pay no provincial 
income tax.


Food Security


2012 Working with partners to make milk more 
affordable in northern Manitoba.


✔ Manitoba is encouraging the federal government to 
expand the Nutrition North Program for milk in remote 
fly-in communities. A Northern Milk Price Review is 
being conducted by the Rural Development Institute.


✔ Building on the province’s Northern Healthy Foods 
Initiative, Budget 2014 supports a new pilot project 
to help make healthy foods, including milk, more 
accessible to northern Manitobans. 
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national council of welfare reportS
no. 4


C O U P L E  W I T H  2  C H I L D R E N  A G E D  1 0  A N D  1 5
this is one of four bulletins providing welfare income information on four household types. there is also a 
methodology bulletin you may wish to consult for further explanation.


W I D E  V A R I A T I O N  A C R O S S  T H E  C O U N T R Y


Basic Social 
Assistance


Other 
P⁄T* 


Benefits


Federal 
Child Tax 


Benefit 


P/T* 
Child 


Benefit


GST  
Credit


Other P⁄T* 
Tax 


Credits


Total 
Income


newfoundland and labrador (nl) $12,798 $1,200 $6,372 $667 $731 $200 $21,968


prince edward island (pe) $15,815 $350 $6,372 $731 $23,267


nova Scotia (nS) $12,360 $150 $6,372 $1,090 $731 $20,703


new Brunswick (nB) $10,653 $1,120 $6,372 $500 $731 $19,376


Quebec (Qc) $10,699 $1,159 $6,372 $3,174 $731 $22,134


ontario (on) $12,992 $6,372 $600 $731 $521 $21,215


manitoba (mB) $14,057 $160 $6,372 $731 $21,319


Saskatchewan (SK) $14,933 $215 $6,372 $731 $375 $22,626


alberta (aB) $13,242 $275 $6,462 $731 $20,710


British columbia (Bc) $13,213 $290 $6,372 $731 $410 $21,016


Yukon (Yt) $24,811 $685 $6,250 $900 $731 $33,377


northwest territories (nt) $26,512 $5,826 $660 $731 $33,729


nunavut (nu) $49,008 $3,226 $660 $350 $53,244


*provincial⁄territorial


S T A G N A T I O N  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  A D E Q U A C Y


W e l f a r e  i n c o m e s  c o m p a r i s o n  i n  $


Welfare 
Income AT LICO MBM* Average AT 


Income*  Welfare 
Income AT LICO MBM* Average AT 


Income*


NL $21,968 $29,378 $29,555 $36,942 ON $21,215 $34,738 $32,476 $43,696


PE $23,267 $29,013 $31,525 $33,360 MB $21,319 $34,738 $27,871 $37,351


NS $20,703 $29,378 $30,611 $33,872 SK $22,626 $29,378 $28,358 $39,398


NB $19,376 $29,378 $27,691 $37,351 AB $20,710 $34,738 $31,948 $54,236


QC $22,134 $34,738 $27,114 $39,398 BC $21,016 $34,738 $32,518 $39,909


*estimated
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●● the lowest welfare income was in alberta and British columbia at 60% of the at lico, 65% of the 
mBm and only 38% (aB) and 53% (Bc) of at average income.


●● in Quebec it reached 82% of the mBm and in prince edward island it reached 80% of the at lico. in 
prince edward island it reached 70% of at average income.


L I Q U I D  A S S E T  R U L E S  N O T  H E L P I N G


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  a t  a p p l i c a t i o n 


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  o n c e  o n  w e l f a r e 


●● none of the asset exemption levels is generous, but some are non-existent. Having low or no 
exemptions for some applicants means that they have to spend their last dollar before they can 
qualify for assistance.


NL


75% 74%


59%


80%
74%


70% 70% 68%
61%


66%
70%


52%


64%


82%


56%
61%


65%


49%


61%


76%


57%


77% 80%


57% 60%
65%


38%


60%
65%


53%


PE NS NB QC ON MB SK AB BC
0%


10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%


WI as % of AT LICO WI as % of MBM (estimated) WI as % of AT Average Income (estimated)


$4,000


SK
0


$1,000


$2,000


$3,000


$4,000


$5,000


$2,107


ON


$2,000


NB


$1,757


QC


$1,600


YT


$1,500


NL


$1,396


AB


$1,000


NS


$560


NT


$250


BC


$50


PE


$0


MB


$0


NU


$4,000


SK
0


$1,000


$2,000


$3,000


$4,000


$5,000


$2,975


QC


$2,500


BC


$2,107


ON


$2,000


NB


$1,800


PE


$1,600


YT


$1,600


MB


$1,500


NL


$1,396


AB


$1,000


NS


$560


NT


$0


NU







3 | ncw  | welfare incomeS 2008  | no. 4  | COUPLE WITH 2 CHILDREN AGED 10 AND 15


E X T E N T  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  D E C L I N E  I N  R E C E N T  Y E A R S


2008 
Amount Peak Year Peak 


Amount*
$ Change from 
Peak to 2008 Low Year Low 


Amount*


$ Change from 
Low Amount  


to 2008


NL $21,968 2007 $22,161 -$193 1995 $19,329 $2,639


PE $23,267 1986 $25,807 -$2,540 1999 $21,857 $1,410


NS $20,703 2001 $21,592 -$890 1995 $19,701 $1,001


NB $19,376 2008 $19,376 $0 1989 $15,808 $3,568


QC $22,134 2006 $22,639 -$505 2000 $19,477 $2,657


ON $21,215 1992 $29,890 -$8,674 2003 $20,503 $712


MB $21,319 1992 $27,642 -$6,323 2000 $20,506 $813


SK $22,626 1986 $25,021 -$2,395 2005 $20,603 $2,023


AB $20,710 1986 $26,808 -$6,099 2008 $20,710 $0


BC $21,016 1994 $23,766 -$2,751 2005 $19,684 $1,331


YT $33,377 2008 $33,377 $0 1986 $28,316 $5,061


NT $33,729 1999 $33,905 -$176 2007 $29,078 $4,651


NU $53,244 2008 $53,244 $0 2007 $52,283 $961


*peak amounts and low amounts are in 2008 constant dollars.


●● in only 3 cases, was 2008 the peak year. 


●● the majority of welfare incomes peaked 
many years ago. 


●● the amount of the decrease in total 
welfare incomes is sometimes severe. 
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P e r c e n t a g e  c h a n g e  f r o m  l o w  a m o u n t  t o  2 0 0 8  a m o u n t  b y  p r o v i n c e  
a n d  t e r r i t o r y


●● for half of the provinces and territories, the lowest amount was between 2000 and 2007. 


●● for new Brunswick, the 2008 amount represented more than a 20% increase compared  
to the lowest year’s amount. 


B R I D G I N G  F R O M  W E L F A R E  T O  P A I D  E M P L O Y M E N T


the adults in the couple with two children are, like other family types, able to earn income while on welfare. 
the value of those earnings—the amount you can keep—varies across the country. there is in fact, so much 
variability in the circumstances of this 2 adult family type that we are not able to do reasonable estimates.
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 


RE: THE TARIFF SHEETS FILED BY ) 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF 1 DOCKET NO. 08s-146G 
COLORADO WITH ADVICE 1 
LETTER NO. 727-GAS. ) 


PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO PILOT ENERGY ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAM ("PEAP") PRE-IMPLEMENTATION REPORT 


Pursuant to Rule 1400 of the Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure, 4 Code of 


Colorado Regulations ("C.C.R.") 723-1-1400 and the Hearing Commissioner's directive in 


Decision No. RO8-0916-1 (mailed October 24, 2008), Public Service Company of Colorado 


("Public Service" or "the Company"), in the above-styled matter hereby respectfully submits its 


"Pre-Implementation Report" (the "Report") related to its Pilot Energy Assistance Program. In 


support of this submission, Public Service states as follows: 


OVERVIEW 


This document presents the Pre-Implementation Report and Plan for the Public Service 


Pilot Energy Assistance Program ("PEAP"). The Implementation Plan is presented in the 


following sections: 


> Part 1--Program Obiectives: This section articulates what the Public Service PEAP 


study seeks to accomplish. The Program Objectives represent the raison d'etre for the 


Company's low-income interventions. 


> Part 2--Propram Design: This section articulates the activities that Public Service 


will pursue in its effort to achieve the program objectives. Implementation of these 







activities is not an end unto itself. Instead, the Program Design is the means to the 


end, the mechanism through which the program objectives might be achieved. 


k Part 3--Program Evaluation: This section articulates how Public Service intends to 


measure the PEAP's accomplishments. The Program Evaluation will identify and 


measure program outcomes, and assess whether those outcomes resulted in Public 


Service achieving the Company's desired objectives. Should the PEAP program's 


performance fall short of achieving the articulated objectives, the evaluation will seek 


to identify whether the shortcoming is inherent in the program design or whether the 


shortcoming results from program implementation. 


k Part 4--Program Policv Evaluation: This section identifies how Public Service 


intends to assess the policy significance of the PEAP outcomes. It articulates those 


circumstances under which the Company will, with certainty, consider the program to 


be "successful" and thus subject to full-scale implementation. Alternatively, it further 


articulates those circumstances under which the Company will, with certainty, 


consider the program to be "not successful" and subject to abandonment or 


substantial modification. A "gray" area exits in between those two ends of the 


continuum of "success" to "no success." The Program Policy Evaluation of 


outcomes falling between those two ends of the continuum will involve a balancing 


of the results achieved. 


k Part 5--Program Predecessors: This section briefly reviews the Program 


Predecessors, low-income energy assistance programs that have been implemented 


by Public Service. This review establishes a context within which to understand why 


Public Service believes that its overall strategy to achieving the articulated outcomes, 







as well as the specific proposed activities to be pursued through the PEAP program 


design, will predictably lead to accomplishment of the program objectives. 


> Part 6-PEAP Budget & Tracking Account: This section identifies how Public 


Service intends to track revenue, payments to customers, administrative and general 


expenses, other expenses, and keep an ongoing life-to-date balance of over- or under- 


recovery. The PEAP Budget & Tracking Account will be updated and maintained by 


Xcel Energy's Regulatory Accounting group. 


DISCUSSION 


The PEAP study objectives articulated below do not vary based upon the three alternative 


study designs that will be implemented by Public Service in response to the Commission's 


directives (explained further in the Program Design section below). The objectives remain the 


same, with the alternative program designs simply being alternative "tools" through which to 


pursue those objectives. 


With this overview, the Pre-Implementation Report and Implementation Plan turns first 


to the program objectives. In understanding this Implementation Plan, it is fundamental to 


understand a basic precept of Public Service in pursuing PEAP. The "objective" of the Company 


is not simply "to implement PEAP." Implementation of PEAP is the tool that Public Service has 


chosen in an effort to achieve certain outcomes. Broadly speaking, the remainder of this 


Implementation Plan will: (1) identify the desired outcomes; (2) explain the tool to be used in 


pursuing those outcomes; and (3) explain how Public Service will ultimately review whether 


PEAP was the "right" tool for the job. 







PART 1: PROGRAM OBJECTIVES: WHAT THE PEAP IS DESIGNED TO 


ACCOMPLISH 


The discussion below identifies proposed objectives for the Public Service PEAP. After 


each objective a discussion of the program "outcome" is presented, which is envisioned will result 


fiom the PEAP. "Outcomes" measure what a program accomplishes. 


Outcomes are to be distinguished fiom program "outputs" (what does a program produce) 


(e.g., discounted bills; reduced bill burdens) and program "activities" (what does a program do) 


(e.g., number of benefit dollars distributed, number of customers served). While output measures 


and activity measures may be relevant to a discussion of how a program operates, neither of those 


measurements contributes to a determination of whether the program's objectives are being met. 


Each objective below is associated with a stakeholder perspective. Different stakeholders 


might have differing levels of interest in the various outcomes to be pursued through the PEAP. 


It is important to identify through whose eyes particular objectives, and the outcomes associated 


with those objectives, are to be viewed. 


Obiective #I: From the Perspective of the Companv and Nonparticipating Customers: 


The PEAPprogram should improve utility operations to the benefit of all customers. 


Providing rate affordability assistance to low-income utility customers in Colorado 


should seek to improve utility operations to the benefit of all customers, including non- 


participating customers. While this objective is a primary objective of the PEAP, it is not & 


exclusive, and perhaps not the primary, objective. Other objectives might predominate in 


importance even if they "cost" Public Service money. 


The following two specific outcomes will be measured in assessing this program objective: 







> Revenue Neutralitv: The revenue neutrality of a low-income program examines the 


extent to which, if at all, a low-income rate affordability program generates the same 


dollars of revenues to the utility as would have been generated without the offer of 


discounted rates or bills. "Revenue neutrality" distinguishes between billed revenue and 


collected revenue. Revenue neutrality is based on the observation that it is better to 


collect 90% of a $70 bill ($63 revenue) than it is to collect 60% of a $90 bill ($54 


revenue). Revenue neutrality occurs when a low-income program increases collected 


revenue sufficiently to offset any reduction in billing attributable to the program's bill 


discount. 


P Cost-Efficiency Relative to Alternatives: The cost efficiency of a low-income 


program, relative to alternatives, measures whether the low-income rate affordability 


program generates an increase in revenue to the Company, assuming an increase occurs, 


in a less-costly way than currently available alternatives might generate the same 


increase. Cost-efficiency considers the increase in revenue potentially generated by an 


increase in collection activities not involving discounted bills. Using the effectiveness of 


those collection activities in generating additional revenue, along with the costs of those 


collection activities, the analysis then assesses the extent to which available collection 


alternatives could have produced the same increase in revenue as that generated by the 


rate affordability program and, if so, at what cost. Finally, a comparison of the cost of the 


low-income affordability program to the cost of an equivalent increase in collection 


activities is considered. 







Obiective #2: From the Perspective of the Participating Customer, the Company, and Low- 


Income Service Providers: 


The PEAP program should provide low-income customers with the capacity to sustain 


complete bill payment. 


Providing rate affordability assistance to low-income utility customers in Colorado 


should provide low-income customers with the capacity to sustain complete bill payment. 


"Sustaining complete bill payment" involves the following payment attributes with respect to bills 


for current usage: 


P Complete Bill Pavment: The most common indicator of whether complete payment 


has been received from a utility customer involves measuring both the incidence and 


extent of arrears. The incidence of arrears considers the proportion of the total 


population in arrears. The extent of arrears considers the size of arrears at any given 


point in time. A bill coverage ratio (the proportion of current bills paid) should also 


be used (on a monthly, seasonal and annual basis) to consider complete bill payment 


over a period of time. 


P Prompt Bill Pavment: Prompt bill payment considers the timeliness of bill payment, 


not merely whether a customer pays his or her utility bill in full. If a utility renders a bill 


for $100, that company wants a customer to pay the bill by the due date as well as 


paying the bill in full. Bill promptness is primarily measured through one of two 


metrics: (1) by the use of a "weighted arrears" statistic called "bills behind"; and (2) the 


use of the more commonly recognized, but less complete, aging of arrears. 


P Regcular Bill Pavment: The regularity of bill payment measures the extent to which 


customers make at least some bill payment each month. A customer may maintain a 







relatively low level of arrears by paying multiple months of bills on an infrequent basis. 


An examination of January arrears, for example, does not distinguish between the 


customer that has made his or her last twelve monthly payments on time and in full, the 


customer that has made $0 in payments during August through October (perhaps waiting 


for a Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program ("LIHEAP") benefit to pay those 


arrears), and the customer who makes three payments over the year of amounts equal to 


the total annual bill. The regularity of bill payment measures the extent to which some 


payment is made in response to each bill rendered. 


> Unsolicited Bill Pavment: The extent to which bill payments are "solicited" considers 


the extent to which, if at all, a company is required to engage in collection activities to 


generate a bill payment. An unsolicited bill payment involves a payment that is made in 


response to a bill without any need for company collection contact with the customer. 


Measuring collection activities considers both the number and the intensity of collection 


activities. A more intense collection activity involves a more direct company-to- 


customer contact than does a less intense activity. Issuing a posted disconnect notice 


involves a more intense activity than issuing a computer generated "reminder" notice. 


The disconnection of service involves a more intense collection activity than does a call 


center contact. 


In sum, the second objective of the Company's PEAP is to improve customer 


management of their own bills as bills become more affordable. Rather than having partial, late 


or periodic payments, or payments that are made only in response to Company collection 


activity, the objective is for low-income customers to address their bills for current usage in a 


complete, regular, timely and unsolicited fashion on a monthly basis. 







Obiective #3: From the Perspective of the Participating: Customer, Low-Income Service 


Providers, and Society as a Whole: 


The PEAP program should help minimize the extent of home energy insecurity as 


measured by the Home Energy Insecurity Scale. 


The final objective of a low-income rate affordability program is to minimize the extent 


of home energy insecurity. Administrators of low-income energy assistance programs have long 


struggled to develop a mechanism to capture the many facets of home energy unaffordability. 


> Some efforts have focused on lowering a household's home energy burdens. A 


household's "energy burden" is determined by dividing the household's energy bill 


by the household's gross income. This process, however, does not capture the 


circumstances of a household for whom the receipt of energy assistance results in an 


increase in the home energy burden. This occurs because he or she is no longer 


required to cut off energy to all of the rooms of the home but one. 


P Some efforts have focused on the nonpayment of home energy bills (as well as the 


disconnection of service and other collection-related problems). This process, 


however, does not capture the circumstances of a customer that pays his or her bill, 


but reduces spending on other household necessities, such as food or medicine, in 


order to do so. 


> Some efforts have focused on reductions in energy consumption. This process, 


however, does not capture the circumstances of a household whose energy 


unaffordability problems result from a combination of very low incomes (even 


though usage is very low as well). 







Home energy security is measured through application of the Home Energy Insecurity 


Scale ("Scale"). Developed for the federal LIHEAP office, the Home Energy Insecurity Scale 


allows the program manager to capture all aspects of low-income energy affordability. Through 


application of the Scale, customers are categorized into one of five levels of the Scale: thriving, 


capable, stable, vulnerable, in-crisis. An improvement in home energy security is evidenced not 


merely by where a customer falls on the Scale, but by the change in status as represented by a 


move "up" the Scale (e.g., from vulnerable to stable, from in-crisis to vulnerable). For more 


information on the Home Energy Insecurity Scale, see Attachment B. 


PART 2: PROGRAM DESIGN: PURSUING THE PROGRAM OBJECTIVES. 


Public Service has proposed a low-income program design based on the strategy that the 


three program objectives could be achieved through a reduction of natural gas bill burdens to an 


affordable level. The "affordability" of Public Service's low-income bills is to be measured by 


application of a percentage of income. The basic "theory" of the Public Service program design 


is that if bill burdens can be reduced to an affordable percentage of income, Public Service can 


expect: (1) sustainable bill payments from low-income customers; (2) increased home energy 


security on the part of low-income customers; and (3) improvements in Company operations 


benefiting all customers. 


Given this overall approach, the following program design sets forth the specific 


operation of the proposed PEAP initiative. This section will: 


9 Explain the basic program design features; and 


9 Articulate how Public Service proposes to incorporate alternative additional design 


features as directed by the Commission. 







BASIC PROGRAM DESIGN FEATURES 


The PEAP program is designed to test the impact of ratepayer-provided supplemental 


financial assistance and arrearage forgiveness upon the bill payment behaviors of the Company's 


low-income natural gas utility customers. ' [R.D. T[ 1721. This ratepayer-funded supplemental 


assistance is provided through either arrearage forgiveness, a percentage-of-income based fixed 


credit or through a tiered discount rate. The statutory authority granted to the Colorado Public 


Utilities Commission ("Commission") concerning low-income customers is a basis for the PEAP 


program.2 As part of the initial "outreach effort, the Company will send an informational letter 


to the approximately 43,000 customers that have received LEAP assistance in 2008 and or 2009 


informing them of the PEAP program and inviting participation. A copy of the initial letter is 


included here as Attachment A. 


The following discussion outlines the design features of the PEAP program as presented 


by Public Service and ordered by the Commission. 


THE PERCENTAGE OF INCOME-BASED AFFORDABILITY CREDITS 


Public Service Company will deliver energy affordability assistance to a low-income 


population through a percentage of income-based program. This percentage of income program 


is offered to Public Service customers with income at or below 150% of the Federal Poverty 


' Public Service provided an overview of the proposed PEAP program through the Direct and Rebuttal testimonies 
of Patrick J. Boland in the Company's recently completed Phase I1 gas rate case, Docket No. 08s-146G (hereafter 
references to Boland Direct noted as "B.D." and references to Boland Rebuttal noted as "B.R."). Commission Staff, 
Office of Consumer Counsel, Energy Outreach Colorado, Seminole Energy Services, and Atmos Energy 
Corporation filed Answer and Cross-Answer testimony. The Recommended Decision of Hearing Commissioner 
Ronald J. Binz (hereafter "R.D.") was issued on October 24, 2008, and the Commission's Order on Exceptions to 
Recommended Decision of Hearing Commissioner Ronald J. Binz was issued on December 23, 2008 (hereafter 
"D.E."). The final order, Order on Application for Rehearing, Reargument, or Reconsideration was issued on 
February 10,2009. 


$40-3-106(d)(I) C.R.S. 







~ e v e l . ~  Public Service customers will be income-qualified for the PEAP program through the 


existing LIHEAP intake process. Alternative outreach options to qualify customers for the 


PEAP program will be explored through the Colorado Food Stamp program and similar social 


programs. [B.R. p. 81. Customers are required to re-enroll in PEAP on an annual basis and have 


their income re-verified through the application process. Public Service will seek participants for 


all of the study groups, within reason and within the limits of a $15 million project budget. [R.D. 


11 182 - 1831. 


In addition to being income-qualified, the Public Service program is targeted to 


customers who have a "demonstrated difficulty in paying their energy bills." (B. D., at 9). Low- 


income customers have such a "demonstrated difficulty" if they meet one of two alternative tests 


of "payment-troubled" status: (1) they have had a disconnection event within the 12 months 


immediately preceding their application for the program; or (2) they have an arrears of $250 or 


more at the time they seek to enroll in the percentage of income program. [B. D., at 101. 


Customers enrolled in the percentage of income-based component of the Public Service 


PEAP will receive a bill for current usage based on an affordable percentage of income. PEAP 


participants will receive a bill credit designed to reduce their bill for current consumption to 5% 


of gross household income. [R.D. 7 1841 .4 


3 The generally accepted measure of "being poor" in the United States today indexes a household's income to the 
"Federal Poverty Level" published each year by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS). The 
Poverty Level looks at income in relation to household size. This measure recognizes that a three-person household with 
an annual income of $6,000 is, in fact, "poorer" than a two-person household with an annual income of $6,000. The 
federal government establishes a uniform "Poverty Level" for the 48 contiguous states. A household's "Level of Poverty" 
refers to the ratio of that household's income to the Federal Poverty Level. For example, the year 2009 Poverty Level for 
a two-person household is $14,570. A two-person household with an income of $7,285 would thus be living at 50% of 
Poverty. 


Public Service will monitor the 5% energy burden and consult with the stakeholder advisory group if the 5% 
burden proves to be unworkable. [B.R. p. 131 







Low-income customers participating in the percentage of income-based PEAP program 


component will receive their affordability credits as a "fixed credit" on their bill. This fixed 


credit will be calculated on an annual basis as follows: (I) estimated annual bill calculated for 


purposes of enrolling in the Company's levelized monthly budget billing program; (2) minus the 


customer's LIHEAP payment;5 (3) minus 5% of the customer's gross household income. The 


net amount calculated in this fashion will be credited as a fixed annual credit against the 


customer's annual Low-income customers participating in the percentage of income-based 


program component will be enrolled in the Public Service Average Monthly Payment ("AMP") 


plan. [B.R. pp. 4-51. 


PEAP participants with pre-existing arrears appearing on their bill at the time they enter 


the program will be eligible to receive bill credits to help retire those pre-existing arrears. [R.D. 


1841. Participants will be required to pay 1% of their income toward their pre-existing arrears. A 


PEAP participant with pre-existing arrears will thus pay no more than 6% of income toward their 


total bill, 5% of income toward their current usage and 1% of income toward their pre-existing 


arrears. [R.D. f[ 1841 For each complete customer payment received toward pre-existing arrears, 


Public Service will provide an arrearage credit on a matching basis. 


Low-income customers with pre-existing arrears will be allowed to participate in PEAP 


even should their bill for current usage be less than 5% of gross household income. These 


LEAP payments will be distributed to Public Service as a direct payment to reduce the shortfall between the 
customer's percentage of income payment and the PEAP participant's bill at standard residential rates. [B.R. p. 131 


To illustrate, assume a customer with a gross annual income of $8,000 and a LIHEAP payment of $300 receives a 
$1,200 bill at standard residential rates. The customer's affordable bill would be calculated as 5% of gross 
household income ($10,000 x 5% = $500). The customer's affordability credit would be calculated as follows: 
$1,200 - $300 LIHEAP payment = $900 - $500 percentage of income payment = $400 affordability credit. This 
customer would receive a monthly affordability credit of $33.33 ($400 / 12 months = $33.33 per month). The 
customer would be responsible for paying his or actual bill after receipt of the affordability credit. It is the credit, 
not the bill, which is "fixed." If the bill increases beyond $1,200, the customer pays the increase. If the bill decreases 
below $1,200, the customer pockets the savings. 







customers will enroll in the Public Service AMP program but receive no affordability credit 


toward their current monthly bill. These customers will be required to pay 1% of their gross 


household income toward their pre-existing arrears. They will receive the same matching arrears 


credit as would be received by a PEAP participant receiving an affordability credit. [B.R. p. 91. 


Finally, Public Service will link its PEAP initiative with its Energy $avings Partners 


(E$P) program. [B.R. pp. 13-14] Through this linkage, the PEAP program will target high 


consumption accounts for participation in the low-income energy assistance and low-income 


energy efficiency programs [B.R. p. 14). High-usage PEAP participants will be referred to the 


Public Service E$P program. There will, however, be no usage cap for program participants. 


[B.R. p. 101 


Public Service will direct the same credit and collection activities toward PEAP 


participants that the Company would direct toward any other residential customer. Should PEAP 


participants be disconnected for nonpayment, customers who comply with Public Service's re- 


connection requirements will continue to receive the monthly benefit rather than being 


discontinued from the PEAP program. [B.R. p. 121 


In addition to the percentage of income-based affordability program offered to Public 


Service's low-income customers, the Company will offer a tiered discount rate program to 


customers that are not necessarily in arrears as one alternative program structure. In his 


Recommended Decision, Hearing Commissioner Binz said: 


"The Hearing Commissioner directs Public Service to include within the PEAP design a 


segment that studies a discounted rate as a means of reducing the occurrence of arrears. This 


might take a form similar to the Universal Service Programs in Indiana or the annual bill credit 







proposed by Staff, the Minnesota Xcel plan, or some other approach developed by Public Service 


in consultation with the stakeholder advisory group. Also, the affect of a discounted rate shall be 


studied relative to sub-segments of the low-income customers currently without arrears, at a 


minimum targeting the elderly and disabled, while considering other identifiable segments." 


[R. D., at 7 1801 


In implementing this alternative program design, Public Service proposes to harmonize 


the discounted rate structure with its proposed percentage of income-based "strategy" underlying 


its basic program design. In addition, Public Service proposes to harmonize the tiered discount 


rate structure with its underlying basic program design to the extent that the Company: 


P can rely on existing energy assistance intake mechanisms (including both the state 


LIHEAP office andlor EOC) to identify eligible customers and confirm the eligibility 


requirements of those customers; and 


P can deliver benefits on a "fixed credit" basis, thus maintaining a strong 


bb conservation" incentive. 


Given that overview, the Company proposes the following alternative rate discount 


program to supplement its basic percentage of income-based fixed credit program for low- 


income payment-troubled customers. The proposed discount rate program design borrows 


heavily from the Universal Service Program ("USP") design implemented by Indiana's Citizens 


Gas and Coke Utility ("CGCU") and Vectren Energy Delivery of Indiana ("VEDI"); from the 


Northern Indiana Public Service Company ("NIPUBLIC SERVICE") "Winter Warmth" 


program; and from the PECO Energy Company's CAP Rate discount. 


The following program components will be implemented: 







> Public Service will offer a rate discount program to three specific sub-populations of 


Public Service's low-income customer base: (1) LIHEAP recipient households that 


are natural gas customers of Public Service who are deemed by LIHEAP to be 


"elderly" households for purposes of LIHEAP reporting; (2) LIHEAP recipient 


households that are natural gas customers of Public Service who are deemed by 


LIHEAP to be "disabled" for purposes of LIHEAP reporting;7 and (3) households 


with income greater than 150% of the Federal Poverty Level, but less than 200% of 


the Federal Poverty Level, receiving assistance through an EOC intake agency.8 


> Public Service will offer a rate discount to these three sub-populations of customers 


whether or not they have arrears, provided that elderly and disabled customers that 


would, in the absence of the tiered discount program, qualify them for the percentage 


of income-based fixed credit program will be placed on the fixed credit program. 


P Public Service will enroll not to exceed 1,000 customers in the tiered discount 


program, disaggregated by a percentage of customers enrolled through EOC and 


customers enrolled through LIHEAP. 


> Public Service will offer a tiered discount to these three groups of customers. Public 


Service proposes three discount tiers: (I) customers with income at or below 100% of 


the Federal Poverty Level: 25% discount on the total bill for current usage; (2) 


customers with income above 100% but at or below 150% of the Federal Poverty 


7 By federal statute, the LIHEAP program targets three specific populations: (1) the elderly; (2) the disabled; and (3) 
households with young children. State LIHEAP programs collect and report data on their respective recipient 
populations to allow an assessment of the extent to which LIHEAP meets this statutory targeting requirement. 
Rather than incurring the expense of adopting independent definitions and qualification criteria for what constitutes 
an "elderly" or "disabled" household, Public Service proposes to defer to the state LIHEAP office for that definition. 
8 Energy Outreach Colorado has a different, and more extensive, intake network than does the Colorado LIHEAP 
program. Moreover, one population that EOC serves involves customers that are "over-income" for purposes of 
LIHEAP. 







Level: 20% on the total bill for current usage; and (3) customers with income above 


150% of the Federal Poverty Level: 15% on the total bill for current usage. 


k The tiered discount will be provided on a fixed credit basis. It will be calculated as 


follows: (1) estimated annual bill calculated for purposes of enrolling in the 


Company's levelized monthly budget billing program; (2) minus the customer's 


LIHEAP payment; (3) times 1.0 minus the percentage discount. The net bill 


calculated in this fashion will be charged to the customer in equal monthly 


 installment^.^ 


k As the need calls for, the tiered discount program will provide at the time of 


enrollment a one-time fixed payment of not to exceed $200 that may be used to retire 


arrears appearing on the customer's bill at the time of enrollment. Customers are 


otherwise responsible for paying arrears in excess of this amount. 


k Enrollment, re-enrollment and collection program policies otherwise applicable to 


participants in the percentage of income-based fixed credit program will be applicable 


to participants in the tiered discount program as well.'' 


Should Public Service find, after the first year of operation, that the proposed discount 


levels result in natural gas burdens that sharply diverge from those that have been deemed 


"affordable" for purposes of the fixed credit program component, the Company will propose 


adjustments in the tiered discount levels. 


To illustrate, assume a customer with income below 100% of Federal Poverty Level receiving a $1,200 annual bill 
and a $400 LIHEAP payment. The tiered discount program would calculate the discounted bill as follows: $1,200 - 
F t O O  = $800 x (1 - 0.25) = $800 x 0.75 = $600 / 12 = $50 monthly bill. 


For example, program participants will be required to participate in the Company's levelized monthly budget 
billing program in order to participate in the tiered discount program. 







TERM OF THE AFFORDABILITY CREDITS 


Public Service will offer the affordability credits -including the percentage of income- 


based affordability credit and tiered discount affordability credit, along with the arrearage 


credits- over a 30-month period. The provision of this affordability assistance will include a 


three-month ramp-up period, 24-months of assistance, and a three-month ramp-down period. 


[R.D. 7 1851 


The provision of energy assistance services has both a substantive and an administrative 


aspect to it. On the one hand, the PEAP program shall test specific concepts and delivery 


strategies relative to the provision of energy assistance services. [R.D. 7 1721 On the other hand, 


the project plan shall test how operating systems and procedures would be administered if the 


program were expanded to full scale. [R.D. 7 1721 By the end of the 30-month pilot period, the 


project plan will be modified to address service continuity during a possible transition to a full- 


scale program. [R.D. 7 1721 


PART 3: PROGRAM EVALUATION: MEASURING PROGRAM OUTCOMES. 


Evaluation of the Public ~ervick PEAP program initiative will be based on three study 


groups: 


> Payment-troubled customers who will receive: (1) fixed credits to reduce bills for 


current usage to 5% of income; and (2) arrearage forgiveness credits based on 


customer percentage of income copayments; 


> Payment-troubled customers who do not need fixed credits to reduce bills for current 


usage to 5% of income, but who will receive arrearage forgiveness credits based on 


customer percentage of income copayments; and 







P Tiered rate discount customers with the characteristics described in the Program 


Operations section above. 


As can be seen, the three study groups are distinct groups. There is no anticipated 


overlap between these groups. 


Each study group will be matched with a control group of equal size. The Company 


believes that it will have no difficulty in generating control groups to match the study groups 


described above. 


Public Service does not propose to randomly assign low-income customers to the study 


and control groups. Instead, the study groups will be filled on a first-come, first-enrolled basis. 


The control groups will be selected after-the-fact on a random basis from a population matching 


the characteristics of the study group. Assignment of a customer to a control group will not be 


evident to the customer. A customer will have no reason to be aware of the use of his or her 


account data in a control group. Selected demographic characteristics for control group accounts 


will be requested from the agency that qualifies customers for the program (e.g., LIHEAP, 


EOC). 


Three sets of data will be presented in the Interim and Final Evaluation Reports: 


The first set of data involves activity data. Activity data presents basic descriptive data 


on what the three separate program components have done. Presented on a monthly and annual 


basis, along with seasonal data as appropriate, activity data includes items such as: 


P The number of program participants; 


P Program churn (new enrollment vs. program leavers); 


P The dollars of benefits paid (by type of benefit, e.g., fixed credit, tiered discount 


credit, arrearage forgiveness credit); 







> Administrative activities; and 


> Enrollmentlre-enrollment figures. 


Activity data also presents basic descriptive data on the demographics of program 


participants. 


The second type of data involves output data. Output data presents basic descriptive data 


on what the program produces. The fundamental output that the PEAP is designed to produce 


involves an affordable percentage of income. This fundamental output is based on the program 


strategy (or "theory") that if a participant's bill can be reduced to an affordable burden, the 


Company can achieve the three objectives it has articulated. 


Because of the fixed credit nature of the program components, however, actual 


percentage of income burdens can differ from target burdens based on actual annual natural gas 


consumption. Descriptive statistics on projected versus actual home energy burdens will be the 


primary reporting element of the evaluation's output data for program participants. 


In addition to customer-specific burden data, the output data will report data on funding 


sources. Public Service expenditures on its three program components (percentage of income- 


based fixed credit, tiered discount credit, arrearage forgiveness) are compensated to the 


Company through one of two sources of dollars: (1) program funding; or (2) assigned LIHEAP 


grants. The extent to which total program expenditures are paid by these two sources of funds 


will be reported in the "outputs" section. 


The third type of data involves outcome data. Outcomes will be measured through a 


comparison of the relevant study groups to the corresponding control groups. This process also 


allows for a comparison of outcomes between the three alternative program types (percentage of 


income-based fixed credit, tiered discount fixed credit, arrearage forgiveness only). 







Customers will be entered into their respective group at the time of their initial 


enrollment into the program. Customers will remain in their assigned group for the duration of 


the program. Under the program design, a customer is removed from the program only under 


one of three circumstances: (1) the customer asks to be removed; (2) the customer fails to re- 


enroll in the program; or (3) the customer leaves the Public Service system. 


"Program leavers" who remain on the Public Service system will remain in the 


Company's PEAP database for possible future study as appropriate. Program leavers will be 


replaced with new program participants as the program budget allows. 


Utility data will be archived on a monthly basis for all evaluation participants, including 


both the control and study groups. Utility data that will be collected includes the following: 


The levelized monthly amount due at the discounted rate; 


The arrears copayment due (could be $0 under some circumstances) where 


applicable); 


Total amount due at standard rates for current usage in this month; 


Total balance forward from monthly bill for immediately preceding month; 


Miscellaneous fees (including late charges) appearing on this month's bill 


(separately state cash security deposit billed, if any); 


Total asked-to-pay amount appearing on this month's bill; 


The date on which each bill is rendered; 


The date on which each payment is posted; 


The dollar amount of each payment posted to an account; 


If available, whether the payment is a "customer" or a "non-customer" payment; 


Account activity (e.g., returned checks, account final billed, account written off); 







The usage for this billing period; 


The number of days in the billing cycle. 


The arrearage forgiveness credit provided this month (where applicable); 


The fixed credit (tiered discount credit; percentage of 


provided this month (where applicable); 


Whether account subject to mail contact not involving a 


disconnection for nonpayment (yeslno); 


ncome-based credit) 


notice of a pending 


Whether account subject to call center contact this month (yeslno); 


Whether account subject to a field contact this month not involving the 


disconnection for nonpayment (yeslno); 


Whether account was issued a notice of a pending disconnection for nonpayment 


this month (yeslno); 


Whether account was disconnected for nonpayment this month (yeslno); 


Whether account was reconnectedlrestored this month after a disconnection for 


nonpayment (yeslno); 


Whether the account was written off as uncollectible this month (yeslno); 


Amount of dollars of write-off as uncollectible for this account in this month; 


Whether account was issued a final bill this month (yeslno); 


Amount of dollars final billed to this account this month; 


The date on which a customer left the system (if applicable); 


The date on which a customer left the PEAP program; 


The reason why the customer left the PEAP program; and 


The zip code by account. 







From the data elements listed above, items 1, 2, 14 and 15 are unique to the participants 


in one of the PEAP programs. All other items are applicable to all accounts, both to customers in 


the control groups and customers in each study group. 


In addition to this monthly data, the Company will provide certain data as of the time of 


program enrollment, including: 


1. The arrears subject to forgiveness at the time of program entry; 


2. The estimated annual bill used to project the percentage of income-based or tiered 


discount fixed credit; 


3. The projected bill as a percentage of income without a fixed credit discount; and 


4. The projected bill as a percentage of income after receipt of a fixed credit (either 


percentage of income-based or tiered discount-based fixed credit). 


Other data may subsequently be collected, also, as deemed to be appropriate. 


Demographic data will be obtained once a year from the enrollment agency. The 


demographic data will include: 


1. Gross household income; 


2. Household income as percentage of Federal Poverty Level; 


3. Whether LIHEAP recipient (yeslno); 


4. Whether aged (yeslno); and 


5. Whether disabled (yeslno). 


The Home Energy Insecurity Scale data collection will be implemented independently of the rest 


of the program evaluation. The proposed data collection for the Home Energy Insecurity Scale is 


appended to this Implementation Plan as Attachment B. 







PART 4: DEFINING "SUCCESS": ASSESSING THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PROGRAM 


ACCOMPLISHMENTS 


Subsequent to completion of the program evaluation, the Company faces a decision 


regarding whether or not to: 


> Expand the low-income program (either the fixed credit component, the arrearage 


forgiveness component or the tiered discount component, or all three) to a larger low- 


income population base; 


P Abandon the program as not achieving program objectives; or 


> Modify and continue the program to address identified design or implementation 


flaws that can reasonably be associated with the failure to meet program objectives. 


Under certain circumstances, the Company will likely conclude that the program is a "success" 


and recommend its expansion to a larger low-income population. Under other circumstances, the 


Company will likely conclude the program is "not a success" and recommend its abandonment 


or modification. The discussion below considers these circumstances, along with the situation 


where recommendations as to future action are not as clear-cut. 


THE CERTAIN CONCLUSIONS 


The "success" of the Company's PEAP initiative cannot be quantitatively defined for all 


potential circumstances where the program might be considered to be "successful." 


> First, it is generally accepted that should the PEAP achieve its first two program 


objectives -to assist low-income customers sustain complete bill payment and to do so in 


a manner that is beneficial to all customers-- the program will be considered a "success." 


> Second, it is generally accepted that should the PEAP achieve its first and third program 


objectives -to assist low-income customers improve their home energy security and to do 







so in a manner that is beneficial to all customers-the program will be considered a 


"success." 


k Third, it is generally accepted that should the PEAP fail to achieve any of the three 


articulated program objectives, the PEAP initiative will be considered "not successful." 


No reason exists to pursue a low-income program that not only does not leave ratepayers 


generally "better off," but also fails to deliver improvements in either bill payment 


patterns or home energy security. 


k Finally, the likelihood of achieving Objective #1, while failing to achieve Objective #2 or 


Objective #3 is sufficiently remote that no additional effort is devoted to assessing the 


impact of such a scenario on defining the success, or lack thereof, of the PEAP initiative. 


It is difficult to postulate circumstances where improvements in utility operations would 


yield benefits to all customers, while at the same time generating improvements in 


neither low-income bill payment patterns or home energy security. 


CONCLUSIONS REQUIRING POLICY BALANCING 


"Success" can be less certainly defined in quantitative terms in the event that the first program 


objective is not achieved, despite the program's achievement of either or both Objective #2 or 


Objective #3. In such circumstances, the final program evaluation can inform a deliberative 


process under such circumstances, but the extent to which empirical results identify a program 


that is "successful" or "not successful" depends on how different stakeholders weigh the 


importance of the various objectives. The question presented by such circumstances is whether 


the pilot resulted in a "reasonable preference or advantage" as allowed by the Colorado statute. 


In making that assessment, the Commission, the Company, and other stakeholders may elect to 


take into consideration factors in addition to the specific empirical results of the pilot study. For 







example, some stakeholders may believe that additional dollars of costs to ratepayers generally 


may be merited so long as what is "purchased" with those dollars is an increase in the home 


energy security of low-income customers. Other stakeholders may believe that any increase in 


costs to customers generally may not be merited; no matter what impact PEAP might have had in 


generating improved payment patterns or home energy security. 


The likelihood, however, is that these policy trade-offs will not be black and white. To 


the extent that PEAP results in costs to ratepayers generally - remember the "costs to ratepayers 


generally" is measured by a lack of revenue neutrality; that cost is measured by the extent to 


which collected revenue decreases, not by the amount of the discount from the full bill - most 


stakeholders would weigh the extent to which net costs arise against the extent to which payment 


patterns improve or the extent to which home energy security increases. Different stakeholders 


may apply different balances to this weighing process. 


PART 5: PROGRAM PREDECESSORS: UNDERSTANDING THE CONTEXT OF 


PROGRAM STRATEGIES. 


COLORADO ARREARAGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (CAMP) 


This two-year research project, conducted from September 1992 through August 1994, was 


designed to determine the effects of customer arrearage management, weatherization and 


consumer credit counseling on customer payment performances, as well as the impacts on the 


participating energy company's revenue stream. The CAMP Committee and Stephen F. Browne 


with SFB Research Incorporated conducted the research, and the final report was issued on 


March 27,1995. 







A universe of 4,737 Public Service Company of Colorado (Public Service) customers was 


identified as eligible to participate in the project. Eligibility criteria included: 


Households located in Public Service's five metropolitan divisions 


An arrearage of at least $180 per household 


Participation in LEAP during the 199 1 - 1992 energy assistance season 


Three service groups were identified to allow evaluation of 1) arrearage management, 2) 


weatherizatiodarrearage management, and 3) consumer credit counselinglarrearage 


management. Participating Public Service customers who paid their current monthly bills on 


time were forgiven one twenty-fourth of their arrearages for each timely payment. Customers in 


the weatherization group were given free weatherization services. Customers in the counseling 


group were offered free counseling by Consumer Credit Counseling. A control group was 


selected to allow statistical comparisons with the three service groups. 


Of the 4,737 eligible customers, 2,150 customers were drawn in 15 random sampling 


procedures to fill the three service groups. Of the 2,150 customers identified, 976 signed 


contracts required by Public Service's legal department and participated in the project. An 


additional 196 customers were randomly selected into the control group, for a total of 1,172 


customers participating in CAMP in the four groups. 


OBJECTIVES 


The project was designed to evaluate the following: 


The impact of arrearage forgiveness only, weatherizatiodarrearage forgiveness, and 


credit counseling/arrearage forgiveness on payment of energy bills 


The impact of weatherization on energy consumption 


The payment habits of participants in the service groups compared to the control group 







Statistically compare the participants in the three service groups with the control group 


The financial impact on the company 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


The measure of success or failure was whether or not a shut-off or delinquency notice 


was issued for an account. There were about 181 customers who did not fail once during the 


program, and there were approximately 2,300 fewer shut-off notices generated and 88 fewer 


shut-offs. From the standpoint of delaying and reducing the number of payment failures, the 


project was somewhat effective. 


However, while shut-off and delinquency notices occurred earlier in the control group, 


there were no differences between the service groups and the control group in terms of the 


percentage of shut-offs after two years. CAMP had little effect on the likelihood of being shut 


off, despite the fact that it did reduce the number of delinquent payment notices for service group 


customers. Control group customers were found to be as likely to pay their bills as the service 


group customers on average. 


The write-offs gained the company no additional revenue from the service group 


customers by the end of the project. From a cost standpoint, the write-off costs to the company 


were not offset by the avoided collections costs, making the project unsuccessful financially. 


AFFORDABLE BUDGET PILOT PROGRAM 


The Affordable Rate Project of Public Service was designed to test the effectiveness of 


two payment assistance programs in helping low income families living in the Denver area to 


pay their energy bills in full and on time. The research was conducted for Public Service and the 


Colorado Energy Assistance Foundation by Steve Browne, PhD, and The Center for Human 


Investment Policy by Marsha Gould, PhD, Donna Garnett and Tracey O'Brien. 







Two pilot programs, Percent of Bill ("POB") and Percent of Income Plan ("PIP"), were 


evaluated. Participants in both programs had to be enrolled in LEAP at the time the pilot started 


and had to have income below the federal poverty level. POB participants were given a 


reduction in their average energy bill based on where their income fell in relation to the federal 


poverty level; PIP participants received a discount on their actual energy bill that was geared to 


their income level. 


Five hundred and forty-eight (548) households initially participated in the project, which 


began on November 1,1993 and ended on November 30,1995. As of November 30,1995, only 


222 (40.5%) of the households remained. The reasons for not completing the program included: 


failure to pay bill in full and on time, income over the eligibility limit, ineligibility for LEAP, 


move out of the service area or to a location where they did not pay energy bills directly, request 


to be removed from the project, or death of the participant. 


A control group of 454 customers was drawn from those customers who were eligible to 


participate but who failed to appear for interviews for PIP and POB group membership. 


Participants were considered successful if they paid their bills in full and on time. They 


were able to "cure" a month in which they did not pay their bill in full by making it up the next 


month. Participants could be one month behind and still be considered successful in the project. 


Participants who were greater than one month behind were defined as having failed the project. 


Failure for control group customers was defined as receipt of a second shut-off notice. 


Participants who were one month delinquent were sent reminder letters instead of shut- 


off notices. Control group customers were subject to the normal Public Service payment rules 


and did not receive reminder letters. 







OBJECTIVES 


The evaluation of the program was designed to address two basic questions. First, would 


participants in the pilot be more successful than a control group in paying their utility bills in full 


and on time? Second, would participants be able to meet the performance standards set for 


them? An important premise behind the pilot was that delinquent bills and shut-offs are costly 


for Public Service, and a program to limit these situations would help both customers and the 


Company. 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 


The statistical analysis compared participants and control group members in several 


areas: beginning arrears, number of payments made during the active period, number of months 


to failure, and amount of arrearages remaining at the end of the project. The findings were: 


Project participants remained successful longer than their control group counterparts and 


had fewer delinquency notices. 


Project participants owed lower average arrearage amounts than the control group 


members at the end of the project, despite higher beginning amounts. 


Project participants were much more likely to pay their monthly bills than were the 


control group customers. 


Project participants took a longer time to fail, on the average, than control group 


customers. 


The statistical analyses clearly demonstrated that the Affordable Rate Project was successful in 


helping participants make more full and on time payments. Participants remained successful 


longer than their control group counterparts and had significantly fewer shut-off notices. 







THE INFLUENCE OF THE PRIOR PILOT PROJECTS ON PEAP DESIGN 


The experience gained from the previous two low-income affordability pilots 


administered by Public Service has helped inform the design of the PEAP initiative. The CAMP 


and ARP programs offer both substantive and administrative lessons that Public Service has 


sought to incorporate into the PEAP initiative. 


The CAMP program in particular teaches that the offer of arrearage management 


assistance, standing alone, will not necessarily make bills affordable to low-income customers. 


In addition to addressing pre-existing arrears, the Company now believes that low-income 


assistance requires affordability credits need to be directed toward bills for current usage as well. 


Based in part on the CAMP experience, Public Service has designed its PEAP with the 


recognition that the existence of arrears on a low-income account is a manifestation of an 


underlying affordability problem. The arrears are not the problem unto themselves. 


The lessons of CAMP also inform the Company's recognition of the complexities of 


measuring the outcomes of a low-income assistance program. Measuring single attributes (e.g., 


number of shutoffs, total collections costs) do not capture the interrelationships between factors 


that impose costs on a utility. Two customers, for example, neither of whom is disconnected, 


might impose distinctly different costs on the Company if one pays in a full and timely basis 


over the course of a year, and the other pays his or her full annual bill, but makes either partial 


payments for many months or late payments each month. 


The lessons of ARP helped inform PEAP as well. ARP teaches that addressing the 


underlying unaffordability helps a utility such as Public Service to control low-income 


nonpayment and the costs associated with that nonpayment. ARP helped Public Service refine 


its approach to identifying payment patterns that might give rise to concern. Factors such as the 







number of delinquency notices, the number and timeliness of payments, and the level of arrears 


were all factors to consider. Given the success of ARP in helping low-income customers to 


im-move their payment patterns, whether or not those patterns became "perfect", supports the 


notion introduced by Public Service in PEAP that its low-income affordability program should 


focus on customers who are payment-troubled with which to begin. These customers not only 


are the customers who impose the greatest costs on Public Service, but they are the customers 


who present the greatest potential to benefit both themselves and all other ratepayers as a result 


of the affordability assistance. 


The ARP teaches that low-income assistance provided through the Company is not a 


stand-alone project, but is an initiative that is to be integrated with the Company's collection 


processes, existing fuel assistance partnerships, existing usage reduction programs, and other 


activities (e.g., the AMP process) in order to be successhl. 


PART 6: PEAP BUDGET & TRACKING ACCOUNT 


Tracker Account 


Included as Attachment C to this Report, the PEAP tracker account is designed to track 


revenue, payments to customers, administrative and general expenses, other expenses, and keep 


an ongoing life to date balance of over or under recovery. The tracker account will be updated 


and maintained by Xcel Energy's Regulatory Accounting group. Report data points include: 


Revenue Dollars (split between residential and C&I customers) 


Revenue - Number of Customers (split between residential and C&I customers) 


Payments Dollars - customer program beneficiaries 


Payments - number of customers 







Administrative and General expenses 


Other expenses 


Life-to-date balance (balance sheet) 


Monthly and life to date A&G cost per funded amount - calculated program costs 


divided by program revenue. 


Over- or under-recovered "life-to-date" balances will exist due to the collection of 


revenue of approximately $500K monthly, $15M total over the life of the 30-month pilot 


program. The PEAP program started January 1, 2009. A three-month "ramp-up period" was 


discussed by the Commission in the Recommended Decision and is required to hire internal Xcel 


Energy staff, establish Advisory Group participation, and creating process plans and controls. 


There will likely be cyclical components to the PEAP program where more customers apply and 


are accepted during winter periods. During the start-up of the PEAP program, the life-to-date 


tracker balance will likely over-recover revenue in early stages of the program. Additionally, 


most of the time the tracker balance will be either over- or under-recovered during the entire 


course of the pilot program. As a part of the final program evaluation, the Company recognizes 


that it will have to address how to proceed with any remaining tracker balance that may be either 


over- or under-recovered. 


ADMINISTRATIVE AND GENERAL EXPENSE (BUDGET) 


Expense to administer the PEAP program is projected to be approximately 5% to 7% of 


the finded amount. A budget summary is included hereto as Attachment D. The 5% to 7% 


estimate was built from incremental Administrative and General expenses to run the program's 


daily operations. The budget was built based on a similar program operating in the Minnesota 







jurisdiction of Xcel Energy's Northern States Power Company (NSP-M). Administrative and 


General expenses include: 


Xcel Energy labor, and labor overheads (pension, insurance, taxes) 


Contract labor, such as paying Low Income Energy Assistance Program (LEAP) 


IBM labor for pulling customer information data queries 


Employee expenses related to travel related to customer/neighborhood outreach 


efforts 


Material expenses for office supplies 


Mailing or communication expense to customers 


Roger Colton's, Fisher, Sheehan & Colton, work recommended by the Advisory 


Board and Commission. 


The Home Energy Insecurity Scale survey work for Colorado's PEAP program. 


Expenses not included or expensed into the tracking account are non-incremental or 


difficult to track. These expenses include laptop, network, and IT maintenance expense, human 


resources support, general corporate oversight, and facility expenses. 


Other expenses that will be expensed into the tracker, but not included in the 5% to 7% daily 


operational budget include: 


Expenses such as creating an automated system to accommodate additional 


customers in a non-manual process. 


Other expenses due to future recommendations by the Commission or the PEAP 


Advisory Group (outside of daily operations). 







CONCLUSION 


Public Service plans to pursue a low-income energy affordability initiative. The Pilot 


Energy Assistance Program (PEAP) is based on the belief that low-income customers can and 


will make complete, timely and regular bill payments so long as the Company can ensure that 


those bills are affordable. In pursuing bill payment through an affordability initiative, Public 


Service will generate benefits for the low-income participants, for the Company as a whole, as 


well as for society. 


The expectation that low-income bill payment patterns can be improved through a 


program that makes energy bills affordable will be tested through two different, yet related, 


approaches. On the one hand, Public Service will offer bills explicitly tied to an affordable 


percentage of income to low-income customers that have documented bill payment troubles. On 


the other hand, Public Service will offer a tiered-discount to customers that do not quite income- 


qualify for low-income assistance, but who may face unaffordable bills in any event. Both 


program approaches use existing social service networks to identify and enroll customers, while 


also offering a strong conservation incentive. 


An after-the-fact comparison of participating low-income customers to a control group 


will be used to determine the extent to which the program objectives of improving bill payment 


patterns, delivering wide-scale benefits, and improving participant home energy security, are 


achieved. 







Public Service has convened a Program Advisory Group to assist its efforts to design and 


deliver program services. Consisting of a broad array of public and private-sector stakeholders, 


the Advisory Group has played, and will continue to play, a critical role in articulating the 


program objectives, in developing the program design to pursue those objectives, and in 


structuring the evaluation process through which the effectiveness of the program in achieving 


those objectives will be measured and assessed. 


Respectfully submitted, 
ICh 


By: 
-cowger, 
Assistant General Co u 
Xcel Energy Services Inc. 
1225 17thStreet, Suite 900 
Denver, CO 80202 
Phone: (303) 294-2059 
Fax: (303) 294-2988 
E-mail: larrv.m.cowner@xcelenerav.com 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO 


Dated: February 17,2009 







@) Xcel Energye 
Attachment A 


[name] 
[address] 
[city, state zip] 
[date] 


Dear [Name], 


At Xcel Energy, we know that energy is a necessity. And we realize that energy costs 
may stretch your limits. That's why we are offering new ways to help our customers who 
need it the most. 


Right now, income qualified customers can sign up to receive reduced gas rates as a 
part of our Public Service Energy Assistance Pilot (PEAP). This program is being 
offered on a limited first-come, first-serve basis to customers who are income qualified 
and are elderly or disabled, have been disconnected or have energy payments in 
arrears. 


Customers who qualify and commit to participate in the program may be eligible to have 
a portion of their outstanding gas debts forgiven. Customers participating in the pilot 
program will also work with the Company's Energy $avings Partners (E$P) program to 
improve energy efficiency in their homes. 


Here's how to participate: 
Complete the attached application form. 
Apply for energy assistance through the Low-Income Energy Assistance Program 
(LEAP). 
Agree to a 24-month commitment to the PEAP program. 
Qualified customers will be placed on Xcel Energy's Average Monthly Payment 
Plan. This means we calculate the average monthly energy cost at your premise 
based on your energy usage over the past 12 months. This becomes your 
Averaged Monthly Payment amount. After 11 months of equal payments, we use 
the 12th billing month to settle the difference between what you have paid and the 
energy you have used. This is either a credit or a charge to your account. 


For more information about the PEAP program, please call 1-800-XXX-XXXX. We look 
forward to working with you to help you manage your home energy needs. 


Sincerely, 


Harryette Johnson 
Xcel Energy PEAP Program Manager 







Attachment B 


Scope of WorkBudget: Home Energy Insecurity Scale Survey 


The Home Energy Insecurity Scale survey work for Colorado's PEAP program will be 
undertaken by Apprise, Inc., of Princeton, New Jersey. Apprise is the leading survey firm in the 
nation addressing low-income energy affordability issues. Apprise has administered the Home 
Energy Insecurity Survey on numerous occasions for a variety of public and private sector 
clients. 


The Scope of Work prepared by Apprise is based on the following Treatment Groups: (1) a 
group receiving percentage of income-based fixed credits; (2) a group receiving tiered discount 
credits; (3) an arrearage forgiveness-only group; and (4) a control groups consisting of eligible 
customers not recruited for the program. 


Apprise proposes to conduct the Home Energy Insecurity Scale interviews and provide the 
generated data to Roger Colton for analysis. Apprise will also prepare a methodological Report 
as part of the interview process. 


Apprise proposes to conduct interviews at three points of time in the program: (I) at intake; (2) 
at the 12-month mark; and (3) at the 24-month mark. The proposal to conduct interviews at 
12-months and 24-months (rather than 18- and 36 months) has the following impacts: 


P It generates better data because interviews are conducted at the same time of year 
each time; 


P It generates information more quickly; and 


P The Insecurity Scale survey process loses fewer clients between the first and second 
interview. 


The exact questions to be included in the Home Energy Insecurity Scale survey, while based on 
the survey questions developed for the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services ("HHS") 
LIHEAP office, will be finalized in collaboration with the Company and the PEAP Advisory 
Group. 


One issue that inheres in multi-year survey work involves project attrition. Apprise estimates 
that it is reasonable to expect the project to "lose" 50% of the survey sample after 18 months and 
another 50% after 36 months. Working on a 12-month and 24-month schedule reduces that 
attrition. Nonetheless, it is reasonable to expect a 50% attrition at 12-months and a 75% attrition 
at 24-months. 


Based on the above, Apprise will perform the following work with the following costs: 







P Baseline interviews: 1,600 15-minute interviews (400 per group) ($57,000) (sampling error 
+/- 5% for each group). 


P 12-month follow-up interviews: 800 15-minute interviews (200 per group) ($36,000) 
(sampling error +/- 7% for each group). 


P 24-month follow-up interviews: 400 15-minute interviews (100 per group) ($28,000) 
(sampling error +/- 10% for each group). 


In sum, Apprise recommends the following: 


P Use the 12-month and 24-month interview plan. 


P Be conservative and field a large sample group at the baseline. If few clients drop out 
of the program (low attrition), Apprise can subsample the customers who completed 
the baseline interview. If there is high attrition, the large baseline sample will provide 
an adequate sample for subsequent interviews. 


P Develop a flexible contract, with sufficient funds to complete the required work, and 
an allowance for a change in the scope of work as circumstances dictate. 


Apprise, Inc contact: David Carroll, 609-252-801 0. 
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Preliminary Tracker - Preliminary 
Gas Utility - PSCo 
2009 Low Income Discount Program Tracker - PEAP 


Preliminary Tracker Account - Numbers are examples only. 


Rate lmoact 


Residential Collections (UMC code) debit (cred~t) 
Residential Number of Customers 
Commercial & Industrial (UMC code) debit (credit) 
Commercial & Industrial Number of Customers 


Total 
Beginning of 
year life to 


Disbursements (UMC code ) debit (credit) 
Admin Prog Costs debit (credit) posted 
Other Costs debit (credit) posted 


2009 
January February March npri l  May June July August September October November December 


starts 0112009 
500.000.00 


I 


Monthly (over) under recovery I 
Cumulative (over) under recovery 


General Ledger Balance 
difference 


Year's Cumulative Administrative Costs (30.000.00) (30.000.00) (30,000.00) (30,000.00) (30,000.00) (30.000.00) (30,000.00) (30,000.00) (30,000.00) (30.000.00) (30,000.00) (30,000.00) 


Monthly Administrative Costs Percentage 
Life to Date Administrative Cost Percentage 
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Revenue 
$500,000 $500,000 $500.000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500.000 $5OO,OOO 


Low Income Program 


Customer Payout 
Total Payout $0 $56,780 $113,560 $170,340 $227,120 $277,181 $401,057 $451,118 $501,180 $546,780 $592,381 $637,981 $683,582 $825,942 
'these are estmates of customer counts and dollars (needs further development as pilot program is developed) 


l ~ e t  Payout $500,000 $443,220 $386,440 $329,660 $272,880 $222,819 $98,943 $48,882 -$1,180 -546,780 -$92,381 -$137,981 .$183,582 -$325,942 


Budget Projection 
Owner: Harryette Johnson 


Expenses (incremental) 


Month 1 
Jan-09 Feb-09 Mar49 Apr-09 May49 Jun.09 Jul-09 Aug-09 Sep-09 Oct-09 Nov-09 Dec-09 Jan40 Feb-10 


Outside Vendor 


~ T Y P ~  Explanation Vendor 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 


Outside Vendor 


LEAP 


Low Income Program Review Home Energy 
(outs~de of A&G) Insecurity 


Low Income Program Review 
Outside Vendor (outs~de of A&G) Roger Colton $30.000 
Postage .5 ' 20.000 pieces USPSIEtc. $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $833 $0 $833 
Outbound Calls Calling Reminders Vendor? $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $0 $1,000 
Printing Mailings Internal $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 $800 
Labor (includes estlmate for 35% labor load) Internal $13,425 $21,425 $21.842 $21.842 $21,842 $21.842 $21.842 $21.842 $21,842 $21,842 $21.842 $21,842 $21.842 $21,842 
Employee Expense 


Database Supporl 


Internal $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 $100 
Internal $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 $40 
IBM $1.740 $1,740 $1.740 $1,740 $1,740 $1,740 $1,740 $1.740 $1,740 $1,740 $1,740 $1.740 $1.740 $1,740 


Total Expenses $16.105 $29,271 $59,689 $86.689 $29,689 $29.689 $29,689 $26.355 $26,355 $26,355 $29,689 $29.689 $27.856 $29.689 


Monthly Expense to  Revenue Percentage 3% 6% 12% 6% 6% 6% 6% 5% 5% 5% 6% 6% 5% 6% 


Life to Date 
LTD Total Expenses $16,105 $45,376 $105.065 $191,754 $221,442 $251.131 $280,820 $307,175 $333.531 $359.886 $389,575 $419.263 $447,119 $476.808 
LTD Revenue $500,000 $1,000,000 $1,500,000 $2,000,000 $2,500,000 $3,000,000 $3,500,000 $4,000.000 $4.500.000 $5,000.000 $5.500.000 $6,000,000 $6,500,000 $7,000,000 
LTD Expense to Revenue Percentage 2.92% 4.24% 6.70% 6.44% 6.28% 6.17% 6.09% 5.95% 5.85% 5.76% 5.75% 5.74% 5.70% 5.70% 


over (under) Collected $483,895 $413,949 $326.751 $242,971 $243,191 $193,130 $69,254 $22,526 -527.535 -873,135 -$122,069 -$167,670 -5211,437 -$355,631 
Cumulative over (under) Collected $483,895 $897,844 $1,224,595 $1,467,567 $1,710,758 $1,903,888 $1,973,142 $1,995,669 $1,968,134 $1,894,998 $1,772,929 $1,605,259 $1,393,822 $1,038,191 
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Low Income Program 
Budget Projection 
Owner: Harryette Johnson Mar-10 Apr-10 May40 Jun-10 Jul-10 Aug-10 Sep-10 Oct-10 Nov-10 Dec-10 Jan-11 Feb-11 Mar-11 


~ T Y P ~  Explanation Vendor 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 


Revenue 
$500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 $500.000 $500,000 $500,000 $500,000 


Customer Payout 
Total Pavout 
'these are estimates of customer counts and dollars (needs further development as pllot program 


l ~ e t  Payout -5371,543 4417,143 -$417,143 -$417,143 -5220,261 -$170,200 -5120,138 -574,538 -528,937 $16,663 $43,682 $141,219 $220,174 


Expenses (incremental) 


Outs~de Vendor 


Outside Vendor 


LEAP 


Low income Program Review Home Energy 
(outs~de of A&G) lnsecurlty 


Low Income Program Revlew 
Outside Vendor (outslde of A&G) 
Postage .5 20,000 pieces 
Outbound Calls Calling Reminders 
Printmg Mailings 
Labor (includes estimate for 35% labor load) 
Employee Expense 


Mlsc. 
Materials 


Database Support 


Roger Colton 
USPSIElc. 
Vendor? 
Internal 
lnternal 


lnternal 
lnternal 
IBM 


Total Expenses $30.401 $63.067 $27.067 $87.067 $27.067 $18.787 $18.787 $18.787 $18,787 $18,787 $16,954 $18.787 $47.987 
Monthly Expense to Revenue Percentage 6% 5% 5% 17% 5% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 9% 


Life to Date 
LTD Total Expenses $507,209 $570,276 $597,343 $684,411 $711,478 $730,265 $749,053 $767,840 $786,627 $805,415 $822,369 $841,156 $889.144 
LTD Revenue $7,500,000 $8,000,000 $8,500,000 $9,000,000 $9,500,000 $10.000.000 $10,500,000 $11,000,000 $11,500,000 $12,000,000 $12,500,000 $13,000.000 $13,500.000 
LTD Expense t o  Revenue Percentage 5.70% 5.67% 563% 6.27% 6.21% 6.07% 5.95% 5.83% 5.73% 5.64% 5.53% 5.46% 5.60% 


over (under) Collected -5401,943 -5480,211 -$444,211 -$504,211 -$247,328 -$ I  88,987 -$I  38,926 -593,325 -547,725 -52,124 $26,727 $1 22,432 $1 72,187 
Cumulative over (under) Collected $636,247 $156,037 -$288,174 -$792,385 -$1,039,713 -$1,228,700 -$1.367.626 -51,460,951 $1,506,676 -$1,510,800 -51,484,073 -51,361,641 -51,189,454 
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Low lncorne Program 
Budget Projection 
Owner: Harryette Johnson Apr-11 May-11 Jun-11 


~ T Y P ~  Explanation Vendor 28 29 30 


Revenue 
$500,000 $500,000 $500,00i 


Customer Payout 
Total Pavout 
'these are estimates of customer counts and dollars (needs further development as p~lot program 
Net Payout $299,222 $426,185 $426,18! 


Expenses (incremental) 


Outside Vend01 


Outside Vendor 


LEAP 


Low lncorne Program Review Home Energy 
(outside of A&G) Insecurity $28.000 


Low Income Program Review 
Outside Vendor (outside of A&G) 
Postage .5 ' 20,000 pieces 
Outbound Calls Calling Reminders 
Pr~ntmg Mailings 
Labor (includes estlmte for 35% labor load) 
Employee Expense 


Misc. 
Mater~als 


Database Support 


Roger Colton 
USPSIEtc. 
Vendor? 


$833 $833 $83: 
$1,000 $1,000 $1.001 


Internal 
Internal $1 4.274 $14,274 $1 4,278 


Internal $100 $1 00 $101 
Internal $40 $40 $41 
IBM $1,740 $1.740 $1.741 


Total Expenses $45.987 $17.987 $17,98 
Monthly Expense t o  Revenue Percentage 3% 3% 39 


Life to Date 
LTD Total Expenses $935,131 $953,119 $971,10 
LTD Revenue $14,000,000 $14,500,000 $15,000,00 
LTD Expense t o  Revenue Percentage 5.52% 5.44% 5.379 


over (under) Collected $253,235 $408,198 $408,19 
Cumulative over (under) Collected -$936,220 -$528,022 -$119,82 


rand total 


615,000,OO 
$ 


614,148,71 - 
$851,28 


$36,66 


$121,00 


$120,0C 
$22,49 
$27,00 
$20,80 


S566,74 
t 


$3,00 
$ 1 3  


$52,2C - 
$971,1C 


6.47 


$971,1i 
$ls,ooo,oi 


6.47 


- 







CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
08s-146G 


I hereby certify that on this 1 7th day of February 2009, an original and seven (7) copies of 
the foregoing "PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF COLORADO PEAP 
PRE-IMPLEMENTATION REPORT" were served via hand delivery on: 


Doug Dean, Director 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission 
1560 Broadway, Suite 250 
Denver, CO 80202 


and a copy was electronically served in Adobe .pdf format, to the following: 


*Stephen W. Southwick *Christopher M. Irby, Esq. 
First Assistant Attorney General Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General Office of the Attorney General 
1525 Sherman Street, 7th Floor 1 525 Sherman Street, 7th Floor 
Denver, CO 80203 Denver, CO 80203 
stephen.southwick@,state.co.us chris.irby@,state.co.us 


*Michael J. Santisi 
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Business and Licensing Section 
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*Dennis Senger 
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sandra.kahl@,dora.state.co.us - 
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Public Utilities Commission 
1560 Broadway, Suite 250 
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larry.shiao@,dora.state.co.us 


*Gene Camp 
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Public Utilities Commission 
1560 Broadway, Suite 250 
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eug;ene.camp@,dora. - state.co.us 


*Ron Davis 
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Public Utilities Commission 
1.560 Broadway, Suite 250 
Denver, CO 80202 
ronald.davis0,state.co.us 


*Michael Hydock 
Advisory Staff 
Public Utilities Commission 
1560 Broadway, Suite 250 
Denver, CO 80202 
michael.hvdock@,dora.state.co.us 
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Advisory Staff 
Public Utilities Commission 
1560 Broadway, Suite 250 
Denver, CO 80202 
julie.haug;en@,dora. state.co.us 


*Bill Steele 
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Public Utilities Commission 
1560 Broadway, Suite 250 
Denver, CO 80202 
bill.steele~dora.state.co.us 


Bentley W. Breland 
Senior Vice President and Chief 
Financial Officer 
SourceGas Distribution LLC 
370 Van Gordon Street, Suite 4000 
Lakewood, CO 80228 
ben.breland~,sourceaas.com - 


Michael Noone, Esq. 
Office of the General Counsel 
SourceGas Distribution LLC 
370 Van Gordon Street, Suite 4000 
Lakewood, CO 80228 
michael.noone@,sourcegas.com 


William H. Meckling 
Director, Regulatory Affairs 
SourceGas Distribution LLC 
370 Van Gordon Street, Suite 4000 
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william.meckling@,sourcerzas.com 


Rebecca H. Noecker, Esq. 
Ruth M. Moore, Esq. 
Beatty & Wozniak, P.C. 
2 16 Sixteenth Street, Suite 1 10 
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A Family Living 
Wage for Manitoba


2013 Update


In November 2009, the CCPA-Manitoba published its inaugural living wage report, The 
View From Here: How a living wage can reduce poverty in Manitoba. That 
report found that the living wage for a two-parent, two-child family was $13.44/hour 
in Winnipeg, $11.10/hour in Brandon and $11.18/hour in Thompson. That full report, 
detailing the principles of a living wage, the rationale for it (from the perspectives of 
employees and employers) can be found here: http://www.policyalternatives.ca/publi-
cations/reports/view-here. The methodology of the calculations, and data sources used 
can be found at 20View%20From%20Here%20APPENDIX.pdf. Since that report, family 
costs have risen and changes have been made to government taxes and transfers. This 
short report updates the 2009 calculations.


For more information on living wages and for resources on running living wage cam-
paigns and becoming a living wage employer, visit http://livingwageforfamilies.ca and 
http://www.vibrantcommunities.ca. 


FAMILIES WHO WORK FOR LOW WAGES face impossible choices — buy food or 
heat the house, feed the children or pay the rent. The result can be spiralling debt, 
constant anxiety and long-term health problems. In many cases it means that adults 
in the family are working long hours, often at two or three jobs, just to pay for basic 
necessities. They have little time to spend with their family, much less to help their 
children with school work or participate in community activities. 


The frustration of working harder only to fall further behind is one many Canadians 
can relate to. Recent CCPA research shows that most families are taking home a 
smaller share of the economic pie despite working longer hours, getting more edu-
cation and contributing to a growing economy. 


Notwithstanding stable economic growth and consistently low unemployment, 
poverty remains a problem in Manitoba. In 2011, 11.5 per cent of Manitobans lived 
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in low income. That is up from 9.6 per cent in 2007.1 In terms of child poverty, Manitoba 
is among the worst in the country. In 2011, Manitoba tied British Columbia for the worst 
child poverty rate in the country, at 11.3 per cent.2 


The living wage is one of the most powerful tools available to address this troubling state of 
poverty amid plenty in Manitoba. It allows us to get serious about reducing child poverty 
and ensures that families who are working hard get what they deserve — a fair shake and 
a life that’s about more than a constant struggle to get by.


A living wage is not the same as the minimum wage, the latter being the legal minimum 
all employers must pay. The living wage sets a higher standard — it reflects what earners 
in a family need to bring home, based on the actual costs of living in a specific community. 
The living wage is a call to private and public sector employers to pay wages to both direct 
and contract employees sufficient to provide the basics to families with children.


WHAT’S IN A LIVING WAGE?


The living wage is calculated as the hourly rate at which a household can meet its basic 
needs, once government transfers have been added to the family’s income (such as the 
Universal Child Care Benefit) and deductions have been subtracted (such as income taxes 
and Employment Insurance premiums).


The full details of the calculation methodology can be found in the Calculation Guide that 
accompanies this report. In short, the living wage is based on:


•	 A family of two parents with two children aged four and seven. (According 
to the 2011 census, 72 per cent of families with children in Manitoba are 
headed by couples and 63 per cent of them have two or more children. 
Twenty eight per cent of families with children are single-parent families. 
Finally, 11 per cent of persons in private households reported living alone).3 


•	 Both parents working full-time, at 35 hours per week.


•	 Estimated family expenses in 10 categories (see the box on page 3).


•	 The cost of government deductions (provincial and federal taxes, Employment 
Insurance premiums and Canada Pension Plan contributions).


•	 The value of government transfers like the Canada Child Tax Benefit.


•	 Employers providing minimal paid vacation and sick time.


This methodology is now the model for living wage calculations across the country, with 
25 communities in Canada calculating their local living wage based on this approach.


1 According to the market basket measure. Statistics Canada. Table202-0804 - Persons in low income, 
by economic family type, annual, CANSIM (database). (accessed: 2013-10-20).


2 First Call: Child and Youth Advocacy Coalition. “Child Poverty Rate In British Columbia Back To The 
Worst, Children Of Single Moms Hit Hard.” http://www.firstcallbc.org/pdfs/CurrentIssues/NR%20
Poverty%20stats%20Jun%2013.pdf. (accessed: 2013-10-20).


3 Statistics Canada. 2012. Census Profile — Manitoba. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 98-316-XWE. 
(accessed: 2013-09-20).


A LIVING WAGE IS:


Based on the 


principle that full-


time work should 


provide families 


with a basic level 


of economic 


security, not keep 


them in poverty.


The amount needed 


for a family of four 


with two parents 


working full-time to 


pay for necessities, 


support the healthy 


development of their 


children, escape 


financial stress, and 


participate in the 


social, civic and 


cultural lives of their 


communities is:


$14.07/hour 


in Winnipeg


$13.41/hour 


in Brandon


$13.46/hour in 


Thompson
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The living wage gets families out of severe financial stress by lifting them out of poverty and 
providing a basic level of economic security. But it is also a conservative, bare bones budget 
without the extras many of us take for granted.


A Bare Bones Budget — Portrait of a Living Wage Family in Winnipeg


At $14.07 per hour in Winnipeg — or $25,607 annually for each parent working full-time — here’s what a family 


of four could afford:


FOOD: $707.91/month (based on estimates from Heart & Stroke Foundation for a nutritious family diet). 


CLOTHING AND FOOTWEAR: $180.75/month.


SHELTER: $1082.55/month (includes a conservative rent estimate for a three-bedroom apartment, utilities and 


contents insurance).


TRANSPORTATION: $477.83/month (includes the amortized cost of owning and operating a used car as well 


as one adult monthly bus pass).


CHILD CARE: $603.85/month (a four year-old in full-time care year-round, save for weekends, statutory holi-


days and two weeks of summer holidays, a seven-year old in before and after school care, as well as full-time care 


for summer break, teacher admin. days and winter/spring break).


PRIVATE HEALTH INSURANCE: $141.05/month (the cost of a basic extended health and dental plan from 


Manitoba Blue Cross).


PARENTS’ EDUCATION: $119.26/month (estimated cost of two university courses per year for one parent).


CONTINGENCY FUND: $164.15/month (the equivalent of two-weeks’ wages for each parent to provide some 


cushion for unexpected expenses like serious illness to a family member, transition time between jobs, etc.)


OTHER HOUSEHOLD EXPENSES: $670.05/month (covers personal care, furniture, kitchen or household sup-


plies, school supplies, internet connection, minimal recreation).


The living wage calculation — designed to be used nationally — includes a tenth category for those provinces 


that charge citizens a monthly contribution for the healthcare system. That category does not apply in Manitoba, 


where health care is funded through the general tax revenue and there is no mandatory contribution.


The living wage does not cover:


•	 Credit card, loan, or other debt/interest payments;


•	 Saving for retirement;


•	 Owning a home;


•	 Savings for children’s future education;


•	 Anything beyond minimal recreation, entertainment, or holiday costs;


•	 Costs of caring for a disabled, seriously ill, or elderly family member;


•	 Much of a cushion for emergencies or tough times. 
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The living wage calculation is based on the needs of two-parent families with young children, 
but would also support a mix of family types throughout the life cycle so that young adults are 
not discouraged from having children and older workers have some extra income as they age. 


In 2009 and now in 2013, the living wage has fallen short in meeting the needs of a single-
parent with one child. Single-income families face obvious challenges. Shelter, transporta-
tion and child care expenses are rather inflexible and having two incomes to cover such 
expenses goes a long way. A discussion on ways to meet the needs of single parent families 
follows on page 7.


EXPLAINING THE 2013 LIVING WAGE UPDATE


Winnipeg


The 2013 family living wage for Winnipeg is $14.07/hour — up 4.7 per cent from the 
$13.44/hour found in the 2009 estimation. From 2008 to 2012 (the respective years from 
which the living wage estimates are driven) Winnipeg’s inflation rate was 5.8 per cent.4 
Why has the living wage not increased accordingly?


Overall expenses for the two-parent, two-child family increased 3.4 per cent between the 
2009 and 2013 reports. Similar to 2009, shelter and food expenses are the largest expense 
categories for the living wage family. Relative to the expenses in the 2009 report, the 2013 
expenses for clothing and footwear and private health insurance increased at a rate just below 
the rate of inflation (4.8 per cent and 4.7 per cent respectively). Conversely, food slightly 
outpaced the inflation rate from 2008 to 2012 (7.0 per cent). Changes in the expenses for 
shelter (up 1.4 per cent), transportation (up 13.3 per cent), other expenditures (up 20.6 
per cent), child care (down 4.0 per cent), and adult education (down 43.3 per cent) were 
less uniform. There are two main reasons for this: changes in methodology and changes in 
assumptions regarding the living wage family. These changes are examined below.


The shelter expense for the 2013 report increased only 1.4 per cent from the amount 
reported in the 2009 report. The slight increase is due to the fact that the 2013 report 
includes a modest utilities expense that the 2009 report did not have, and that the median 
rent for 3 bedroom apartments has increased less than for others. Since 2009, Manitoba 
Housing’s commitment to creating new housing stock is directly responsible for approxi-
mately 200 new and completed units of rental housing in Winnipeg. This has helped to 
reverse a trend since 1992 of absolutely declining rental stock, especially for larger unit 
sizes. Government policy has targeted new stock towards three bedroom units. This policy 
helps explain the trend towards moderating vacancy rates and lower rent increases for this 
segment of the rental market.


Changes to transportation and other expenditures are related to methodological changes 
in the market basket measure (MBM). The MBM provides an “intuitive” look at low income 
in Canada by calculating the actual local costs of a given basket of goods and determining 


4 Adapted from: Statistics Canada. Table 326-0021 Consumer Price Index, by city. CANSIM (database). 
(accessed 2013-10-21).
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the minimum necessary income needed to acquire the basket. There are five categories: 
food, clothing, shelter, transportation, and other. This living wage update uses MBM fig-
ures for clothing, transportation and other expenditures.


In June 2010, Human Resources and Skills Development Canada undertook a comprehen-
sive review of the MBM. The transportation and other categories underwent significant 
changes. Notably, for transportation, the model vehicle was changed from a Chevrolet 
Cavalier to a Ford Focus. The latter’s book price was significantly higher, increasing the 
transportation thresholds. Additional routine maintenance costs were also added which 
contributed to the increased transportation threshold. The threshold for the other com-
ponent saw increases when computer and internet services were added after the June 
2010 review. The latest MBM thresholds also infer a larger proportion of family spending 
on food and clothing, thereby increasing those categories as well. While these changes 
are retroactive and applied over time, at the time the living wage calculation was done 
in 2009, these changes were not present. Hence the large increases in these expense 
categories in 2013. 


The 2013 report also uses different assumptions in regards to the child care and adult 
education needs of the living wage family. These changes were made to align the living 
wage calculation in Manitoba with the practises being followed across the country. As for 
adult education, this report assumes that only one parent pursues further education at a 
time. The 2009 report assumes that both parents pursue further education concurrently. 
So while post-secondary education costs continue to rise, the adult education expense is 
much lower in the 2013 report due to this change of assumption. 


Assumptions about child care have also been revised. The 2009 report does not assume 
that the working parents take any holidays. This update makes this assumption and as 
such, the living wage family requires fewer days of full-time day care. Overall, the child 
care expense for the living wage family slightly decreased in 2013. With a greater child 
care expense and a lower living wage in 2009, the living wage family was not eligible for 
the provincial child care subsidy. This remains true in 2013.


Single-parent, One-child Families


The living wage for the single-parent, one-child family decreased from $18.64/hour in 
2009 to $17.04/hour in 2013, despite an increase of 8.9 per cent in overall expenses. What 
then accounts for the drop in the living wage for the single-parent?


Firstly, the main driver of the increase in expenses for the single-parent family is an in-
creased shelter expense. The shelter expense jumped 16.0 per cent in 2013 from 2009. 
Contrary to the slower increase in three-bedroom rents in Winnipeg, two-bedroom rents in 
Winnipeg are rising at a greater rate. In 2008, the median two-bedroom rent in Winnipeg 
was $815/month. In 2012, it was $900/month, an increase of over 9 per cent.5 


The single-parent family benefits greatly from a change to the income tax in 2010. As of 
2010, single-parent families do not have to claim the Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB) 


5 Adapted from: CMHC. Rental Market Report, Winnipeg CMA: Fall 2012.
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as income. Instead, they may claim the basic personal amount for an eligible dependant 
and subtract the UCCB from that. This change makes for larger tax credits for the single-
parent and significantly reduces the living wage. Further to this, the reduced living wage 
makes the family eligible for the provincial child care subsidy and a larger National Child 
Benefit Supplement (NCBS), further contributing to the reduction in the living wage in 
2013. This change shows what a positive impact informed government policy can have on 
single parents struggling to get by with lower-income jobs.


Brandon


The 2009 Living Wage report estimated the Brandon living wage to be $11.10/hour. The 
2013 living wage for a Brandon 2 parent/2 children family is $13.41/hour. What accounts 
for the increase in the living wage in Brandon?


Overall expenses increased by 7.7 per cent in Brandon from 2009 to 2013. The changes 
in methodologies and assumptions discussed above apply to Brandon as well. The price 
changes experienced in Brandon for transportation, other expenditures, child care, and 
adult education are due to these changes. Price increases for food, clothing and private 
health insurance in Brandon were near the rate of inflation.


The increase in Brandon’s living wage is largely attributable to a sharp rise in the largest 
expense category — shelter. Shelter expenses for the living wage family increased 16 per 
cent from 2009 to 2013. Median three-bedroom rents increased $85/month, from $815 
in 2008 to $900 in 2012, a 10.4 per cent increase. Brandon’s average vacancy rate is 
among the lowest in the province (0.7 per cent in October 2012). Three-bedroom units 
were in particularly short supply, with a vacancy rate close to zero.6 Brandon has seen a 
dramatic spike in immigration to the city since 2007,7 increasing the demand for rental 
units. The affordable housing strategy in Brandon will have to be a top priority if the city 
wishes to continue to attract the young workforce necessary to capitalise on opportunities 
for economic growth.


The living wage for the single-parent, one-child family in Brandon is $10.79/hour. This is 
down from $16.99/hour in 2009. While expenses for the single-parent family increased 
7.6 per cent from 2009 to 2013, the tax policy change improves the financial position 
of the single-parent family. Like the single-parent in Winnipeg, the tax changes allow for 
eligibility in regards to the provincial child care subsidy and a greater NCBS. With lower 
income, the family also now qualifies for the provincial rental assistance program, Rent Aid. 
The program adds $230/month to the family purse, once again showing what a difference 
government policy can make for low-income families. 


Thompson


The 2013 living wage for Thompson is $13.46/hour, up from $11.18 in 2009. Overall 
expenses increased by 5.7 per cent from 2009 to 2013. Like Brandon, shelter expenses 


6 CMHC. Rental Market Report, Manitoba Highlights: Fall 2012.
7 Economic Development Brandon. “Immigration.” http://www.economicdevelopmentbrandon.


com/immigration. (accessed: 2013-10-26).
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increased by a large margin from 2009 to 2013. The increase in Thompson is 9.1 per cent 
and is also reflective of a low vacancy rate in the city (0.8 per cent in October 2012).8 
Changes in transportation, other expenditures, child care and adult education, follow the 
patterns discussed above.


The single-parent, one-child family living wage is now $14.79/hour in Thompson, down 
from $16.39/hour 2009. Like Winnipeg and Brandon, the income tax change discussed 
above drives the decrease in Thompson. Notably, the single-parent living wage in 
Thompson is higher than that in Brandon. The single-parent in Thompson faces higher 
apartment rental prices than the single-parent in Brandon (while the two-parent, two-child 
family has lower rental costs in Thompson). Across the province, it is clear that housing 
is a pressing concern, particularly in regards to apartments smaller than three-bedrooms. 
These findings confirm other CCPA Mb. research which, for over a decade, has analysed the 
problems related to the insufficient stock of decent housing in Manitoba’s urban centres.


Across the province, if we compare the movement of the living wages from 2009 to 2013, 
we see that single-parent families have benefitted from changes to income tax policy. In 
each city, Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson, the living wage for a single-parent with one 
child has dropped significantly. The outcomes experienced by the single-parent families in 
regards to the 2010 change in tax policy, the NCBS threshold and the provincial child care 
subsidy thresholds underscore the fact that government policy greatly affects the quality of 
life of lower-earning families. As such, constant review of government subsidies to ensure 
that lower-earning families meet eligibility criteria can go a long way to alleviating the fi-
nancial strain placed on families as well as make it easier for employers to pay living wages.


That being said, there still remains a considerable gap between the living wage for a 
two-parent, two-child family and a single-parent, single-child family. Closing this gap is 
important to ensure that working families of all kinds can benefit from living wages. 


This report points to housing as a crucial barrier to parity. In each city, single-parent families 
spend at least 37 per cent of their pre-tax income on housing, while two-parent families 
spend between 22 per cent and 25 per cent. Rental assistance for all single-earner families 
(that earn living wages) would go a long way to easing financial stress and improving 
the quality of life for Manitobans (more information on the inadequacy of the Manitoba 
RentAid program can be found on page 10).


Finally, our update reveals inconsistencies in Provincial income assistance policies. The 
single-parent, one-child family in Brandon receives a larger child care subsidy because the 
lower cost of living (relative to Winnipeg and Thompson) makes for a lower living wage. 
Not only is the child care subsidy larger, but the Brandon family also qualifies for rental 
assistance, further reducing the wage needed for a basic level of economic security. Thus, 
families in Winnipeg and Thompson have a much harder time than similar families in 
Brandon due to the higher costs of living and the subsequent need for a higher living wage 
to make ends meet. As a result of the higher living wage, Winnipeg and Thompson families 
may become ineligible for Provincial income assistance programs.


8 CMHC. Rental Market Report, Manitoba Highlights: Fall 2012.


CALCULATING THE 
LIVING WAGE


An accompanying 


calculation guide 


and spreadsheet 


to this report are 


available for those 


seeking to calculate 


the living wage in 


other Manitoban 


or Canadian 


communities. These 


resources can be 


downloaded for 


free at http://www.


policyalternatives.


ca/offices/manitoba/


publications.


If you use this 


guide to calculate 


the living wage in 


your community, 


the CCPA-MB 


office would be 


pleased to hear. 
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WHY A LIVING WAGE?


Living wages benefit families, communities and employers, now and into the future.


A growing body of evidence tells us that growing up in an engaged, supportive environ-
ment is a powerful lifelong determinant of a person’s health and general well-being. As 
researcher Miles Corak (2013) puts it, “the stimulation infants and young children receive 
from their environment influences their neural development and will ultimately define the 
outer limits of their capabilities.”9 Low-income parents have obvious difficulties when it 
comes to providing a supportive and engaging environment for their children. Children 
from low-income families are less likely to do well at school, have lower literacy levels and 
are more likely as adults to suffer from job insecurity, under-employment and poor health.


According to the National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth, parents in house-
holds with low incomes are more than twice as likely as parents in either middle- or high-
income families to be chronically stressed. Not having enough money to buy household 
essentials and feeling that unrealistic expectations were being placed on their time are two 
of the primary sources of stress identified in this research. These parents are more likely to 
suffer from poor health and to be higher users of health care services. Adolescents living 
with chronically stressed parents are more likely than other youth to have a tough time 
socially and in school.


A series of recent national studies about work-life conflict document the very high costs 
of role overload (having too much to do in a given amount of time) in personal and 
financial terms. Researchers Linda Duxbury and Chris Higgins (2009) estimate the direct 
and indirect costs to employers in absenteeism at $4.5 to $6 billion a year. They estimate 
a further $5.8 billion cost to the health care system.10 


Other research shows that paying living wages has concrete benefits for employers, includ-
ing: reduced absenteeism and staff turnover; increased skill, morale and productivity levels; 
reduced recruitment and training costs; and improved customer satisfaction. It is also good 
for a company’s reputation as it shows a commitment to the health and well-being of the 
communities in which they operate.


A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE LIVING WAGE


The living wage is not a new concept. For instance, the 1948 Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights suggests that, “everyone who works has the right to just and favourable 
remuneration ensuring for himself [sic.] and his [sic.] family an existence worthy of human 
dignity…”11 Over the last 20 years, living wage movements have proliferated in the United 


9 Miles Corak. “Inequality from Generation to Generation: The United States in Comparison.” In The 
Economics of Inequality, Poverty, and Discrimination in the 21st Century, ed. Robert S. Rycroft (Santa 
Barbara: Praeger, 2013), 107-123.


10 Duxbury, L. and C. Higgins (2009), Key findings and Conclusions from the 2001 National Work-Life 
Conflict Study. Health Canada; Ottawa, Ontario. http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/ewh-semt/pubs/occup-
travail/balancing_six-equilibre_six/index-eng.php (accessed: 2013-10-27).


11 United Nations. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. http://www.un.org/en/documents/udhr/ 
(accessed: 2013-10-28).


Absenteeism costs 


Canadian employers 


between $4.5 and 


$6 billion/year
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States and the United Kingdom. In the UK there are currently 277 employers committed 
to paying living wages, including major firms like KPMG, Deloitte and Aviva.12 As of 2007, 
more than 140 cities, counties and universities had some form of living wage regulation 
in the US.13 


The Large Retailer Accountability Act (LRAA) in Washington, D.C. has drawn international 
attention in recent months. According to the Bill introducing the LRAA: “By adopting living 
wage standards for large retailers, The District can ensure that economic development bet-
ter meets the community’s need for family-supporting jobs”.14 The Bill also notes that the 
passing of living wage laws in other jurisdictions did not have a negative impact on retail 
employment and development. Passing of the LRAA would have required big-box retailers 
to pay a wage of $12.50/hour. 


City Council passed the bill with an 8-5 vote, only to have the mayor veto it. Mayor Gray 
suggested that passing the Act would mean that large retailers (and job providers) “either 
will not come or will not expand in the district.”15 Mayor Gray’s predictions are unfounded. 
For example, Santa Fe, New Mexico has consistently been raising its minimum wage over 
the last 10 years, from $5.15/hour in February of 2002 to $10.29/hour in March 2012. 
Employers have not fled the city, which has by far the lowest unemployment rate in the 
state, at around 5 per cent.16 The province of British Columbia has been at the centre of liv-
ing wage movements in Canada. Thirty-five organisations in Metro Vancouver, employing 
over 6,000 workers and covering thousands more contracted workers, have been certified 
as Living Wage Employers. Amongst them are SAP-Vancouver (a world leader in software 
development) and Vancity (the country’s largest credit union).17 In 2010, the City of New 
Westminster, BC became the first municipality in Canada to pass a living wage policy. All 
direct and contracted staff providing services on city premises in New Westminster must 
be paid a living wage.18 Since then, Esquimalt, BC has also passed a living wage policy.19 
Finally, the ‘SFU Living Wage Campaign’ is seeking to make Simon Fraser University the first 
living wage campus in Canada.20 


Organisations across Canada are picking up on the momentum generated in BC. Living 
wage campaigns are underway in Victoria, Calgary, Ottawa, Hamilton, and Kingston.


12 BBC. “Q&A: The living wage.” September 4, 2013, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/busi-
ness-20204594 (accessed: 2013-10-27).


13 Pollin, R. (2007), “Economic Prospects: Making the Federal Minimum Wage a Living Wage,” New 
Labor Forum, 16 (2), 103-7.


14 A Bill In the Council of the District of Columbia. http://dcclims1.dccouncil.us/im-
ages/00001/20130122132700.pdf (accessed: 2013-11-4).


15 Forbes. “Walmart Wins Again as Washington D.C. Mayor Vetoes $12.50 Minimum Wage.” 
September 12, 2013, http://www.forbes.com/sites/janetnovack/2013/09/12/walmart-wins-again-
as-washington-d-c-mayor-vetoes-12-50-minimum-wage/ (accessed: 2013-10-28).


16 Brennan, J. (2012). Enhancing Democratic Citizenship, Deepening Distributive Justice: The 
Living Wage Movement. CCPA-ON, http://www.policyalternatives.ca/publications/reports/
enhancing-democratic-citizenship-deepening-distributive-justice.


17 A full list of living wage employers in Canada can be found at http://www.lwemployers.ca.
18 Ivanova, I. and Klein, S. (2013), Working for a Living Wage: 2013 Update. CCPA-BC, http://www.


policyalternatives.ca/livingwage2013.
19 Brennan, J. (2012). Enhancing Democratic Citizenship, Deepening Distributive Justice: The 


Living Wage Movement. CCPA-ON, http://www.policyalternatives.ca/publications/reports/
enhancing-democratic-citizenship-deepening-distributive-justice.


20 A Living Wage for Families. “Campaigns,” http://livingwageforfamilies.ca/?page_id=22 (accessed: 
2013-10-28).


THE LIVING WAGE 
AND EMPLOYER 
HEALTH BENEFITS


The living wage can 


be achieved through 


a combination of pay 


and non-mandatory 


benefits provided 


by the employer.


No employer health 


benefits: Winnipeg. 


Living Wage = $14.07


100 per cent 


extended family 


coverage from 


employer: Living 


Wage = $13.16
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GETTING THERE: THE ROLE OF EMPLOYERS AND GOVERNMENT


First and foremost, the living wage is a call to public and private sector employers (larger 
ones in particular) to sustain families by helping to alleviate poverty and by providing the 
means to ensure prosperity. This can be achieved through wages, or a combination of 
wages and non-mandatory benefits, such as extended health benefits, profit sharing, sub-
sidised transit passes, etc. Provision of non-mandatory benefits by employers reduces the 
wage that the company needs to pay in order to meet living wage standards. The calcula-
tor provided by the Living Wage for Families organisation provides a useful demonstration 
of this idea, http://livingwageforfamilies.ca/calculator/. 


In a time of fragile economic recovery and too-high poverty rates, it is particularly import-
ant that public sector employers (municipalities, school boards, health authorities, etc.) 
and large private sector companies seek to enhance the earnings of low-income families. 
Low earners spend almost all of their income in their communities. Thus, boosting the 
earnings of these families is an effective strategy for boosting the local economy. Higher 
wages also translate into higher income tax revenues and increased CPP and EI contribu-
tions, making it easier for government to provide public services.


The living wage is not just about employers — the labour market alone cannot solve prob-
lems of poverty and social exclusion and employers are not the only actors in society that 
should be called on to ensure healthy communities. Government policies and programs 
also have a direct impact on the quality of life for low-earning families. They also directly 
affect the calculation of the living wage.


Direct government transfers put money into the pockets of low-income families. The more 
generous these transfers are, the less a family requires in wages to achieve a decent stan-
dard of living. However, most government transfers and subsidies are reduced or elimin-
ated once a family reaches an income level below the living wage. The living wage family 
in Winnipeg is not eligible for several transfers and subsidies, including:


•	 The National Child Benefit Supplement portion of the Canada Child Tax 
Benefit (eliminated after the family’s net income is greater than $43,907). 
The Brandon and Thompson families receive only modest supplements to 
the CCTB.


•	 Manitoba Child Care Subsidy (starts to decline at a monthly income thresh-
old of $1,875 and ceases entirely at the income level of our living wage 
family). The Brandon family, with a lower living wage but identical child care 
expenses, also does not qualify for this subsidy.


•	 Manitoba RentAid Program (not available to families with an income above 
$26,551. Only the one-parent, one-child family in Brandon qualifies for this 
program.


•	 The federal Working Income Tax Benefit (eliminated after the family’s net 
income exceeds $26,952).


The living wage single-parent family in Winnipeg receives the CCTB supplement and the 
child care subsidy, but does not qualify for RentAid or the WITB. Relative to 2009, the 
single-parent family has seen increases in the CCTB supplement and child care subsidy that 
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they receive. The lower wage level afforded by the change in tax policy for single-parent 
families accounts for the increased transfers. That being said, if the gap between the single-
parent, one-child living wage and the two-parent, two-child living wage is to be reduced, 
further action is needed.


The living wage is also affected by indirect government transfers, in the form of public 
services and infrastructure that shift certain costs off the shoulders of individual families. If 
Winnipeg’s universities and colleges, the students’ unions and Winnipeg Transit can reach 
an agreement to provide U-Passes for all students enrolled in post-secondary education, 
the cost of transportation will likely be reduced and so will the living wage. For example, a 
$50/month year-round U-Pass would reduce the living wage by 17 cents per hour.


Policies to increase the stock of affordable housing, publicly funded child care, or a univer-
sal pharmacare system would also decrease the amount employers need to pay to provide 
a living wage. A child care plan that capped daily fees to $10/day for full-time care and 
$6.5/day for part-time care would make for a full $1/hour reduction in the living wage.


It should be noted that the living wage does not account for retirement savings. How 
Canadians will save for retirement is a question generating much discussion as of late. Any 
reform to the system must consider the lower-earning families, for this is the group that 
the CPP is most designed to assist.


All told, employers can take action to reduce the payroll costs of the living wage by ad-
vocating for policy changes to increase government benefits to low-income earners and 
enhance public services.
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English; NRTA Live & Learn, our quarterly newsletter for 50+ educators; and our website, 
www.aarp.org.  AARP Foundation is our affiliated charity that provides security, protection, 
and empowerment to older persons in need with support from thousands of volunteers, donors, 
and sponsors.  We have staffed offices in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, 
and the U.S. Virgin Islands.  
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AARP New York Home Heating Poll 
Zogby New York Omnibus Poll, December 12-14, 2005 


N=702 New York Likely Voters;  Margin of error: +/-3.8% 


   
 
1. How concerned are you about being able to pay for your heating bills this winter?  Would you say 
you are…? 
 
  31% Extremely concerned 
  24% Very concerned 
  27% Somewhat concerned 
   8% Not very concerned 
   9% Not at all concerned 
<.5% Not sure (Do not read) 
 
 
 (Ask Q2 only if Q1=Extremely concerned, very concerned, or somewhat concerned) (n=579)   
2. Which of the of the following contributes most to your concern about paying for heat? (Read 
choices. Choose only ONE. Rotate choices.) 
 
 63% Expecting higher costs for heating fuel this year  
 18% Having a fixed household income, that is one that doesn’t change from month to month 
 17% Having less money this year than you have had in the past to pay for household   
 necessities 
  2% Not sure (Do not read) 
 
 
3. Have you ever delayed buying necessities such as food or prescriptions because you had to pay your 
heating bill? 
 
 18% Yes    
 82% No  
   1%  Not sure (Do not read) 
 
 
4. Low-income New Yorkers could find it especially hard this winter if there is a sharp increase in 
heating prices.  If federal programs cannot provide enough to help these individuals heat their homes, 
would you strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose the State 
providing additional assistance to fill the gap? 
 
53% Strongly support 
30%  Somewhat support 
5%  Neither support nor oppose  
8%  Somewhat oppose 


AARP New York Home Heating Poll, January 2006  







 


4%  Strongly oppose 
2%  Not sure (Do not read) 
 
5. If the State pays for home heating bills, do you believe it should give $200 to all individuals 65 and 
older with an income of $65,000 or less, or should the State target the government assistance to older 
persons and working families with incomes below $50,000? (Rotate choices.) 
 
13% Give $200 to all individuals 65 and older with incomes $65,000 or less 
76% Target government assistance to older persons and others with incomes below $50,000 
 7% Neither (Do not read) 
 4% Not sure (Do not read) 
 
 
6. In some states, residential electric and gas rates are set at reduced levels for low income households 
so these individuals have better ability to pay their utility bills and maintain service.  Would you 
strongly support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose requiring New York’s 
electric and gas utilities to provide reduced rates for individuals with low incomes, even if you 
personally were not eligible? 
 
55% Strongly support 
31% Somewhat support 
3% Neither support nor oppose  
5% Somewhat oppose, or 
5% Strongly oppose 
1% Not sure (Do not read) 
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  The Challenge for Manitoba’s Provincial Government  
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(204) 943-2561 
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Campaign 2000 


Campaign 2000 is a non-partisan, cross- 


Canada coalition of more than 120 national, 


provincial and community organizations 


committed to working together to end child 


and family poverty in Canada. Campaign 2000 


evolved out of a unanimous resolution passed 


by the House of Commons in November, 


1989, which called for the elimination of child 


poverty in Canada by the year 2000. 


“This House…seeks to achieve the goal of 


eliminating poverty among Canadian children 


by the year 2000.” 


- Unanimous all-party resolution 


 


The Social Planning Council of Winnipeg 


(SPC) is a membership-based organization in 


the voluntary sector committed to providing 


leadership in social planning and effecting 


social policy changes. This involves working 


with diverse communities in identifying 


and assessing community issues, needs 


and resources; and working with policymakers, 


funding agencies, service providers, 


ethno-cultural and Aboriginal groups, and 


the general public in Winnipeg to respond to 


socio-economic issues and needs. 


The Manitoba Campaign 2000 Network is 


a coalition of more than 100 organizations, 


locally organized under the sponsorship of 


the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg, 


dedicated to the support of Campaign 2000 


initiatives within Manitoba. 
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What is Poverty and how is it Measured? 


 
Canada has no official poverty line, which is unfortunate, because when governments claim to reduce pov-
erty, it is unclear exactly what they mean.  This lack of an official poverty line allows governments to choose 
whatever measure makes them look best at a particular point in time. 
 
Often a distinction is made between absolute and relative measures. Absolute measures focus on the goal of 
physical subsistence, generally based upon expert norms, and without reference to social and cultural needs.  
Absolute poverty is often operationalized by costing the purchase of an essential basket of goods and services 
for physical subsistence in a relevant market. In Canada, the Market Basket Measure, collected by Human 
Resources and Skills Development Canada is an absolute measure.  We feel that, such an absolute measure is 
appropriate for setting social assistance benefits, and we urge the Government of Manitoba to use the Mar-
ket Basket Measure for this purpose. The Market Basket Measure were revised for 2008. We believe the 
methodological change for determining the shelter component of the MBM is not appropriate and therefore 
recommended that it not be used as a measure until the methodological problem is corrected. As an example 
of the change, the estimate for the cost of shelter in 2007 for a family of two adults and two children in Van-
couver was decreased from $1,033. per month 9$12,399. per year) to $621 per month ($7,455 per year). This 
makes no sense in a housing market that is considered to be one of the most expensive in Canada.  
 
Relative measures focus on the goals of social role performance, participation in socially sanctioned relation-
ships and activities and adherence to culturally sanctioned behavioral norms.   Relative poverty is operation-
alized either as a percentage of median income or as a higher than average proportion of expenditure on ba-
sic necessities.  Statistics Canada collects two relative measures, the Low Income Measure (LIM), which is set 
at 50% of median income and the Low Income Cut-Offs (LICO), the income level at which a family spends 
more than 20% above the average on food, shelter and clothing.  We think that a relative measure is best for 
measuring the problem of poverty in the province for two reasons.  First, it relates best to social inclusion, the 
capacity to participate in society.  The Government of Manitoba acknowledges the importance of this value 
because the All Aboard Poverty Reduction Strategy is described as a social inclusion strategy.  Second, the 
negative health and developmental effects of poverty are more highly related to relative than absolute pov-
erty.  The harmful effects of poverty flow, not only from the insufficiency of material goods, but also from the 
stigmatization and stress that flows from social comparisons with those who are better off and from not be-
ing able to participate fully in society. 
 
Since Statistics Canada does not publish LIMs for the provinces and territories, this report uses the LICO. The 
LICO is calculated for both pre-tax and post-tax income.  The pre-tax measure indicates the adequacy of in-
come flowing into the family.  Canadians are used to thinking about economic well-being and status in this 
way.  When we think about how well we are doing, we talk about “how much we make”, and not our income 
net of taxes.  That is why pre-tax income is useful in determining the socio-economic status of a household, 
and why we use the pre-tax LICO in this report.  In addition, the sample size of the Survey of Income and La-
bour dynamics is too small to yield reliable post-tax LICO statistics to analyze the distribution of poverty 
within Manitoba. 
 
The Government of Manitoba is considering the development of a deprivation index, an index that defines 
poverty on the basis of the lack of capacity to purchase goods and services, which are seen as essential for a 
non-poverty lifestyle.  We do not think that such an index is an appropriate measure of poverty because it 
confounds consumer preferences with the adequacy of income. 
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Most poor people are not on welfare. . . I know they work. I’m a witness. They 
catch the early bus. They work every day. They raise other people’s children. 
They work every day. They clean the streets. They work every day. They drive 
vans with cabs. They work every day. They change beds you slept in these hotels 
last night and can’t get a union contract. They work every day . . .  
       - Reverend Jesse Jackson 


  Manitoba maintains it s title as the “Child Poverty Capital of Canada. The November 16, 2010 
Throne Speech, The Government of Manitoba claimed to have the second lowest child poverty rate 
in Canada. This rating used the Market Basket Measure, which is not based on a comprehensive 
concept which takes into account all of the aspects of poverty. The methodology is also suspect be-
cause shelter is so undervalued. Using the comprehensive LICO, which considers income in a man-
ner consistent with how Canadians at all levels see their own economic well-being, the picture is 
very different. Manitoba has the worst poverty rate in the country, almost 3 percent above the Ca-
nadian rate and 1.5% above the next worst province. These figures translate into 43,000 children  
live in poverty or 1.1 times the size of Brandon. These children who living far below the poverty line. 
The average gap between family income in poor households with children and the LICO is .33% of 
the LICO. 
 
There is clearly a considerable amount of work is ahead for the Government of Manitoba’s plan to 
reduce poverty and close the gap of social exclusion.  
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Graph 2 illustrates a recent improvement in Manitoba, however, it has not kept pace with improve-


ment in Canada as a whole. In fact, Manitoba demonstrated relative improvement of its national 


position in 2004, attaining the fourth highest rate, but there has been deterioration since. In the 


last two years Manitoba has once again demonstrated the worst rate in Canada 


 


The recent Speech from the Throne indicated that improvement in child poverty rates for Manitoba has 


been greatest among all provinces in recent years.  However, the above graph demonstrates that when a 


comprehensive measure of poverty is used, Manitoba’s pattern of improvement is similar to that in Can-


ada as a whole.  Only in 2004 did the Manitoba’s rate approach the national rate, but this relative im-


provement lasted only one year. 
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Graph 4 demonstrates the effect of a plan with targets and timelines, as the Newfoundland and Lab-


rador’s rate sharply decreased after adopting a plan with targets and timelines in 2005.  The early 


effect of the recent economic disaster has not returned the rate to pre-plan levels. Quebec adopted 


legislation, requiring a plan to eliminate poverty and social exclusion in late 2002.   Improvement had 


already begun, but the legislation and plan have had some effect.  The legislation was a rallying point 


to require the Charest government to develop and invest in a plan.  Manitoba’s plan contains no tar-


gets or timelines, so our government has made no clear commitment.  If the Manitoba ALL Aboard 


plan is effective, it should be evident in next year’s report card. 


Poverty is especially damaging for pre-school children. Graph 5 shows that 


Manitoba’s pre-school poverty rate is above the rate in all Canada, at more 


than 17%.  The cost of this will be experienced in poor school performance, 


compromised development and poor health. 
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Graph 6 demonstrates that the vibrant economic growth, which Manitoba experienced through 


much of the 1990’s, is not enough to decrease poverty or lower the gap between the rich and  the 


poor.  What is also needed is progressive taxation policy and substantial income support pro-


grams.  In the absence of these the richest Manitobans benefited the most from economic growth.  


In constant dollars, their gains were more than 16 times those of the poorest Manitobans.  Middle 


and modest income earners also experienced few gains. 


 


 Graph 7. Many Manitobans think that poverty occurs because of unemployment, but almost half 


of Manitoba’s poor children live in families where adults in the family are working the equivalent 


of at least one full year full time job.  Clearly, reducing child and family poverty in Manitoba re-


quires a strategy to create good, higher paying jobs, and to better supplement insufficient wages. 
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Graph 9 displays child and family poverty rates for two family types: two 


parent families and single parent families headed by women, for all prov-


inces except New Brunswick, for which data are unavailable. Manitoba’s 


rates are among the highest in the country for both family types.  Despite 


some improvement it remains scandalous that almost 50% of Manitoba 


children in female headed single parent families live in poverty. 


Federal and provincial government transfer payments are very important in preventing child 


and family poverty.  Without these payments, 27.6,%, rather than 17% of Manitoba children 


would be poor.  But, why is Manitoba preventing less poverty than Canada as a whole?  It is 


noteworthy that the two provinces with the longest standing poverty reduction plans, Quebec 


and Newfoundland and Labrador are preventing the most poverty through transfer payments. 
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Graph 10 was extracted from research by the Wellesley Institute. The Institute finds 


that the Manitoba government’s housing investments per capita were below the na-


tional average, and they are certainly well below those of our sister province, Sas-


katchewan.  This low investment is occurring despite the estimate from the Canadian 


Housing and Rehabilitation Association that Manitoba needs to establish 1,500 net new 


public units to meet its need over the next 5 years. 


Graph 11 is from a recent study by the Manitoba Centre on Health Policy.  Rural and urban 


(Winnipeg and Brandon) neighbourhoods were ranked into five groups from lowest to highest 


average income.  There is clearly a gradient, with the lowest income neighbourhoods (quintile 1 


and 2) experiencing the highest under 5 age mortality rates, and the highest income neighbour-


hoods  (quintile 4 and 5).experiencing the lowest rates.  This holds true for both rural and urban 


neighbourhoods.   
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Graph 12 is based on a recently released report from the Canadian Food Bank Association.  It 


shows that Manitoba children use food banks at more than twice the rate of all of Canada.  


This is consistent with Manitoba having the highest child poverty rate in Canada  


Graph 13 shows the child poverty rate among children age six and 


less in Aboriginal families in Winnipeg is more than three times the 


rate for non-Aboriginal children age six and less – which is unaccepta-


bly high.⁹ 
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A Brief Review of Homelessness in Winnipeg by Susan Mulligan    


 
Housing represents a place for individuals and families to actively participate in their communi-
ties and is a basic need that leads to fulfilling social interactions. Access to safe, affordable and 
adequate housing is essential to securing and maintaining employment, caring for one’s physical 
and mental health and succeeding in school and work. Unfortunately, many people are living in 
poverty and are unable to meet their housing needs.   


 


There is a broad range of perspectives as to what defines homelessness but it is recognized that 
it can be temporary, episodic or chronic. Homelessness becomes less obvious in that not all per-
sons who experience homelessness are visibly on the street. Many more so may form part of the 
hidden homeless population characterized by persons who lack permanency in their housing and 
may live in shelters, rooming houses, hotels or with friends or family. 


To assess and combat homelessness strategies must involve not only the personal risk factors 
but the broader structural deficiencies that have contributed to the erosion of the social safety 
net. 


Personal risk factors include distinct medical, social, emotional and psychological needs of indi-
viduals such as addictions, mental or other medical illnesses that prevent them from obtaining 
secure, affordable and quality housing. This is evident in Manitoba where individuals experienc-
ing mental illness, and also those who depend upon Employment Income Assistance for their 
shelter costs, face serious challenges in locating safe and affordable housing (Mulligan, 2010). 


The erosion of the social safety net are forcing Canadians to make tough choices between shel-
ter and such things as food, child care and paying utilities. Rising shelter and utility costs have 
been a significant factor affecting the rate and depth of child poverty in recent years. In 2008, 
the rate of inflation was 2.7% while through-out the province, the average rent increase was 
3.2%. After peaking in 1992, Employment and Income benefit rates have decreased in Manitoba 
yet the price of food, shelter, health and personal care has been rising steadily (Ibid, 2010).These 
costs contributed to the growth in homelessness among families even as rates of homeowner-
ship rise (The Canadian Council on Social Development, 2008). 


In terms of housing there has been a tightening of the rental market, a loss of rental units and a 
significant rise in overall housing values. The private housing rental market in Winnipeg is char-
acterized as having low vacancy and availability rates, rising rents and a dwindling stock. Further-
more, approximately 29% of single individuals are living in limited income levels and close to 
12,000 households are at risk for “shelter poverty” in five urban centres in Manitoba (Mulligan, 
2010). 
 
It is important to note that the Winnipeg community does not have a sense of how many people 
are undetectably homeless. In the last Winnipeg Community Plan Update for the Homelessness 
Partnering Strategy (2007-09) it was estimated that there are 13,500 individuals at risk of home-
lessness, 7,600 who are considered to be hidden homeless, 350 living on the street and a further 
1,915 persons who were short-term or crisis sheltered. 
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To offer perspective, the Main Street Project supplied overnight shelter services to 55 individuals on 
a nightly basis and provided just fewer than 19,000 shelter stays to almost 1,100 individuals in 2007. 
Since then, this number has increased by 1,500 with an average of 26,000 emergency overnight shel-
ter stays per year as reported in 2010 (Main Street Project, Quick Facts).  


Another example may be found at Siloam Mission. Staff at this emergency shelter estimated well 
over 2,000 persons who are absolute homeless in Winnipeg and served close to 400-500 persons per 
day through their food bank and other services in 2007. Between May of 2009 to April of 2010, they 
reported a total of 37,978 stays (Siloam Mission Annual Report, 2010).  
 


Certain populations are more likely than others to be in a housing crisis situation. In particular, re-
search has found that the housing situation of women, Canadians with disabilities, visible minorities 
and recent immigrants, and some Aboriginal households are particularly troubling. It is estimated 
that persons of Aboriginal descent may make up 70 to 80% of the homeless population in Winnipeg 
(Winnipeg Community Plan Update, Homelessness Partnering Strategy, 2009). 


 
Adults, in particular males, accounted for the highest proportion of those living on the streets at 
nearly 60% followed by youth at approximately 30%. Children and seniors had the lowest proportion 
at just over 5% each. More recent statistics reveal that the numbers are growing and are increasingly 
opening their doors to families. The Salvation Army Sunrise Village Family Shelter offers 60 beds for 
adults with children while Siloam Mission has one family room. 
 
In many cases, people with limited incomes are left to choose insufficient housing as there are rela-
tively few housing options available. In 2002, Distasio et al estimated that there are close to 4,000 
rooming house units in the downtown area of Winnipeg, many of which are said to be inadequate in 
living conditions. Including residential hotels and rooming houses estimates are 10,000 persons who 
are considered to be hidden homeless (Distasio, et al 2007). 


 


The Canada Housing and Mortgage Corporation (CMHC) consider that housing is unaffordable if rent 
or mortgage payments consume 30% or more of household income. In 2006, there were a total of 
17,630 renter households that fell below the levels of CMHC’s concept of housing affordability in 
Winnipeg. including utilities. households were paying 46% of their income for shelter. With With 
CMHC’s calculations for Average Shelter-Cost-to-Income Ratio (STIR) this number rises to 49% 
(Mulligan, 2010). 


 


In Winnipeg, the Federal Government has continued to play a role in both housing and urban issues 
through the Homeless Partnership Strategy, Winnipeg Housing and Homeless Initiative (WHHI), The 
Winnipeg Partnership Agreement (WPA) and the Urban Aboriginal Strategy (UAS). The Provincial gov-
ernment has increasingly taken the lead in dealing with homelessness and housing in Manitoba 
through both the transfer of social housing from the federal government and through its Home-
Works! strategy. The City of Winnipeg has largely detracted itself from direct programming and sup-
port and is limited to its contributions to the WHHI and WPA agreements. 
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“The economic  benefits of investing in children have been exten-
sively documented. Investing fully in children today will ensure 
the well-being and productivity of future generations for decades 
to com. By contrast, the physical, emotional and intellectual im-
pairment that poverty inflicts on children can mean a lifetime of 
suffering and want– and a legacy of poverty for the next genera-
tion…”  Carol Bellamy—Executive Director UNICEF 


 


 


In Winnipeg, the Federal Government has continued to play a role in both housing and urban issues through 
the Homeless Partnership Strategy, Winnipeg Housing and Homeless Initiative (WHHI), The Winnipeg Partner-
ship Agreement (WPA) and the Urban Aboriginal Strategy (UAS). The Provincial government has increasingly 
taken the lead in dealing with homelessness and housing in Manitoba through both the transfer of social 
housing from the federal government and through its HomeWorks! strategy. The City of Winnipeg has largely 
detracted itself from direct programming and support and is limited to its contributions to the WHHI and WPA 
agreements. 


 


The Standing Committee on Human Resources, Skills and Social Development and the Status of Persons with 
Disabilities just released their report, Federal Poverty Reduction Plan: Working in Partnership Towards Reduc-
ing poverty in Canada in November of 2010.  The following points are related to housing provision and are 
found among the long list of recommendations geared towards the reduction of poverty in Canada.  


 


develop a long-term national housing strategy; 


ensure that the construction of social housing units, announced in the 2009 Budget, be promptly delivered 
while assessing the need for additional funding; 


preserve the existing affordable housing stock; 


study additional tax measures that could promote the creation of affordable housing in Canada; 


address the housing crisis in Aboriginal communities; and 


fund the Homelessness Partnering Strategy, the Affordable Housing Initiative and the Residential Rehabilita-
tion Assistance Program on a permanent basis. 


 


There is no doubt that there is an ongoing need for financial and institutional support for research and data 
collection in order to understand the factors related to homelessness in Winnipeg. This includes the progress 
that is being made in addressing the issues, and to determine which services, supports, and programs are re-
quired. Addressing the many causes and symptoms of homelessness requires extensive collaboration and in-
formation sharing between communities, service providers, various stakeholders, and governments. 


 


Ultimately, to address the root causes and prevent homelessness, housing and service provision should be 
supported along a continuum that is preventive, holistic, and flexible and that supports transitions between 
life stages and changes. 
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In my 16 years as Executive Director of the Social Plan-
ning Council of Winnipeg , there has been increasing co-
operation and collaboration within the community. Per-
haps now, we have made the case for action to finally 
eradicate child poverty in Manitoba.  We must follow 
our consciences and recognize we have an opportunity 
to determine successful outcomes for all children. 
Wayne Helgason -     
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Aboriginal Youth Voices of Today – Action Plan  


 


The Aboriginal Council of Winnipeg has taken the initiative in identifying the future leaders of Winni-


peg’s Aboriginal Community.   Aboriginal youth represent the fastest growing segment of Canada’s 


youth population. However, Aboriginal youth are among those who face the highest levels of poverty, 


unemployment, suicide, as well as experiencing low education levels and lack of access to basic health 


care services in Canada. In addition, labour market conditions are deteriorating for Aboriginal youth, 


aggravating a situation that already presents Aboriginal youth with far more challenges than other 


youth. The cultural, economic, social and political futures of Aboriginal youth will significantly impact 


the lives of all Canadians. 


Aboriginal and government leaders recognize that focused attention and strong actions are required 


to address these social and economic challenges in order to ensure constructive and optimistic pros-


pects for Aboriginal youth. Strengthening the capacity of Aboriginal communities, where programs 


and services are designed and delivered through established and emerging organizations serving Abo-


riginal youth, should be encouraged. The delivery of programs and services based on mutual respect, 


recognition, responsibility, and sharing is in the best interest of all. 


The Aboriginal Youth Voices of Today (AYVoT) Action Plan is based on the belief that solutions and 


results can be realized when all stakeholders, including the urban Aboriginal community, govern-


ments and institutions, the private sector, community/voluntary agencies and individuals, work to-


gether in true partnership. The Action Plan envisions Aboriginal youth having opportunities to pursue 


career and quality of life goals in support of individual choices as well as supporting the social and 


economic aspirations of Aboriginal communities. 


The AYVoT has the following objectives: 


· To build positive relationships amongst the Aboriginal groups in Winnipeg and Manitoba. 


· To support and create opportunities to develop and enhance Aboriginal youth leadership. 


· To advocate for youth representation and participation within the City of Winnipeg. 


· To represent Aboriginal youth voices in a working relationship with governing bodies in areas of leg-


islation, policy, initiatives, programs, and services. 


· To increase and support capacity for the continued growth of Aboriginal youth initiatives, leadership 


& institutions of governance. 


Staff and Board Members of the Aboriginal Council of Winnipeg solicited the participation of 10 youth 


from around Winnipeg to create this Action Plan at the Aboriginal Council of Winnipeg’s  


Youth Retreat from September 3 – September 5, 2010.   This gathering was held at the Windy Hill 


Lodge in Manitoba, and provided youth with the opportunity to network, build relationships as well as 


voice their concerns, suggest action items and successes. 
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As Aboriginal youth leaders at the local level, these youth understand the need to take action personally. Al-


though action must be taken by governments, Aboriginal leadership and Aboriginal organizations, the need for 


youth to show their leadership and take action with their peers is at the core of Aboriginal youth leadership. 


The ACW Youth Retreat focused on the themes of Culture, Languages and Education. Through discussions at the 


forum, it became clear that it was important to develop a document, which not only highlighted specific gaps in 


the areas of education and culture, but also provided direction to key stakeholders. Many Aboriginal youth have 


amazing ideas about how to address these issues and they understand the importance of the development of 


programs and services that meet the needs of youth. 


A series of meetings were held at the Aboriginal Centre of Winnipeg and the youth utilized the PATH process to 


identify a number of priorities and action items.  The priority areas include:  


1. Youth Leadership Development 


2. Health and Culture 


3. Mentorship 


4. Capacity Development and Accountability 


5. Education  


6. Communication Strategies 


Key Stakeholders  


This Action Plan will be addressed and distributed to key stakeholders who can follow through with action and 


responses. These stakeholders include: 


· Aboriginal Youth in Winnipeg  


· Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal organizations in Winnipeg  


· School districts, Post-secondary institutions, K-12 Schools 


· Aboriginal education, culture and language organizations 


· The City of Winnipeg 


· The Government of Canada 


· The Province of Manitoba including but not limited to the following ministries 


-Ministry of Aboriginal and Northern Affairs  


- Ministry of Children and Family Services 


- Ministry of Education  


- Premier’s Office 


- Ministry of Advanced Education and Labour Market Development 


- Ministry of Tourism, Culture and the Arts 
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In order for this Action Plan to become effective and successful, the commitment of the above stakeholders is vital. 


 


It is important to note that this action plan requires the cooperation of local, provincial and federal levels of jurisdic-


tion, and conflicts over jurisdiction should not stand in the way of implementation of the action items.  Aboriginal 


youth want to participate in the decision-making processes, which affect their everyday lives, and it is essential that 


any organizations engage, consult and involve Aboriginal youth to the fullest extent from the very beginning of their 


response right through to final implementation. 


 


 


 


What we have is because someone stood up before us. 


What our Seventh Generation will have is a conse-


quence of our actions today 


—Winona LaDuke, Annishnabe 
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Each second we live is a new and unique moment of the universe, a moment that will 


never be again. And what do we teach our children? We teach them that two and two 


make four, and that Paris is the capital of France. When will we also teach them what 


they are? We should say to each of them: Do you know what you are? You are a marvel. 


You are unique. In all the years that have passed, there has never been another child like 


you. Your legs, your arms, your clever fingers, the way you move. You may become a 


Shakespeare, a Michelangelo, a Beethoven. You have the capacity for anything. Yes, you 


are a marvel. And when you grow up, can you then harm another who is, like you, a 


marvel? You must work, we must all work, to make the world worthy of its children.” -  


Pablo Picasso 1881-1973 


 


Showing Up, Speaking Out offers Winnipeggers unique opportunities to speak out on civic is-
sues by collaborating with local and visiting artists to co-create temporary art works in public 
spaces about important topics such as a housing and poverty, accessibility, and diversity. 


Participants were invited to attend free workshops at aceartinc. (2nd floor, 290 McDermot Ave-
nue) which focused on brainstorming ideas and creating temporary public art works to be dis-
played and/or performed as a group. Since the artworks will be presented outdoors, the gallery 
will become a place for sharing photos and notes with others about the experience of partici-
pating. 


This project is about how art can help us express ourselves while building community. It also 
encourages the use of public space as a legitimate place for expressing ideas about city life. 


Participating artists include: Inge Hoonte (Netherlands/USA) on recreation, Tomas Jonsson 
(Calgary) on housing and poverty, Deborah Kelly (Australia) on diversity, Kristin Nelson 
(Winnipeg) on accessibility, and Stop Violence Against Aboriginal Women Action Group includ-
ing collaborating artist Leah Decter (Winnipeg). Curated by Milena Placentile (Winnipeg). 


Showing Up, Speaking Out is a project that seeks to explore the extent to which artists can mo-
tivate and facilitate civic participation by connecting local, national, and international artists 
with local communities through the collaborative production of ephemeral artworks deployed 
in public spaces throughout Winnipeg. 


A goal of this project is to enhance relationships between artists and a diverse communities 
through the formation of a socially resonant context that will highlight the creative, critical 
work of artists while proving unique opportunities for community members to collaborate with 
them in manners well poised to increase confidence in recapturing the public sphere as a place 
for thoughtful idea exchange. 



http://klnasg.bay.livefilestore.com/y1pI3ejofWy800htom-lQttP9VEBXlDcww3SNirGd5Yf_k8pn1_oovFvlhdjDdfl7_RySjHtt3Wu8U/16A.jpg?download

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html

http://thinkexist.com/quotation/each_second_we_live_is_a_new_and_unique_moment_of/339726.html
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3 


 


Many of Winnipeg’s most challenging social issues are rooted in poverty. To help answer this chal-


lenge, a group of community leaders from across the city formed the Winnipeg Poverty Reduction 


Council (WPRC) in 2007. These leaders come from multiple sectors, including business, education, 


non-profit, and labour sectors, as well as all three levels of government.  


In addition to the 20+ person Council, three working groups were formed, working with Early Child-


hood and Education, Recreation and Culture, and Asset Building. Other areas of focus for the WPRC 


have been identified, which include improving and enriching social infrastructure, supporting new 


and existing housing initiatives, ensuring disability income and quality of life benefits for people with 


mental and physical disabilities, and public engagement. 


The WPRC was established based on the understanding that no single group or organization can suc-


cessfully address poverty on  its own. Two staff members support this council, along with its working 


groups, to address long-term solutions to poverty. This is done through community-wide, inte-


grated, and cross-sectoral initiatives.  The mission of the Winnipeg Poverty Reduction Council is to 


help significantly reduce poverty in Winnipeg in hopes of  creating A City Where Everyone Belongs.                                                      


For more information, visit www.wprc.ca.  


 


Life without a purpose is a languid, drifting thing; every day 
we ought to review our purpose, saying to ourselves, 'This 
day let me make a sound beginning 
       -Thomas Kempis 


My life is my message.  
       - Mahatma Ghandi 



http://www.wprc.ca

http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?pid=557808&id=100000511176333
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Health in Common 


 


Strengthening connections for healthy sustainable 
communities 


 


Recognizing that social, environmental and economic factors collectively 
create healthy sustainable communities, Health in Common works to 
strengthen connections for healthy sustainable communities. 


 


In 2009 with the support of the Minister of Healthy Living, Health in Com-
mon began to coordinate the development and implementation of a strat-
egy to further align efforts intended to support healthy communities. In 
order to build on existing efforts, representatives of existing strategies, 
coalitions and networks were invited to take part in the Healthy Living 
Summit process. What started as a discussion about the creation of a 
healthy living strategy shifted to a focus on creating healthy communities 
– resulting in Vibrant Communities: A Plan for Action.  The plan reflects the 
guiding principles – collaboration, community involvement, informed deci-
sion, fairness, and inclusion -- developed by stakeholders. The priority fo-
cus areas -- community development and healthy public policy -- are based 
on available evidence, stakeholder consultation and alignment at the Pan-
Canadian level. 


A community development approach focuses on community ability to ad-
dress challenges they have identified and build required capacities to 
move forward. . This means creating and supporting a process and system 
that meets locally identified needs, rather than implementing national or 
provincial priorities directed at local issues. 


 


Inter-sectoral by nature, healthy public policy is intended to better coordi-
nate public policies in multiple sectors. This is required to address the fac-
tors that determine wellbeing and to reduce inequities. Some people are 
less healthy than others due to low household income, low levels of                   
education, lack of adequate housing or poor working conditions.                      


These social and economic conditions are the main cause of the huge 
health  disparities that exist.  


Vibrant Communities: A Plan for Action intends to foster inter-sectoral    
collaboration to reduce these inequities. 


www.healthincommon.ca  



http://www.healthincommon.ca
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 Resource Assistance for Youth (RaY) is a drop-in and resource centre supporting homeless and street-


entrenched youth up to the age of 29. The agency’s mission is: To provide youth with what they need, on 


their terms, to better their lives. RaY offers a continuum of services to a vulnerable population who rarely 


access mainstream social service agencies—either because they don’t know how, or because they don’t 


trust the systems these agencies are associated with. 


 


RaY offers basic needs services that include hot meals served daily, an on-site health clinic with a Nurse 


Practitioner, and fully-stocked clothing and hygiene banks, but also responds to the youths’ need for hous-


ing  support, mental health support, addiction support, and all kinds of advocacy support. RaY’s advocacy 


efforts will soon be enhanced with the addition of a lawyer who will offer a free legal clinic, advice, refer-


rals, and/or representation. Additionally, RaY runs a pre-employment program called Growing Opportuni-


ties aimed at youth who experience numerous barriers to meaningful and stable employment. RaY’s Street 


Outreach team is actively on the streets of Winnipeg, connecting with vulnerable individuals who may not 


be aware of the resources available to them—resources that are meant to help pull them out of poverty 


and a life of exploitation. 


 


RaY supports young people looking for a way back from the street. These are young people who, due to 


circumstances that are often beyond their control, find themselves under-fed, under-housed, and under 


resourced. Many come from neglectful and abusive homes, or have experienced some kind of traumatic 


event that leaves them struggling for some semblance of stability. Their formative years are spent on the 


streets, doing what they can to survive. They are resilient, but deserve so much more. Too often these 


young people who are looking for change run up against systemic barriers that are extremely difficult to 


traverse. This is where RaY comes in. Our trained advocates help youth navigate these burdensome sys-


tems.  


 


Youth with a very limited income and are looking for affordable shelter are often out of luck when met with 


Winnipeg’s current rental market which now sits below 1% vacancy. Add on top of that a lack of rental his-


tory and financial resources, and the options for our youth quickly evaporate. In response, RaY is working 


closely with private landlords who own affordable rental stock, but are not equipped to deal with the com-


plications many youth carry with them . In an effort to avoid unnecessary evictions and support long-term 


tenancy, RaY housing workers partner with these landlords and the youth tenants in a mutually beneficial 


way. 
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Many young people may be at the stage where they are looking to change their situa-


tion, but are at a loss as to how to proceed. A lack of education, an unsupportive home 


life, mental health concerns, and/or issues related to substance use create a seemingly 


insurmountable obstacle. RaY’s advocates work with youth in a number of ways to help 


their transition from a life on the streets. Those who are not yet in a place where they 


can step into meaningful employment but do qualify for Employment and Income Assis-


tance (EIA) are given the benefit of RaY’s staff experience in accessing the EIA system, 


ensuring that they are in receipt of all that they  ensuring that they are in receipt of all 


that they are entitled to. While receiving benefits from income assistance, many youth 


participate in the Growing Opportunities program, a preemployment program aimed at 


“difficult to employ” youth, where they gain much-needed on-the-job experience, re-


ceive training opportunities, and earn a few extra dollars to supplement the insufficient 


income they receive from EIA. 


 


While RaY has been very good at “managing” poverty for youth who are interested in 


moving forward, RaY continues to run into many of the same obstacles the youth do in 


accessing much needed resources that are scarce and often have long waiting lists. RaY 


continues to advocate for systemic change and the elimination of poverty and calls on 


the Government of Manitoba to introduce a comprehensive anti-poverty strategy that 


takes into account the myriad issues facing the youth of our province and our city. 


 


Poverty is a weapon of mass destruction.  Homelessness is a weapon of mass destruction.  


Unemployment is a weapon of mass destruction.  - Dennis Kucinich 
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Recommendations for the Federal Government 


 


Campaign 2000, a network of 120 organizations in all regions of Canada, urges all federal parties to 


work together and in collaboration with provinces, territories, communities and First Nations, on a 


Plan to Make Canada Poverty-Free. Secured in legislation, such as Bill C-545, An Act to Eliminate Pov-


erty in Canada, this plan will identify key roles for the federal, provincial and territorial governments 


and recognize the particularities of how Québec pursues social policy in the Canadian context.  The 


plan must include a clear timetable, a transparent accountability structure that can demonstrate 


progress and a defined role for citizen participation, in particular low-income people.   


 


Let's not just transform those in need, we can also find ways to help transform those in power. 


-Anonymous 


 


An enhanced child benefit for low-income families to a maximum of $5,400 ($2010) per child; 


·      A system of high-quality early childhood education and child care services that is affordable and 
available to all children  (0-12 years); 


·      Restored and expanded eligibility for Employment Insurance; 


·      Increased federal work tax credits of $2,400 per year; 


·      A federal minimum wage of $11 per hour; 


·      A strategy for affordable housing, secured in legislation such as Bill C-304, An Act to ensure secure, 
adequate, accessible and affordable housing for Canadians, including substantial federal funding 
for social housing;  


 


Proactive strategies, including employment equity in the public and private sectors, to level the  


 employment playing field for racialized communities and other historically disadvantaged groups; 


 


Appropriate poverty eradication targets, timetables and indicators for Aboriginal families,  irrespective 
of where they live, developed in coordination with First Nations and urban Aboriginal communities.  
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Recommendations for the Manitoba Provincial Government  


 


Appropriate poverty eradication targets, timetables and indicators for the All 
Aboard Plan to reduce poverty and social exclusion should be immediately an-
nounced 


Within one to 2 years, increase Employment and Income Assistance benefits for all 
categories to the present value of 1992 levels and index them to annual increases 
in the cost of living so that they maintain their value. 


A provincial minimum wage of $11 per hour, which would lift a full time full year 
worker out of poverty; 


Expand the system of high-quality early childhood education and child care ser-
vices  so that is affordable and available to all children  (0-12 years); 


Eliminate the  minimum $2.00/child/day surcharge for child care paid by working 
poor families if receiving full subsidy 


Develop a  good job strategy to decrease the proportion of low wage jobs causing 
child and family poverty in Manitoba 


Eliminate the $2.00 per child per day charge not eligible for government subsidy, 
which can be levied on working poor families even if they receive the full govern-
ment subsidy 


Index the child care subsidy eligibility level annually to the cost of living 


Index minimum wage to annual increases in cost of living  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Great spirits have always encountered violent opposition 
from mediocre minds.  
       - Albert Einstein 


 



http://www.facebook.com/photo.php?pid=395847&id=100000132867733
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dren under 18 years of age in Canada and Manitoba. (The Food 


Bank count for this data was in March, 2010) 4. 
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INTRODUCTION 
  
 
 
 
 
 
This report considers mechanisms through which Iowa can seek to enroll additional low-income 
households in the federal Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). The report 
considers, also, how to target the distribution of LIHEAP benefits to particularly vulnerable 
populations.   
 
The recommendations presented below are based on an empirical analysis of data specifically-related to 
individual locations in Iowa.  The intent behind the outreach recommendations is not to indicate that all 
mechanisms must be used statewide.  Indeed, the explicit intent is to identify outreach mechanisms that 
can be adapted to the individual needs of individual locations.  If the LIHEAP program in northeast 
Iowa wishes to reach more very low-income older persons, there is a recommendation on outreach to 
very low-income older persons. If the LIHEAP program wishes to reach very low-income preschool 
children in south central Iowa, there is a recommended outreach process for very low-income 
preschool children.   
 
The focus of attention on outreach should not be construed as indicating that nonparticipation in public 
benefit programs such as LIHEAP is exclusively a function of inadequate (or inappropriate) outreach.  
We know better than to reach that conclusion.  There is an entire array of reasons why persons do not 
enroll in available public benefit programs.  Some persons do not perceive themselves to be in need of 
assistance, and some are correct in so believing this.  Some persons believe that, given limited 
government funds, other persons or households would be "more in need" than they are.  Some persons 
do not believe that the amount of assistance that is available is "worth the effort" that it takes to enroll 
in the program.  Some persons do not wish to be seen as taking advantage of "welfare" benefits.  As 
can be seen, many of these reasons for nonparticipation involve either a lack of need, or a lack of desire 
to participate in the program.   
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Aside from these reasons for nonparticipation, however, there are other reasons for nonparticipation 
which involve a variety of personal and institutional barriers which prevent enrollment in programs 
such as LIHEAP. 
 
 ⊄  Lack of effective knowledge:  The lack of "effective knowledge" is one such barrier.  


While consumers may indicate an awareness of energy assistance, their knowledge may 
not be sufficient to allow them to act.  Many consumers, for example, who say they 
`know about' energy assistance cannot name a single program.  


 
 ⊄  Lack of program awareness:  Similarly, many elderly poor do not know of, and thus 


do not use, existing energy intervention programs designed for their benefit.  Since no 
intervention program can be effective unless it is known and used, the degree to which 
eligible persons are aware of and utilize such programs is important. 


 
 ⊄  Access to program offices: In some areas, transportation to offices that accept 


applications may be a problem. For those who are homebound or socially isolated, 
getting to an office may be nearly impossible. 


 
 ⊄  Confusing application forms:  The application forms for some programs represent a 


major barrier to participation.  In particular, many participants find application forms 
complex and overwhelming the first time they seek to enroll in a program. 


 
 ⊄  Misperceptions as to eligibility:  Many eligible nonparticipants have misperceptions 


regarding their eligibility for a program. These households might, for example, 
mistakenly believe that their income or assets are too high to entitle them to receive 
fuel assistance, or that some other program requirement precludes their participation.  
Persons who have been found ineligible for one program (however unrelated to fuel 
assistance) are less likely to apply for fuel assistance. Similarly, persons who have been 
found ineligible in the past for fuel assistance are not likely to apply again, even if their 
circumstances have changed. 


 
As can be seen, there is an abundance of information about how nonparticipation in benefit programs 
can result from barriers to participation as well as from either a lack of need or a lack of desire to 
participate. The General Accounting Office once said about Food Stamp enrollment: 
 
 From a policy viewpoint, an informed decision on the part of an eligible household not 


to participate in the program is not an issue.  Lack of information about the program, 
however, and at least some program and access problems can and should be 
remedied.\1\ 


                     
\1\ General Accounting Office, Food Stamp Program: A Demographic Analysis of Participation and 


Nonparticipation, at 22 (January 1990).  
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The same can and should be said about Iowa's LIHEAP program.  The discussion below is designed to 
help operationalize that policy statement.   
 
In this light, the discussion below is presented in two parts: 
 
 ⊄  Part 1 presents the recommended outreach initiatives for the Iowa LIHEAP program.  


The recommendations are divided into two parts: (1) those that can and should be 
pursued at the statewide administrative level, and (2) those that can and should be 
pursued at the local level. 


 
 ⊄  Part 2 presents the local-specific empirical data analysis which underlies the outreach 


recommendations.  The empirical analysis is not intended to represent a judgment on 
who is doing a "good" or a "bad" job at outreach.  Rather, the empirical analysis is 
intended to identify opportunities to improve either the targeting of benefits to 
particularly vulnerable populations, or to increase the overall penetration of fuel 
assistance to specific low-income populations.   


 


NOTE: 
The specific factual analysis of each individual Iowa Community 


Action Agency has been redacted from this publicly available 
document.   
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RECOMMENDED OUTREACH INITIATIVES 
  
 
 
 
 
 
The purpose of this report is to consider ways in which the Iowa LIHEAP program might engage in 
innovative outreach activities both to promote overall participation in the program and to reach certain 
subsegments of the total population which LIHEAP has chosen to target as high priority benefit 
recipients.  Those high priority recipients include: 
 
 ⊄  The lowest income households; 
 
 ⊄  Households with children age 6 or younger; 
 
 ⊄  Households with elderly members (defined in Iowa as aged 60 or older); and 
 
 ⊄  Households with disabled individuals as household members.   
 
The recommendations presented below are primarily advanced because of the targeting needs identified 
in the data analysis presented in the appendices below.  As that data analysis shows, most Iowa 
LIHEAP subgrantees merit improvement both in increasing the number of households brought into the 
LIHEAP program overall, and in increasing the effectiveness of efforts to target the delivery of benefits 
to the desired subpopulations.   
 
For our purposes here, the process of "outreach" is defined to include the following components: 
 
 ⊄  Identifying households that the state believes should receive LIHEAP assistance; 
 
 ⊄  Educating those identified households about the existence of the program and the 


benefits offered through the program; and  
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 ⊄  Enrolling those identified households in the program.   
 
OUTREACH INITIATIVES FOR LIHEAP TO UNDERTAKE THROUGH STATE ADMINISTRATIVE 


ACTION 
 
This section of the discussion of Iowa outreach mechanisms will summarize three basic administrative 
initiatives for the Iowa LIHEAP program to pursue.  These include: 
 
 ⊄  The Iowa LIHEAP program should adopt adjunctive eligibility in as many situations as 


reasonable. 
 
 ⊄  The Iowa LIHEAP program should increase its reliance on outstationed outreach and 


enrollment.   
 
 ⊄  The Iowa LIHEAP program should increase its administrative support for non-


traditional outreach entities.   
 
Adjunctive Eligibility ("Express Lane Eligibility") 
 
One strategy advocated for expanding the number of low-income children enrolled in Medicaid and 
CHIP utilizes an approach called "Express Lane Eligibility." 
 
 Express Lane Eligibility. . .accelerates enrollment for the hundreds of thousands of 


uninsured children already enrolled in other income-comparable publicly funded 
programs such as Head Start or school lunch.  The simple notion is that children who 
have met the income test for these income-comparable programs should have their 
eligibility expedited and do not need to provide duplicative income information to 
qualify for health care coverage.  Express Lane Eligibility can cut administrative red 
tape while streamlining the application process. . .\2\ 


 
Express Lane Eligibility can be operationalized in several different ways: 
 
 ⊄  Using the same application for multiple programs:  With a single application, 


families are required to fill out and submit information only once.  A number of states, 
including Illinois, Maryland, Michigan, California and Ohio, use joint applications for 
their TANF, Medicaid and Food Stamp programs.  Other states use the same 
application for their WIC and Medicaid programs.  It has been recommended, as part 
of the national push to enroll low-income children in health insurance programs, to 


                     
\2\ The Children's Partnership, Express Lane Eligibility: How to Enroll Large Groups of Uninsured 


Children in Medicaid and CHIP, Children's Partnership: Washington D.C. 
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"allow State Medicaid and SCHIP agencies to access information about children who 
participate in the Free and Reduced Price Lunch program to enhance efforts to enroll 
additional children, because many of the children who participate in the school lunch 
program also meet the eligibility criteria for Medicaid and SCHIP."\3\ 


 
 ⊄  Target outreach to income-comparable programs:  This can occur in one of two 


ways.  On the one hand, a state agency administering a program that reaches families 
with incomes similar to LIHEAP can send all enrolled persons an application, 
application instructions, and a letter informing them about the availability of LIHEAP 
benefits.  On the other hand, when applying for benefits through an income-comparable 
program, applicants can authorize the sharing of their names and addresses with 
LIHEAP, so that LIHEAP staff can then contact them and provide them with 
applications and assistance in applying.  As The Children's Partnership appropriately 
notes: 


 
   Authorization can be accomplished through a check-off box on the 


application or through a separate consent form attached to the 
application.  Guidance released by the United States Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) in the fall of 1998 on ways states and school 
officials can use the National School Lunch Program as a referral 
mechanism for Medicaid or CHIP is a good example of this model. 


 
   The USDA created prototype applications for schools, which ask 


parents whether they want to waive confidentiality for the limited 
purpose of permitting the school to share information from the NSLP 
application for purposes of determining appropriate Medicaid/CHIP 
outreach.  Moreover, in 1991, at the request of Congress, a 
DHHS/USDA task force produced a joint application for seven Federal 
programs: WIC, Title V, Head Start, Migrant and Community Health 
Centers, Health Care for the Homeless, Medicaid, and AFDC. 


 
According to The Children's Partnership "the greatest potential for reaching large numbers of children 
most simply is to allow eligibility for one program to be used to fulfill some or all of the eligibility 
requirements for health care."    This "full Express Lane Eligibility" has already been adopted to link 
SSI with Medicaid.  Federal law now authorizes that enrollment in SSI will automatically establish a 
person's eligibility for Medicaid.  In addition, the federal WIC program uses what it refers to as 
"adjunctive eligibility."  In 1989, Congress authorized WIC agencies to begin to accept an applicant's 
documented participation in Medicaid, Food Stamps and AFDC (now known as TANF) as evidence of 
income eligibility for WIC.  Today, fully two-thirds of WIC participants are enrolled through the 


                     
\3\ GAO (April 2000).  Medicaid and SCHIP: Comparisons of Outreach, Enrollment Practices, and 


Benefits, Report No. GAO/HEHS-00-86, at n. 10, General Accounting Office: Washington D.C. 
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adjunctive eligibility process.\4\  According to the Children's Partnership, "today, the process is so fully 
incorporated into the WIC system that it is taken for granted." 
 
Two of the key hurdles that present themselves with "express lane eligibility" include working out 
confidentiality agreements and procedures.  The USDA's recent model school lunch program 
application designed to get necessary authorizations for information sharing provides an important 
model in this regard.  Second, assurances will need to be generated that eligibility guidelines for 
income-comparable public programs are sufficiently aligned with LIHEAP to permit their use in an 
"adjunctive eligibility" or "express lane eligibility" initiative.   
 


 Recommendation #1 
 
Iowa's LIHEAP program should pursue adjunctive eligibility for at least the following programs: 
 
 ⊄  TANF 
 ⊄  WIC 
 ⊄  SSI 


 


 Recommendation #2 
 
Iowa's LIHEAP program should pursue targeted outreach to recipients of benefits through at least 
the following programs: 
 
 ⊄  Food Stamps 
 ⊄  Free and reduced school lunch program 


 
 
Outstationed Outreach and Enrollment 
 
One of the primary mechanisms being recognized as an effective tool in increasing enrollment in 
Medicaid and CHIP programs today is the use of outstationed outreach workers.  The 1999 Report to 
the President by the Interagency Task Force on Children's Health Insurance Outreach reported quite 
plainly:  "To reduce logistical barriers and stigmatization associated with Medicaid, HCFA 
recommends that States outstation eligibility workers at community sites such as schools, child care, 
and Head Start centers."\5\ 
 
                     
\4\ U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Office of Analysis and Evaluation, Study of 


WIC Participant and Program Characteristics 1996: Final Report, at 47. 


\5\ Report to the President, at Section •I(B) (Health Care Financing Administration).   
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In the context of increasing children's health insurance enrollment (Medicaid/CHIP), "`outstationing' 
means locating eligibility workers in places other than welfare offices to take applications."\6\  In the 
LIHEAP context, "outstationing" would mean locating intake workers outside of a Community Action 
Agency.  While the CAAs would make the final eligibility determination, the outstationed workers "can 
engage in the initial processing of applications."\7\ 
 
A variety of states have aggressively implemented the strategy of outstationing intake workers for 
Medicaid purposes.  Massachusetts has placed outreach workers in health centers and hospitals.  
Arkansas has worked with its children's hospital to place enrollment forms at affiliated clinics. which 
are located throughout the state.  Georgia employed eligibility workers, and placed them in numerous 
locations such as health departments, clinics and hospitals.  These workers also temporarily set up at 
nontraditional sites such as schools, community agencies and shopping malls.   
 
It is not necessary to have a single agency per service territory (such as a community action agency) be 
the exclusive entity to do the intake.  Indeed, with other programs (such as Medicaid), the process of 
enrollment has been successfully split between multiple agencies.  The U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO), for example, reports that the process of "facilitated enrollment" for Medicaid began in New 
York in April 2000. 
 
 Funded by the state, facilitators in community-based settings (such as hospitals, clinics, 


schools, and libraries) will be delegated the authority to conduct the required face-to-
face interviews.  The intention is to make it possible for families to be interviewed 
during hours convenient to their work schedules, including evenings and weekends.\8\ 


 
The Health Resource and Services Administration (HRSA) revised its compendium of outreach models 
for children's health insurance in May 2000.\9\  HRSA's suggestions are largely applicable to LIHEAP.  
For example, HRSA sets forth one set of strategies designed to "assist beneficiaries in negotiating the 
application and enrolment process and make it easier for beneficiaries to receive services in an efficient 
and timely fashion once they are enrolled."   
 
The first HRSA recommendation involves outstationing eligibility workers.  According to HRSA: 
 


                     
\6\ Vicky Pulos (1998). Outreach Strategies in the State Children's Health Insurance Program, at 7, 


Families USA: Washington D.C. 


\7\ Outreach Strategies in the State Children's Health Insurance Program, supra, at 7. 


\8\ Comparison of Outreach, Enrollment Practices and Benefits, supra, at n.10. 


\9\ HRSA (May 2000).  Reaching Our Children: A Compendium of Outreach Models, Focus on Child 
Health, Health Resource and Service Administration: Washington D.C. 
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 Outstationing eligibility workers is a valuable tool in the effort to locate and enroll 
children in Medicaid and CHIP.  Currently, States are required to outstation eligibility 
workers in federally qualified health centers and disproportionate share hospitals, but 
these eligibility workers can be located in a variety of community locations, such as 
churches, and community centers.  Outstationed eligibility workers assist potential 
enrollees with the initial paperwork associated with their application to Medicaid or 
CHIP.  Although the final determination of eligibility is made by the appropriate state 
agency, outstationed eligibility workers are crucial in helping many beneficiaries 
overcome the hurdle of the paperwork associated with the application process.  States 
are encouraged to consider outstationing eligibility workers at sites that are frequented 
by families with children, such as schools, child care centers, Head Start centers, WIC 
offices, Job Corps cites, GED programs, local Tribal organizations and social security 
offices.\10\ 


 
HRSA goes on to recommend outstationing eligibility workers in hospitals, in health centers, and at 
locations where immunizations are provided. 
 


 Recommendation #3 
 
The Iowa LIHEAP program should explicitly permit outstationed workers to, at a minimum, 
complete initial LIHEAP applications and should encourage/require subgrantees to use such 
workers. 


 
 
Expanded Outreach Entities 
 
One of the primary "lessons" to be learned through the considerable effort expended on improving the 
outreach for children's health insurance programs (both Medicaid and CHIP) is the benefit of 
expanding the number, and type, of entities that will be used to take enrollment information.  Proposals 
to increase the enrollment of low-income children in both Medicaid and CHIP are equally applicable to 
LIHEAP in Iowa.  One common set of proposals includes expanding the types of entities that can 
determine a child to be presumptively eligible for Medicaid.  States may use additional entities than 
those that are currently permitted, such as public schools, child care resource and referral centers, and 
child support enforcement agencies, to determine presumptive Medicaid eligibility for children.\11\ 
 
In expanding the organizations and institutions that are allowed to engage in LIHEAP outreach 
activities, it is not the mere number that is necessarily significant.  HRSA, for example, emphasizes the 


                     
\10\ A Compendium of Outreach Models, supra. 


\11\ Comparison of Outreach, Enrollment Practices and Benefits, supra, at 30. 







 


 


 
 
 Page 11 


use of "peer outreach."  "Peer outreach models have proven their effectiveness in a wide range of 
settings and with a variety of underserved and hard-to-serve populations.  Their advantage is that 
individuals from within the community are more likely than outsiders to identify with and be trusted by 
the community.  The activities of peer educators, community health workers. . .and lay health advisors 
have repeatedly proven that the strength of the community lies within its own natural leaders."\12\  
HRSA recommends recruiting "gatekeepers" from the community and using community members as 
volunteers or paid staff wherever possible. 
 
In this sense, Iowa LIHEAP officials may wish to consider seeking closer ties with the faith-based 
community.  While little work has been found documenting the involvement of the faith-based 
community in helping to provide outreach and enrollment services for programs such as LIHEAP, an 
April 1998 report by the Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy examined the work of religious 
congregations in Washington D.C. 
 
 Almost 95 percent of responding congregations provide some type of service or 


program.  Of these, more than 75 percent offer an emergency service such as food, 
financial assistance, clothing, day or overnight shelter, or a soup kitchen.  Most 
congregations provide short-term emergency services,, with almost 60 percent offering 
emergency food.  Nearly half of all responding congregations offer some type of family 
service such as child care, parent education, or senior services.\13\ 


 
The D.C. study found that a majority of religious congregations offer services to anyone in need; about 
70 percent of all congregations service low-income individuals and families;\14\ more than one-third of 
congregations offer services to the residents of the community; and fewer than 10% limited services to 
their members only. 
 
The D.C. research generated results that were substantively similar to previous research into the role 
that faith-based services providers might play in the community.  According to the D.C. report: 
 
 First, our Washington D.C. area survey showed that 95 percent of religious 


congregations perform outreach within their communities.  Cnaan found that 91 
percent of the religious congregations in six cities studied offer community programs. 
Second, the predominance of emergency services provided by faith-based organizations 
in the Washington D.C. area also has been found in other local studies.  One study of 


                     
\12\ A Compendium of Outreach Models, supra. 


\13\ Tobi Jennifer Printz (April 1998).  Faith-Based Service Providers in the Nation's Capital: Can They Do 
More? Charting Civil Society: A Series by the Center on Nonprofits and Philanthropy, The Urban 
Institute: Washington D.C. 


\14\ "The typical congregation among this group reported that 90 percent of the people it served were low-
income." 
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faith-based groups serving the black community in Michigan reported that 75 percent 
of religious providers offered emergency services.  Cnaan found that 60 percent of 
congregations surveyed offered food pantries and 53 percent offered clothing banks.  
Similar proportions of emergency service were found in a study of United Methodist 
churches in Michigan.\15\ 


 


 Recommendation #4 
 
The Iowa LIHEAP program should expressly permit LIHEAP subgrantees to use faith-based 
services providers as community-based intake sites, and should provide training and technical 
assistance to support such service providers. 


 
TARGETING THE ENROLLMENT OF SPECIFIC POPULATIONS IN LIHEAP 
 
While the notion that "if you build it, they will come" may apply to fantasy baseball parks in Iowa, it 
does not apply to Iowa public assistance programs.  An entire array of barriers prevents low-income 
persons from accessing available assistance, even when such assistance might generate a substantive 
improvement in a household's quality of life.   
 
Considerable work has been performed in recent years to identify enrollment barriers not only to 
LIHEAP, but to Medicaid, CHIP, Medicare, Food Stamps, and other similar programs.  Iowa's 
LIHEAP program would be well-served to take cognizance of these barriers and to seek to overcome 
them in its outreach and enrollment processes.  Barriers that have been identified include: 
 
 ⊄  Lack of information about the program's existence and benefits; 
 
 ⊄  Lack of information, or erroneous information, about the household's eligibility; 
 
 ⊄  Complicated enrollment processes, including income verification; 
 
 ⊄  Required in-person interviews; 
 
 ⊄  Enrollment processes and locations that are inconvenient in time and/or location; 
 
 ⊄  The social "stigma" that accompanies a view of benefits as "welfare"; and 
 
 ⊄  The confusion inherent in the need to access different benefits through different offices, 


filling out different forms, and meeting different eligibility requirements. 
 


                     
\15\ Can They Do More, supra. 
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The various recommendations below regarding targeting specific populations are designed to address 
these barriers. 
 
Targeting the Enrollment of Households with Children 
 
A familiar refrain in outreach for children's health insurance is to "reach out to locations and 
organizations where parents are likely to be found. . ."\16\  These locations, for outreach to 
parents/children, for example, include child health providers, schools and child care centers as well as 
businesses and other agencies offering children's services.  The recommendations below are based on 
this overall philosophy of "go to them; don't make them come to you." 
 
Targeting enrollment of children into LIHEAP should be built on a strategy of pursuing increased 
coordination with other public assistance programs.  Not simply a majority, but rather a substantial 
majority, of low-income children already participate in some type of government program.  The Urban 
Institute recently completed research on how to identify and enroll uninsured children in either 
Medicaid or state CHIP programs. According to this work: 
 
 almost three quarters of all low-income uninsured children and about 60 percent of all 


uninsured children live in families that participate in the National School Lunch, WIC, 
Food Stamp or Unemployment Compensation programs.  The National School Lunch 
Program. . .appears to be a particularly efficient vehicle for identifying uninsured 
children who are eligible for Medicaid or CHIP coverage.\17\ 


 
Differences exist in the demographics of the programs, however, that would be important to a program 
such as LIHEAP.   
 
 In contrast, only 38 percent of low-income uninsured children under age 6 live in 


families that participate in the National School Lunch Program.  The WIC program 
offers greater potential for reaching low-income, uninsured preschool children.  About 
half of all low-income uninsured children under age 6 live in families that participate in 
WIC. 


 
Selected results from the 1997 National Survey of America's Families are included in the table below. 
 


Low-Income Uninsured Children in Families Enrolled in Public Programs: 1996 - 1997 
Selected Characteristics (percentages) 


                     
\16\ Outreach Strategies in the State Children's Health Insurance Programs, supra, at 4. 


\17\ Genevieve Kenney, Jennifer Haley and Frank Ullman (Dec. 1999). "Most Uninsured Children are in 
Families Served by Government Programs." New Federalism: National Survey of America's Families, 
The Urban Institute: Washington D.C. 
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 School Lunch 
Program 


 
WIC 


 
Food Stamps 


Unemployment 
Compensation 


Any of these 
Four Programs 


Child Characteristics      


  Age 0 - 5: 38% 48% 8% 7% 68% 


Family Income      


  Less than 50% FPL 62% 27% 24% 3% 75% 


  50 - 100% FPL 65% 26% 12% 14% 77% 


  100 - 150% FPL 63% 24% 3% 7% 76% 


  150 - 200% FPL 46% 18% 5% 14% 62% 


Geographic Location      


  Midwest 60% 25% 8% 11% 74% 


SOURCE: 
 
Kenney et al. (December 1999).  "Most Uninsured Children are in Families Served by Government Programs, 
New Federalism: National Survey of America's Families, Urban Institute: Washington D.C. 


 
As the Urban Institute noted, one of the primary problems in designing outreach strategies is the 
absence of information on how best to target outreach efforts.   
 
 The analysis presented here suggests that government programs, especially those 


operated by USDA, are indeed already serving families with large numbers of 
uninsured children and thus represent a very promising outreach tool--especially for 
reaching uninsured Medicaid-eligible children. . .The key question is how to effectively 
use these programs to enroll uninsured children who are eligible for public health 
insurance.\18\ 


 
 The use of schools:  The use of schools has been identified as one mechanism for reaching 
Medicaid-eligible children.  One apparent shortcoming of this approach, however, is that LIHEAP's 
statutory targeting criteria is directed toward children aged six or younger.  The same problem has 
been addressed with Medicaid outreach.  Medicaid eligibility criteria allow younger children with 
higher family incomes to enroll.  Children under 6 years old need to live in families with annual incomes 
at or below 133 of the federal Poverty Level, while older children must be in families with incomes at 
or below 100% of Poverty.  One GAO report noted: 
 
 As a consequence, 54 percent of children who are Medicaid-eligible, but uninsured, are 


less than 6 years old. Nevertheless, outreach through schools could reach some of 
                     
\18\ Served by Government Programs, supra. 
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these younger children, since 42 percent have a school-age sibling aged 6 to 17.  This 
means that it could be possible to reach about 69 percent. . .of uninsured Medicaid-
eligible children through schools.\19\ 


 
GAO concluded, amongst other things, that "most uninsured Medicaid-eligible children are in school or 
have a sibling in school, which makes the schools an available avenue for reaching children and 
families."\20\ 
 
In the promotion of access to children's health insurance, several states require their managed care 
plans to contract with school-based health centers.  States that require managed care organizations 
serving school-age Medicaid populations to structure their relationships with school-based health 
centers include New York, Delaware, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Maryland, Massachusetts, and 
Vermont.\21\ 
 
 Center for Disease Control programs:  Schools are clearly not the only point of entry to 
reaching children. The federal Center for Disease Control (CDC) has contact with state and local health 
departments in reaching children. CDC administers its Vaccines for Children Program (VFC) which 
provides public-purchased vaccines to both private and public providers for children 0 - 18 years of age 
who are Medicaid enrolled, have no health insurance, or are American Indian.  The VFC program is 
delivered through public health grantees. In addition, children who have health insurance that does not 
cover immunizations are eligible for VFC if they receive vaccines through a federally-qualified health 
center (FQHC) or a Rural Health Clinic. 
 
Beyond immunizations, CDC runs childhood lead poisoning prevention programs through the Public 
Health Services Act.  Targeted communities are those with demonstrated high risk for lead poisoning.  
This lead-based paint screening is delivered through state and local health departments and CDC. In 
1996, CDC programs in state and local health agencies screened over 1.8 million children. Because 
lead poisoning disproportionately affects racial and ethnic minority children and children of low-income 
families, these targeted communities tend to be in poverty stricken areas. 
 
CDC operates its "unintentional injuries program" as well.  "Residential fire protection through the use 
of smoke detectors is aimed most specifically at low-income households with children under 5 and 
adults 65 and older. Grantees make use of outreach workers for door-to-door canvassing or other 
forms of public assistance programs (WIC, Head Start, etc.) to identify those in need." 
 
                     
\19\ GAO, "Medicaid: Demographics of Nonenrolled Children Suggest State Outreach Strategies," Report No. 


GAO/HEHS-98-93, at 3.3 (March 20, 1998). 


\20\ Demographics Suggest Outreach Initiatives, supra, at 5.1. 


\21\ Families USA (April 1998).  Good Ideas from State Plans: State Child Health Plans Provisions that 
Can Benefit Children, Families USA Library, http://www.familiesusa.org/goodhlth.htm. 
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In sum, CDC is the only federal agency with grant relationships with all fifty state health agencies and 
all fifty state education agencies. CDC believes "state and local health agencies remain a critical link in 
the effort to identify and assist in enrolling children into either CHIP or Medicaid.  Each of the State 
agencies have access to a large number of children through several different programs."  Iowa's 
LIHEAP program should ask state CDC officials to encourage each of its grantee agencies to ensure 
that a low-income child's household is enrolled in LIHEAP every time a child is seen for whatever 
reason. 
 
These services counsel that LIHEAP outreach should be tied directly into local health agencies 
providing services such as lead based paint screening and immunizations.\22\  Local health agencies have 
been enlisted in similar initiatives.  For example, the Massachusetts state child health plan indicates that 
it will "enlist the staff of other state agencies, including the Department of Public Health, to help 
families complete applications.  These other agencies will then forward completed applications to the 
Medicaid agency for review.  The applications will be annotated with an origination code and then (if 
the Medicaid agency has entered into an Interagency Service Agreement with the originating agency or 
the originating agency is acting as an authorized representative) the originating agency will be notified 
of the eligibility decision."\23\ 
 
 Child care programs:  One source of targeting children is to piggyback LIHEAP outreach on 
to child care programs.  According to the Iowa Department of Human Services, for example, the state 
of Iowa spent $5.316 million in 1996 to subsidize child care payments for 3,110 children per month.  
DHS said that new applicants are eligible if they have incomes at or below 110% of the Poverty Level. 
 Families with children having special needs are eligible up to 155% of Poverty. 
 
The state child day care assistance program is a separate program according to DHS. In 1996, the state 
assisted 1,528 children per month through the state program.  Program income eligibility is the same as 
the Child Care Block Grant program.  Other child care assistance programs having income limits at or 
below those of LIHEAP include the at-risk child care services program and the transitional child care 
program. 
 
The coordination of social service programs with child care subsidies in Iowa is not new.  Iowa is 
reported to be one of the states that works through its child care subsidy program to improve children's 
immunization rates.  In addition, the Iowa Department of Human Services is working with the 
Maternal and Child Health Bureau to develop a statewide network for the delivery of health systems 
through child care programs.  Finally, Iowa coordinates with the state Department of Education, At 
Risk Preschools and Early Childhood Special Education Preschools through wrap-around child care 
                     
\22\ Given the public health consequences of unaffordable home energy, as identified by the recent Iowa 


LIHEAP survey, LIHEAP outreach through health-based institutions is not unreasonable or "off-task" for 
these institutions. 


\23\ Families USA (April 1998).  Good Ideas from State Plans: State Child Health Plans Provisions that 
Can Benefit Children, Families USA Library, http://www.familiesusa.org/goodhlth.htm. 
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grants.  Working with subsidized child care programs to identify and enroll very low-income 
households with children in the LIHEAP program is not only possible, but is consistent with other state 
initiatives. 
 
 Child support enforcement:  One "logical and cost-effective but frequently ignored agency to 
involve in these outreach efforts is the state's child support enforcement program. . .[This agency]. . 
.has financial information about parents that would be useful in screening for CHIP [or Medicaid] 
eligibility."\24\ 
 
 Iowa Department of Public Health:  Finally, LIHEAP may wish to work in collaboration 
with the Iowa Department of Health's Family Investment Program "well-being visits."  These visits are 
conducted by local public health agencies that have contracted for home visits for all FIP program 
participants. According to the Department's Bureau of Community Services, the visits provide an 
opportunity to inform program recipients of the benefits of a Family Investment Agreement designed to 
move people off of public assistance, in addition to helping families access health care services for their 
children.  These home visits would appear to present an ideal opportunity to enroll low-income 
households with children in LIHEAP. 
 
In sum, one primary way to reach unenrolled children through new targeting mechanisms is to create 
partnerships with other existing public benefits programs.  As the 1998 Report to the President by the 
Interagency Task Force on Children's Health Insurance Outreach noted: 
 
 Many children eligible for Medicaid or CHIP are currently in contact with one or more 


Federal programs, making these programs appropriate places for reaching out to the 
uninsured children.  Most children are enrolled in school, child care, or Head Start.  
Many participate in school breakfast and lunch programs.  Others are enrolled in the 
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) and 
the Federal Food Stamp Program.  They attend public health clinics for immunizations 
and school nurses for injuries. 


 
A summary of recommendations is presented below. 
 


 LIHEAP OUTREACH TARGETING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IOWA'S CHILDREN 
 
1. Develop targeted outreach for both school-age and non-school-age children through Free 


and Reduced Price School Lunch Program. 
 
2. Develop adjunctive eligibility for non-school age children through WIC. 
                     
\24\ Paula Roberts (1998).  Coordination Between the Child Support and Children's Health Insurance 


Programs in Order to Obtain Health Insurance Coverage for Children, Center for Law and Social 
Policy: Washington D.C. 
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3. Develop targeted outreach for Food Stamp recipients. 
 
4. Either (a) contract with school-based centers to engage in outreach; or (b) outstation 


outreach workers through school-based centers. 
 
5. Either (a) contract with health-facility-based centers (including local health agencies) to 


engage in outreach; or (b) outstation outreach workers through health-facility-based centers. 
 
6. Work with state officials implementing CDC-based programs to encourage each of its 


grantee agencies to ensure that a low-income child's household is enrolled in LIHEAP every 
time a child is seen for whatever reason. 


 
7. Work with state-assisted subsidized child care programs to establish adjunctive eligibility and 


to enroll child care program participants in LIHEAP. 
 
8. Enter into an interagency Memorandum of Understanding with the Iowa child support 


enforcement agency to target outreach to low-income households identified by the agency. 
 
9. Enter into an interagency Memorandum of Understanding with the Iowa Department of 


Health to have agencies performing FIPS home visits enroll FIPS participants in LIHEAP at 
the time of the home visit. 


 


 
Targeting the Enrollment of the Elderly 
 
Unlike outreach to children, there is no substantial body of work that addresses outreach to older 
Americans.  In 1991, the Administration on Aging launched a multi-year initiative called the National 
Eldercare Campaign.  AOA provided funds to support a new community outreach effort, Project 
CARE. "Project CARE sought to enlist state and local coalitions to identify the target population, their 
needs, and generate resources to meet their needs."\25\  By the end of 1992, virtually all states had three 
"local coalitions" in place, seven out of ten which were actually providing a service to elderly persons.   
 
 The intent of Project CARE was to demonstrate that coalitions that widen their base of 


support at the state and local levels can enhance a community's ability to provide 
needed services for an increasing population of aging persons who are at risk of losing 
their self-sufficiency.  Project CARE was to recruit groups that have not traditionally 


                     
\25\ GAO (1994).  Older Americans Act: The National Eldercare Campaign, GAO/PEMD-94-7, General 


Accounting Office: Washington D.C. 
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focused on aging issues.  They would provide new advocates, ideas, and approaches to 
mobilizing community resources.\26\ 


 
Unfortunately, the local coalitions do not appear to have sustained themselves when the three-year 
cycle of AOA funding was completed.  Information on the Iowa coalitions, and on the overall Iowa 
efforts, has not been available.  Additional effort to identify that work might be helpful for Iowa's 
LIHEAP outreach efforts to older residents.   
 
 Administration on Aging:  Nonetheless, the AOA appears to be one of the most readily 
available set of programs through which LIHEAP can target its outreach efforts to older persons.  
According to the AOA's 1997 State Performance Report for Iowa,\27\ while 9.8% of all Iowans aged 
60 and above live below the federal Poverty Level, 30.1% of all AOA-served clients live below 
Poverty.  Of the 54,245 persons age 60 served by AOA in Iowa, 15,445 of them lived below Poverty. 
 
Access to AOA services is accomplished through what AOA calls a "focal point" or a "senior center."  
In 1997, Iowa had 40 AOA "focal points" and a total of 116 senior centers. Of those senior centers, 
114 received AOA funding in 1997. In addition, Iowa had 16 Area Agencies on Aging in 1997. 
 
Iowa AOA programs served roughly 51,000 unduplicated clients in 1997.  Many of these involved 
services (called Cluster 1 services) that might be conducive to LIHEAP outreach and enrollment.  The 
clients provided with these services need not be income-eligible for LIHEAP.  As mentioned above, 
roughly 30% of all Iowa AOA clients lived below 100% of the federal Poverty Level.  Statistics on 
AOA clients living below 150% of Poverty (as opposed to 100% of Poverty) are not available. 
 


Unduplicated Clients Receiving Title III AOA Services 
Iowa: 1997 


Cluster 1 Service Provided 1997 


Personal Care 832 


Homemaker 896 


Chore 2,777 


Home Delivered Meals 11,205 


Adult Day Care/Health 961 


Case Management 4,332 


Total Cluster 1 clients 21,003 


                     
\26\ The National Eldercare Campaign, supra. 


\27\ The 1998 report should be available by the end of the summer.  1999 reports have not yet been processed 
by AOA. 
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SOURCE: 
 
State Performance Report (Iowa), Title III and Title VII, U.S. Administration on Aging. 


 
In addition to the services provided, AOA programs provided  61,396 "outreach contacts" in 1997. An 
outreach contact is an intervention initiated by an agency or organization for the purposes of identifying 
potential clients (or their care givers) and encouraging their use of existing services and benefits.\28\ 
 
 Medicare services:  Aside from AOA-funded services, elderly outreach for LIHEAP should 
be pursued in non-traditional medical settings as well.  Similar to the Medicaid program and Children's 
Health Insurance Program (CHIP), increasing attention is being paid to the Medicare program as well. 
 In April 1999, GAO released a report to examine reasons why eligible beneficiaries are not enrolled in 
Medicare, and to identify strategies to increase enrollment.\29\  Two parts of the Medicare program in 
particular were examined: (1) the Qualified Medicare Beneficiary (QMB) program, and (2) the 
Specified Low-Income Medicare Beneficiary (SLMB) program.  Medicare has limited enrollment.  
Nearly half of all Medicare beneficiaries who are eligible for the QMB and SLMB programs are not 
enrolled.  Lack of enrollment is highest amongst those who are most vulnerable, including those in 
poor health, those with difficulty performing certain life activities, and those residing in facilities (such 
as a nursing home, assisted living facility, or mental health facility). 
 
GAO reported that a number of states "have taken steps to simplify their application and enrollment 
processes."  It continued: "advocates and state officials who we interviewed suggest that expanded 
administrative simplification efforts in conjunction with more creative and targeted outreach could 
increase QMB and SLMB enrollment."\30\ Unlike Medicaid, Medicare can be targeted to the low-
income elderly.   
 
Several suggested outreach tactics, in particular, seem to be well-suited for adaptation to the LIHEAP 
program. 
 
 ⊄  Enlist physicians and other health care professionals in outreach efforts, such as 


encouraging them to advise their low-income patients to apply for LIHEAP; 
 


                     
\28\ Service units for outreach refer to individual, one-on-one contacts between a service provider and elderly 


client or care giver.  An activity that involves a contact with several current or potential clients/care givers 
(what is considered a group service) are not counted as a unit of outreach.  Group services are instead to 
be defined as "public education" or some similar designation which the state may adopt. 


\29\ GAO (April 1999). Low-Income Medicare Beneficiaries: Further Outreach and Administrative 
Simplification Could Increase Enrollment, 1, General Accounting Office: Washington D.C. 


\30\ Low-Income Medicare Beneficiaries, at 3. 
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 ⊄  Coordinate outreach with other programs providing assistance to low-income 
individuals.  For example, elderly pharmacy assistance programs can help identify 
individuals with ongoing prescription drug needs, who are potentially eligible for 
LIHEAP.\31\ 


 
 ⊄  Coordinate outreach through local "community health centers."  The federal Health 


Resource and Services Administration (HRSA), Bureau of Primary Health Care, 
operates 700 "community health centers" throughout the country. The Community 
Health Center Program (CHC) is designed to provide access to preventive and primary 
health care services for people in areas where economic, geographic, or cultural 
barriers limit access to primary and preventive health care for a substantial portion of 
the population. A list of community health centers in Iowa should be obtained\32\ and 
these centers incorporated into the Iowa LIHEAP outreach network. 


 
 ⊄  Coordinate outreach with other programs providing assistance to the elderly, in 


particular, including the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Emergency Food Assistance 
Program and the USDA's Nutrition Program for the Elderly.\33\ 


 
 Iowa Department of Insurance/Iowa Department of Public Health:  The Iowa 
Department of Insurance and Iowa Department of Public Health also deliver services that may serve as 
access points either to determine adjunctive eligibility or to deliver outreach for the LIHEAP program. 
 The Iowa Department of Insurance delivers the Senior Health Insurance Information Program 
(SHIIP).  Funded with a grant from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Health Care 
Financing Administration (HCFA), SHIIP seeks to help older Iowans determine whether they qualify 
for the QMB and SLMB programs.  For persons who do appear to qualify, SHIIP will provide 
assistance with the application process.   
 
Finally, the Iowa Department of Public Health provides LIHEAP outreach opportunities through its 
Bureau of Community Services. Overall, the Bureau of Community Services provides guidance and 
financial assistance to local public health nursing, home care aid/chore agencies, and senior health 
programs.  The Bureau also assists local boards of health in planning and conducting local public health 
programs. 
 
The Senior Health program through the Bureau provides an access point to the senior population.  
Operating through local programs in 88 counties, the Senior Health program provides "complete health 
assessments" in addition to information about Medicare and other community resources.  In addition, 
                     
\31\ Low-Income Medicare Beneficiaries, at 14. 


\32\ There is a National Association of Community Health Centers.  Iowa-specific centers could perhaps be 
obtained through this Association. 


\33\ Low-Income Medicare Beneficiaries, at n.15, p.15. 
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the Home Care Aid/Chore services are available in every county.  While not limited exclusively to older 
persons, the low-income elderly are an important target population for this program.  Home care aides 
provide services such as essential shopping, housekeeping, meal preparation, money management, 
consumer education, and personal care services.  Chore services include lawn care, snow removal, and 
minor household repairs.  The program is delivered through certified home health agencies.  Persons 
below the poverty level represent a target population for the Home Care Aide/Chore program. 
 
 


 LIHEAP OUTREACH TARGETING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IOWA'S ELDERLY 
 
1. Contract with AOA-funded service providers to deliver outreach while delivering Cluster 1 


services. 
 
2. Contract with AOA-funded service providers to deliver outreach while delivering AOA 


outreach. 
 
3. Enlist physicians and other health care professionals in outreach efforts, such as encouraging 


them to advise their low-income patients to apply for LIHEAP;  
 
4. Coordinate outreach with other programs providing assistance to low-income older persons. 


 For example, elderly pharmacy assistance programs can help identify individuals with 
ongoing prescription drug needs, who are potentially eligible for LIHEAP. 


 
5. Coordinate outreach through local "community health centers" funded through the federal 


HRSA. 
 
6. Coordinate outreach with other programs providing assistance to the elderly, in particular, 


including the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Emergency Food Assistance Program and 
the USDA's Nutrition Program for the Elderly. 


 
7. Enter into an inter-agency Memorandum of Understanding with the Iowa Department of 


Insurance to provide LIHEAP outreach to persons inquiring about QMB/SLMB through 
SHIIP.   


 
8. Coordinate LIHEAP outreach with the Iowa Department of Health through its Home 


Care/Chore and Senior Health programs.   
 


 
Targeting the Enrollment of Disabled Persons 
 
The "circuit breaker" program for elderly and disabled persons is a program through which LIHEAP 
could target outreach to these specific classes of persons.  The circuit breaker program allows Iowa 
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residents to claim a property tax credit (whether a credit against a property tax bill for homeowners or 
a cash rebate for tenants) if they meet one of three alternative eligibility criteria: (1) they have attained 
the age of 65 by December 31 of the year for which a credit is claimed; or (2) they are a surviving 
spouse having attained the age of 55 on or before December 31, 1988; or (3) they are totally disabled 
and were totally disabled on or before December 31 of the year for which a credit is claimed.\34\ Only 
one person per household may claim a property tax credit.   
 
Pursuant to the Iowa Code, an elderly or disabled Iowa resident may claim a property tax credit if that 
person has an annual household income of less than $16,500.  The credit is equal to a percentage of the 
property taxes imposed.  The percent of property taxes due (or rent constituting property taxes paid)\35\ 
allowed as a credit or reimbursement is based on the following schedule: 
 


Percent of Property Taxes Due or Rent Constituting Property Taxes Paid 
Allowed as a Credit or Reimbursement 


If the household income is:  


$0 - 8,499.99 100% 


$8,500 -- $9,499.99 85% 


$9,500 - 10,499.99 70% 


$10,500 - 12,499.99 50% 


$12,500 - 14,499.99 35% 


$14,500 - 16,499.99 25% 


SOURCE: 
 
Iowa Code, •425.23. 


 
As can be seen, the "circuit breaker" property tax credit is based on dollars of income rather than on 
Poverty Level.  If a claimant is a one person household, that household would have been eligible for 
property tax relief with an income of up to 200% of Poverty Level (100% of Poverty for a one person 
household in 1999 was $8,240). If a claimant lived in a two person household in 1999, that household 
would have been eligible up to 150% of Poverty Level (100% of Poverty for a two person household 
in 1999 was $11,060).  Larger households obviously have decreasing levels of eligibility. 
 


                     
\34\ See, Iowa Code, •425.17 (2000). 


\35\ If a person is a renter, 23% of the gross rent actually paid in cash or its equivalent is deemed to constitute 
property taxes paid.   
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Statewide, Iowa distributed circuit breaker relief to 42,886 elderly and disabled households in 1994.  
Of these, 24,500 were homeowners and 18,400 were renters.  More recent Iowa data has not been 
made available. 
 
The Iowa circuit breaker program has eligibility guidelines that are more restrictive than the eligibility 
guidelines for LIHEAP.  Most specifically, a circuit breaker claimant must have been "domiciled in this 
state during the entire base year."  Clearly, no such LIHEAP eligibility requirement exists.  For 
purposes of LIHEAP, however, the population of elderly and disabled persons who qualify for, and 
apply to receive, property tax relief should be (for the most part) a subset of the population of Iowa 
residents who qualify for LIHEAP assistance.  Developing a working relationship between the Iowa 
Department of Human Rights and the Iowa Department of Revenue and Finance as a means of 
targeting low-income elderly and disabled residents should be pursued. In addition, local LIHEAP 
agencies should work with county officials to direct local LIHEAP outreach to recipients of property 
tax relief.   
 
 State and federal programs:  At the state and federal level, the Developmental Disabilities 
Assistance and Bill of Rights Act of 1990 funds programs which assist states to assure that individuals 
with developmental disabilities and their families participate in the design or and have access to 
culturally competent services, support and other assistance and opportunities that promote 
independence, productivity and integration and inclusion into the community.   
 
In addition, the federal government funds Parent Information Centers under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA).  Seventy such centers around the country provide training and 
information to parents with children with disabilities.  A list of such centers should be located to 
determine which, if any, are located in Iowa.   
 
 Supplemental Security Income:  The pursuit of adjunctive eligibility in collaboration with the 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program is one additional way to reach the disabled population.  
The SSI program is a cash assistance program for low-income aged, blind or disabled persons.  The 
states have the option of supplementing their residents' SSI payments and Iowa has chosen to do so.  
The process of adjunctive eligibility is described in more detail above.  The extent to which the Iowa 
LIHEAP program currently enrolls SSI recipients is described below. 
 


 LIHEAP OUTREACH TARGETING RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IOWA'S DISABLED 
 
1. Develop a working relationship between the Iowa Department of Revenue and Finance as a 


means of targeting low-income elderly and disabled residents through the state "circuit 
breaker" program. 


 
2. Local LIHEAP agencies should work with county officials to direct local LIHEAP outreach 


to recipients of property tax relief.   
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3. A list of which Parent Information Centers, if any, funded under the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), are located in Iowa should be developed. These centers 
should be incorporated into the LIHEAP outreach network.   


 
4. A list of state and local programs funded through the federal Developmental Disabilities 


Assistance and Bill of Rights Act of 1990 should be developed.  Service delivery agencies 
should be incorporated into the LIHEAP outreach network.   


 
5. LIHEAP should implement adjunctive eligibility for recipients of benefits through the 


Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program. 
 


 
SUMMARY 
 
The Iowa LIHEAP program can implement a variety of new targeting mechanisms in support of the 
delivery of home energy assistance to specific populations.  Some of these outreach mechanisms can be 
implemented through actions at the state administrative level (e.g., adjunctive eligibility for TANF, SSI, 
WIC).  Other actions can be both enabled and encouraged at the state administrative level (e.g., 
working relationship with circuit breaker program; training and technical assistance to faith-based 
service providers). 
 
One exciting aspect about the outreach mechanisms discussed above, however, is that while they can 
be undertaken statewide, they need not all be done everywhere.  Some LIHEAP subgrantees may 
choose to develop closer relationships with AOA-funded programs (seeking to increase senior 
LIHEAP enrollment), while other LIHEAP subgrantees may wish to work more closely with school 
lunch programs (seeking to increase the enrollment of households with children).  Some LIHEAP 
subgrantees may wish to work closely with their local public health programs, while others might wish 
to work more closely with health centers and health care providers (in support of outreach to either 
seniors or households with children).   
 
In all instances above, the recommended outreach strategies would likely increase overall enrollment in 
the LIHEAP program.   
 
The next step for Iowa's LIHEAP program, however, is to identify those geographic areas, as well as 
those target populations, in which the program wishes to pursue enhanced outreach, improved 
targeting, and increased enrollment.  It is this next step to which the second section of this analysis 
turns its attention. 
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IOWA-SPECIFIC TARGETING ANALYSIS 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Iowa's Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) has substantial room for improving 
its targeting of home heating benefits.  Improved targeting could be directed toward the lowest income 
households (below 50% of Poverty), to households with senior citizens (over the age of 60), to 
households with children, and to households with disabled persons.  In addition, the Iowa LIHEAP 
program could improve its interconnections with other public benefit programs to increase the number 
of low-income households receiving assistance with their home energy bills. 
 
These conclusions are based on data from Fiscal Year 2000 (FY2000) provided by each Community 
Action Agency (CAA) serving as a LIHEAP sub-grantee.\36\  The LIHEAP data was combined with 
information from a variety of public sources to provide insights into the populations that LIHEAP 
does, and does not, serve.  The Iowa LIHEAP program's targeting was examined within the following 
areas: 
 
 ⊄  Different poverty levels; 
 
 ⊄  Households with children; 
 
 ⊄  Disability status; 
 
 ⊄  Households with elderly members; 
 


                     
\36\ LIHEAP data is not consistent throughout all Iowa sub-grantees.  There are two different types of data 


sets.  The first is based on a Microsoft Access model. The second uses a dBase format. 
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 ⊄  Participation in other public benefit programs.\37\ 
 
THE DATA USED 
 
The comparison of information used in the Iowa analysis is not "perfect."  The analysis, for example, 
assigns counties to each CAA, even though CAA service territories do not precisely correspond to 
county boundaries.  Census data is used for multi-county regions (called PUMAs), even when those 
regions do not exactly correspond to the CAA service territories.  Some data involves households, 
while other data involves persons.  The types of data used, along with its shortcomings, if any, are 
noted throughout.   
 
PROJECT PURPOSES 
 
The purpose of this project is not to judge whether Iowa's individual LIHEAP sub-grantees are doing a 
"good" job or a "bad" job.  Neither was the purpose of the project to develop a robust quantitative 
model to measure the impacts or success of Iowa's LIHEAP outreach and/or targeting efforts.  Rather, 
the purpose of the inquiry is several fold: 
 
 ⊄  To determine whether there is, in fact, reasonably accessible information that can point 


to populations that Iowa's LIHEAP program could beneficially spend more attention 
on outreach; 


 
 ⊄  To determine whether an examination of the demographics of the Iowa LIHEAP 


population can provide insights into the types of outreach that could be pursued;\38\ 
 
 ⊄  To determine whether Iowa's LIHEAP program could benefit from using different 


outreach in different geographic areas; 
 
 ⊄  To determine whether any glaring lack of success exists in enrolling priority 


populations; and 
 
 ⊄  To determine whether data for local geographic areas can be used, rather than simply 


performing data analysis at the statewide level. 
 
The need for, and benefits of, the possible targeting strategies for Iowa's LIHEAP program presented 
in Part I of this report is documented by the analysis below. 


                     
\37\ The programs considered were Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF) (called FIPS in Iowa); Food 


Stamps; Free School Lunches, and Supplemental Security Income (SSI).   


\38\ See generally, General Accounting Office, Medicaid: Demographics of Nonenrolled Children Suggest 
State Outreach Strategies, Report No. GAO/HEHS-98-93, at 3.3 (March 20, 1998). 
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OVERARCHING OBSERVATIONS 
 
Several overarching conclusions can be made based upon the information presented: 
 
 ⊄  The most consistent observation is the failure of the LIHEAP program to serve the 


lowest income senior population.  The extent of the underservice is not only common, 
but is consistently substantial.   


 
 ⊄  The Iowa TANF population is substantially underserved by the Iowa LIHEAP 


program.  In no CAA service territory did all (or even nearly all) TANF recipients 
receive LIHEAP. 


 
 ⊄  The "under 50% of Poverty" population is often under-served by the Iowa LIHEAP 


program.   
 
 ⊄  The Supplemental Security Income (SSI) population is substantially underserved.  


Households receiving SSI benefits are often considered to be amongst the lowest 
income populations.  Nonetheless, the Iowa LIHEAP programs comes nowhere close 
to serving all SSI recipients. 


 
 ⊄  There is a large potential for increased LIHEAP participation to be gained from 


coordination with other public benefit programs.  Both the Food Stamp and Free 
School Lunch programs, for example, present large unserved low-income populations. 


 
 ⊄  There is a significant potential for increased participation in the disability community. 
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The specific factual analysis of each individual Iowa Community 
Action Agency has been redacted from this publicly available 


document.   
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SUGGESTED OUTREACH SCRIPTS 
  
 
 
 
 
 
SCRIPT #1: BRINGING DREAMS TO LIFE 
 
You're a parent now.  What are your dreams for your kids? That they explore the stars? That 
they become doctors or surgeons? That they have a better, easier, life than you have had? 
 
It might be easy. For example: 
 
 ⊄  You could become rich by winning the Iowa lottery. 
 
 ⊄  One baseball player just signed a contract for $252 million. 
 
For the rest of us, however, a sound education is the best road to a better life. 
 
A cold home gets in the way of that sound education.  A cold child is a bad student.  And, if 
you've been forced to cut back on food in order to pay your heating bills, a hungry child is a 
bad student.  If you were forced to skip or postpone a doctor's appointment to save money to 
pay your heating bill, remember that a sick child is a bad student. 
 
Energy Aid helps bring your dreams for your child to life.  Energy Aid not only helps keep 
the heat and lights on, but it also helps remove the need to sometimes cut back on food, 
reduce the heat, or skip doctor's check-ups. 
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Unless you hit the lottery, or become a star baseball player, bringing dreams to life in today's 
world depends on getting a good education.  Energy Aid is one important step in helping that 
happen for your kids. 
 
Help bring your dreams to life.  Ask your local school counselor about Energy Aid. 
 
SCRIPT #2: BREAKFAST UP THE CHIMNEY 
 
They can't do it themselves.  Our kids need our help to get a healthy start in life.  We put 
bicycle helmets on their heads, bandaids on their scraped knees, and nutritious food on their 
dinner table.   
 
Energy Aid is part of that healthy start as well.  When winter heating bills become hard to 
pay, many Iowans feel a need to cut back on food purchases to save on money.  Others delay 
visits to the doctor or dentist, while still others cut back on their heat in an effort to keep the 
bill down.   
 
Energy Aid helps you avoid needing to do any of these. Let us help pay your home heating 
bill so you can have more money left to provide a healthy life for your child: good food, 
warm clothes, timely doctor's help. 
 
They can't do it themselves.  They can wash their hands, wear their coats, and eat their 
vegetables to stay healthy.  Only you, however, can get Energy Aid to help warm your home 
and make sure your child's breakfast doesn't go up the chimney in heating bills.   
 
Energy Aid.  A vital link to keeping your kids healthy. Ask for Energy Aid information at 
your local health clinic. 
 
SCRIPT #3: RULES OF THE GAME 
 
The rules of the game.  That's something we all teach our kids and grandkids.  It's important to 
play by the rules. 
 
 ⊄  When you get a hit in baseball, you run to first base first. 
 
 ⊄  When you see a red light, you stop. 
 
One "rule of the game" is that you pay your taxes each year when you earn money. This is to 
ensure that schools are built, roads are maintained, and programs such as Energy Aid are there 
when you need them. 
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Growing older on a fixed income is often hard.  It's hard to make a fixed income cover ever-
increasing prices.  It's hard to stretch a limited budget to pay for medicines you didn't need 
when you were younger.  It's hard to heat your home, buy your food, and pay your other bills 
on a Social Security income. 
 
Don't make it harder than it needs to be.  That's not playing by the rules.  Sometimes you pay 
in through taxes, and sometimes you make a withdrawal through Energy Aid.   
 
That's not "welfare" or "charity." That's simply the rules of the game. 
 
Play by the rules of the game.  Get help when you need it.  Take the worry out of winter by 
asking about Energy Aid at your local senior services center. 
 
SCRIPT #4: YOU'VE EARNED A REST. . . 
 
You've earned a rest. . .and more. 
 
As an older person, there are some things you've earned in life: 
 
 ⊄  You've earned the right to be shown respect by children; 
 
 ⊄  You've earned the right to restful retirement. 
 
One more thing you've earned is the right to be warm in Iowa's cold winters.  Iowa's Energy 
Aid pays you back some of the money that you've paid in taxes over the years. 
 
You've paid your taxes. You've raised your family.  You've earned the right to withdraw some 
of that money now to help take the sting out of winter heating bills.  Energy Aid is like a 
public savings account.  You've contributed to it over the years.  Now, if you need to, you've 
earned the right to make a withdrawal to help pay your winter heating bills. 
 
That withdrawal is not "welfare." It is not an act of charity.  You've earned the right to make a 
withdrawal of Energy Aid.  Ask your local senior center this winter about Energy Aid. Then 
draw down your Energy Aid.  You've earned it. 
 
SCRIPT #5: TAKE THE WORRY OUT OF WINTER 
 
You shouldn't have to worry. 
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That are enough things in life to worry about. 
 
 ⊄  Is your back pain ever going to go away? 
 
 ⊄  Will your granddaughter resist her temptation to drop out of school before 


graduating next spring? 
 
 ⊄  Will that squeak in your car develop into a full-fledged problem? 
 
There are some things, however, that you should not have to worry about. 
 
 ⊄  Will you be able to heat your home this winter? 
 
 ⊄  Do you have to wear a coat inside your home just to stay warm? 
 
 ⊄  Will you be able to afford both your medicine and your heating bill? 
 
Iowa's Energy Aid program is designed to help us help you avoid some of those worries.  
Such help is not unusual.  Workers can get unemployment payments. Farmers can get price 
supports.  These programs all offer to take away the worry about something bad happening to 
you over which you have no control. 
 
Energy Aid helps you not to have to worry about sky high home heating bills. Your health, 
your kids, your car.  As a senior, you have enough to worry about. 
 
Energy Aid.  Take the worry out of winter.  Ask about Energy Aid at your local health care 
provider. 
 
SCRIPT #6: LOOKING FOR JACK. . . 
 
We're looking for Jack. 
 
Jack was robbed today.  No police report was filed.  Jack didn't lose his money or his car or 
the television set he keeps in his front room.  What happened is that Jack paid his winter 
heating bill.  To make that payment, Jack was forced to sell his deceased wife's wedding ring. 
 
Jack didn't feel that his heating bill was too high. That didn't make the bill any more 
affordable.  Jack realizes that his social security check just doesn't pay him enough money to 
buy his medicines, pay for his special diet, and pay the heating bill that comes with Iowa's 
cold winters. 
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Jack was robbed today. No police report was filed.  Jack didn't lose his money or his car or 
the television set he keeps in his front room.  He paid his bills as he always has done and as 
he is determined he will always do in the future.  Jack was robbed of his dignity and of his 
belief that life will get better before it gets worse. 
 
The wedding ring is now gone, as are Jack's other material valuables, sold to pay previous 
month's bills.  The only thing that now remains is the knowledge that next month's heating bill 
will be as high, or higher, than this month's. 
 
We're looking for Jack. 
 
Are you Jack?  Don't let winter rob you of your dignity.  We can help. Contact your local 
clergy for information about Iowa's Energy Aid. 
 
SCRIPT #7: VERY DIFFERENT PEOPLE. . . 
 
A typical Iowa day. Susan dropped off her two daughters at school before heading to her job 
as a hair stylist in Carroll.  Jacob finished his baking before getting ready for the 80th birthday 
party his family was giving him in Iowa Falls.  Marie parked her car in the school lot and then 
rushed for her classes in Ankeny.  Will gazed down at his three month old son in Bedford. 
 
Very different people under very different circumstances.  Young and old. Employed and 
unemployed. Working and retired.  All Iowans.  All worried. 
 
Very different people under very different circumstances with very different needs.  What 
each has in common is a worry about their winter heating bills. 
 
 ⊄  Susan worries about the dentist appointment she canceled for the girls after she 


paid her January heating bill.  
 
 ⊄  Jacob counts his heart pills one more time, and wonders if he can make them 


last three weeks rather than two before needing to buy more. 
 
 ⊄  Marie has to go to school to keep getting her welfare check, but wonders how 


she is going to buy gas for her car after paying her most recent fuel oil fill-up.   
 
 ⊄  Will packs his infant son up and heads to the mall because his home is simply 


too cold to stay in during the day time. 
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Different people. Different circumstances. Different needs. But for Susan, Jacob, Marie and 
Will all, Energy Aid can help take the sting out of winter heating bills.   
 
Take the worry out of winter.  Contact your local community action agency and ask about 
Energy Aid. 
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His Honour the Honourable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 
 
Your Honour: 
 
I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of the Department of Family 
Services and Labour of the Province of Manitoba covering the period from April 1, 2012 
to March 31, 2013, which includes the Annual Reports for the Manitoba Women’s 
Advisory Council and the Disabilities Issues Office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
“Orginal signed by” 
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Honourable Jennifer Howard 
Minister of Family Services and Labour 


Minister: 


I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for the Department of Family 
Services and Labour for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2013.  This report includes the 
Annual Reports for the Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council and the Disabilities Issues 
Office.  


The Department continued its efforts to support the healthy development of Manitoba 
children, families and communities; to increase the safety and protection of vulnerable 
Manitobans; and, to provide fair and safe work places and practices for employees and 
employers alike. 


In recognition of the importance of child care to Manitoba’s families, new funding was 
committed for an additional 900 spaces in child care centres and new capital funding 
was invested to build and expand child care centres throughout the province.  
Operational funding for non-profit child care centres and family child care homes was 
also provided.  Subsidy eligibility levels were increased by 5.3 per cent effective 
July 2012, so that more low- and middle-income families are eligible for subsidy to help 
with the cost of child care.  A Family Child Care Recruitment Strategy Working Group 
was also established to explore and develop options for supporting and expanding 
licensed family child care. 


Following public consultations and stakeholder meetings, the Department launched 
Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic Violence Prevention Strategy.  The strategy, launched 
during Domestic Violence Prevention Month (November), was accompanied by the 
Break the Silence public awareness campaign in partnership with the Winnipeg Blue 
Bombers. 


The Department also continued its important work to improve and strengthen the 
province’s child welfare system.  The Grandparent Advisor service was expanded to 
include an assessment service for grandparents, stepparents and other extended family 
members seeking access to minor children via the court system.  The Department also 
opened the Winnipeg Children’s Advocacy Centre and continued to implement the 
recommendations from the 2006 external reviews of the child and family services 
system.  


In addition to these activities, Manitoba’s minimum wage rate was increased by 25 cents 
to $10.25 per hour to ensure that lower-income Manitobans are compensated fairly. 


The Conciliation and Mediation Services Branch also received 150 applications for 
conciliation under The Labour Relations Act.  All of the 62 assignments completed 
during the reporting year were finalized without a work stoppage.   


Deputy Minister of Family Services and Labour Sous-ministre des Services à la famille et Travail 
Room 351, Legislative Building Bureau 351, Palais législatif  
Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada  R3C 0V8 Winnipeg (Manitoba) Canada  R3C 0V8 
T 204-945-6700   F 204-945-1896 Tél. 204-945-6700   Téléc. 204-945-1896 
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The Department also continued its work with employers and workers to enhance 
workplace safety and reduce the time-loss injury rate in Manitoba.  In 2012/13, the 
time-loss injury rate remained at 3.3 per 100 full-time workers, a reduction of 
41 per cent since 2000.  In order to see continued decline in the time-loss injury rate, a 
global review of injury and illness prevention was also undertaken in 2012/13.  The 
review, which encompassed health and safety laws, the workers compensation system 
and injury and illness prevention activities, resulted in the development of Manitoba’s 
Five-Year Plan for Workplace Injury and Illness Prevention – a comprehensive new 
strategy to improve the safety and health of Manitoba workplaces. 


Significant progress was also made in reducing inspection backlogs for technical safety 
equipment.  The boiler inspection backlog was reduced by 44 per cent during 2012/13, 
while the elevator backlog was reduced by 64 per cent.  


Finally, progress was made last year in the Province’s commitment to the introduction of 
Made-in-Manitoba accessibility legislation.  Through the Accessibility Advisory Council, 
representatives of Manitoba’s disability community worked alongside affected business 
sector councils and the Association of Manitoba Municipalities, to ensure close 
collaboration and consensus in the development of framework legislation and future 
standards for compliance. 


Going forward, the Department will continue to support the safety and well-being of 
Manitoba children, families, communities and workplaces, while encouraging economic 
growth and development.   


I would also like to acknowledge the important role our employees and external advisory 
committees play in shaping and ensuring that the services and supports provided by the 
Department meet the many and varied needs of Manitobans across our province. 


Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
 
“Orginal signed by” 
 
Jeff Parr 
Deputy Minister 
Family Services and Labour 
  







Overview of 2012/13 Achievements 
 
The Department realized a number of achievements during the 2012/13 fiscal year as it 
continued its efforts to support the healthy development of Manitoba children, families 
and communities, increase the safety and well-being of vulnerable Manitobans, and 
provide fair and safe work places and practices for employees and employers alike. 
 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care continued to implement Family Choices: 
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care which included 
committing funding for an additional 900 child care spaces to help more families access 
licensed child care and continuing the two-year incentive to encourage participation in 
the province-wide pension plan for child care centre workers.  In addition, through 
Family Choices, the Department continued to prioritize training supports and recruitment 
incentives for early childhood educators, funding supports for rural and northern 
Manitoba and investments in capital projects under the Family Choices Building Fund to 
support the development of more early learning and child care spaces.  At March 2013, 
a total of 121 early learning and child care capital projects were being supported 
through Family Choices.  
 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care also continued to oversee the Online Child 
Care Registry, allowing parents across the province to look for and register their 
children on the waitlists of multiple licensed facilities at one time.  The Online Child Care 
Registry also helped child care providers to create and manage their waitlists and 
provided the Department with important information to assist in the planning for future 
child care spaces in Manitoba.  Following the provision of workshop support, including 
networking sessions, Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care also mandated that all 
centres with separate infant programs develop their own curriculum statements based 
on Early Returns: Manitoba’s Early Learning and Child Care Curriculum Framework for 
Infant Programs by July 2013.  These statements will guide early childhood educators 
as they design responsive, developmentally appropriate interactions and relationships, 
caregiving routines, and exploration and play opportunities to encourage all children to 
develop to their fullest potential.  
 
The Department also made gains in the area of disability programs and services.  In 
2012/13, the Department continued to work closely with the Autism Spectrum Disorder 
(ASD) leadership group to share ideas, identify challenges and help prioritize options to 
address the needs of children, youth and adults affected by autism.   
 
The Department took a lead role in making Manitoba the first province in Canada to 
introduce an Adult Abuse Registry (AAR).  Launched on January 15, 2013, the AAR is 
designed to help protect vulnerable adults as defined in The Vulnerable Persons Living 
with a Mental Disability Act and patients as defined in The Protection of Persons in Care 
Act.  The AAR records and tracks the identity of individuals found to have abused or 
neglected a vulnerable adult and is being used as a screening tool by employers to 
ensure that individuals who have abused or neglected vulnerable persons in the past 
are not able to gain employment caring for vulnerable persons in the future.   







The Department also focused resources to strengthen protection investigation 
processes, which was supported by the development and implementation of a new 
abuse protection/investigation training module.  Training sessions were provided to 
Community Living disABILITY Services (CLDS) staff across the province.  The 
Department established the CLDS Redevelopment Advisory Committee, which has 
representatives from external service providers, labour groups and advocacy 
organizations, as a formal mechanism for consultation.  The advisory committee will 
play a key role in guiding the redevelopment work, including communicating about the 
redevelopment initiative to key stakeholders in the community (families, participants, 
service providers and other external CLDS partners).  
 
CLDS, along with staff from the Community Service Delivery Division continued to work 
closely with Manitoba’s Child and Family Services Authorities to improve the age of 
majority transitional planning process for youth and young adults leaving the child 
welfare system who require CLDS services into adulthood.  This included a review of 
funding prioritization, and quality assurance processes as well as a review of alternate 
residential options.  
 
CLDS also worked closely with the Office of the Fire Commissioner, in relation to 
building and fire codes, to address the health and safety needs of individuals residing in 
licensed residential care homes.  
 
The Department, spearheaded by the Disabilities Issues Office (DIO), also helped 
develop accessibility legislation that will provide a clear and proactive process for the 
prevention and removal of barriers that affect full participation in society.  In 2012/13, 
the DIO held public consultations that included public forums, web-casting, and an 
invitation for submissions, all of which helped inform the final report of the Accessibility 
Advisory Council to the Minister responsible for Persons with Disabilities.  The Minister 
responded with a commitment to legislation containing a general framework for 
addressing accessibility issues through the incremental introduction of accessibility 
standards in fundamental areas where Manitobans live, work, learn and play. 
 
The Manitoba Status of Women (MSW), guided by the Manitoba Women’s Advisory 
Council, continued to advocate for and promote gender equality.  During the month of 
April (Sexual Assault Awareness Month), a series of public awareness activities and 
discussions occurred throughout Manitoba to focus on this serious issue.  MSW also 
provided support to the November 2012 National Aboriginal Women’s Association 
Summit (NAWS III). 
 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council hosted the Inaugural International Day of the 
Girl on October 1, 2012, that promoted and acknowledged the importance of enhancing 
opportunities for girls.  For International Women’s Day, March 8, 2013, the Council 
released its publication Women in Manitoba: Leading Transformative Change that 
highlighted Manitoba’s progress in women’s equality in the areas of post secondary 
education, violence against women, poverty and economic security, and women’s 
health.   







The Department’s Child and Family Services (CFS) Division worked with the federal 
government and local community stakeholders to develop the Winnipeg Children’s 
Advocacy Centre which officially opened in January 2013.  The Winnipeg Children’s 
Advocacy Centre is the first of its kind in Manitoba, and is a coordinated, child-focused, 
community-based centre that takes a multi-systems approach to child abuse 
investigations and brings representatives from many disciplines, including law 
enforcement, child protection, prosecution, mental health, medical services and victim 
advocacy together to better serve the needs of children who may have been abused. 
 
As part of its work to better protect children, the Department also provided information 
sessions to various partners and stakeholders regarding The Child Sexual Exploitation 
and Human Trafficking Act, which was proclaimed on April 30, 2012.  The new 
legislation complements existing legal options and provincial legislation by creating a 
protection order that imposes certain restrictions on the actions of an alleged offender 
toward a victim of child sexual exploitation or human trafficking and is the first of its kind 
in Manitoba.   
 
In addition, the Department’s CFS Division, in collaboration with the Manitoba 
Association of Residential Treatment Resources, continued to coordinate and deliver 
core competency-based and specialized training to caseworkers, supervisors, child and 
youth care workers and foster parents.  The Department began re-developing the 
Caseworker and Supervisor Core curriculums to ensure that child and family services 
workers and supervisors receive training that is current and relevant.  The new 
curriculum also addresses gaps in training that were identified in recommendations from 
the Manitoba Ombudsman and Office of the Children’s Advocate reviews.   
 
The CFS Division also continued to provide centralized provincial services that included 
adoption and post-adoption services and the operational of the adult and child abuse 
registries.  The Division continued to perform criminal risk assessments, provincial 
investigations, and licensing functions related to residential child care facilities and 
responded to queries raised by local and intergovernmental stakeholders.   
 
The demand for Family Conciliation Services (FCS) continued to increase.  The FCS 
unit successfully concluded the two-year pilot project to expand Comprehensive Co-
mediation service to the Eastman and Central areas. 
 
FCS also expanded the Grandparent Advisor service to include an assessment service 
for grandparents, step-parents and other extended family members seeking access to 
minor children via the court system.  It also ensured that all of its court-designated 
family relations counsellors were able to do court-ordered assessments and increased 
its ability to provide mediation service to meet court-mandated service demands. 
 
In November 2012, Minister Howard announced Manitoba’s new Multi-Year Domestic 
Violence Prevention Strategy, which focused on supports for victims and families; 
interventions for people with abusive behaviours; and awareness, prevention and 
training.  As part of the strategy, public awareness campaigns focusing on engaging 
boys and men as allies in ending violence against women were launched.  This 







included, the Break the Silence campaign launched in partnership with the Winnipeg 
Blue Bombers and the Aboriginal Men’s Anti-Violence Campaign launched with 
Aboriginal agencies.  
 
To better serve persons affected by family violence, the Department expanded the 
definition of “family violence” to include abuse by a family member other than an 
intimate partner.  At the same time, the Family Violence Prevention Program (FVPP) 
continued to offer training to FVPP-funded agencies, to public and private sector 
organizations, and to front line CFS workers.  FVPP also contracted with a clinical 
consultation who assisted the agencies in dealing with complex cases and provided 
counselling-related training. 
 
The Department continued its work to ensure the safety of clients and staff at FVPP-
funded agencies by supporting the installation of new security equipment and updating 
existing equipment across the Province.   
 
The Department continued to develop partnerships with Aboriginal shelters by providing 
an information session and kiosk at the two-day Manitoba First Nations Family Violence 
Prevention 2nd Annual Circling Buffalo Conference.  Annualized grant funding in the 
amount of $92,000 was provided to “A Woman’s Place” for the provision of specialized 
legal information and assistance to high-risk, high-needs women who have been victims 
of domestic violence. 
 
In addition to this work, the Community Service Delivery (CSD) Division continued to 
collaborate and partner with communities and other government organizations to deliver 
services and make improvements in how services are delivered.  CSD collaborated in 
planning for new Access Centres in Nor’West and St. James and a new integrated 
service centre for children with disabilities (Specialized Services for Children and 
Youth).  Two Autism Early Intervention Specialists were hired in the Interlake and 
Central regions in order to support the delivery of outreach services for preschool 
children with Autism Spectrum Disorder living in rural and northern Manitoba.  CSD also 
continued its efforts to better address local needs, build community capacity, and create 
sustainable outcomes in the Point Douglas area.  Services were streamlined to address 
equipment needs and essential building modifications in support of vulnerable persons 
living in community residences or private homes, services to ease the transition of youth 
in care to adulthood were improved, and the child care subsidy program was centralized 
to maximize efficiencies.  
 
CSD also continued to support municipalities and northern communities in preparing for 
and responding to emergencies by providing training, workshops to develop Emergency 
Social Services plans, and coordinate evacuations due to wild fires. 
 
At the same time, the Office of the Fire Commissioner (OFC) provided support to 
Manitoba municipalities and Manitoba Conservation during the significant wildfire events 
that occurred across the province in both spring and fall of 2012. 
 
As part of a memorandum of understanding signed between the Government of 
Manitoba and the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs (AMC), the OFC also undertook the first 
comprehensive assessment of risks and fire protection capacity in Manitoba First Nation 







communities by visiting 61 of the 63 First Nation communities in the province.  Following 
these visits, a report containing the assessment results and recommendations for 
improving the state of fire protection in First Nation communities was provided to AMC 
for distribution to the communities.  
 
The Department also undertook a number of activities to support and enhance 
accountability and governance among its service delivery partners.  In 2012/13, the 
Agency Accountability and Support Unit (AASU) completed the negotiation of five 
multi-departmental Service Purchase Agreements through the Streamlining Access for 
Non Profit Organizations pilot project.  The AASU facilitated 18 general training 
sessions and 6 specific sessions on board governance for a wide variety of agencies 
across the province.  These sessions provided organizations with information on the 
roles and responsibilities, legal duties and liabilities of non-profit boards and supported 
discussions related to governance versus management responsibilities. 
 
In October 2012, the Department began an internal strategic planning process 
designed to: 
 


- Stabilize Family Services systems 
- Identify efficiencies, savings and opportunities for improvement 
- Maintain or improve service levels and outcomes 
- Build accountability and financial transparency to deliver services within budget 
- Align the department’s efforts with its vision and mandate 


 
In 2012/13, the Department also undertook a number of initiatives designed to promote 
safe and healthy workplaces, balanced employment practices and harmonious 
labour/management relations.  It continued its work with employers and workers to 
reduce the number of workplace injuries and illnesses in Manitoba.  In 2012/13, the 
time-loss injury rate remained at 3.3 per 100 full-time workers, a reduction of 
41 per cent since 2000.  In order to see continued decline in the time-loss injury rate, a 
global review of injury and illness prevention was also undertaken in 2012/13.  The 
review, which encompassed health and safety laws, the workers compensation system 
and injury and illness prevention activities, resulted in the development of Manitoba’s 
Five-Year Plan for Workplace Injury and Illness Prevention – a comprehensive new 
strategy to improve the safety and health of Manitoba workplaces. 
 
In addition, Workplace Safety and Health continued to target enforcement initiatives to 
address high hazard sectors and priority issues for each industry.  The Workplace 
Safety and Health Regulations were also updated to strengthen provisions for 
flagperson training, signage and personal protective equipment when working near 
vehicular traffic.  The Minister’s Advisory Council on Workplace Safety and Health also 
completed the five-year review of The Workplace Safety and Health Act with a focus on 
strengthening existing compliance tools and addressing legislative gaps.  The resulting 
amendments have been drafted and are expected to come into force in the early 2014, 
along with supporting amendments to the Administrative Penalty Regulation and the 
Workplace Safety and Health Regulation.   







The Employment Standards Code was amended in December 2012 to give Manitoba 
employees job protection to take unpaid leaves for a child with a critical illness and for 
the death or disappearance of a child as a result of a crime.   
 
In addition, amendments to The Real Businesses Holiday Closing Act expanded 
shopping hours in Manitoba for retail businesses.  Municipalities that have passed the 
necessary by-law may allow stores to be open anytime between 9:00 a.m. and 
6:00 p.m., on Sundays, Louis Riel Day, Victoria Day and Thanksgiving Day. 
 
Manitoba has maintained a relatively stable labour relations climate.  Since 2000, the 
average annual number of person-days lost to labour disputes per 1,000 paid workers 
was 43.7, down significantly from an average of 149.3 during the 1990s.  In 2012/13, 
there were no work stoppages for the first time since the 1950s. 
 
In 2012, the general minimum wage in Manitoba was increased by 25 cents to 
$10.25 per hour and three per cent increases to Manitoba’s construction wage rates 
took place for the Heavy Construction Sectors in May 2012 and 2013, and for the 
Industrial Commercial and Institutional (ICI) Section in June 2012. 
 
Other legislative and regulatory changes made in 2012/13 included:  
− The Non-Profit Sector Special Payments Exemption Regulation, which was passed 


to assist non-profit organizations challenged to support their defined benefit pension 
plans and to meet fluctuating pension costs; and 


− The Accessibility Advisory Council Act and Amendments to the Government 
Purchases Act which were enhanced as a foundation for new legislation to prevent 
and remove barriers to accessibility for Manitobans with disabilities.  







Aperçu des réalisations pour l’exercice 2012-2013 
 
Le ministère a accompli un certain nombre de réalisations pendant l’exercice 2013-2013 
en poursuivant ses efforts visant à appuyer le développement sain des enfants, des 
familles et des collectivités du Manitoba, à améliorer la sécurité et le bien-être des 
Manitobains et Manitobaines vulnérables et à offrir des pratiques et des milieux de 
travail sains et équitables pour les employés comme les employeurs. 
 
Apprentissage et garde des jeunes enfants Manitoba a continué de mettre en œuvre le 
programme Choix familiaux, le programme quinquennal du Manitoba pour 
l’apprentissage et la garde des jeunes enfants, qui comprenait un engagement à 
financer 900 places additionnelles dans les garderies afin d’aider plus de familles à 
avoir accès aux garderies autorisées et le maintien de la mesure incitative de deux ans 
encourageant la participation des employés de garderies au régime de retraite 
provincial. De plus, grâce au programme Choix familiaux, le ministère a continué 
d’accorder la priorité au soutien à la formation et aux mesures incitatives de 
recrutement d’éducateurs des jeunes enfants, au financement de mesures de soutien 
pour les régions rurales et du nord du Manitoba et à l’investissement dans des projets 
d’immobilisations appuyant la création de places pour l’apprentissage et la garde des 
jeunes enfants, dans le cadre du Fonds de développement du programme Choix 
familiaux. En mars 2013, le programme Choix familiaux appuyait un total de 121 projets 
d’immobilisations relatifs à l’apprentissage et à la garde des jeunes enfants.  
 
Apprentissage et garde des jeunes enfants Manitoba a aussi continué de superviser le 
Registre en ligne des services de garde d’enfants, qui permet aux parents partout dans 
la province de faire une recherche parmi les listes d’attente de plusieurs garderies 
autorisées à la fois, et d’y inscrire leurs enfants. Le Registre permet aussi aux 
fournisseurs de services de garderie de créer et de gérer leurs listes d’attentes, et offre 
au ministère des renseignements importants qui contribuent à la planification relative 
aux places de garderie au Manitoba. Après avoir fourni du soutien en matière d’ateliers, 
notamment des séances de réseautage, Apprentissage et garde des jeunes enfants 
Manitoba a aussi exigé que tous les centres offrant des programmes distincts destinés 
aux enfants en bas âge élaborent leurs propres énoncés de programme pour le mois de 
juillet 2013. Les énoncés devaient s’appuyer sur l’information contenue dans Des 
résultats précoces : Cadre des curriculums d’apprentissage et de garde des jeunes 
enfants du Manitoba pour les programmes destinés aux enfants en bas âge. Ces 
énoncés guideront les éducateurs des jeunes enfants dans la conception d’interactions 
et de relations réactives et adaptées au niveau de développement des enfants, des 
soins quotidiens et des occasions de jeu et d’exploration qui favoriseront la réalisation 
du plein potentiel des enfants.  
 
Le ministère a aussi réalisé des progrès dans le domaine des programmes et des 
services pour les personnes handicapées. Pendant l’exercice 2012-2013, le ministère a 
continué de travailler étroitement avec le groupe de leadership sur les troubles du 
spectre autistique afin de communiquer des idées, de cerner des difficultés et d’établir 
l’ordre de priorité des options en vue de satisfaire les besoins des enfants, des jeunes 
et des adultes touchés par l’autisme.  
  







Le ministère a joué un rôle de leader en faisant du Manitoba la première province 
canadienne à offrir un registre des mauvais traitements infligés aux adultes. Lancé le 
15 janvier 2013, le registre est conçu pour aider à protéger les personnes vulnérables 
au sens de la Loi sur les personnes vulnérables ayant une déficience mentale et les 
patients au sens de la Loi sur la protection des personnes recevant des soins. Le 
registre documente et fait le suivi des personnes coupables d’avoir infligé des mauvais 
traitements à des personnes vulnérables ou de les avoir négligées. Il permet aux 
employeurs de veiller à ce que les personnes ayant infligé des mauvais traitements à 
des personnes vulnérables, ou les ayant négligées, ne puissent plus travailler avec des 
personnes vulnérables. 
 
Le ministère a aussi concentré ses ressources afin de renforcer les processus 
d’enquête de protection. Cet effort a été appuyé par l’élaboration et la mise en œuvre 
d’un nouveau module de formation en matière de protection et d’enquête concernant 
les mauvais traitements. Des sessions de formation ont été offertes au personnel des 
Services d’intégration communautaire des personnes handicapées de toute la province. 
Le ministère a établi le Comité consultatif de réaménagement des Services d’intégration 
communautaire des personnes handicapées, composé de représentants de 
fournisseurs de service externes, de groupes de travailleurs et d’organisations de 
défense des droits, à titre de mécanisme officiel de consultation. Le Comité consultatif 
jouera un rôle important dans la direction du travail de réaménagement, communiquant 
notamment à propos de l’initiative avec les intervenants clés de la collectivité (les 
familles, les participants, les fournisseurs de services et les autres partenaires externes 
des Services).  
 
Le personnel des Services d’intégration communautaire des personnes handicapées et 
de la Division de la prestation de services dans les communautés a continué de 
travailler en étroite collaboration avec les régies de services à l’enfant et à la famille du 
Manitoba, afin d’améliorer la planification de la transition à l’âge de la majorité pour les 
jeunes qui quittent le système de protection de l’enfance et qui ont besoin du soutien 
des Services à l’âge adulte. Ce travail a aussi compris l’examen de l’ordre de priorité 
quant au financement, des processus d’assurance de la qualité et des possibilités en 
matière de résidence.  
 
Les Services ont aussi travaillé de près avec le Bureau du commissaire aux incendies 
sur les codes du bâtiment et de prévention des incendies afin de répondre aux besoins 
de santé et de sécurité des personnes vivant dans des établissements autorisés de 
soins en résidence.  
 
Le ministère, mené par le Bureau des personnes handicapées, a également contribué à 
l’élaboration de mesures législatives sur l’accessibilité qui établiront un processus 
simple et proactif favorisant la prévention et l’élimination de barrières à la pleine 
participation dans la société. En 2012-2013, le Bureau a tenu des consultations 
publiques, notamment grâce à des diffusions Web, des tribunes publiques et une 
invitation à soumettre des observations, afin de recueillir des renseignements qui ont 
guidé la rédaction du rapport final du Conseil consultatif de l’accessibilité pour la 
ministre responsable des Personnes handicapées. En réponse à ce rapport, la ministre 
s’est engagée à établir des mesures législatives comprenant un cadre général pour 
aborder les questions d’accessibilité en imposant progressivement des normes   







d’accessibilité dans les endroits essentiels où les Manitobains vivent, travaillent, 
apprennent et se divertissent. 
 
La Division de la situation de la femme du Manitoba, guidée par le Conseil consultatif 
des femmes du Manitoba, a continué de défendre et de promouvoir l’égalité entre les 
sexes. Pendant le mois d’avril (Mois de la sensibilisation aux agressions sexuelles), une 
série d’activités de sensibilisation du public et de discussions sur le sujet a été offerte 
partout au Manitoba afin d’attirer l’attention sur ce grave problème. La Division a aussi 
fourni son appui au troisième Sommet national des femmes autochtones, qui a eu lieu 
en novembre 2012. 
 
Le Conseil consultatif des femmes du Manitoba a présenté la première Journée 
internationale de la fille, le 1er octobre 2012, pour reconnaître et promouvoir 
l’importance d’améliorer les possibilités offertes aux filles. Lors de la Journée 
internationale de la femme, le 8 mars 2013, le Conseil a publié Les femmes au 
Manitoba : artisanes de changements transformateurs, un document qui souligne les 
progrès réalisés par le Manitoba à l’égard de l’égalité des femmes dans les domaines 
des études postsecondaires, de la violence envers les femmes, de la pauvreté, de la 
sécurité économique, et de la santé des femmes. 
 
La Division des services à l’enfant et à la famille a collaboré avec le gouvernement 
fédéral et des intervenants des collectivités locales afin d’établir le Centre d’appui aux 
enfants de Winnipeg, qui a officiellement ouvert ses portes en janvier 2013. Premier en 
son genre au Manitoba, le Centre d’appui aux enfants de Winnipeg est un 
établissement communautaire coordonné et axé sur l’enfant qui applique une approche 
multisystéme aux enquêtes sur les mauvais traitements infligés aux enfants et qui 
rassemble des représentants de nombreux domaines, comme le maintien de l’ordre, la 
protection des enfants, les poursuites judiciaires, la santé mentale, les services 
médicaux et la défense des droits des victimes, afin de mieux combler les besoins des 
enfants qui pourraient avoir été maltraités. 
 
Dans le cadre de ses efforts envers l’amélioration de la protection des enfants, le 
ministère a également offert des séances d’information à divers partenaires et 
intervenants à propos de la Loi sur l’exploitation sexuelle d’enfants et la traite de 
personnes, proclamée le 30 avril 2012. Cette nouvelle loi s’ajoute aux options juridiques 
et aux dispositions législatives provinciales existantes en créant une ordonnance de 
protection, qui impose à un auteur présumé d’exploitation sexuelle d’enfants ou de traite 
de personnes certaines restrictions à l’égard de la victime.  
 
De plus, la Division des services à l’enfant et à la famille, en collaboration avec la 
Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Resources, a continué de coordonner et 
d’offrir des séances de formation spécialisée et axée sur les compétences essentielles 
aux travailleurs en service social, aux superviseurs, aux travailleurs des services à 
l’enfance et à la jeunesse, et aux parents nourriciers. Le ministère a commencé à 
remanier le programme d’études de base des travailleurs en service social et des 
superviseurs afin que la formation des travailleurs et des superviseurs des services à 
l’enfant et à la famille soit pertinente et actuelle. Le nouveau programme d’études 
comble aussi les lacunes relevées dans les recommandations de l’ombudsman du 
Manitoba et du Bureau du protecteur des enfants.   







La Division a également continué d’offrir des services provinciaux centralisés, comme 
les services d’adoption, les services consécutifs à l’adoption et la gestion du registre 
concernant les mauvais traitements et du registre des mauvais traitements infligés aux 
adultes. Elle a continué à effectuer des évaluations du risque criminel et des enquêtes 
provinciales, et à gérer les opérations de délivrance des licences aux établissements de 
soins en résidence pour enfants. Elle a aussi répondu aux demandes d’intervenants 
locaux et intergouvernementaux.  
 
La demande de services offerts par la Section de la conciliation familiale augmente 
toujours. La Section a mené à bien son projet pilote de deux ans visant à élargir la 
portée du service de comédiation globale jusqu’aux régions de l’Est et du Centre. 
 
La Section a aussi élargi les services des conseillers auprès des grands-parents afin 
d’inclure un service d’évaluation pour les grands-parents, les beaux-parents, et les 
autres membres de la famille étendue qui ont recours au système judiciaire pour obtenir 
un droit de visite à l’égard d’enfants mineurs. Elle a également veillé à ce que tous les 
conseillers en relations familiales nommés par le tribunal soient en mesure de faire les 
évaluations ordonnées par le tribunal. La Section a aussi amélioré sa capacité d’offrir 
un service de médiation afin de satisfaire aux demandes de services imposées par le 
tribunal. 
 
En novembre 2012, Mme Howard, ministre, a présenté la Stratégie pluriannuelle du 
Manitoba contre la violence conjugale, axée sur le soutien aux victimes et aux familles, 
sur les interventions auprès des personnes ayant des comportements violents, ainsi 
que sur la prévention, la sensibilisation, et la formation. Les campagnes de 
sensibilisation du public lancées dans le cadre de cette stratégie ont mis l’accent sur la 
participation des garçons et des hommes en tant qu’alliés dans la lutte contre la 
violence envers les femmes. Parmi ces campagnes, citons la campagne Brisez le 
silence, lancée en partenariat avec les Blue Bombers de Winnipeg, et celle des 
hommes autochtones contre la violence, lancée en collaboration avec des organismes 
autochtones.  
 
Afin de mieux servir les personnes touchées par la violence familiale, le ministère a 
élargi la définition de « violence familiale », qui comprend maintenant la violence 
infligée par un membre de la famille autre qu’un partenaire intime. En même temps, le 
Programme de prévention de la violence familiale a continué d’offrir de la formation aux 
organismes subventionnés par le Programme, à ceux du secteur public et privé, et aux 
travailleurs de première ligne des services à l’enfant et à la famille. Le Programme a 
également passé un contrat avec un consultant clinicien qui a aidé les organismes à 
régler les cas complexes et qui a offert de la formation sur le counselling. 
 
Le ministère a poursuivi son travail visant à assurer la sécurité des clients et du 
personnel des organismes subventionnés par le Programme en appuyant l’installation 
de nouvel équipement de sécurité et en modernisant l’équipement existant partout dans 
la province.  
 
Le ministère a continué d’établir des partenariats avec des refuges autochtones en 
offrant une session et un kiosque d’information lors de la 2e conférence annuelle 
Circling Buffalo des Premières Nations du Manitoba sur la prévention de la violence 







familiale, qui s’est déroulée sur deux jours. Une subvention annuelle de 92 000 $ a été 
accordée au centre A Woman’s Place pour l’offre d’aide et de renseignements 
juridiques spécialisés aux femmes à haut risque et ayant des besoins élevés qui ont été 
victimes de violence familiale. 
 
Outre ce travail, la Division de la prestation de services dans les communautés a 
continué de fournir des services et d’améliorer cette prestation en collaboration et en 
partenariat avec les communautés et d’autres organismes gouvernementaux. La 
Division a collaboré à la planification de nouveaux centres d’accès communautaire dans 
le nord-ouest et à St. James, ainsi que d’un nouveau centre de services intégrés pour 
enfants handicapés (Services spécialisés pour les enfants et les jeunes). Deux 
spécialistes de l’intervention précoce en autisme ont été embauchés dans les régions 
d’Entre-les-Lacs et du Centre afin d’appuyer la prestation de services externes pour les 
enfants d’âge préscolaire ayant des troubles du spectre autistique qui vivent dans les 
régions rurales et du nord du Manitoba. La Division a aussi poursuivi ses efforts visant à 
mieux répondre aux besoins locaux, à renforcer les capacités communautaires et à 
produire des résultats durables dans le quartier de Pointe Douglas. Les services ont été 
simplifiés pour répondre aux besoins d’équipement et réaliser des modifications aux 
bâtiments essentiels afin d’offrir du soutien aux personnes vulnérables habitant des 
résidences communautaires ou privées. Les services facilitant la transition vers l’âge 
adulte des jeunes pris en charge ont été améliorés, et le Programme d’allocations pour 
la garde d’enfants a été centralisé afin de maximiser son efficacité.  
 
La Division a continué d’appuyer les municipalités et les collectivités du Nord pour les 
préparatifs et l’intervention en cas d’urgence en offrant de la formation et des ateliers 
d’élaboration de plans de services sociaux d’urgences, et à coordonner les évacuations 
pour cause d’incendie échappé.  
 
Parallèlement, le Bureau du commissaire aux incendies a offert du soutien aux 
municipalités manitobaines et au ministère de la Conservation et de la Gestion des 
ressources hydriques lors des incendies échappés importants qui se sont produits au 
printemps et à l’automne 2012.  
 
Dans le cadre d’un protocole d’entente signé par le gouvernement du Manitoba et 
l’Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, le Bureau a aussi entrepris la première évaluation 
complète des risques et de la capacité de protection contre les incendies dans les 
collectivités autochtones du Manitoba en visitant 61 des 63 collectivités autochtones de 
la province. À la suite de ces visites, un rapport contenant les résultats de l’évaluation et 
des recommandations visant l’amélioration de la protection contre les incendies dans 
les collectivités autochtones a été fourni à l’Assembly pour qu’elle le distribue dans ces 
collectivités.  
 
Le ministère a aussi entrepris un certain nombre d’activités afin d’appuyer et d’améliorer 
l’obligation redditionnelle et la gouvernance de ses partenaires de la prestation des 
services. En 2012-2013, la Section de l’obligation redditionnelle et du soutien des 
organismes a terminé la négociation de cinq conventions d’achat de services 
pluriministérielles, dans le cadre du projet pilote relatif à la simplification de l’accès pour 
les organismes sans but lucratif (Streamlining Access for Non Profit Organizations). La 
Section a dirigé 18 séances de formation générale et 6 séances portant précisément 







sur la gouvernance des conseils d’administration pour de nombreux organismes dans 
toute la province. Ces séances ont fourni aux organismes des renseignements sur les 
rôles, les responsabilités, et les obligations et les responsabilités juridiques des conseils 
d’administration d’organismes sans but lucratif et ont appuyé des discussions au sujet 
des responsabilités en matière de gouvernance et de gestion. 
 
En octobre 2012, le ministère a commencé un processus de planification stratégique 
interne conçu pour : 
 


- stabiliser les services à la famille; 
- cerner les gains d’efficacité, les économies et les possibilités d’amélioration; 
- maintenir ou améliorer les niveaux de services et les résultats; 
- renforcer l’obligation redditionnelle et la transparence financière afin que la 


prestation des services soit réalisée dans les limites budgétaires; 
- adapter les efforts du ministère à sa vision et à son mandat. 


 
En 2012-2013, le ministère a aussi lancé plusieurs initiatives visant à promouvoir la 
santé et la sécurité dans les milieux de travail, des pratiques d’emploi équilibrées et des 
relations patronales-syndicales harmonieuses. Le travail avec les employeurs et les 
employés envers la réduction du nombre d’accidents de travail et de maladies 
professionnelles au Manitoba a été poursuivi. En 2012-2013, le taux de fréquence des 
accidents avec perte de temps est resté à 3,3 par 100 travailleurs à temps plein, soit 
une baisse de 41 % depuis l’an 2000. Afin que ce taux continue à baisser, un examen 
global des stratégies de prévention des maladies et des accidents a aussi été entrepris 
en 2012-2013. Cet examen portait notamment sur les lois en matière de santé et de 
sécurité, le système d’indemnisation des accidents du travail et les mesures de 
prévention des maladies et des accidents. L’examen a mené à l’élaboration du Plan 
quinquennal du Manitoba visant à prévenir les accidents du travail et les maladies 
professionnelles, une nouvelle stratégie complète visant l’amélioration de la santé et de 
la sécurité dans les milieux de travail du Manitoba. 
 
En outre, la Direction de la sécurité et de l’hygiène au travail a continué de se 
concentrer sur les mesures d’exécution pour s’attaquer aux secteurs à grand risque et 
aux questions prioritaires de chaque industrie. Le Règlement sur la sécurité et la santé 
au travail a été modifié afin de renforcer les dispositions portant sur la formation des 
signaleurs, l’utilisation de panneaux de mise en garde et le port d’équipement de 
protection individuel lors du travail près de la circulation automobile. Le Conseil 
consultatif sur la sécurité et l’hygiène du travail a aussi terminé l’examen quinquennal 
de la Loi sur la sécurité et l’hygiène du travail, dont l’objectif principal était de renforcer 
les outils de conformité existants et de combler les lacunes des mesures législatives. 
Les modifications qui ont découlé de cet examen ont été rédigées et devraient entrer en 
vigueur au début de 2014, comme les modifications au Règlement sur les sanctions 
administratives et au Règlement sur la sécurité et la santé au travail.  
 
Le Code des normes d’emploi a été modifié en décembre 2012 afin de protéger les 
employés du Manitoba prenant des congés sans solde pour s’occuper d’un enfant 
gravement malade ou en cas de décès ou de disparition d’un enfant résultant de la 
perpétration d’un crime.  
  







De plus, des modifications à la Loi sur les jours fériés dans le commerce de détail ont 
permis de prolonger les heures d’ouverture des commerces du Manitoba. Dans les 
municipalités ayant adopté l’arrêt nécessaire, les commerces peuvent ouvrir n’importe 
quand entre 9 h et 18 h les dimanches, le jour de Louis Riel, le jour de la fête de la 
Reine et le jour d’Action de grâce. 
 
Le climat des relations de travail est resté relativement stable au Manitoba. Depuis 
l’an 2000, le nombre annuel moyen de jours-personnes perdus en raison de conflits de 
travail par 1000 travailleurs rémunérés est de 43,7, une baisse importante par rapport 
aux années 1990 où la moyenne était de 149,3. En 2012-2013, il n’y a eu aucun arrêt 
de travail, pour la première fois depuis les années 1950. 
 
En 2012, le salaire minimum général au Manitoba a augmenté de 0,25 $ l’heure et 
s’élève maintenant à 10,25 $ l’heure. Dans l’industrie de la construction, des 
augmentations de 3 % ont été appliquées aux taux salariaux dans le secteur de la 
construction lourde en mai 2012 et 2013 et dans le secteur industriel, commercial et 
institutionnel en juin 2012. 
 
Parmi les autres modifications apportées aux lois et aux règlements en 2012-2013, 
citons :  
 
− l’adoption du Règlement sur l’exemption relative aux versements spéciaux (secteur 


sans but lucratif), en vue d’aider les organismes sans but lucratif qui ont de la 
difficulté à gérer leurs régimes de retraite à prestations déterminées et à assumer 
les coûts changeants de ces régimes; 


− l’amélioration de la Loi sur le Conseil consultatif de l’accessibilité et modifiant la Loi 
sur les achats du gouvernement, afin de former la base pour de nouvelles 
dispositions législatives visant à prévenir ou supprimer les barrières limitant 
l’accessibilité pour les résidents du Manitoba handicapés. 
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Preface 


Report Structure 


This annual report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services 
and Labour appropriation structure that reflects the Department’s authorized votes 
approved by the Legislative Assembly.  The report includes information at the main and 
sub-appropriation levels relating to the department’s responsibilities and results for the 
fiscal year ending March 31, 2013. Financial performance information is provided with 
expenditure and revenue variance explanations and a five-year adjusted historical table 
of departmental expenditures and staffing. 


Vision and Mission 


Vision 
The Department of Family Services and Labour is committed to improving the quality of 
life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic, and labour market inclusion 
of all citizens.  We envision a fully accessible province where diversity is respected, 
where people with a range of abilities feel valued as full citizens and where individuals 
achieve their full potential with dignity and security.  We envision a province with safe 
and healthy workplaces, balanced employment practices, and harmonious labour-
management relations and an effective public and technical safety system to safeguard 
persons and property.  We strive for a province where all Manitoba women are equal 
and enjoy full participation in all aspects of social, economic and political life, free from 
exploitation and violence. 


Mission 
Family Services and Labour supports Manitobans in need to achieve fuller participation 
in society and greater self-sufficiency and independence.  The Department works to 
help keep children, families and communities safe and secure and supports citizen 
development and well-being.  The Department also promotes and enforces appropriate 
standards and quality services with respect to workplace safety and health, employment 
standards, labour relations, pension plans and public safety, child and family services 
and early learning and child care.  Family Services and Labour encourages a more 
inclusive and accessible society for persons with disabilities by promoting full citizenship 
and removing barriers to participation.  The Department works towards achieving 
gender equality by advancing the social, economic, legal and health status of all women 
in Manitoba.  Family Services and Labour works with the communities to support 
Manitoba children, families and individuals to achieve their full potential.   
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Overview 
The Department’s programs and services are organized into five divisions: 
• Administration and Finance 
• Labour Programs 
• Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care 
• Child and Family Services 
• Community Service Delivery 
 
Family Services and Labour is responsible for a comprehensive range of social services 
and regulatory programs.  Some of these programs and services are delivered directly by 
the Department, while others are provided in partnership with a variety of organizations 
and community-based groups. 
 
Administration and Finance Division 
The Administration and Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative 
and information systems support to the Department, including the Agency Accountability 
and Support Unit and the Innovation, Information and Technology Branch. 
Also included in the Administration and Finance division’s appropriation are the 
Disabilities Issues Office, Manitoba Status of Women and the Policy and Planning 
Branch. 
 
Disabilities Issues Office 
The Disabilities Issues Office (DIO) supports the Minister responsible for Persons with 
Disabilities in ensuring the development of disability inclusive legislation, policy and 
programs across government.  The DIO works with community organizations to identify 
and respond to issues affecting persons with disabilities and to promote disability 
access, inclusion and equality.  The DIO’s initiatives are guided by Manitoba’s 
commitment to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities. 
 
Manitoba Status of Women 
Manitoba Status of Women works to identify the needs and concerns of Manitoba 
women, and to raise awareness of issues affecting women.  The Division also partners 
with community organizations and other government departments to promote gender 
equality, and brings the concerns and aspirations of women to the provincial 
government to ensure that they are integrated into government programs, policies and 
legislation. 
 
Labour Programs Division 
The Labour Programs Division is responsible for the effective delivery of programs and 
services pertaining to workplace safety and health, employment standards, labour 
relations, pension plans and public safety. 
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Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division 
The Disability Programs Division provides program coordination, direction and funding 
for services to children with disabilities, and for community living services for adults with 
a mental disability.  Disability Programs also oversees the operation of licensed adult 
residential care facilities, ensuring compliance with The Social Services Administration 
Act and the Residential Care Facilities Licensing Regulation.  Manitoba Early Learning 
and Child Care oversees the operation of licensed child care facilities in the province, 
administering and enforcing The Community Child Care Standards Act.  
 
Child and Family Services Division 
The Child and Family Services Division works with Child and Family Services 
Authorities, child welfare agencies, community-based agencies, regional offices, 
community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and protected, and to 
provide assistance to people affected by family violence and family disruption.  The 
Division focuses on policy and program development, budgeting, setting standards, 
monitoring, quality assurance and evaluation.  
 
Community Service Delivery Division  
The Community Service Delivery Division (CSD) delivers most of the Department’s 
social services and the Province’s income assistance programs to eligible citizens. 
Although statutory responsibility and funding for income supports for Employment and 
Income Assistance (EIA) have transferred to Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade, CSD continues to deliver these benefits at the community level.  
Manitoba Family Services and Labour and Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade have agreed to maintain the delivery of EIA within Manitoba Family Services and 
Labour’s Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) model, to ensure the continuity and 
accessibility of the services.  Under the ISD model, CSD coordinates and delivers a 
wide range of social programming and supports to the public.  A key feature of this 
model is regional coordination where staff and caseloads are aligned to seven 
community areas in Winnipeg and six regions throughout rural and northern Manitoba.  
EIA services are delivered through the majority of these integrated offices (29 of 40 
locations).  
 
The Department also supports Cross-Department Coordination Initiatives (CDCI), a 
partnership with Manitoba Health and Manitoba Healthy Living, Seniors and Consumer 
Affairs.  The primary focus of CDCI has been the development of housing and supports 
for the seniors population, individuals with mental health issues and individuals who are 
homeless or at risk of being homeless, through a series of government strategies and 
initiatives, and has applied research and learnings from current strategies to individuals 
with complex care needs, such as frequent users of emergency services. 
Achievements during 2012/13 included:  implementation of the Community Housing with 
Supports Project, which provides permanent, affordable housing with related support 
services for individuals transitioning out of homelessness.  Through this project, access 
to clinical services is facilitated to improve access to community health resources, 
improve personal health outcomes and decrease reliance on emergency services;  
completion of the transition of leadership for Homeless Strategy initiatives from CDCI to 
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Manitoba Housing and Community Development; continued to lead projects funded by 
Manitoba Health, in collaboration with the housing sector, and to apply policy and 
service delivery approaches to frequent users of emergency services and populations 
with complex needs, who contribute to escalating cost drivers linked to the significant 
use of health resources by a small number of individuals; and commenced the transition 
of the clinical services component of the Mental Health Commission of Canada’s At 
Home/Chez Soi research/demonstration project into the provincial system. 
 
ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was launched 
in May 2009, and The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act became law in June 2011.  
ALL Aboard formalizes the government’s commitment to poverty reduction, builds on 
that commitment and moves forward in a focused, strategic manner.  The strategy is 
structured around four pillars: safe, affordable housing in supportive communities; 
education, jobs and income support; strong, healthy families; and accessible, 
coordinated services.  ALL Aboard is co-chaired by the Minister of Housing and 
Community Development and the Minister of Family Services and Labour. 
 
In addition, the Social Services Appeal Board, a quasi-independent body, reports to the 
Minister of Family Services and Labour.  
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Statutory Responsibilities 
FAMILY SERVICES ACTS 
The Adoption Act 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act 
The Adult Abuse Registry Act 
The Child and Family Services Act 
The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
The Community Child Care Standards Act 
The Parents' Maintenance Act [Section 10] 
The Social Services Administration Act 
   [Under this Act, responsibility for The Residential Care Facilities Licensing Regulation,  
   M.R. 484/88 R and the whole Act except as it relates to employment and income supports] 
The Social Services Appeal Board Act 
The Social Work Profession Act (not yet proclaimed) 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
 


LABOUR ACTS 
The Accessibility Advisory Council Act 
The Amusements Act [Part II] 
The Buildings and Mobile Homes Act  
The Construction Industry Wages Act 
The Electricians' Licence Act  
The Elevator Act  
The Employment Standards Code  
The Firefighters and Paramedics Arbitration Act  
The Fires Prevention and Emergency Response Act  
The Gas and Oil Burner Act  
The International Labour Cooperation Agreements Implementation Act  
The Labour Relations Act 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act 
The of Labour Administration Act 
   [Except as it relates to immigration services and certain training programs]  
The Pay Equity Act  
The Pension Benefits Act  
The Power Engineers Act  
The Remembrance Day Act  
The Retail Businesses Holiday Closing Act  
The Steam and Pressure Plants Act  
The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act 
The Worker’s Compensation Act  
The Workplace Safety and Health Act 
The Social Services Administration Act, requires the Minister to report annually to the 
Legislature. These reporting requirements for 2012/13 are met by this Annual Report.   
 
(Separate annual reports are issued by the Manitoba Labour Board, Office of the Fire 
Commissioner and the Social Services Appeal Board.)   
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  Rural/Northern Regional 
Social Service Delivery Structure 


(as at March 31, 2013) 
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Winnipeg Regional  
Social Service Delivery Structure 


(as at March 31, 2013) 


Community Area Pairings 
 
Downtown 
Point Douglas 
Seven Oaks / Inkster 
River East / Transcona 
St. Boniface / St. Vital 
River Heights / Fort Garry 
St. James-Assiniboia /  
   Assiniboine South 
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Sustainable Development 
 
Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are 
required to integrate into their annual report information on their progress to incorporate 
sustainable development into their activities.  
 
In 2012/13, the Department made progress in developing and participating in more 
sustainable, environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.  
 
Once again, departmental staff participated in the annual Commuter Challenge, a 
Canada-wide event that encourages daily commuters to leave their cars at home and 
use alternative and active forms of transportation.  Participating departmental staff 
contributed to the overall fuel saving (litres) of 11,134.8 for provincial employees in 
2012. 
 
The Department continued to make progress in reducing fuel consumption and usage. 
As of March 31, 2013, the Department had two fuel-efficient hybrid vehicles in its fleet, 
reducing fuel costs and greenhouse gas emissions.  Departmental staff who are 
assigned fleet vehicles continue to use ethanol-blended gasoline where available.  The 
Manitoba Developmental Centre continues to update vehicles, follow fuel efficiency 
guidelines and promote an “Idle Free” approach.  Workplace Safety and Health (WSH) 
continues to replace fleet vehicles with eco-friendly vehicles designed to reduce fuel 
consumption.  In 2012/13, eight of WSH’s 22 fleet vehicles were replaced with more fuel 
efficient vehicles. 
 
In 2012/13, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program 
collected and processed more than 23 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.   
 
Following a successful pilot, the Community Service Delivery Division has incorporated 
web-conferencing as a regular business practice to share information with staff in rural 
and northern regions.  Regular use of this practice produces savings on travel time, 
vehicle fuel consumption and other costs associated with staff meetings.  This process 
is also being used by other divisions for virtual meetings. 
 
On May 8, 2012, more than 150 persons attended in person, and by webcast, a 
consultation organized by the Disabilities Issues Office, to discuss Made-in-Manitoba 
accessibility legislation.  Webcast technology enabled persons limited by geography, 
disability or conflicting commitments to view and listen to the event on a dedicated 
website and to offer comments, thereby actively contributing to the discussion.   
 
The Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care Program (MELCC) ensured that early 
learning and child care construction projects adhered to the Manitoba Green Building 
Policy to be eligible for capital funds.  Consistent with the policy, large projects must 
meet or exceed the internationally-recognized LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Efficiency Design) Green Building Rating System Silver standard.  Other projects under 
the required square footage must outline cost effective green building principles in their  
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design.  Further, MELCC encouraged child care groups to form as many community 
and/or school partnerships as possible to enhance community strength and take 
advantage of economies of scale. 
 
FSL also continued to work with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation on other 
accommodation projects within the Department to ensure the Green Building Policy is 
followed.  
 
The Department continued to use the Waste Stream Services recycling program in most 
of its buildings across the province, which included mini-bins for desk side refuse, desk 
side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for aluminum, plastic, and 
non-confidential paper.  This program endorses the continued use of Government 
Records Boxes for the destruction of confidential paper.  This program will be 
maintained in the future. 
 
To build on energy and water efficiency provisions that were added to the Manitoba 
Building and Plumbing Codes in April 2011, the Building Standards Board, with support 
from the Office of the Fire Commissioner, undertook a review of The National Energy 
Code for Buildings 2011 for the purposes of adopting it in Manitoba.  The review was 
initiated in August 2012, with a goal of finalizing recommendations by summer 2013. 
 
Through internal procurement practices, the Department continued to play a role in 
promoting environmental sustainability and awareness within the Department and 
among vendors, and continued expanding the knowledge and skills of procurement 
practitioners and end-users.  “Green” products and recycled materials continue to be 
purchased where available including the purchase of recycled photocopy paper.  
 
As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the Department remains 
committed to developing strategies and policies that promote a culture of sustainability, 
and to facilitating the integration of sustainable development principles and guidelines 
into its ongoing activities.   
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Manitoba Policy on Access to Government (MPAG): 
Publications, Events and Customer Service  
 
The MPAG policy is the provincial government’s commitment to offer Manitobans with 
disabilities equal access to public information, events, and customer service.  The aim 
of the policy is to eliminate barriers faced by persons with disabilities in their dealings 
with the Government of Manitoba.  The responsibility is not to determine a person’s 
disability, but to reasonably accommodate any disability-related needs that a person 
requests. 
 
The provincial Disabilities Issues Office guides and monitors the implementation of the 
MPAG across departments.  Family Services and Labour (FSL) is committed to meeting 
the needs of persons with disabilities.  The Department has a designated Disability 
Access Coordinator who coordinates the implementation of the policy within FSL and 
assists staff in providing disability-related accommodations, and offers advice regarding 
general disability issues.  A working group representing all departmental divisions meets 
on a regular basis to discuss strategic directions and activities and to build on progress 
made in the previous year.   
 
Progress in 2012/13: 
 
Accessibility in Family Services and Labour buildings  
 
Departmental staff can approach the Disability Access Coordinator with concerns about 
building accessibility.  Staff can also contact the Department’s Accommodation 
Coordinator who works closely with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation, and the 
Disability Access Coordinator, to address accessibility concerns that require 
renovations. 
 
In 2012/13, the Disability Access Coordinator did not receive any concerns regarding 
building accessibility.  
 
Services, publications, websites 
 
Active offer 
A new “active offer” sign was introduced in FSL reception areas.  The sign encourages 
members of the public to ask staff if they need assistance because of a disability.  
Training materials were distributed to FSL staff to prepare them to respond to 
accommodation requests in an effective and timely manner. 
 
Progress continues on including an “active offer” statement on public facing information.  
The “active offer” states that information is available in alternate formats, upon request.  
Alternate formats include (but are not limited to) large print, electronic text, Braille and 
captioning.  
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Website accessibility 
The compliance level/benchmark for the Manitoba government is the World Wide Web 
Consortium (W3C), level AA.  Departmental staff continue to monitor websites and 
portals to ensure that they are compliant with these accessibility standards. 
 
Supports to staff 
 
Internal website 
FSL maintained and updated an internal website that is dedicated to the MPAG.  This 
website includes information about the policy, how it can be implemented, and a list of 
suppliers and resources to assist staff in responding to accommodation-related 
requests. 
 
Staff orientation and training  
Training workshops about the MPAG were delivered throughout the year to newly-hired 
staff, as part of their orientation to the Department.  
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Minister and Executive Support 
Minister’s Salary 
This appropriation provides for the Minister’s salary entitlement as a member of 
Executive Council. 


09-1 A Minister’s Salary 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2012/13 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
37 


 
1.00 


 
37 


 
 


 


 


Executive Support 
Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 
 
The Executive Offices provide the overall policy direction for departmental programs.  


09-1 B Executive Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2012/13 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
767 


 
11.00 


 
759 


 
8 


 
 


 


Total Other Expenditures 
 


72 
 


 
 


65 
 


7 
 


Total Expenditures 839  824 15  
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Social Services Appeal Board 


The Social Services Appeal Board (SSAB) ensures that Manitobans have access to a 
fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions relating to the various social 
services and programs administered by the Department.  
The SSAB hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various 
financial assistance programs, licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons 
with disabilities, private adoption agencies and residential care facilities under the 
provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act.  Hearings are convened 
throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation, and written 
decisions are provided within 15 working days of the hearing. 
The SSAB acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in 
legislation, issues arising out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board 
by the Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 
Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the 
Social Services Appeal Board has produced its annual report separate from the 
Department of Family Services and Labour’s Annual Report.  The Appeal Board's 
independent report includes: 
 


- a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
- an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
- financial information; 
- statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
- a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
- samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 


 
The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2012/13 can be obtained 
at the Appeal Board’s office at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8, 
by telephone at 204-945-3003 or online at www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html. 
 
  



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html�
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Disabilities Issues Office 
The Disabilities Issues Office (DIO) supports the mandate of the Minister responsible for 
Persons with Disabilities and serves as a centralized policy office and resource for all 
government departments to assist with coordination of initiatives affecting Manitobans 
with disabilities.  The DIO facilitates communication between the disability community 
and government about disability policy and programs and identifies issues affecting 
persons with disabilities.  The DIO coordinates policy development to improve access to 
public services and represents the needs of Manitobans with disabilities to other levels 
of government.  In addition, the office promotes positive attitudes and raises awareness 
about making Manitoba an inclusive society for persons with disabilities. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Provided secretarial support to the Accessibility Advisory Council, which is 


mandated to provide Government recommendations on structure and content of new 
legislation with a goal to prevent and remove barriers to accessibility for persons 
with disabilities.   


• Consulted with Manitobans on proposed framework legislation through public 
forums, web-casting, and an invitation for submissions to the DIO. 


• Coordinated the Accessibility Advisory Council report to the Minister, submitted in 
June and publicly shared in September 2012.  


• Assisted the Minister responsible for Persons with Disabilities on all matters related 
to the development of accessibility legislation. 


• Collaborated with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation on the development of 
a Barrier-free Procurement Initiative. 


• Helped prepare a discussion paper on facilitating meaningful employment of persons 
with disabilities for tabling at the ALL Aboard Committee.  The Committee has 
subsequently approved the recommendations. 


• Collaborated on employment initiatives with Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade 
and the Civil Service Commission, including a shared proclamation of October 2012 
as Disability Employment Awareness Month, and ongoing work, alongside the 
Alliance of Manitoba Sector Councils, to develop a full calendar of activities for 
October 2013. 


• Co-chaired the Inter-Jurisdictional Working Group on Adults at Risk of Abuse, which 
promotes inter-jurisdictional collaboration and communication among stakeholders 
interested in the protection of at risk adults, and develops and shares tools for 
training and public education. 


• Participated on inter-governmental committees such as the Active Transportation 
Working Group (facilitated by Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation), Mental 
Health strategic planning, Manitoba Adult Literacy Strategy, and the Inter-
departmental Working Group on The Care Giver Recognition Act (facilitated by the 
Seniors and Healthy Aging Secretariat).  
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• Provided advice to provincial departments on policy issues affecting Manitobans with 
disabilities including:  employment, income, education, emergency preparedness 
and pandemics, protection from abuse, recreation, aging, inter-city bus 
transportation, visitable housing, government access, and the disability service 
needs of specific population groups. 


• Conducted eight major training sessions and launched a renovated Manitoba Policy 
on Access to Government (MPAG) website to help affected civil servants and the 
public learn more about how to create access to government information, public 
events and customer service.   


• With Family Services and Labour, developed new countertop signage inviting 
persons requiring disability-related accommodations to ask for assistance and 
helped develop online training for the affected staff. 


• Offered a presentation on MPAG at a provincial workshop on web accessibility 
compliance and promoted participation in a spring forum on W3C Web Content 
Accessibility Guidelines organized by Culture, Heritage and Tourism for Manitoba 
libraries.    


• Continued to offer instruction sessions and provide ongoing support to Disability 
Access Coordinators (DACs) in 15 government departments.   


• Joined community organizations in planning and hosting a series of awareness 
raising events, including a kick-off at the Forks and daily Lunch and Learn sessions 
at the Independent Living Resource Centre. 


• Hosted an awards celebration at the Legislative Building to honour community 
leadership among individuals, organizations and businesses.  


• Celebrated the United Nations (UN) International Day of Disabled Persons on 
December 3, 2012, with a public forum highlighting progress in the development of 
Made-in-Manitoba accessibility legislation and profiling provincial departmental 
initiatives to implement the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities (CRPD). 


• With Civil Legal Services, finalized Manitoba’s Baseline report on the implementation 
of the CRPD.   


• Participated in a panel presentation entitled “Creating Accessible and Inclusive 
Municipal Communities: at the Association of Manitoba Municipalities Municipal 
Officials Seminar on April 12, 2012, in Brandon; and published an article in the 
Municipal Leader Magazine, Spring 2012, entitled, “Including people with 
DISABILITIES in municipal communities.”  


• Collaborated with the Canadian Centre on Disability Studies in convening a 
November Disability Research Forum to bring together individuals who are 
conducting disability-related social research with those who benefit from the results. 


• Helped create and coordinated a working group of Manitoba government and 
community stakeholders to address the issue of neighbourhood opposition to 
residential programs (staffed community homes) for persons with intellectual 
disabilities, as well as youth in care.  
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• In March 2013, assisted the members of the Joint Committee on Community/ 
Government Employment-Related Issues in coordinating a public forum on Best 
Practices identified by Manitoba Employers and Supported Employment Providers. 


• Participated in events organized by Manitoba’s disability organizations and 
agencies, including the 2012 AbilityAxis Employment Expo, the National Conference 
on Supported Employment:  “Tipping the Scales,” and the 2012 Disability Health and 
Wellness Conference, where the Disabilities Issues Office lead a workshop on 
accessibility legislation.  


• Represented Manitoba on the City of Winnipeg’s Access Advisory Committee and 
participated in numerous community organization and network meetings. 


• Worked with representatives of the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs Patient Advocate 
Unit and attended the 4th Annual Aboriginal Services Provider Forum to determine 
new ways to ensure access to disability-related resources and services to improve 
service navigation and supports for First Nation, Métis and Inuit Manitobans, 
particularly persons who relocated to urban centres. 


• Served Manitoba’s public in improving access to government services by responding 
to over 2,000 telephone general inquiries and approximately 200 electronic inquiries. 


09-1 D Disabilities Issues Office 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 481 6.00 477 4 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 140  150 (10) 


 


 
Total Expenditures  621  627 (6) 
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Human Resource Management 
 
Effective March 1, 2010, the Government of Manitoba realigned responsibility for the 
delivery of human resource services and the associated staff to the Civil Service 
Commission, with the goal of improving service delivery to all departments and 
employees. For additional information on Human Resource Management, please see 
the Civil Service Commission’s 2012/13 Annual Report. 
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Policy and Planning 
Under direction of the Deputy Minister, the Policy and Planning Branch is primarily an 
internal service provider, providing decision-making support and policy management 
services to the Deputy Minister and to each of the divisions of Family Services and 
Labour on a wide range of issues that affect the Department and the delivery of social 
services to Manitobans.  The Branch supported ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty 
Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy and provides strategic planning expertise, policy 
development, evaluation, and web support for the Department. The Branch assists in the 
coordination of interdepartmental and intergovernmental activities, coordinates, and 
supports the development of responses to access to information and protection of privacy 
requests. 


Key Results Achieved: 
• Coordinated strategic planning and performance management activities demonstrated 


through 2012/13 departmental planning and reporting processes. Examples include 
development of the Department Plan, coordination of Ministerial briefing materials, 
and key informational documents. 


• Provided analytical support for issues, trends and research supporting policy and 
program developments.  Examples include: research and analysis to support ALL 
Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy, the Manitoba 
Domestic Violence Strategy, and, research and development of a discussion paper on 
employment supports for persons with disabilities.   


• Participated in Federal/Provincial/Territorial (F/P/T) social policy work, representing 
Manitoba’s interests, sharing information across jurisdictions and ensuring the 
department’s policy and program development are informed by the Canadian context.  
The Branch participated in the intergovernmental policy research work of three F/P/T 
advisory committees on issues related to Disability, Poverty and Children and Youth 
At Risk. 


• Represented the Department at intergovernmental, interdepartmental and 
intersectoral meetings working on collaborative initiatives.   


• Supported the work of ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social 
Inclusion Strategy.  The Branch coordinated public consultations including a survey 
and series of 10 public meetings across the province in March 2013, and developed 
seven draft province-wide action plans to address poverty reduction and social 
inclusion.    


• Provided policy support to the Minister, Deputy Minister and Department, including 
briefing and planning materials, authority seeking documents, correspondence and 
public reporting documents.   


• Managed and coordinated the departmental website and ManitobaParentZone, as well 
as launched a stand-alone ALL Aboard website and an Early Learning and Child Care 
worker information portal.   


• Responded to public requests for information according to The Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act (FIPPA) and coordinated responses to other 
issues related to access and privacy.    
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Freedom of Information (FIPPA) Requests 
 2011/12 2012/13 
FSL Divisions Total Percentage Total Percentage 
Administration and Finance 22 11% 54 23% 
Child and Family Services 57 29% 54 23% 
Community Service Delivery 23 11% 10 4% 
Disability Programs and  
Early Learning and Child Care* 15 8% 7 3% 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs** 6 3% 0 0% 
Policy and Planning 37 19% 23 9% 
Labour Programs*** 23 11% 75 31% 
Transfers to other departments 11 6% 17 7% 
TOTAL Applications 196 100% 240 100% 
     
Type of Applicant Total Percentage Total Percentage 
Private Citizen 63 32% 134 56% 
Political Party 53 27% 49 21% 
Organization 41 21% 37 15% 
Media 39 20% 20 8% 
TOTAL Applications 196 100% 240 100% 


*   On January 13, 2012, Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division was renamed Disability Programs 
     and Early Learning and Child Care. 
**  Consumer and Corporate Affairs applications are included in these statistics until January 1, 2012.  
*** For the full year (2011/12) Labour Programs processed a total of 113 applications, 23 of which were received after the  
     January 2012 reorganization which resulted in Labour Programs being part of Manitoba Family Services and Labour.  
 
09-1E Policy and Planning 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2012/13 


$000 


 
     
FTE 


 
Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
 


 
1,200 


 
18.00 


 
1,258 


 
(58) 


 
 


Total Other Expenditures 308  278 30   


Total Expenditures 1,508  1,536 (28)  
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Administration and Finance Division 


The Administration and Finance Division oversees comptrollership and administrative 
functions and ensures financial and administrative policies, services and reporting 
systems are developed and administered effectively in support of the Department’s 
accountability framework.  The Division provides leadership and expertise for 
Information, Communications and Technology-related planning, policies, financial, 
project management and business support to the Department and external 
stakeholders.  
The Division is divided into three branches: 


- Financial and Administrative Services 
- Innovation, Information and Technology 
- Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Financial and Administrative Services 
Financial and Administrative Services’ main focus is to maintain an active 
comptrollership function by ensuring that financial and administrative policies, services 
and reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet 
the financial control, accountability, reporting, safeguarding and protection of financial 
and physical assets needs of the Department.  This is accomplished through effective 
departmental financial administration and management activities; coordination of 
comprehensive budget estimates planning and support services; responsible financial 
forecasting and reporting: disbursements and revenue accounting; appropriation 
control; and by providing direction on financial and administrative policies, and 
operational procedures and practices to divisional staff.   
The Branch provides a broad range of operational and administrative support services, 
coordinates accommodation projects across provincial sites, provides central direction 
regarding accommodation policies and procedures, and administers the French 
Language Services policy throughout the Department. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Continued to review and improve departmental financial and administrative control 


procedures as part of ongoing comptrollership activities. 
• Continued participation in central government’s Comptrollership Change 


Management Initiative.  
• Continued a review of the Department’s Comptrollership Plan for validity and 


completeness to ensure that processes and procedures are in place and operating 
as intended. 


• Continued efforts towards enhanced fiscal management, accountability and control 
through various Comptrollership Initiatives.  This includes the commencement of 
projects in Community Living disABILITY Services and Child Protection programs to 
improve internal controls and systems and management reporting. 


• Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the Department's fiscal status, to 
executive management and central government.   
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• Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program 
management issues, ensuring that control and accountability systems were in place. 


• Participated in central government’s development of a new budgeting and financial 
reporting tool, to be integrated with the corporate SAP system. 


• Continued transitional efforts respecting the transfer of Employment and Income 
Assistance Programs to Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, and departmental 
amalgamation with Labour Programs of the former Department of Labour and 
Immigration. 


• Continued participation in a number of cross-government audits and comptrollership 
reviews performed by Internal Audit and Consulting Services and by Manitoba 
Finance. 


• Continued to refine departmental financial and human resource role assignments 
within the corporate SAP environment and strengthen risk mitigation activities and 
systems using central government’s Governance, Risk and Compliance tool. 


• Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging French Language 
Services issues and ensured compliance with French Language Services Policy for 
Active Offer, translation of documents and best practices for French Language 
Services. 


09-1 F Financial and Administrative Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,513 23.00 1,451 62 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 347  383 (36) 


 
 


Total Expenditures 1,860  1,834 26  


Innovation, Information and Technology 
The Innovation, Information and Technology Branch is a specialized shared services 
unit that provides project management and business analysis leadership and expertise 
in support of the Department’s information strategy and goals.  The Branch provides 
tactical Information Technology (IT) planning services for existing systems and develops 
detailed project plans for new, strategic initiatives.   
The Branch is the Department’s liaison point and steward of Information and 
Communication Techonology (ICT) services delivered by the Business Transformation 
and Technology Division of Innovation, Energy and Mines.  The Branch manages all 
desktop services, computer assets and a centralized IT budget on behalf of the 
Department and its business partners.  The Branch also reviews and sets departmental 
policy in support of the strategic IT direction of government and manages all corporate 
IT initiatives. 
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Key Results Achieved 
• Conducted an extensive analysis of the Child Maintenance payments process and 


produced a report including recommendations for operational improvements. 
• Provided professional business analysis and project management services for 


information system enhancement and vitality projects for Child and Family Services, 
Community Service Delivery, Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child 
Care, and Administration and Finance divisions. 


• Continued to develop and evolve the Department’s Strategic Information Technology 
Plan (Roadmap).  


09-1 G Innovation, Information and Technology 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 596 10.50 882 (286) 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,073 


 
1,845 228   


Total Expenditures 2,669  2,727 (58)  


1. The surplus is primarily due to vacancy management. 


Agency Accountability and Support Unit 
The Agency Accountability and Support Unit (AASU) strengthens the capacity of the 
Department to effectively monitor departmentally funded agency financial performance, 
and ensures that agencies are operating under a clear and effective accountability 
framework.  This includes signed contracts such as Service Purchase Agreements that 
include regular financial reporting. 
The AASU supports agency and board development by providing advice and assistance 
on agency operations and financial management, and brings a more systematic 
approach to the planning, implementation and response to internal and external audits 
of the Department. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Led the negotiations of 55 Service Purchase Agreements and Transportation 


contracts. 
• Conducted financial reviews on ten agencies, either in response to an allegation or 


non-compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements.  The Unit continued to 
monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with Financial Reporting 
Requirements, analyze the financial performance of agencies, investigate areas of 
concern and perform operational reviews.  


• Conducted quality assurance/process reviews of departmental programs in 
co-operation with program and service delivery staff.  
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• Facilitated 18 general training sessions and 6 specific sessions on board 
governance throughout the province to agencies in all program areas.  The sessions 
covered the general roles and responsibilities of non-profit boards, legal duties and 
liabilities and a discussion of governance versus management responsibilities.  In 
addition, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit conducted orientations on 
Service Purchase Agreements and Financial Reporting Requirements. 


• Completed negotiations of multi-departmental Service Purchase Agreements for the 
remaining 5 Family Services and Labour agencies that were chosen for inclusion in 
the Streamlining Access for Non Profit Organizations (NPOs) Pilot Project.  


• Coordinated the development of an annual audit plan through the Audit Advisory 
Committee and monitored the implementation of audit recommendations. 


• Continued to monitor the implementation of recommendations made by the Office of 
the Auditor General and Internal Audit and Consulting Services. 


09-1H Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


 
1,102 


 
16.00 


 
1,147 


 
(45)  


 


Total Other Expenditures 
 


334 
  


367 
 


 (33)  
 
Total Expenditures 1,436  1,514 (78)  
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Manitoba Status of Women 
In support of the mandate of the Minister responsible for the Status of Women, the 
Manitoba Status of Women Division promotes gender equality and the equal 
participation of all women in society; improves the economic, social, legal and health 
status of women, and contributes to ending exploitation and violence against women.   
These objectives are achieved by identifying the needs and concerns of Manitoba 
women; raising awareness of issues affecting women; partnering with community 
organizations and other government departments to promote gender equality; and 
bringing the concerns and aspirations of women to the provincial government to ensure 
they are integrated into government programs, policies and legislation.  


Key Results Achieved 
• Worked in partnership with Federal/Provincial/Territorial (FPT) Status of Women 


Ministries across Canada on issues of common or national interest such as violence 
against women, economic security and women’s leadership.  Participated in the 
annual FPT meeting of Ministers responsible for the Status of Women. 


• Undertook strategic action items from the renewed Women’s Health Strategy, that 
included hosting educational events on women’s health issues, and monitoring 
implementation of the Strategy and administering community networking grants to 
fulfill priorities of the Strategy.  


• Provided research and support for government policy and program development 
related to such issues as economic security, women’s health, violence against 
women and issues affecting Aboriginal women.  


• Launched Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic Violence Prevention Strategy, in 
collaboration with a variety of government partners, community agencies and 
academics.  Established an implementation plan for the domestic violence strategy 
and began meeting with stakeholders to review recommendations.  


• Promoted public awareness and education on domestic violence, particularly related to 
engaging men and boys as allies and supporting specific communities, such as 
newcomers and lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and two-spirit individuals (LGBTT). 


• Continued to increase awareness of sexual assault through education and 
awareness activities for Sexual Assault Awareness Month, including hosting events 
in Winnipeg, Portage la Prairie and Thompson, and identified next steps in the 
development of a sexual assault prevention strategy.   


• Continued integrating Gender and Diversity Analysis (GDA) practices across 
government through ongoing education and awareness, and with a specific focus on 
implementing gender-based analysis projects within government.   


• Improved women’s educational opportunities by identifying options for an initiative 
related to supporting women in the trades, and by offering funding to community 
organizations throughout the province to deliver the Power Up computer training 
program.   
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Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council works within the Manitoba Status of Women 
Division to represent the issues and concerns of Manitoba women.  The Council 
focuses on issues that have a social, legal or economic effect on the lives of women 
and their families.  
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council was established through an Order in Council 
in 1980.  Since 1987, the function and operation of the Council has been governed by 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act.   
The Council has a chair and several community members appointed by the provincial 
government.  Members reflect the cultural diversity of Manitoba women and come from 
rural, urban and northern communities. 
The Advisory Council reports to the Minister responsible for the Status of Women.  


Key Results Achieved 
• Participated in the annual meeting for the Coalition of Provincial and Territorial 


Advisory Councils on the Status of Women. 
• Hosted six Council meetings as mandated by The Manitoba Women’s Advisory 


Council Act. 
• Raised awareness of women’s issues by hosting community information sessions, 


workshops and roundtables on a variety of issues of concern to women, as well as 
four large-scale community events – International Day of the Girl, December 6th 
Sunrise Memorial, International Women’s Day and Women’s History Month.  


• Delivered 10 Lunch and Learn sessions to approximately 600 individuals on a 
variety of issues of concern to women, including: sexual assault responses, street 
harassment, body image, honour-based violence, employment standards, retirement 
planning, teen dating violence, HIV/AIDS and youth, and mental health.  


• Hosted a discussion on the Women’s Memorial Grove with the founders of the 
memorial, and University of Winnipeg students from a class on history and memory. 


• Developed and distributed a publication called Women in Manitoba: Leading 
Transformative Change on International Women’s Day.  


• Produced and distributed capacity-building resources to address knowledge gaps 
and needs identified by women.  


• Acknowledged women’s contributions by administering the Babs Friesen Lifetime 
Achievement Award with the YM/YWCA of Winnipeg. 


• Addressed identified priorities including economic security, violence against women, 
representations of women in the media and women’s leadership, through research, 
policy and program development. 


• Achieved stronger connections with the women’s community by supporting 
community activities, marches, networks of women, conferences and other events, 
and delivering community information via the Councils current email distribution list 
to over 1,000 organizations and individuals.   
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09-1 I Manitoba Status of Women 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 606 9.00 630 (24) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 278  293 (15) 


 
 


 
Total Grants 93  100 (7) 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 977  1,023 (46) 
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Labour Programs Division 
The Labour Programs Division is responsible for the effective delivery of programs and 
services pertaining to the regulation of workplace safety and health, employment 
standards, labour relations, pensions and public safety.  The Division provides policy 
and issues management advice to the Minister, Deputy Minister and central government 
and contributes to the overall management of the Department of Family Services and 
Labour. 


Divisional Administration 
Divisional Administration consists of two units:  the Assistant Deputy Minister’s office 
and Financial and Administrative Services.  The Assistant Deputy Minister’s office 
provides advice and support to the Minister, Deputy Minister and Department; and 
leadership and overall direction for the Labour Programs Division.  The Financial and 
Administrative Services Unit provides centralized support, coordination and other 
services to the Division in the areas of finance and administration; reporting, planning, 
comptrollership and accountability.   


Key Results Achieved 


• Continued documenting financial related policies to be referenced by divisional staff. 
• Worked to build a closer relationship between the Department and the Office of the 


Fire Commissioner (OFC) as a special operating agency. 
• Developed a joint comptrollership plan between the Division and the OFC, which 


includes a comprehensive evaluation of policies, procedures and internal controls.  
• Provided input on the development of a strengthened comptrollership framework 


within the OFC. 
• Chaired the newly formed OFC Audit Committee, which provides oversight to the 


agency’s planning, reporting, internal control and external audit functions.  


09-2 A Divisional Administration 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 539 8.50 530 9 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 133  132 1 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 672  662 10 
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Research, Legislation and Policy 
Research, Legislation and Policy provides centralized support to the Labour Programs 
Division by conducting research and analysis, supporting policy development, 
coordinating the division’s legislative initiatives, and providing support services to a 
number of advisory boards and committees.  The Branch also administers the division’s 
responsibilities under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 


Key Results Achieved  
• Provided administrative support, research, and analysis to the Labour Management 


Review Committee (LMRC), the Accessibility Advisory Committee, and the Advisory 
Council on Workplace Safety and Health. 


• Coordinated the development and processing of statutory and regulatory initiatives. 
• Collected, developed and disseminated statistical data and other information in 


areas such as work stoppages, provisions of collective agreements, labour 
organizations, union membership, negotiated settlements and wage rates. 


• Responded in a timely manner to requests for information by unions, management, 
labour relations practitioners, the general public, the Minister, Labour Program 
Division branches, the Office of the Fire Commissioner and, other departments and 
governments, including requests from the federal government on matters relating to 
the International Labour Organization. 


• Under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, responded to 75 
applications for access to records. 


• Supported the Labour Programs Division and the Office of the Fire Commissioner in 
developing various projects and initiatives. 


• Participated in meetings and discussions of the Canadian Association of 
Administrators of Labour Legislation to exchange information and share best 
practices regarding current and emerging labour trends with counterparts in other 
Canadian jurisdictions.  


09-2 B Research, Legislation and Policy 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 381 8.00 576 (195) 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 62  66 (4) 


 
 


 
Total Grants 56  75 (19) 


 
2 


 
Total Expenditures 499  717 (218) 


 
 


1. The under-expenditure is primarily due to vacancy management. 
2. The under-expenditure is primarily due to a grant payment commencing during 2012/13.  
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Conciliation and Mediation Services 
Conciliation and Mediation Services promotes and maintains harmonious labour- 
management relations in Manitoba by providing conciliation, grievance mediation and 
preventive mediation services to organized labour and management.  The Branch 
administers The Labour Relations Act and provides conciliators to resolve impasses in 
collective bargaining and grievance procedures, thereby avoiding work stoppages.  
Conciliators also assist public school teachers and school boards as provided under the 
Act.   


Key Results Achieved  
• Assisted in 150 conciliation assignments under The Labour Relations Act and 


disposed of 62 assignments during the reporting year, 100 per cent of which were 
finalized without a work stoppage (see Table 1). 


• Managed 432 active joint grievance mediation files and settled 89 per cent. 
• Processed 38 expedited grievance mediation files and settled 86 per cent (see Table 


2). 
• Participated in the Canadian Association of Administrators of Labour Legislation and 


Association of Labour Relations Agencies conferences, which provide a continuous 
exchange of information with other jurisdictions and opportunities to attend seminars 
on new and improved approaches to preventive mediation and conciliation.  


Table 1 
Statistics Relating to Conciliation Services 
April 1, 2012 - March 31, 2013 
Assignments in process during reporting year 


Assignments carried over from previous year 44 
Assignments received during the reporting year 92 
Assignments received for First Collective Agreement 9 
Assignments received for Interest Based Negotiations 1 
Assignments received for Preventive Mediation 3 
Assignments received related to The Public Schools Act 1 
Total 150  
Assignments disposed of during reporting year 


Settled in conciliation without work stoppage 62 
Settled following work stoppage 0 
Proceeded to Arbitration under The Public Schools Act 0 
Imposed by Manitoba Labour Board for first collective agreement 0  
Total 62 


  
 


Assignments still active at end of reporting year 88 
Percentage of assignments finalized without stoppages 100% 
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Table 2 
Statistics Relating to Mediation Services 
April 1, 2012 - March 31, 2013 
Under Section 129(1) (Joint Application) 
 
Cases carried forward 233 
Cases assigned 199 
Total 432 
 
Settled  278 
Not settled  34 
Awaiting mediation 120 
Percentage of settlements achieved 89% 
  
Under Section 130(8) (Expedited Application)  
 


Cases carried forward 5 
Cases assigned 33 
Total 38 
 
Settled  27 
Not settled  4 
Proceeding directly to arbitration 2 
Awaiting mediation  2  
Percentage of settlements achieved 86% 


09-2 C Conciliation and Mediation Services 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 632 7.00 636 (4) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 114  135 (21) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 746  771 (25) 


 
 


1. The under-expenditure is primarily due to reduction in various operating expenditures, including external mediation services. 


Office of the Superintendent - Pension Commission 
The Office of the Superintendent - Pension Commission safeguards employees’ rights 
to benefits promised under employment pension plans as provided under pension 
benefits legislation.  The Branch administers and enforces The Pension Benefits Act 
and regulations and promotes the establishment, extension and improvement of 
employment pension plans registered under the Act. 


Key Results Achieved  
• Processed over 1,300 requests for written notice concerning one-time transfers; 


reviewed over 159 pension plan amendments, 10 plan registrations, 26 full plan 
windups, and 1 plan conversion.   
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• Reviewed for compliance 338 Annual Information Returns, which detail the contributions 
made to and membership changes under a pension plan over its fiscal year and 123 
actuarial valuation reports, which detail the funded and solvency position of a defined 
benefit pension plan and the contribution requirements over the next three years. 


• Conducted six Pension Administration Reviews to assess whether the administrative 
systems and practices of pension plans were sufficient to meet legislative 
compliance, and monitored progress on the issues identified in the Reviews’ reports. 


• Responded to approximately 2,500 telephone inquiries and issued over 450 pieces 
of correspondence in response to inquiries that were received.   


• Updated six Policy Bulletins, three Updates, posted one regulation under The 
Pension Benefits Act in hard copy and electronic form, and maintained up-to-date 
information on the website. 


• Delivered one public education session at the invitation of a labour conference. 
• Participated in the activities of the Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory 


Authorities (CAPSA), along with pension regulators from other Canadian provinces and 
the federal government.  Through CAPSA, Manitoba worked with the other jurisdictions 
on several new and continuing initiatives including preparations for the remaining 
jurisdictions to join the Ontario and Quebec governments as signatories to a new multi-
lateral agreement for the regulation of multi-jurisdictional pension plans that would 
provide a clear legal framework for regulating these plans. 


09-2 D Office of the Superintendent – Pension Commission 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 410 5.00 413 (3) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 97  133 (36) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 507  546 (39) 


 
 


1.  The under-expenditure is primarily due to reduction in various operating expenditures, including advertising and actuarial 
valuation. 


The Manitoba Labour Board 
The Manitoba Labour Board is an independent and autonomous specialist tribunal 
comprised of a full-time chairperson, one half-time vice-chairperson, five part-time vice-
chairpersons, and 30 Board members.  The Board is responsible for the fair and 
efficient administration and adjudication of responsibilities assigned to it under various 
statutes from which it derives its jurisdiction, including the The Labour Relations Act and 
sections of The Apprenticeship and Certification Act; The Construction Industry Wages 
Act; The Elections Act; The Employment Standards Code; The Essential Services Act 
(Government and Child and Family Services); The Essential Services Act (Health Care); 
The Pay Equity Act; The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act; The 
Public Schools Act; The Remembrance Day Act; The Victims Bill of Rights; The Worker 
Recruitment and Protection Act; and The Workplace Safety and Health Act.   
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The Board, through the appointment of Board Representatives, facilitates a mediation 
process to assist parties in resolving disputes without the need to proceed to the formal 
adjudicative process. 


Key Results Achieved  
• Received 345 applications and carried forward 138 files under the following Acts: 
 


The Workplace Safety and Health Act 11 
The Employment Standards Code 74 
The Labour Relations Act 260 
Total filed in reporting year 345 
Cases carried forward (2011/12) 138 
Total applications before the Board*  483 


 
 *The total number of applications before the Board decreased 9 per cent over the  


  previous year’s total of 530. 
• Disposed of/closed 332 of 483 cases (69 per cent). 
• Scheduled 223 applications for hearing. 
• Resolved or narrowed the issues before the Board in 87.5 per cent of the cases 


where a board officer was formally appointed or assisted the parties informally 
through the dispute mediation process. 


• Conducted 21 votes within the legislated time frames. 
• Processed applications received under The Employment Standards Code in 136 


days and The Labour Relations Act in 79.5 days.  This represents an increase from 
the previous year of 12 calendar days and 19 calendar days respectively, due in part 
to the availability of parties to the proceedings. 


• Continued to work toward implementing an automated information system to 
improve case management processes and produce more timely and accurate 
information, reports and statistics. 


Further statistics and summaries of significant decisions are available in the separate 
annual report issued by the Manitoba Labour Board. 


09-2 E Manitoba Labour Board 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 1,595 16.50 1,306 289 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 491  451 40 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 2,086  1,757 329 


 
 


1. The over-expenditure is primarily due to costs associated with severance payments and unrealized staff turnover.   
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Workplace Safety and Health 
The Workplace Safety and Health Branch administers and enforces The Workplace 
Safety and Health Act and associated regulations dealing with the health and safety of 
workers.  
The Branch promotes awareness of workplace safety and health, compliance among 
employers and workers, and the adoption of measures to identify and control workplace 
safety and health hazards, thereby helping to prevent fatalities and reducing workplace 
injuries and illnesses, and contributing to a dynamic provincial economy and improved 
quality of life for Manitobans.  The Branch also provides technical and administrative 
support to the Minister’s Advisory Council on Workplace Safety and Health.   


Key Results Achieved  
Reduced the time-loss injury rate, and significantly reduced the number of work-
related fatalities and serious injuries. 
• Recorded a time-loss injury rate of 3.3 per 100 full-time workers every year since 


2011, surpassing the target rate of 3.5 a full two years ahead of schedule 
(represents a decrease of approximately 41 per cent since 2000). 


• Concluded the (2008-2012) five-year joint workplace injury and illness prevention 
plan that was developed with the Workers Compensation Board (WCB) to 
significantly reduce the number of serious injuries and fatalities in the province. 


• Collaborated with the WCB to conduct a global review of injury and illness 
prevention in Manitoba including safety laws, the workers compensation system and 
injury and illness prevention activities.  The results of the review were used to 
develop Manitoba’s Five-Year Plan for Workplace Injury and Illness Prevention - a 
comprehensive new strategy to improve the safety and health of Manitoba 
workplaces. 


• Conducted over 12,200 workplace inspections, resulting in over 9,600 improvement 
orders and 646 stop work orders.  


• Conducted workplace investigations of complaints, serious incidents, rights to refuse 
and discriminatory actions.  


• Issued 10 administrative penalties for failing to comply with an improvement order, 
with fines ranging from $1,000 to $2,500, and obtained 7 convictions for 
contraventions under The Workplace Safety and Health Act.   


• Provided consultative safety engineering, ergonomic and occupational hygiene 
assistance to clients and internal staff. 


• Prepared specialized reports on hazards and risk control strategies.  
• Conducted pre-development reviews of new projects, installations and processes. 
• Prepared and delivered specialized technical training programs to workers and 


employers.   
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Performance Indicators, Workplace Safety and Health Branch 
Effectiveness Measures 
 


Planned Target 
2012/13  


Actual Result 
2012/13 


Expl. No. 


Time-loss injury rate 3.1 3.3 1 
 
Number of training courses (and participants) 300 (5,000) 296 (7,647)  


Number of inspections conducted 13,500 12,268 2 
    
1. Changes were made in the way the time-loss injury rate was calculated in 2012.  Had these changes not been made, the rate 


for 2012 would have been 3.2. 
2. Target not achieved due to increased rural inspections and a 10 per cent decrease in field staff as a result of medical issues 


and/or retirement.  In early 2013, WSH implemented a new caseload assignment system to maximize efficiency and inspection 
activity with existing field staff. 


 
Promoted a safety and health culture and encouraged workers and employers to 
take more responsibility for their own workplace safety and health.  
• Continued working with the WCB on awareness and education initiatives to 


strengthen the culture of safety and health in Manitoba, which included the provincial 
workplace safety and health public awareness campaign built around the SAFE 
methodology (Spot the hazard, Assess the risk, Find a safer way, Everyday). 


• Provided a variety of informational material such as newsletters and bulletins, 
guidelines, website material and audiovisual materials to assist in safety and health 
training and communication.   


• Continued to develop publications for the amended Workplace Safety and Health 
Regulation that took effect in 2013, with respect to individuals who are required to 
work near vehicular traffic. 


• Assisted with maintenance of the SAFE Manitoba website (which incorporates all of 
WSH’s publications, resource and contact information), and implemented of new 
online initiatives (i.e. development of the SAFE Work Video Resource Library, and 
launch of the SAFEty & Health Community).  Efforts continue to make this website 
the workplace safety and health internet destination for Manitobans. 


• Delivered 296 training courses to employers and workers across the province, which 
included custom training/educational sessions and presentations on regulatory 
requirements and general legislative requirements to stakeholder groups. 


• Provided consultation services to industry clients to assist with the effective, ongoing 
function of existing safety and health committees and encouraged the formation of 
new committees.  


• Promoted and enforced the requirement for workplaces to establish and implement 
effective safety and health programs.  


• Continued to address young worker safety and health issues at the secondary and 
post-secondary level and in youth training facilities by developing and delivering 
youth-targeted programming.  


• Continued to address farm safety issues through collaboration with governmental 
and non-governmental organizations and education of agricultural producer 
organizations.   
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• Continued to collaborate with various government departments and agencies to address 
emerging issues, such as pandemic influenza planning, agriculture related safety and 
health concerns and exposure to zoonotic infections; and to address various 
environmental issues, such as radon in buildings, West Nile infection and Lyme 
disease.  


• Conducted occupational-related health surveillance on such matters as lead and heavy 
metal levels in the blood, noise exposure and hearing conservation and, pesticides and 
fibrogenic dusts.  Consulted with stakeholders regarding chest x-ray screening for 
exposure to fibrogenic dust. 


Advisory Council on Workplace Safety and Health 
Under the authority of The Workplace Safety and Health Act, the Advisory Council on 
Workplace Safety and Health reports directly to the Minister of Family Services and 
Labour concerning general workplace safety and health issues, the protection of 
workers in specific situations, and the appointment of consultants and advisors.  The 
Council, appointed by the Lieutenant Governor in Council, has equal representation 
from workers, employers and technical/professional organizations, and is supported 
technically, administratively and financially by Workplace, Safety and Health.   
The Advisory Council reviews the Act and its administration at least once every five 
years, or at the request of the Minister, and advises on any other matter concerning 
workplace safety and health at the Minister’s request.  Where appropriate, the Advisory 
Council establishes committees to advise the Council on specific matters dealing with 
workplace safety and health.  
Key Results Achieved  
• Provided recommendations to strengthen provisions respecting highway and road 


construction safety, including measures to improve worker visibility, training, 
signage, enforcement, and public awareness.  The resulting amendments to the 
Workplace Safety and Health Regulation came into force on February 1, 2013. 


• Conducted the five-year review of the Act and its administration and provided the 
Minister with recommendations to address current gaps in legislation and strengthen 
existing compliance tools.  Recommendations were also forwarded to improve 
workplace injury and illness prevention activities in Manitoba.   


• Recommended 10 proposals, submitted by Manitoba schools, to the schools safety 
promotion program to encourage innovation, education and awareness of SafeWork 
be approved, and that this program be continued.  


• Provided recommendations to expand the release of employers’ safety and health 
information to the public, and to recognize employers who have developed positive 
or innovative safety and health practices.   
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09-2 F Workplace Safety and Health 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 6,901 94.50 7,226 (325)  
 
Total Other Expenditures 2,021  2,130 (109)  
 
Total Grants 185  185 -- 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 9,107  9,541 (434)  


Employment Standards 
The Employment Standards Branch is composed of Employment Standards and the 
Worker Advisor Office.  The Branch provides a comprehensive program of client-
initiated services, proactive services, and labour adjustment services, as well as 
advocacy services in the case of the Worker Advisor Office.  Employment Standards 
administers and enforces The Employment Standards Code, The Construction Industry 
Wages Act, and The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act with a focus on protecting 
vulnerable workers; resolving workplace disputes; achieving socially desirable terms 
and conditions of employment for the Manitoba workforce; and promoting harmonious 
employment relationships.   
The Labour Adjustment Unit (part of Employment Standards) works to assist employers 
in finding solutions to potential business closures or layoffs and support workforce 
adjustment committees in developing retraining and re-employment strategies for 
workers whose jobs have disappeared or changed.   


Key Results Achieved  
• Initiated 2,253 investigations and recovered $1.2 million in wages.  
• Worked with parties to resolve 85 per cent of all claims without a formal order being 


issued by an Employment Standards Officer.  
• Fifty-one per cent of all claims were resolved through the Quick Resolution process 


without need for a field investigation, in an average of 39 days. 
• Responded to approximately 45,000 telephone and e-mail inquiries, and 5,000 walk-


in inquiries. 
• Assessed employers for potential non-compliance using a variety of mechanisms, 


including analysing business registrations, licence applications, database 
information, and tips; applied a three-step enforcement model that strategically 
ramps up penalties for repeat offenders.  


• Conducted 412 proactive investigations to advance labour standards rights and 
obligations in the workplace and to increase compliance with the legislation, 
including investigations targeting gas stations, construction companies, employers 
that employ temporary foreign workers, security companies, rural restaurants, 
temporary help agencies, and manufacturing companies that employ temporary 
foreign workers.   
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• Issued 293 formal Notices to Comply to employers, resulting in 16 Administrative 
Penalty Orders related to non-compliance with minimum standards legislation. 


• Posted administrative penalty orders and proactive investigation activities on the 
provincial website to deter employers who repeatedly violate employment legislation, 
to protect vulnerable employees and to raise public awareness. 


• Continued to implement the public education strategy targeted to help protect 
vulnerable workers through partnerships with education and skill providers for youth 
and newcomers to the province, such as the Entry Program, SAFE Workers of 
Tomorrow and Manitoba START.  


• Evaluated 93 licence applications, 123 child performer permit applications and 1,890 
employer business registration applications under The Worker Recruitment and 
Protection Act and processed 2,195 Child Employment Permit applications under 
The Employment Standards Code. 


• Maintained strong information sharing partnerships with law enforcement, child 
protection, border security and other government and non-government agencies for 
the administration and enforcement of The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act.  


• Successfully responded to group layoff and worker adjustment situations within five 
days of notification, which resulted in 89 per cent of workers who used labour 
adjustment services being transitioned to self employment, retraining or 
re-employment.  


Performance Indicators, Client-Initiated Services 
April 1, 2012 to March 31, 2013 
Claim Resolution Method Percentage of Finalized Claims 


Quick Resolution Process 51 
Field Investigation  45 
Alternate Dispute Resolution  1 


Manitoba Labour Board  2 
Judgement and Collections  1 


 


09-2 G Employment Standards 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 2,497 43.60 2,725 (228)  
 
Total Other Expenditures 529  577 (48)  
 


Total Expenditures 3,026  3,302 (276) 
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Worker Advisor Office 
The Worker Advisor Office, established under Section 108 of The Workers 
Compensation Act, is independent of the Workers Compensation Board (WCB) and 
provides professional and timely service to workers and their dependants who require 
assistance with their workers compensation claims.  The Office advises, assists, and, 
when appropriate, represents injured workers and their dependants in understanding 
the operations of the Board and in obtaining benefits to which they are entitled under 
the Act in a fair, compassionate and timely manner. 


Key Results Achieved  
• Provided services to over 2,930 individuals. 
• Concluded 90 per cent of inquiries by providing advice only.  
• Closed 275 files, or 45 per cent, through an informal review and resolution process, 


as a result of having no basis for appeal. 
• Resolved 151 files through the WCB appeal system (7 per cent at an early 


intervention level, 48 per cent at the more formal appeal level). 


09-2 H Worker Advisor Office 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 609 10.00 708 (99)  
 
Total Other Expenditures 143  179 (36) 1 
 
Total Expenditures 752  887 (135) 


 
 


1.  The under-expenditure is primarily due to reduced number of client medical tests required and reductions in other operating 
     expenditures. 
 


Office of the Fire Commissioner 
Operating as a Special Operating Agency, the Office of the Fire Commissioner (OFC) 
performs a critical role in maintaining Manitoba’s public safety network.  The OFC 
protects public safety by providing an emergency response throughout the province for 
incidents that are too large or complex for local and regional emergency response 
resources to handle; enforcing compliance with all building, fire and technical safety 
codes and standards; and ensuring certain requirements are met in the design, 
construction, installation and operation of various types of technical safety equipment.  
 
The OFC promotes effective and efficient fire control throughout the province by 
providing technical support to fire departments and municipal councils and reduces the 
effects of fire through the delivery of fire investigation, inspection and public education 
programs.  The OFC also minimizes the adverse effects of human-made and natural 
disasters by providing education and training in disaster management and emergency 
response.   
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Key Results Achieved  
• Continued to make substantial improvements to the internal control environment in 


response to recommendations made by Internal Audit and Consulting Services 
(IACS). 


• Issued a public discussion paper to solicit feedback on several proposals for updates 
to Manitoba’s technical safety acts, and established a Technical Safety Legislation 
Review Committee to assist in reviewing the feedback received and make 
recommendations to the Minister on new legislation. 


• Made several administrative improvements to better serve clients, such as the 
implementation of a centralized booking system for inspections of gas and oil 
equipment and the co-location of housing licensing and payment processing staff for 
client convenience. 


• As part of a Memorandum of Understanding with the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, 
visited 61 of 63 Manitoba First Nation communities to assess fire protection capacity, 
and prepared a report with recommendations on how fire protection in these 
communities can be improved. 


• Continued partnering with the Winnipeg Fire Paramedic Services and Winnipeg 
Police Service in operating the Arson Strike Force, which investigates suspicious 
and incendiary fires and makes arrests related to such fires.  


• Organized a Provincial Fire Strategy Working Group to assess current and future 
challenges faced by the Manitoba Fire Service, and to develop a long-term strategy 
to ensure that the Manitoba Fire Service and mutual aid system is well-positioned to 
meet the future needs of municipalities and the public.  The Working Group held its 
first meeting in September 2012. 


• Continued work with Manitoba Conservation and Water Stewardship, to develop a 
provincial FireSmart strategy for the Province.  This strategy aims at reducing loss 
stemming from wildfires in Manitoba’s forest/urban interface.  Throughout 2012/13, 
the OFC worked on developing “values-at-risk” inventories and fire protection plans 
for several provincial parks and municipalities. 


• From 2011-13, the Manitoba Emergency Services College (MESC) was actively 
engaged in the re-development of its fire management programs, with emphasis on 
the Fire Officer and Incident Command Systems (ICS) programs.  The MESC is 
represented on a national working group to develop, promote and deliver the 
national “ICS Canada” training curriculum.  The MESC has been working closely 
with various career emergency services departments during the last two years to 
re-develop the fire officer training curriculum in an online format.  Development and 
delivery of both the ICS Canada curriculum and Fire Officer programs will continue 
through 2013/14.  
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• Involved in emergency response planning and operations across the Province in 
support of local and regional resources.  Significant achievements in the area of 
emergency response over the past year include, but are not limited to: 
− Provided support to municipalities across Manitoba, as well as to Manitoba 


Conservation – Fire Program, during the wildfire events in spring and fall 2012; 
− Provided support to policing agencies and other Search and Rescue authorities 


on 19 operations across Manitoba; and 
− Participated in the National Urban Search and Rescue (USAR) table top 


exercise, with Public Safety Canada and the other four National USAR Task 
Force teams, in Vancouver in October 2012. 


• Undertook recruitment efforts to help ensure that mandated technical safety 
inspection requirements were met.  Reduced outstanding boiler and elevator 
inspections by 44 per cent and 64 per cent, respectively.  In addition, the Elevator 
Regulation was amended in September 2012, to require regular re-inspections of 
elevating devices for persons with physical disabilities. 


 
For more information, please refer to the Office of the Fire Commissioner – Special 
Operating Agency Annual Report at: 
http://www.firecomm.gov.mb.ca/administration.html.  
  



http://www.firecomm.gov.mb.ca/administration.html�
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Disability Programs and  
Early Learning and Child Care Division 


The Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division provides policy 
coordination, direction and support for the department’s programs for persons with 
disabilities and early learning and child care.  The Division provides program direction 
and funding for supported living services for adults with an intellectual disability and for 
services for children with disabilities and their families.  The Division licenses and 
provides program and financial support to early learning and child care facilities, and 
provides subsidies on behalf of eligible families.  It also administers the substitute 
decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons’ Living with a Mental Disability 
Act.  The Division provides centralized services in the areas of program and financial 
management, policy and strategic initiatives development, legislation, and information 
systems and business support services.  
The Division includes the following program areas: 
− Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
− Disability Programs 
− Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
− Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 
− Finance and Administration 


Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
Strategic Initiatives and Program Support provides effective leadership, coordination, 
direction and support for the division’s programs.  The Branch provides central program 
and policy direction, program analysis and policy development.  It is responsible for the 
coordination of divisional responses to requests made under The Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act.  The Branch develops pilot projects and 
strategic initiatives to improve services for program participants.  The Branch also helps 
to ensure fiscal and program accountability by providing financial management services 
and provides business support services for adults and children’s information systems. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to 


programs in the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division.  
Staff represented the Division in a variety of intergovernmental, interdepartmental 
and inter-sectoral working groups and committees.  


• Continued business support services for, and enhancement of, the Integrated 
Financial Client and Case Tracking (inFACT) computer system, an information 
management system for participant and financial tracking for Community Living 
disABILITY Services, Children’s disABILITY Services and the Provincial Special 
Needs Program.  
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• Coordinated the development and roll-out of the new accessibility “active offer” sign, 
a department-wide initiative encouraging members of the public to ask if they need 
assistance because of a disability. 


• Participated in program and policy development for the Manitoba Developmental 
Centre and provided support to the Advisory Committee on Long-Term Service 
Delivery at the Manitoba Developmental Centre.  


09-3 A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,317 23.00 1,627 (310) 


 
1 


 
Other Expenditures 408  361 47 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 1,725  1,988 (263) 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to vacancy management. 


Disability Programs 
Disability Programs is responsible for program and policy development, financial 
management and oversight of programs for adults with an intellectual disability and 
children with developmental and/or physical disabilities.  The Branch provides 
leadership and support to Community Service Delivery Division staff, external agencies 
and other service partners in promoting effective and efficient program administrative 
practices in the delivery of support services for adults and children and ensures that 
appropriate services are delivered through a quality assurance framework.   
Disability Programs interprets policy and legislation for government and non-
government service providers, and develops and revises policies and programs in a 
manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, ongoing changes in other programs, 
the socio-economic environment and the community as a whole.  The Branch monitors 
and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
ongoing identification of participants’ needs.  The Branch also maintains the Adult 
Abuse Registry, in accordance with the provisions of The Adult Abuse Registry Act.   
The Branch is divided into the following areas: 
− Community Living disABILITY Services 
− Children's disABILITY Services 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 
Community Living disABILITY Services (CLDS) offers a range of services aimed at 
providing adults with an intellectual disability the opportunity to live and participate in a 
community setting.  Responsibilities include the review and development of policies 
associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services and Residential 
Care Licensing.   
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Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults 
with an intellectual disability to live in the community.  The day services provided 
through CLDS include supported employment and follow-up services, services with a 
vocational focus and individualized development services.  Additional supports available 
with funding from CLDS may consist of transportation between residential and day 
programs, respite, crisis intervention and clinical services. 
CLDS also provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of 
adults with an intellectual disability, or mental health disorder, or who require care due 
to frailty or cognitive impairment related to aging and who reside in community 
residential care facilities. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Continued to provide supports and services that are responsive to the needs of 


adults with intellectual disabilities and their families.  These supports allowed 5,450 
adults with an intellectual disability to safely live and participate as full and active 
members of their communities.  


• Continued the strategic redevelopment initiatives to improve accountability and build 
a foundation for the long-term sustainability of the program.   


• Piloted the Supports Intensity Scale (SIS) in the Westman region to test the benefits 
of a standardized assessment tool.  The SIS is specifically designed to measure the 
type, frequency and intensity of support an individual needs to fully participate in 
community life.  


• Sponsored approximately 3,860 service providers in training and other educational 
events in critical areas such as Non-Violent Crisis Intervention, First Aid, principles 
of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, protection from abuse 
and neglect and accredited certificate and diploma level education programs.  CLDS 
continues to collaborate with the Community Service Delivery Division in the design 
and delivery of training. 


• Co-chaired the Inter-Jurisdictional Working Group on Adults at Risk of Abuse, in 
partnership with the Disabilities Issues Office and other jurisdictions who work with 
vulnerable adults. 


• Launched Canada’s first Adult Abuse Registry (AAR).  The AAR records and tracks 
the identity of individuals found to have abused or neglected a vulnerable adult and 
is intended to be used by employers to screen potential employees or volunteers.  
The AAR processed 857 registry checks since January 15, 2013, when The Adult 
Abuse Registry Act came into effect.   


• Continued the management of the Provincial Special Needs Program, in partnership 
with Manitoba Health and Manitoba Justice, for individuals who present a serious 
risk to themselves or the community, but who would not otherwise be eligible for 
CLDS or Community Mental Health Services.  The Program provided services to 
153 participants, 129 of whom received program funding and 24 who received case 
management support with no direct program funding attached.   
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• Continued development of policies and provided licensing standards that are 
responsive to the safety, health and well-being of residents in residential care 
facilities.  


• Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 211 licensed adult residential care 
facilities, with a total of 1,322 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with 
standards.  Staff also provided consultation, support and policy interpretation to 
designated licensing authorities.  Designated authorities issued 1,019 letters of 
approval for homes with three beds or fewer, representing a total of 1,936 bed 
spaces.  


• Continued to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire Prevention Office and the 
Office of the Fire Commissioner to address the fire and life safety needs of 
individuals residing in residential care homes as fire and building codes evolve. 


• Continued to implement the Life Safety Initiative, a strategy to increase the life safety 
of individuals and staff, by providing funding for sprinkler installation and other health 
and safety related equipment in residential and day program settings. 


• Supported the transition of residents from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to 
community based residences, in partnership with the Community Service Delivery 
Division and community representatives. 


Community Living disABILITY Services 
Total Active Caseload by Region 
as at March 31  


Region 
2010/11 


Active Files 
2011/12 


Active Files 
2012/13 


Active Files 
Winnipeg 2,713 2,902 3,076 
Eastman 488 522 529 
Interlake 350 346 368 
Central 541 548 547 
Westman 540 571 593 
Parkland 215 220 216 
Northern 129 118 121 
Total 4,976 5,227 5,450 
 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 
Total Active Caseload by Age Group 
as at March 31, 2013 
Age Group 18-21 22-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66+ Total 


Caseload 949 753 1,155 838 845 604 306 5,450 
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Community Living disABILITY Services 
Number of Individuals on Caseload Receiving Funded Services by Type of Service* 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


Funded Service Type 2010/11 
 


2011/12 
 


2012/13 
Residential Services 3,279 3,402 3,633 
Respite 1,075 1,077 1,163 
Day Services 3,150 3,258 3,312 
Transportation Services 2,781 2,796 2,901 
Crisis Intervention 161 156 130 
In the Company of Friends 65 65 64 
* Individuals may receive more than one type of service. 
 
 
Age of Majority and Transitional Youth Accessing Services 
as at March 31  


 2010/11 
 


2011/12 
 


2012/13 
Age of Majority Youth Accessing Residential Services1 27 51 46 
Transitional Youth Accessing Day Services2 128 135 156 
1 Age of Majority Youth at least 18 years of age, accessing residential services before March 31. 
2 Transitional youth are eligible for day services on or after July 2nd in the calendar year they turn 21 years of age.  
 
 
Residential Services 
Number of Individuals on Caseload Receiving Funded Services by Residential Subservice Type* 


Residential Subservice Type 
 


2010/11 
 


2011/12 
 


2012/13 
Agency Care Facility 1,874 1,975 2,035 
Agency Managed Host Family Home 53 60 56 
Private Host Family Home 417 465 490 
Independent Living with Supports  775 855 956 
Agency Supports in Family Home 413 437 463 
Other Residential Supports  
(Specialized Supplies and Equipment) 228 248 278 


* Individuals may be funded for more than one type of residential subservice during the year. 
 
 
Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 
 2010/11 


Facilities/Beds 
2011/12 


Facilities/Beds 
2012/13 


Facilities/Beds 
Licensed 204 1,284 210 1,310 211 1,322 
Approved 962 1,781 1,020 1,898 1,019 1,936 


Total 1,166 3,065 1,230   3,208 1,230 3,258 
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Annual Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 
Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 207 256 243 
Referred to Police or RCMP 50 59 26 


Person Charged under the Criminal Code 4 4 0 
Person charged under The Vulnerable Persons 
Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA)* 


- - 1 


*Amendments to the VPA proclaimed August 15, 2011, created new offences for which individuals could be charged under the Act. 
 
 
Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 
2012/13 


 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Winnipeg 0 63 28 18 6 23 138 


Eastman 0 10 4 2 1 0 17 


Interlake 0 6 6 4 7 0 23 


Central 0 4 1 4 1 2 12 


Westman 0 14 4 10 7 4 39 


Parkland 0 5 2 0 0 0 7 


Northern 0 2 2 0 3 0 7 


Total 0 104 47 38 25 29 243 
* Neglect means an act or omission whether intentional or unintentional likely to cause death or that causes, or is reasonably likely 


to cause, serious physical or psychological harm to a vulnerable person, or significant loss to his or her property. 
 
Children’s disABILITY Services 
Children’s disABILITY Services is responsible for policy and program development to 
support children with disabilities, their families and caregivers.  It is a non-statutory, 
voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, adoptive or extended families caring 
for children who have developmental and/or lifelong physical disabilities.  Services and 
supports are intended to strengthen families and reduce stress so that costly out-of-
home placement is prevented or delayed. 
Children’s disABILITY Services provides families with a variety of supports that reflect 
the unique circumstances of each family and the needs of their child.  Staff use a family 
centred approach to assist families with identifying and accessing the formal and 
informal resources that they require.  These supports include individualized services 
such as respite care, child development, supplies, equipment, transportation and 
home/vehicle modifications.   
In collaboration with the departments of Health, Education and the Healthy Child 
Manitoba Office, Children’s disABILITY Services provides policy direction and financial 
support for the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), which includes children’s 
occupational therapy, physiotherapy, speech and language therapy and audiology 
services.  The approach delivers children's therapies more effectively and efficiently 
through increased collaboration between stakeholders, and is more responsive to  
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children’s individual needs.  Therapies are delivered through the Regional Health 
Authorities, school divisions and service agencies.   
The Outreach Therapy for Children (OTC) program is part of the Department’s 
contribution to the broader CTI, and is delivered as a joint venture by the Society for 
Manitobans with Disabilities, the Rehabilitation Centre for Children, and St. Amant.  
Therapists work with the child’s parents or caregivers so that they become the primary 
provider of therapy services and are able to integrate the therapy into the child’s and the 
family’s daily routines.   
Children’s disABILITY Services also funds early intervention autism services.  St. Amant 
Autism Programs deliver Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) services, an early 
intensive behavioural intervention therapy for young children diagnosed with Autism 
Spectrum Disorder.  ABA is delivered by St. Amant in partnership with Manitoba 
Families for Effective Autism Treatment (MFEAT).  The Autism Outreach Program is 
delivered by Early Intervention Autism Specialists in collaboration with Child 
Development Coordinators, and offers a flexible and naturalistic intervention that 
combines developmental and behavioural approaches.    


Key Results Achieved 
• Continued to play a lead role in promoting the development and delivery of 


appropriate services for children with disabilities through collaboration and 
consultation with programs involved in serving children and families, including the 
Healthy Child Manitoba Office; the Child Protection Branch; Manitoba Early Learning 
and Child Care; Manitoba Education; Manitoba Health; and Manitoba Healthy Living, 
Seniors and Consumer Affairs. 


• Continued to provide funding for external agencies that deliver specialized services, 
such as augmentative and adaptive communication devices, auditory-verbal therapy, 
clinical outreach and assistive technology clinics in rural settings.  Funded 
non-government agencies include: the Society for Manitobans with Disabilities; 
Rehabilitation Centre for Children; St. Amant; Community Respite Services; Central 
Speech and Hearing Clinic; Open Access Resource Centre; and Canadian National 
Institute for the Blind.  


• Provided ongoing funding support to regional Children’s Therapy Initiatives, with an 
estimated 45,500 children served across the province in 2012/13. 


• Provided funding for ABA programs.  In 2012/13, St. Amant Autism Programs served 
209 children: 110 in the Early Learning Program; and 99 in the School-Age Learning 
Program through a combination of school and home-based therapy.  
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Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 
Winnipeg 2,533 2,545 2,723 
Eastman 473 478 530 
Interlake 294 286 303 
Central  516 536 557 
Westman 549 495 483 
Parkland 169 178 156 
Northern 212 208 189 
URIS Group A* 38 42 -- 


Total 4,784 4,768 4,941 
* As of 2012/13, children with complex medical needs (URIS Group A) are included in the regional reporting figures and not as a 
 separate group.  


ABA Programs 
Number of Children Served  


 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 


Early Learning Program 
School-Age Learning Program 


 
107 
93 


122 
92 


110 
99 


09-3 B Disability Programs 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,203 14.50 1,109 94 


 
 


 
Other Expenditures 41  186 (145) 1 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 293,099  270,505 22,594 2 
 
Children's disABILITY Services 27,134  27,155 (21)  
 
Total Expenditures 321,477  298,955 22,522  


1. The variance is primarily attributed to lower than expected operating costs. 
2. The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care and day services. 


Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
The Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner (VPCO) ensures the rights of 
individuals with mental disabilities to make decisions affecting their lives are respected 
and protected through the implementation of the substitute decision making provisions 
of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA).  The VPCO 
develops and implements policies related to the substitute decision making provisions of 
the VPA; conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of substitute decision 
makers (SDMs); makes decisions on applications and where warranted, appoints 
SDMs; maintains a register of SDMs; provides advice, consultation and training on the 
SDM provisions of the VPA; and provides information to vulnerable persons, their 
families and the general public.  The Office carries out its statutory duties independently 
and at arms-length from the Department.   
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Key Results Achieved 
• Made decisions on: 


-  95 applications for the appointment of a SDM for a vulnerable person 
-  30 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a vulnerable 


person 
-  71 applications requesting changes during the term of SDM appointments 


• Issued six reasons for decision. 
• Maintained a register of SDM appointments for 1,770 vulnerable persons. 
• Reviewed and monitored financial reports of 545 family members and friends who 


are SDMs for property for vulnerable persons.  
• Conducted reviews of 419 vulnerable persons whose appointment of an SDM was 


expiring, to determine if the appointment should be renewed. 
• Continued to review, update and implement informational resources related to the 


substitute decision making processes. 
• Provided orientation, training, or informational presentations to approximately 20 


community service workers and panel members. 


09-3 C Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 364 5.00 486 (122) 1 
 
Other Expenditures  100  112 (12)  
 
Total Expenditures 464  598 (134)   


1. The variance is primarily attributed to vacancy management. 


Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care oversees the operation of child care in the 
province to ensure safe, accessible, affordable, high-quality early learning and child 
care (ELCC) that supports the positive development of children and their families.  The 
Branch develops legislation, regulations, best practices, policies, procedures and new 
initiatives, and makes recommendations regarding multi-year planning.  It monitors 
compliance and provides funding, program and administrative support to almost 1,100 
community-based ELCC facilities.   
The Branch oversees the Subsidy Program, which provides financial assistance to 
eligible families, and administers operating, capital and training grants for eligible 
facilities.  It also classifies all Child Care Assistants (CCAs) and Early Childhood 
Educators (ECEs) working in licensed centres and provides competency-
basedassessment and recognition programs to enable Child Care Assistants to obtain 
an ECE II classification.  The Branch maintains a province-wide Online Child Care 
Registry that helps parents locate ELCC facilities and register their children on waitlists.  
It also provides support for facilities caring for children with additional support needs.  
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The Branch maintains the Child Care Online system, used by parents, licensed child 
care facilities and departmental staff, to support the operations of the child care system. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Continued to implement Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early 


Learning and Child Care.  Announced on April 28, 2008, the agenda is based on the 
principles of affordability, accessibility and universality, and quality. 


• Continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee and engage 
important stakeholders regarding Manitoba’s ELCC system.  


Affordability 
• Provided funding for the Subsidy Program to support an estimated 8,741 children in 


subsidized child care in every four-week period. 
• Increased subsidy eligibility levels by 5.3 per cent effective July 2012 to expand 


accessibility to child care for lower-income families. 
• Increased parent fees by no more than $1.00 per day in July 2012 while continuing 


to maintain the second lowest regulated parent fees in Canada. 
• Continued to provide operating grants to child care centres, and family and group 


child care home providers. 


Accessibility and Universality 
• Committed funding for an additional 900 centre spaces. 
• Continued to provide enhanced funding for designated nursery school spaces, which 


reduces parent fees to $5 per session and provides additional resources for higher 
program quality. 


• Continued nursery school subsidy to support access by more low- and middle-
income families including stay-at-home parents. 


• Continued to provide parents with convenient online access to register for licensed 
child care on the Online Child Care Registry (OCCR). 


Quality – Workforce Stabilization and Development 
• Continued the Wage Adjustment Fund to assist facilities in raising the wages of 


Early Childhood Educators (ECEs). 
• Continued funding for pension plans and retirement supports for child care workers 


and continued a two-year plan to reimburse half of employees' eligible contributions to 
their centre’s pension plan.  


• Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign.  
• Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to support 


enrolment of students in approved ECE training programs.  
• Continued funding for training supports including tuition grants and staff replacement 


grants, to support students in full-time day and workplace ECE diploma programs.   
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• Continued to provide the $350 training grant for family child care providers and 
CCAs who successfully complete an approved 40-hour course in a recognized ECE 
training program and for ECE IIs seeking to upgrade their classification to the 
ECE III level. 


• Continued funding for the Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to 
return to the field. 


• Continued the Early Childhood Educator: Internationally Educated Qualifications 
program and competency-based training programs. 


• Conducted a wage consultation in the fall of 2012 with licensed non-profit centres, 
and sought qualitative feedback from frontline staff on wages, benefits and work 
environments.  


• Continued the Family Choices Scholarship Fund as an incentive for high school 
graduates in areas with the greatest labour shortage. 


Quality – Learning Environments 
• Continued use of infant and preschool environment rating scales to improve quality. 
• Supported the use of a curriculum framework through information workshops and 


on-site mentoring to help facilities articulate their curriculum for preschool centres 
and nursery schools. 


• Published Early Returns: Manitoba’s ELCC Curriculum Framework for Infant 
Programs.  Workshops and networking sessions were offered throughout the 
province to support staff as they worked towards a curriculum statement. 


• Continued to encourage the inclusion of children with additional support needs in 
licensed settings. 


• Continued to support the development of child care centres in schools and on school 
property as a first choice location for ELCC.  Capital fund priority is given to the 
development of these spaces. 


• Continued to provide capital investments for child care centres not located in 
schools, including construction and renovation costs up to a maximum of $400,000 
for each project. 


• Continued to provide ongoing support to ensure compliance with the legislated Child 
Care Safety Charter, and to help new facilities develop safety plans and codes of 
conduct. 


• Continued to offer board governance training sessions through a partnership with 
the Department’s Agency Accountability and Support Unit.  


• Supported one board governance initiative to develop alternative governance 
models that is more effective and responsive to communities and families.  


• Continued funding supports for small ELCC centres located in rural and northern 
Manitoba to support their sustainability and help improve wages for ECEs.   
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Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 
2011/12 to 2012/13 


 2011/12 2012/13 
Centres No. of Centres No. of Spaces No. of Centres No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  595 24,984 610 25,954 


Unfunded Non-Profit 16 1,316 13 1,161 


Commercial 29 1,268 30 1,465 


Total 640 27,568 653 28,580 


 2011/12 2012/13 
Homes No. of Homes No. of Spaces No. of Homes No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 327 2,282 323 2,283 


Unfunded  93 764 100 771 


Total 420 3,046 423 3,054 


 
Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2013 


 Centres Homes Total 


Region 


 
No. of 


Centres 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 
Homes 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 


Facilities 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


Winnipeg 355 17,600 167 1,144 522 18,744 


Westman 80 2,305 59 442 139 2,747 


Eastman 49 1,931 22 144 71 2,075 


Central 50 1,648 9 63 59 1,711 


Interlake 29 920 42 310 71 1,230 


Parkland 25 696 15 108 40 804 


Northern 22 854 9 72 31 926 


Total 610 25,954 323 2,283 933 28,237 


 
Commercial Centres 
as of March 31, 2013 
 
Region 


 
Total No. of Facilities 


 
Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 25 1,334 


Other Regions 5 131 


Total 30 1,465 
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Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2012/13 


 
Facilities 


Number of  
Licensing Orders* 


Licence 
Suspensions/Refusals 


Non-profit centres 


Commercial centres 


Homes 


4 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


Total 5 0 


*  A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Care Standards Act when serious violations of licensing  
   regulations occur and corrective action must be ordered 


09-3 D Early Learning and Child Care 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,284 34.50 2,069 215  
 
Other Expenditures 921  1,312 (391) 1 
 
Financial Assistance and Grants 134,699  139,358 (4,659) 2 
 
Total Expenditures 137,904  142,739 (4,835)  


1. The variance is primarily due to lower than anticipated principal and interest costs for In-Schools capital projects. 
2. The variance is primarily due to timing and phasing of various capital projects. 
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE 
 


 2011/12 2012/13 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 
Total number of program sites: 1,060 1,076 


• number of child care centres 640 653 
• number of child care homes 420 423 


Program capacity (spaces) 30,614 31,634 
• spaces for preschool children 20,253 21,108 
• spaces for school age children 10,361 10,526 
• change in program capacity (spaces) + 803 +1,020 
• change in program capacity (%) + 2.7%             +3.3% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years1 184,100 188,800 
• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 85,800 90,700 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 98,300 98,100 


Percentage of Manitoba  
children for whom there was a regulated space 16.6% 16.8% 


• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 23.6% 23.3% 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 10.5% 10.7% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Total number of newly 
funded child care spaces in centres2 1,496 970 


• spaces for preschool children 633 875 
• spaces for school age children 863 95 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based) 3 
• infant $28.00 $29.00 
• preschool $18.80 $19.80 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.95 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based) 3 
• infant $20.40 $21.30 
• preschool $16.40 $17.30 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.95 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $  2.00 $  2.00 
Average number of children receiving subsidized child 
care per 4-week period 9,006 8,741 
Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 


• one parent, one preschool child 
- full subsidy up to $15,593 $16,420 
- partial subsidy up to $27,796 $28,354 


• two parents, two preschool children 
- full subsidy up to $21,371 $22,504 
- partial subsidy up to $45,777 $46,372 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 
• infant space $9,685 $10,140 
• preschool space $3,595 $3,692 
• school age space $1,357 $1,407 
• nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $   454 $   466 


Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through parent 
fees and operating grants per space) $   261 $   272 
1   Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey.  Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the 


Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in institutions.  Labour Force estimates had been based on population data from the 2006 
Census. 


2   Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces. 
3   Maximum daily parent fees were increased effective July 1, 2012.  
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 2011/12 2012/13 
Parent fees as percentage of annual centre 
revenue4 


• infant space 43% 43% 
• preschool space 58% 58% 
•   school age space 70% 70% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 


• infant space $1,676 $1,721 
• preschool space $1,061 $1,111 
• school age space  $   644 $   668 


QUALITY 
Regulated ratios (centre based) 


• infant  1:4 1:4 
• preschool  1:8 1:8 
• nursery school  1:10 1:10 
• school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  
• infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 
• school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within first year 
of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-
hour course 


Minimum training requirement for family child care 
licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-
hour course 


Centre staff by classification 
• Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for classification) 1,668 1,726 
• Number of ECE IIIs (post-diploma education required for 


classification) 
  957 985 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as  ECE II or ECE III 


• number of enhanced homes 68 76 
• number of enhanced home spaces 507 559 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs5 +1.5% +4.5% 
Change in income for FCC licensees  +0.1% +4.39% 
Percentage of centres that are non-profit6 95% 95% 
Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 95% 95% 
Number of children served under the Inclusion Support 
Program  1,529 1,510 
Percentage of facilities participating in the 
Inclusion Support Program 


• Centres 59% 63% 
• Homes 12% 12% 


4   Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of eligible 
families. 


5   Based on salary analysis of ECE IIs in funded full-time centres. 
6   Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community 


Studies, August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care 
environments. 
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FAMILY CHOICES:  
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care 


Progress Report to March 31, 2013 
 
 


Agenda Commitment Progress 


 6,500 More Child Care 
Spaces Funded by 2013 


• Funding committed for 6,500 child care spaces for 
children of all ages in need of care. 


 Increased Nursery 
School Enrolment 


• Enhanced funding allocated to 54 nursery schools 
(1,068 spaces) so more children can access an early 
learning opportunity. 


• Maximum fee of $5 per session maintained with full 
subsidies for qualifying families. 


 Family Choices 
Building Fund 


• Funding of $37 million committed for 121 projects to 
renovate, expand or create new child care centres, 
including: 
o 72 that are complete and operating, creating 2,060 


new child care spaces 
o 59 new child care sites (with 34 already complete 


and operating)  
o 45 in schools with surplus space or on school 


property 
• Grants offered in November 2008 and June 2009 to 


help facilities buy equipment, enhance centre security 
and complete renovations to support high quality 
environments for children. 


 Child Care Safety 
Charter 


• Manitoba becomes the first Canadian jurisdiction with a 
legislated Child Care Safety Charter, introduced on 
May 1, 2010. 


• Resources and supports, including province-wide 
workshops, provided to facilities to help them develop 
comprehensive safety plans and codes of conduct. 


• Weather radios provided for programs. 
• Financial support provided to assist child care centres 


in meeting the requirements for controlling visitor 
access. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress 


 Age Appropriate 
Curricula and 
Enhanced Program 
Quality 


• Manitoba’s ELCC Curriculum Framework for preschool 
centres and nursery schools completed in April 2009. 
Revised as Early Returns in 2011.  


• Regulatory requirement regarding the curriculum 
statement now in place for preschool centres and 
nursery schools as of December 31, 2011.  


• Manitoba’s ELCC Curriculum Framework for Infant 
Programs completed September 2012. 


• Regulatory requirement regarding the curriculum 
statement for infant programs in centres comes into 
force July 1, 2013. 


• Mentorship and support provided by quality- 
enhancement team.  


• Infant and preschool environment rating scales used to 
enhance program quality.  Use of family child care 
home-rating scale introduced as a self-assessment tool. 


 Centralized Online 
Registry 


• The Online Child Care Registry (OCCR) was launched 
in the Brandon area in October 2010, and later rolled 
out across the entire province in 2011.  As of March 31, 
2013, there were more than 10,700 total online 
registrants across the province. 


• Mapping feature added November 2011. 
• Beginning January 2012, OCCR statistics are posted 


quarterly on the Department’s website. 
• At March 31, 2013, over 4,600 placements using the 


OCCR since its launch. 


 Lowest Fees Outside of 
Quebec 


• Manitoba continues to regulate maximum fees (only 
Manitoba, Quebec and Prince Edward Island do so) 
and has the lowest fees outside Quebec.   


• Fees across Canada monitored. 


 Greater Inclusion • Program name changed to Inclusion Support Program 
and regulations established to support inclusive 
programming for children. 


• Resources distributed to help facilities write an inclusion 
policy. 


 Flexible Hours • Launched funding supports for rural and northern child 
care centres to meet the unique needs of these smaller 
centres, including seasonal fluctuations. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress 


 Stronger Workforce • Seven per cent unit increase provided in operating 
grants – three per cent in July 2008, three per cent in 
July 2009, and one per cent in July 2012 as part of a 
two-year plan to increase unit funding by two per cent. 


• The two-year plan also includes increases to parent 
fees in July 2012 and a planned increase in July 2013 
to provide additional revenue to meet the commitment 
of a 20 per cent overall funding increase. 


• Wage adjustment fund established to support hourly 
wages of $15.50 for Early Childhood Educator IIs and 
$12.25 for Child Care Assistants in training. 


• Workplace training expanded. 
• Annual training grant increased to $350 for Child Care 


Assistants and also extended to Early Childhood 
Educator IIs. 


• A new recruitment campaign launched – “It’s the small 
wonders that make this career great”. 


• Family Choices Scholarship Fund started as an 
incentive for high school graduates to enrol at University 
College of the North and Université de Saint-Boniface 
(areas with the greatest labour shortage). 


• Funding for pension plans and retirement supports for 
child care workers launched December 2010 and 
includes: support for the employer contributions to 
pension plans up to four per cent of employee salary; 
matching RRSP contributions for family child care 
providers; and a retirement benefit for child care 
workers. 


• Two-year funding to support employee contributions to 
their pension plans (up to two per cent of gross salary) 
launched on October 1, 2011. 


• Family Child Care Recruitment Strategy Working Group 
established in June 2012.  Options for expanding family 
child care are under development. 


• ELCC Wage Survey distributed to licensed non-profit 
centres September 2012, and feedback sought from 
frontline staff.  Options to standardize wages for the 
sector are being developed. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress 


 Strategic Expansion • Ongoing research to identify the need for the strategic 
expansion of child care spaces for areas of greatest 
need. 


• Funding for smaller rural and northern centres was 
implemented effective January 1, 2012. 


 Stronger Parental 
Stewardship 


• Six community groups funded in 2008/09, four in 
2009/10, two in 2010/11, three in 2011/12 and one in 
2012/13 to support initiatives that enhance board 
governance. 


• Ongoing board orientations available for new child care 
board members and ad hoc training sessions for child 
care centre boards.  Three orientations were offered in 
Winnipeg in 2011/12 and four were offered in 2012/13. 


• Board members from centres across Manitoba received 
board governance training: 51 centres in 2009/10, 51 
centres in 2010/11, 63 centres in 2011/12, and 74 
centres in 2012/13. 
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Child and Family Services Division 
The Child and Family Services Division is responsible for three branches: Strategic 
Initiatives and Program Support, Child Protection, and the Family Violence Prevention 
Program.   
The division’s objectives are to provide central program, policy management (including 
data analytics) and evaluation for Child and Family Services programs including Family 
Conciliation Services, provide policy, program and administrative direction and support 
for services to children in care, child protection and adoption services to communities 
and families in accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and 
Family Services Authorities Act, and The Adoption Act, which are delivered and 
managed by four child and family services authorities and their mandated agencies (as 
well, there are specialized services delivered by other agencies); provide funding, 
program and administrative direction to a continuum of 28 community-based agencies 
offering services to at risk children and families; promote the elimination of family 
violence through funding, and service quality monitoring, and program and 
administrative support to community-based agencies that offer a wide continuum of 
services to women, men and children who are affected by family violence across the 
province; and, change societal attitudes about the issues related to family violence 
through public education and training. 


Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
The Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch (SIPS) coordinates strategic 
divisional and program initiatives among the operational branches in the Division, and in 
cooperation with other key departments.  The Branch provides support to the Assistant 
Deputy Minister and provides central program, funding and policy support for the 
Division and the programs and services delivered within the Division including Family 
Conciliation Services.  The Branch also coordinates the implementation of major new 
initiatives, supports collaboration among the branches, programs, services in the 
Division, as well as other divisions within the Department and other key departments; 
and coordinates long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within 
the Department and across government.   
The Branch helps to ensure fiscal and program accountability by assisting branches, 
programs and services to manage financial resources and relationships with agencies.  
It provides recommendations on legislative changes to support government initiatives 
and priorities.  The Branch also supports the continuous improvement of divisional 
programs and services by conducting program evaluations, participating in quality 
assurance reviews, and providing advice to the branches, programs and services and 
funded organizations on how to incorporate best practice approaches into service 
delivery.   
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Key Results Achieved 
• Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare 


services resulting from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child 
Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in cooperation with four Child and Family Services 
Authorities (Authorities): 
- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority  
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority  
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority 
- The General Child and Family Services Authority  


• Continued to work with the four Authorities directly and through the Office of the 
Child and Family Services Standing Committee. 


• Continued to participate in the implementation of the Changes for Children: 
Strengthening the Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan launched in response to 
recommendations contained in the external reviews commissioned to address 
concerns about the child welfare system.  The Manitoba government accepted the 
recommendations of the reviews and announced an initial investment of $42 million 
over three years in the following priority areas – workload relief, training and 
prevention.  The Action Plan work includes responding to these recommendations 
as well as those from related reports of the Office of the Auditor General and the 
Office of the Children’s Advocate.  There are a total of 295 recommendations. 


• Continued to support the implementation of financial initiatives to address the 
recommendations of the external reviews completed in 2006. 


• In collaboration with the Child Protection Branch, continued to work with Aboriginal 
Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC) and First Nations Authorities 
on the implementation of an on-reserve prevention framework which complements 
Differential Response/Family Enhancement, and to assist agencies in their 
completion of five-year business plans as part of Manitoba’s agreement with AANDC 
regarding the funding of First Nations Child and Family Services agencies in 
Manitoba. 


• Continued to support the Commission of Inquiry into the Circumstances Surrounding 
the Death of Phoenix Sinclair.  Specific timelines and the final report are established 
by the Commission. 


• Worked with the Child Protection Branch and the Authorities on matters such as 
Differential Response/Family Enhancement, evaluation, quality assurance, 
governance, information technology, accountability and financial management.  


• Assisted child and family services agencies to obtain the equipment, training and 
support necessary to fulfill their obligation to use the Child and Family Services 
Applications (CFSA).  


• Oversaw CFSA system performance; addressed technology issues in cooperation 
with the Department of Innovation, Energy and Mines; monitored compliance by 
users; and implemented technical and ‘ease of use’ performance enhancements to 
the current system as resources allowed.   
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• Completed a number of CFSA projects in 2012/13 which included adding Service 
Planning Assessments to child in care and alert cases; ensuring compatibility with 
the introduction of 10-digit telephone dialing in Manitoba; and responding to requests 
from frontline social workers for ‘ease of use’ enhancements to transfer intakes from 
one agency to another. 


• Coordinated policy development consistent with government, departmental and 
divisional priorities, objectives and available resources and provided policy support 
to branches, programs and services, including Family Conciliation Services. 


• Developed implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing 
services. 


• Coordinated and provided support for division-wide strategic planning, with an 
emphasis on enhancing the means to coordinate and collaborate in the 
management of initiatives, the development of policy, analysis of data and 
recommendations from reviews, as well as the timely response to issues. 


• Conducted, coordinated, reviewed, and participated in research and program 
evaluations, and advised branches, programs, services and Authorities, mandated 
and community-based agencies on best practice models. 


• Processed requests for access to information and to privacy issues under The 
Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health 
Information Act and coordinated responses. 


• Continued to work with the Administration and Finance Division and the Department 
as a whole, on the enhanced approach to quality assurance, accountability and 
performance management. 


• Continued, in cooperation with the Administration and Finance Division, to work in 
collaboration with the Authorities, mandated agencies and the federal government to 
implement a harmonized funding model to provide equitable funding for all agencies 
regardless of funding source.  The new model introduced funding for early intervention 
and prevention services to children and families in Manitoba.  


• Worked with the Agency Accountability and Support Unit and the Administration and 
Finance Division regarding financial and program accountability requirements and 
processes, and provided support to branches, programs, services and Authorities 
and agencies in meeting their financial management and accountability obligations. 


• Supported and participated in government and inter-sectoral coordination of ongoing 
and new strategies for children and youth across government and in partnership 
initiatives with other governments and sectors.  Examples include the Healthy Child 
Manitoba Strategy, ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy, 
Housing initiatives, and the Youth Suicide Prevention Strategy. 


• Participated in departmental priorities and initiatives such as integrated service 
delivery, service improvements, corporate training and human resource renewal.   
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09-4 A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support (SIPS)  


 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,728 37.00 2,245 483 


 
1 


 
 Other Expenditures 163  179 (16) 


 
 


 
 Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-  
    Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 19  484 (465) 


 
2 


 Total Expenditures  2,910  2,908 2  


* The 2012/13 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation.  One SIPS FTE is dedicated to Family Conciliation Services policy work. 


1. The variance is primarily due to improving analytical capacity and accountability and costs related to the Phoenix Sinclair Inquiry. 
2. The variance is primarily due to a delay in initiating projects related to governance and quality assurance. 


Family Conciliation Services 
• Act as the social services arm of the Court of Queen's Bench, Family Division and 


Provincial Court, Manitoba Justice.   
• Offer a continuum of dispute resolution services to Manitoba families disrupted by 


separation, divorce or the death of a parent where the ongoing parenting of children is 
of primary concern.  These services are meant to provide families with an alternative 
to litigation or a costly trial in resolving their child custody, access and guardianship 
issues.  These families are structurally and ethno-culturally diverse, and include 
nuclear families, step families, extended families, multigenerational families, lone-
parent families, same-sex headed families and grandparent-led families. 


• Provide informational/support programs for parents, children and extended family 
members such as grandparents.  


• Oversees the development and monitoring of program policies and service standards; 
training, leadership and collaboration in the development of regional service; and 
consultation and networking with stakeholders and the public; and undertake relevant 
research, with support from SIPS, to enhance policy and program development.  


• Provided a range of services to Winnipeg, Eastman, Interlake and Central community 
areas through the regional office in Winnipeg and to Westman, Parkland, and 
Northern regions through Rural and Northern Services of Community Services 
Delivery Division (CSD).  These services included: 
− Information/Referral.  CSD program managers do intake in the Westman, 


Parkland and Northern Regions.  A full-time family relations counsellor in 
Winnipeg assists individuals and families to address immediate issues and 
explore possible solutions.  Information is offered on government-based and 
community services.  In-house or community-based referrals are made as part of 
the intake process.  Pre-screening for mediation is also done via the intake 
process.   
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− Conciliation Counselling.  Short-term, solution-focused separation-related 
counselling focused on parents’ and children’s adjustment to family reorganization.  
Conciliation counselling is useful in assisting a parent or assessing the parents’ 
needs regarding their separation issues, and may help a parent and child to 
connect or reconnect, or as part of the Grandparent Advisor service. 


− Mediation.  Structured, short-term intervention which is voluntary and 
confidential.  This service assists separating parents or legal guardians to 
develop a parenting or access plan; support a continuing relationship among 
children, parents and extended family; and protect children from parental conflict.  
Parents may also choose to mediate financial issues, such as child support, 
spousal support and division of marital property as part of Comprehensive Co-
mediation.  Comprehensive Co-mediation is offered in the Winnipeg Region and 
on a pilot basis until year end in the Eastman and Central Regions.  A lawyer, 
mediator and a family relations counsellor work with the separated parents during 
Comprehensive Co-mediation.  


− Court-Ordered Assessments.  Performed by Family Conciliation Services 
(FCS) at the request of the court to provide comprehensive family evaluations, 
professional opinions and recommendations that reflect the best interests of 
children involved in custody, access and guardianship disputes.  The 
assessment information can be used in a number of ways: to divert litigants from 
trial; to resolve custody and/or access disputes through settlement and lawyer 
negotiations; or to help a judge make decisions at trial.  Assessments serve 
parents, children, lawyers and the court by recommending courses of action and 
available resources that may reduce parental and/or family conflict which is 
harmful to children.  


− Brief Consultation.  Short consultative service for families and children that 
focuses on the input of children ages 11 to 17 in custody and/or access matters 
that affect them.  Consultations may also address issues related to time sharing, 
child developmental needs, mobility, parental communication and other aspects 
of parenting arrangements for children of all ages.  


− For the Sake of the Children.  A parent information program that helps parents 
to focus on their children’s needs following separation and divorce.  This program 
is an essential first step to participation in mediation.  It is also mandatory for all 
parties contesting custody, access or guardianship of children through the court, 
including grandparents, other extended family members, and significant others. 


− Caught in the Middle.  A therapeutic group for children ages 8 to 12.  The group 
takes place in a peer setting and addresses post-separation issues, such as 
trauma, loss and family reorganization.  This six-week session is designed for 
children living in families who are experiencing high parental conflict.  


− Just for Teens.  An information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents 
have separated.  This group program helps them adjust to their parents’ separation 
and/or divorce.  Program content includes family transition, feelings of grief and 
loss, the legal process and answers to other questions that teens may have about 
parental separation.  Peer support is an important aspect of this service.  
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− Teen Workshop.  A community-based session offered in the Westman Region 
for teens struggling with issues related to parental separation. 


− Grand Relations.  A range of services for improving access between children and 
their extended-family, step-family members or significant others.  These services 
were developed in response to an amendment to The Child and Family Services 
Act and include the mandatory For the Sake of the Children parent information 
program; First Choice (an Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a 
court-ordered assessment); and the Grandparent Advisor service.  As part of the 
overall Grand Relations strategy, best practices/models of alternative dispute 
resolution services (out-of-court solutions) for families experiencing parental 
separation continue to be researched for future consideration. 


− Grandparent Advisor Service.  A full-time family relations counsellor provides 
direct service to grandparents who are seeking access to their grandchildren as 
well as to facilitate a monthly support group to assist them throughout this process. 


− The First Choice Service.  A confidential neutral evaluation service to help 
parents resolve their parenting plan issues.  The service uses gender-balanced 
teams and may include the parties’ lawyers.  The parties are provided with a 
preview of what a court-ordered assessment would likely focus on if a traditional 
family evaluation was requested by the court.  The team makes recommendations 
regarding child-focussed arrangements based on the best interests of the children.  
The service provides an opportunity to settle child-related matters in a timely way 
and is available to family members seeking access to a child.  First Choice began 
as a three-year pilot project and gained permanent program status in 2011/12. 


Key Results Achieved 
• In 2012/13, Family Conciliation Services offered the following assistance to families 


that were disrupted by separation, divorce or the death of a parent: 
• Information and Referral (Intake) - 3,178 clients 
• Parent Information Program - 6,385 clients 
• Conciliation Counselling - 6 clients 
• Mediation - 372 families (includes 108 Comprehensive Co-mediations) 
• Court-Ordered Assessments - 175 
• Brief Consultation - 117 families 
• Children’s Therapeutic Groups - 13 children 
• Grand Relations Services - 302 contacts (one-hour on average), 17 formal 


cases and an average of 11 regular attendees at the monthly Grandparent 
Support Group. 


• First Choice - 103 families 


In addition, Family Conciliation Services:  
• Collaborated with Manitoba Justice and Justice Canada’s Supporting Families Initiative 


to remake the Legal Considerations video, a major component of the mandatory For the 
Sake of the Children program.   
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• Strengthened its communication and collaborative processes with the court and the 
Family Law Branch. 


• Instituted a regional management consultation process that met regularly via 
teleconference to discuss issues related to the delivery of family conciliation services 
across regions (Winnipeg and Rural & Northern Service Delivery), enhancing FCS’ 
provincial scope. 


• Proactively addressed the increasing demand for court-ordered assessment services 
(i.e. Court Ordered Assessments, First Choice and Brief Consultations) by shifting its 
court-designated mediators and family evaluators between services to strategically 
manage service fluctuations, including designating wait lists. 


• Ensured that all its court-designated family relations counsellors were able to do court-
ordered assessments, with the majority of them also able to do mediation, increasing its 
flexibility to meet court-mandated service demands. 


• Increased community-engagement capacity through board involvement with Families in 
Transition, a community-based organization, and as a member of the Attachment 
Network. 


• Expanded its teaching and mentorship roles for social work students via practicum 
placements including a Francophone student from The University of St. Boniface and a 
student from Developmental Studies at the University of Winnipeg. 


• Undertook testing of distance mediation via teleconferencing. 
• Continued to update the service standards manual and the For the Sake of the 


Children’s curriculum. 
• Successfully concluded the two-year pilot project to expand Comprehensive Co-


mediation service to the Eastman and Central areas which enabled more separated 
parents to access this service closer to their home communities, with over 90 per cent 
reaching some form of agreement with respect to parenting plan issues, support and the 
division of family property. 


• Continued to deliver public information and education presentations to inform the public 
of the needs of divorcing and separating families and the services provided by FCS, as 
well as education presentations to describe services to lawyers and the courts to 
encourage appropriate referrals and utilization of its alternative dispute resolution 
services. 


• Successfully completed First Choice’s first year as a fully integrated, permanent 
program within Family Conciliation Services. 


• Expanded the Grandparent Advisor service to include an assessment service for 
grandparents, stepparents and other extended family members seeking access to minor 
children via the court system. 


• Revised materials for information sessions for extended family members such as 
grandparents who wish access to their grandchildren or to learn how to best assist 
their families during and after parental separation.   
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• Maintained the expansion of the For the Sake of the Children parent information 
program to include service in the Eastman Region (Steinbach) as well as in the 
Central Region (Morden and Portage la Prairie) so that clients did not have to travel 
outside their region to participate in the program. 


• Continued to offer the First Choice service in the Westman Region and the 
Comprehensive Co-mediation service in the Eastman and Central Regions (on a 
pilot project basis) until year end. 


• Developed an online registration tool for the For the Sake of the Children program 
which, when implemented, will improve access for hard-to-reach clients. 


Family Conciliation Services Mediation Referral Sources   


 Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region 
Northern Region 


(Thompson) 
Northern Region 


(Norman) 


Referral 
Source 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2012/13 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2012/13 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2012/13 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2012/13 


2010/11 


2011/12* 


2012/13 


Court 16% 19% 17% 1% 5% 9% -% -% -% 9% 17% 4% -% -% 14% 


Lawyer 2% 5% 3% 10% 9% 15% -% -% -% 21% 33% 17% -% -% 57% 


Self 80% 75% 73% 88% 84% 70% 83% 100% 100% 70% 50% 79% 100% -% 29% 


Other 2% 1% 7% 1% 2% 6% 17% -% -% -% -% -% -% -% -% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% -% 100% 


*  The Norman Region experienced a staff vacancy until November 2011.  During the period of this vacancy, casework was covered  
off by staff working in the Thompson Region.  Any casework undertaken since the hiring of a new worker in the Norman Region  
remained active/open at year end.    
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Family Conciliation Service Profile† 


 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 


Type of Service 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an* 


Total 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


Information and 
Referral*** 1,455 521 58 223 11 2,268 2,581 502 42 215 - 3,340 2,343 530 45 240 - 3,158 


Conciliation 
Counselling 1 4 - - - 5 4 - - - - 4 5 - 1 - - 6 


Mediation 278 72 6 17 7 3801 282 45 5 18 - 3502 286 47 3 29 7 3723 
Court-Ordered 
Assessment  
(COARS) 


129 45 3 4 5 186 125 26 11 9 - 171 129 25 10 7 4 175 


Brief Consultation 
Service 80 1 - - - 81 107 - - - - 107 115 1 - 1 - 117 


Children's Group 26 - - - - 26 27 - - - - 27 13 - - - - 13 
Grand Relations  
- Service 37 - - - - 37 23 - - - - 23 17 - - - - 17 


Grand Relations 
- Information**** 195 - - - - 195 215 - - - - 215 302 - - - - 302 


 
First Choice*** 82 1 - - - 83 70 10 - - - 80 97 6 - - - 103 
Parent Education 
Program  5,696 604 207 89 56 6,652 5,134 425 155 20 - 5,734 5,778 347 181 57 22 6,385 


TOTAL 7,979 1,248 274 333 79 9,913 8,568 1,008 213 262 - 10,051 9,085 956 240 334 33 10,648 


*  The Norman Region experienced a staff vacancy until November 2011.  During the period of this vacancy, casework was covered  
off by staff working in the Thompson Region.  Any casework undertaken since the hiring of a new worker in the Norman Region  
remained active/open at year end.  


**  Services in the Eastman, Interlake, and part of the Central Region are provided by the Winnipeg Region.  The Westman Region  
 provides the balance of services to the Central Region. 
*** The number of cases for the First Choice Service is dependent on court referrals.  Initial and subsequent Intake calls are tracked  
 individually as a unit of service since 2011/12. 
**** Information includes consultation. 
 
1 91 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 
2 104 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 
3 108 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 
 


† The service profile captures only closed cases.  Annual caseloads per region are reflected in the chart 
 following.  
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Family Conciliation Caseload Summary by Region 


 REGION SERVICES 


Cases 
Carried over 
from 2011/12 


New Cases in 
2012/13 


Total Active 
Caseload 
2012/13 


Cases 
Closed in 
2012/13 


Carried over 
Cases into 
2013/14 


WINNIPEG 
Conciliation 
Counselling 1 4 5 5 0 


  Mediation 82 177 259 180 79 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 89 145 234 129 105 


  Co-Mediation 67* 100 167 106 61 


  
Brief 
Consultation 33 113 146 115 31 


  
Grand 
Relations 2 17 19 17 2 


  First Choice  46 84 130 97 33 
Total   320* 640 960 649 311 


BRANDON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 22 42 64 46 18 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 30 42 72 25 47 


 
Co-Mediation 0 1 1 1 0 


  
Brief 
Consultation 0 2 2 1 1 


  First Choice 1 7 8 6 2 
Total   53 94 147 79 68 


THOMPSON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 11 24 35 28 7 


 
Co-Mediation 0 3 3** 1 2 


 


Brief 
Consultation 0 1 1 1 0 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 3 11 14 7 7 


Total   14 39 53 37 16 


DAUPHIN 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 1 1 1 0 


  Mediation 2* 1 3 3 0 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 8 8 16 10 6 


Total   10* 10 20 14 6 


FLIN FLON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 6 1 7 7 0 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 3 1 4 4 0 


Total   9 2 11 11 0 
GRAND 
TOTAL   406* 785 1,191 790 401 


*   2011/12 figures have been corrected 
** 2012/13 comprehensive co-mediations in Thompson were done via video conferencing (long-distance) mediation . 
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Child Protection Branch 
The primary objective of the Child Protection Branch is to plan, develop, oversee and fund 
a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout Manitoba that 
contributes to the healthy social development of children, families and communities, and 
in particular, those at risk, and which operates in accordance with The Child and Family 
Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act, and The Adoption Act.  This 
includes funding and oversight of the four Child and Family Services Authorities (the 
Authorities) and the development of programs and services such as early intervention and 
prevention services designed to support, supplement and, where necessary, substitute for 
parental care.  The Child Protection Branch also manages, directs and supports branch 
programs and services to ensure effective service delivery and effective service delivery 
oversight through quality assurance measures in relation to the four Authorities.   
The Child Protection Branch’s programs and services include Centralized Services, 
Provincial Investigations, Risk Assessment, Quality Assurance, Intersectoral Activities 
and Community Supports, Adoption and Post-Adoption Services, Provincial Licensing, 
and Core Competency-Based and Information System Training.  


Key Results Achieved 
• Worked in partnership with the federal government and local community 


stakeholders to develop the Winnipeg Children’s Advocacy Centre which officially 
opened in January 2013, to better serve the needs of children through a 
coordinated, multi-systems approach to child abuse investigations where 
prosecution is likely. 


• Provided funding and other supports to 28 community-based agencies that provide a 
broad range of early intervention and prevention programs and services to at risk 
children, families and communities.  Monitored the service delivery and performance 
of those services to ensure they continue to meet the needs of the community. 


• Provided funding to the Authorities who are responsible for the operations and 
delivery of child and family services through the agencies they mandate.  


• Ensured the continued operation of the First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and 
Family Services Authority (the Authority) in accordance with legislated requirements 
(S. 28 of The Child and Family Services Authorities Act) through a Ministerial order 
placing the Authority under Administration.  Appointed four Directors in an advisory 
board capacity to the Administrator. 


• Administered centralized provincial services which include the Adoption, Post-
Adoption, Paternity, Adult Abuse (in collaboration with Disability Programs and Early 
Learning and Child Care) and Child Abuse Registries, Criminal Risk Assessments, 
provincial investigations, licensing of residential child care facilities, intake and 
inquiry concerns, and interprovincial queries. 


• Increased awareness of child and youth sexual exploitation through the 
implementation of Tracia’s Trust: Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy (the 
Strategy), which has an annual budget of $10 million.  Examples include providing 
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information sessions to various partners and stakeholders regarding The Child 
Sexual Exploitation and Human Trafficking Act which was proclaimed April 30, 2012; 
the fifth annual “Stop Child Sexual Exploitation Awareness Week” in March 2013; 
and the stabilization of many vulnerable children identified as high-risk victims 
through the StreetReach initiative in Winnipeg and Thompson.  


• Continued to operate the Manitoba Youth Transitional Employment Assistance 
Mentorship (MYTEAM), a four-year pilot project in Winnipeg and Thompson to 
support youth 16 to 21 years of age who are leaving, or have recently left the 
temporary care of Manitoba CFS agencies as they transition to living independently 
as adults in the community. 


• Continued to participate on the National Outcome Measures Sub-committee, which 
develops, tests and validates standardized indicators of child welfare outcomes and 
reports regularly to the Provincial/Territorial Directors of Child Welfare Committee. 


• Through the Continuous Quality Improvement framework, the Branch continued to 
consult and communicate with the Authorities on policy and program issues, 
monitored fiscal and program issues and assisted with further development of their 
agency relations functions.  Completed a community-based agency review and a 
Whistleblower disclosure review as well as commenced one Authority review and 
three residential child care facility reviews. 


• Continued to review, develop, update and maintain the online child and family 
services standards manual and worked in collaboration with the Authorities in the 
development of standards with respect to services provided to children and families.  


• Managed the Exceptional Circumstances Fund, which covers the costs of children in 
care assessed within the Level V range and the cost of select one-time only items 
for any child in care regardless of level. 


• Implemented the Individual Rate Adjustment Protocol (IRAP) which provides the 
interim procedures CFS agencies must follow when changing rates for children in 
care.  Reviewed approximately 750 rate increases for individualized care plans in 
conjunction with the four CFS Authorities. 


• Delivered core Child and Family Services Application training.  The number of 
participants doubled from the previous year to meet the needs of the Authorities and 
agencies. 


• Coordinated and delivered, in collaboration with the Manitoba Association of 
Residential Treatment Resources (MARTR), core competency-based training and 
specialized training to caseworkers, supervisors, child and youth care workers and 
foster parents.  Work began on the re-development of the Caseworker Core and the 
Supervisor Core curriculums to ensure that child and family services workers and 
supervisors receive training that is current, relevant and responsive to gaps in training 
that have been identified in recommendations from the Manitoba Ombudsman and 
Office of the Children’s Advocate reviews. 


• Maintained and facilitated support services for foster parents (i.e. Foster Parent 
Intentional Damage Compensation Plan).  Also partnered with the Manitoba Foster 
Family Network to develop and deliver training for foster parents, including piloting 
the Mentorship Program for Foster Parents.   
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• Continued to review and assess the existing 148 licensed residential child care 
facilities to ensure they are in compliance with the Child Care Facilities (Other than 
Foster Homes) Licensing Regulation and corresponding Standards Manual.  
Continued to review and assess new applications for licences under this Regulation.  


• Continued to license and monitor adoption agencies to ensure compliance with The 
Adoption Act and corresponding regulations, standards and policies.  Completed 
quality assurance measures as deemed appropriate as part of the licensing body 
responsibilities for the agencies. 


• Continued to work in collaboration with the federal government and provincial/ 
territorial counterparts in the areas of international adoption and as the Central 
Authority for Manitoba under The Hague Convention on Protection of Children and 
Co-operation in Respect of Intercountry Adoption. 


• Administered the support program for adoptive parents, such as the Financial 
Assistance to Permanent Wards Subsidy Program, to provide incentives and 
supports to adoptive families for the adoption of Permanent Wards in Manitoba. 


• Managed the placements for children in residential and specialized resources in 
Manitoba through the Provincial Placement Desk, which included 191 child care 
facility beds and 179 specialized foster care beds. 


• Continued to investigate allegations of child abuse against any person who works for 
or provides services to an agency or child care facility under Section 18.6 of The 
Child and Family Services Act. 


09-4B Child Protection  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,864 70.50 4,461 403 


 
   


 
Other Expenditures 1,823  2,041 (218) 


 
  


 
Authorities and Maintenance of  
   Children 413,890  395,859 18,031 1 


  
 
The Family Support Innovations Fund 162  934 (772) 


 
2   


 
Total Expenditures  420,739  403,295 17,444 


 
   


*  The 2012/13 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
    Appropriation.   
1. The variance is primarily attributed to an increase in the number of children in care and increased costs for Child Maintenance. 
2. The variance is primarily attributable to reduced funding related to service projects no longer required due to the implementation 


of the Child and Family Services Funding Model. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2011/12 2012/13 
   
Licensed Facilities 144 148 
Licensed Beds 760 770 
Funded Beds 255 249 
Training 
Joint Training Team – Provincial Competency-Based Training1  1,704 1,511 
Joint Training Team – Specialized Training2 5,270 6,388 
Child and Family Services Application (CFSA)3 359 920 
Registries 
  Adoption  
     Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards4 42 53  
     Division 2 – Private Adoptions5 16 14  
     Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions6 37 21  
     Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions7 1 5  
     Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions8 5 9 
  Post-Adoption  


Post-Adoption Registrations 206 220  
     Post-Adoption Reunions 79 112 
  Child Abuse  
     Child Abuse Registrations (CAR)  280 297  
     Employers/Others Using Registry9 997 1,041  
     Child Abuse Registry Checks 70,039 71,160 
Others  
     Child Abuse Investigations 2,956 2,938  
     Criminal Risk Assessments (CRA)10 12,820 11,563  
     Repatriations 5 5  
     Interprovincial Alerts 580 625  
     Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries11 1,511 2,487 
   
1 There was a decrease in numbers as the Supervisor Core and Caseworker Core curriculums were both under re-development. 
2 There was an increase in numbers as each Authority has increased training by approximately 250 participants.  Training in the 


new Differential Response/Family Enhancement model has been introduced. 
3 There was an increase in numbers of participants in both individualized and group off-site training sessions to meet the needs of 


the CFS Authorities and agencies. 
4 Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 
5 Child placed by biological parent. 
6 Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba.  Note:  The numbers of Intercountry Adoptions have 


decreased in North America based on a worldwide downward trend in International Adoptions permitted. 
7 Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years. 
8 Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months. 
9 Technical efficiencies provide improved data and information regarding the number of organizations with access to the registry. 


The number of organizations using the registry services increased again in 2012/13 as many organizations are now required by 
legislation to have CAR checks completed.  Additionally, changes in insurance policy requirements have resulted in more 
organizations now requiring CAR checks. 


10 Agencies use Criminal Risk Assessments (CRAs) as one of many tools to assess risk; therefore, some agencies will utilize the 
tool more or less frequently.  Numbers will vary according to, and may be dependent on, the agencies understanding and 
knowledge of the tool.  Total CRAs completed is 11,563 for the year (this includes 3,691 that were conducted on behalf of 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care). 


11 There was an increase in numbers as the Notice of Maternity and Live Births notifications became part of the Intake and Inquiry 
duties, and therefore, are now being reported.  In accordance with Section 9(4) of The Child and Family Services Act, hospitals or 
other institutions who are providing prenatal or accouchement care to an unmarried minor, are required to notify the director or an 
agency on a prescribed form; and also report the birth of the child to the director forthwith.  The notifications to the director are 
provided by the Branch to the appropriate agencies/Authorities. 
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1 Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare. 
2  Churchill Child and Family Services merged with Northern Region May 30, 2012. 
3  Number of Families Receiving Services includes Protection, Voluntary Family Service and Family Enhancement cases. 
 
  


Provincial Caseload by Category 
As at March 31, 2013 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


 
Service Providers 


Number 
of 


Children 
in Care 


Number of 
Extensions 


in Care 


Number of 
Families 


Receiving 
Services3 


Number of 
Unmarried 
Adolescent 


Parents TOTAL 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY      


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 698 18 742 73 1,531 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 634 17 341 18 1,010 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 521 0 394 44 959 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 392 0 347 21 760 
Nikan Awasiak Agency 130 3 242 7 382 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 


Community Services 417 5 353 
 


24 799 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 


Services, Inc. 132 8 127 10 277 
Sub-Total 2,924 51 2,546 197 5,718 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY      


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 344 18 225 1 588 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 535 21 248 12 816 
Child and Family Services All Nations 


Coordinated Response Network 33 0 165 0 198 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 685 25 347 26 1,083 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 171 10 361 0 542 
Peguis Child and Family Services 233 7 218 6 464 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 406 7 182 0 595 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 239 8 167 3 417 
Southeast Child and Family Services 1,076 46 606 6 1,734 
West Region Child and Family Services 608 17 469 14 1,108 


Sub-Total 4,330 159 2,988 68 7,545 
GENERAL AUTHORITY      


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 164 15 241 1 421 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 158 8 442 12 620 
Eastman Region 175 27 321 6 529 
Interlake Region 79 1 156 0 236 
Jewish Child and Family Service1 25 1 246 0 272 
Northern Region2 74 9 108 2 193 
Parkland Region 9 0 66 0 75 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 1,013 109 2,016 13 3,151 


Sub-Total 1,697 170 3,596 34 5,497 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY      


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 795 53 787 7 1,642 
Michif Child and Family Services 194 2 200 2 398 


Sub-Total 989 55 987 9 2,040 


TOTAL 9,940 435 10,117 308 20,800 
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 
As at March 31, 2013 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers Inuit Métis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status 


Not 
Aboriginal TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY       
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0 129 569 0 698 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 150 484 0 634 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 4 517 0 521 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 0 10 382 0 392 
Nikan Awasiak Agency 0 0 22 108 0 130 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
   Community Services 0 0 48 366 3 417 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 0 0 5 127 0 132 


Sub-Total 0 0 368 2,553 3 2,924 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 16 71 249 8 344 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 4 58 473 0 535 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network 0 10 6 16 1 33 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 2 174 509 0 685 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 38 133 0 171 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 3 25 189 16 233 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 0 17 389 0 406 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 0 1 16 222 0 239 
Southeast Child and Family Services 0 5 110 960 1 1,076 
West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 256 352 0 608 


Sub-Total 0 41 771 3,492 26 4,330 
GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 11 10 14 129 164 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 13 9 12 124 158 
Eastman Region 1 17 14 20 123 175 
Interlake Region 0 17 3 8 51 79 
Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 25 25 
Northern Region1 3 5 12 28 26 74 
Parkland Region 0 0 1 5 3 9 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 1 77 48 146 741 1,013 


Sub-Total 5 140 97 233 1,222 1,697 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 13 609 48 80 45 795 
Michif Child and Family Services 6 114 7 56 11 194 


Sub-Total 19 723 55 136 56 989 


TOTAL 24 904 1,291 6,414 1,307 9,940 


1  Churchill Child and Family Services merged with Northern Region May 30, 2012. 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 
As at March 31, 2013 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 
Foster  


Homes1 
Residential 


Care2 


Other  
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected  
Adoption  
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba   370 12 261 1 54 698 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring  
   Agency 223 92 266 0 53 634 
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 418 25 1 0 77 521 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 302 8 76 0 6 392 
Nikan Awasiak Agency 78 9 35 0 8 130 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family  
   and Community Services 278 29 97 0 13 417 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 72 11 44 0 5 132 


Sub-Total 1,741 186 780 1 216 2,924 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 239 26 68 0 11 344 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 406 22 97 0 10 535 
Child and Family Services All Nations  
   Coordinated Response Network 14 4 13 0 2 33 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family  
   Services 467 16 171 0 31 685 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 126 2 38 0 5 171 
Peguis Child and Family Services 164 6 55 0 8 233 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 260 10 115 0 21 406 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 107 6 53 0 73 239 
Southeast Child and Family Services 733 36 275 0 32 1,076 
West Region Child and Family Services 375 14 219 0 0 608 


Sub-Total 2,891 142 1,104 0 193 4,330 
GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central  
   Manitoba 95 8 37 4 20 164 
Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 91 19 32 5 11 158 
Eastman Region 110 12 45 0 8 175 
Interlake Region 36 5 33 0 5 79 
Jewish Child and Family Service 12 0 9 0 4 25 
Northern Region5 38 15 13 0 8 74 
Parkland Region 9 0 0 0 0 9 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 520 163 246 39 45 1,013 


Sub-Total 911 222 415 48 101 1,697 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 588 44 133 9 21 795 
Michif Child and Family Services 97 15 72 0 10 194 


Sub-Total 685 59 205 9 31 989 
TOTAL 6,228 609 2,504 58 541 9,940 
1 Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 
2 Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 
3 Includes places of safety. 
4 Includes St. Amant, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities. 
5 Churchill Child and Family Services merged with Northern Region May 30, 2012. 
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1 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 
2 Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
3 Churchill Child and Family Services merged with Northern Region May 30, 2012. 
4 Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
  


Number of Children In Care by Legal Status  
as at March 31  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 


2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY                         
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 406 146 166 718 388 108 141 637 434 129 135 698 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring 
   Agency 415 26 218 659 358 20 199 577 405 35 194 634 
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 205 50 115 370 272 45 130 447 350 40 131 521 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 231 62 64 357 216 64 89 369 234 84 74 392 
Nikan Awasiak Agency2 -- -- -- -- 73 21 37 131 72 23 35 130 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
   and Community Services 243 37 96 376 266 46 80 392 299 48 70 417 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and 
   Family Services, Inc. 85 4 25 114 87 9 15 111 88 18 26 132 


Sub-Total 1,585 325 684 2,594 1,660 313 691 2,664 1,882 377 665 2,924 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY             


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 198 26 80 304 210 38 85 333 242 20 82 344 
Anishinaabe Child and Family 
   Services  447 24 31 502 474 16 39 529 451 17 67 535 
Child and Family Services All Nations 
   Coordinated Response Network 0 0 43 43 0 0 28 28 0 0 33 33 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
   Services 503 56 105 664 499 55 141 695 483 57 145 685 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 116 8 34 158 111 14 51 176 120 2 49 171 
Peguis Child and Family Services 102 23 79 204 131 8 68 207 130 3 100 233 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 273 15 34 322 243 16 95 354 302 21 83 406 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 120 62 79 261 108 58 82 248 119 31 89 239 
Southeast Child and Family Services 724 166 195 1,085 783 161 164 1,108 827 136 113 1,076 
West Region Child and Family 
   Services 480 94 81 655 468 52 124 644 465 54 89 608 


Sub-Total 2,963 474 761 4,198 3,027 418 877 4,322 3,139 341 850 4,330 
GENERAL AUTHORITY             


Child and Family Services of Central 
   Manitoba 45 58 52 155 57 31 43 131 64 28 72 164 
Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 96 6 62 164 96 5 66 167 102 5 51 158 
Churchill Child and Family Services3 8 0 4 12 2 2 7 11      --    --       --      -- 
Eastman Region 84 40 58 182 97 38 60 195 87 30 58 175 
Interlake Region 27 25 23 75 43 19 18 80 47 10 22 79 
Jewish Child and Family Service 14 3 9 26 15 2 10 27 16 0 9 25 
Northern Region3 45 5 30 80 41 6 27 74 43 6 25 74 
Parkland Region 6 2 2 10 6 3 0 9 6 2 1 9 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services  548 211 269 1,028 527 216 307 1,050 600 183 230 1,013 


Sub-Total 873 350 509 1,732    884   322 
     


538 1,744 965 264 468 1,697 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY             


Métis Child, Family and Community 
   Services 589 98 221 908 560 70 196 826 622 41 132 795 
Michif Child and Family Services4 -- -- -- -- 102 20 52 174 133 8 53 194 


Sub-Total 589 98 221 908 662 90 248 1,000 755 49 185 989 
TOTAL 6,010 1,247 2,175 9,432 6,233 1,143 2,354 9,730 6,741 1,031 2,168 9,940 
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2012/13 


 Foster & Special Rate 
Days of Care   


Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total 


Residential 
Days of 


Care 
Total Days 


of Care 


First Nations of Northern Child and Family 
Services Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 27,937 60,483 88,420 3,317 91,737 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 16,149 119,590 135,739 2,036 137,775 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 47,680 42,362 90,042 172 90,214 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 21,892 40,108 62,000 960 62,960 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
   Community Services 41,174 38,656 79,830 306 80,136 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
   Services Inc. 856 24,327 25,183 98 25,281 
Nikan Awasiak Agency 7,129 17,470 24,599 99 24,698 


Sub-Total 162,817 342,996 505,813 6,988 512,801 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and 
Family Services Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 83,936 78,854 162,790 2,020 164,810 
West Region Child and Family Services 52,638 102,961 155,599 4,199 159,798 
Southeast Child and Family Services 56,289 178,539 234,828 4,616 239,444 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 19,072 30,707 49,779 353 50,132 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 47,499 90,579 138,078 4,268 142,346 
Peguis Child and Family Services 25,096 40,495 65,591 948 66,539 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 27,607 77,914 105,521 2,603 108,124 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 39,719 83,686 123,405 2,313 125,718 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network 
   (ANCR) 


474 3,615 4,089 0 4,089 


Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 12,623 23,914 36,537 652 37,189 
Sub-Total 364,953 711,264 1,076,217 21,972 1,098,189 
General Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Winnipeg Child and Family Services 72,911 272,147 345,058 19,838 364,896 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 10,477 34,896 45,373 1,324 46,697 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 7,563 38,745 46,308 4,385 50,693 
Jewish Child and Family Service 763 5,984 6,747 310 7,057 
Churchill Child and Family Services 91 1,934 2,025 389 2,414 
Eastman Region 32,340 29,898 62,238 1,967 64,205 
Interlake Region 13,494 10,708 24,202 1,586 25,788 
Parkland Region 1,206 1,798 3,004 0 3,004 
Northern Region  - Norman 3,596 12,091 15,687 916 16,603 
Northern Region - Thompson 1,932 3,708 5,640 579 6,219 


Sub-Total 144,373 411,909 556,282 31,294 587,576 
Métis Child and Family Services Authority      


Métis Child, Family and Community Services  96,212 201,758 297,970 2,891 300,861 
Michif Child and Family Services 28,340 22,407 50,747 1,141 51,888 


Sub-Total 124,552 224,165 348,717 4,032 352,749 


TOTAL 796,695 1,690,334 2,487,029 64,286 2,551,315 
 


  
86 94 
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1 Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
2 Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 


  


History of Funding ($000s) 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


Service Provider 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority $13,344 $20,964 24,380 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 5,978 5,963 6,249 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 11,544 15,198 10,957 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 3,281 4,141 4,967 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 6,458 5,739 5,219 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 7,039 7,437 6,748 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 1,979 1,619 2,392 
Nikan Awasiak Agency1 -- 217 1,738 


Sub-Total $  49,623 $  61,278 62,650 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority $  36,534 $  45,358 50,939 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 8,521 9,393 10,666 
West Region Child and Family Services 13,086 13,713 12,577 
Southeast Child and Family Services 16,134 17,285 18,600 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 2,628 2,797 2,716 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 9,975 11,637 10,209 
Peguis Child and Family Services 3,912 3,642 3,271 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 6,601 7,276 7,369 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 8,128 10,683 11,700 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 250 256 2,686 
Sandy Bay  Child and Family Services 2,554 3,008 215 


Sub-Total $108,323 $125,048 130,948 
General Child and Family Services Authority/Agencies/Regional 
Offices    


General Child and Family Services Authority $  8,950 $ 13,835 14,143 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 59,240 64,381 74,028 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 3,159 3,533 4,072 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 2,948 3,458 3,528 
Jewish Child and Family Service 1,150 931 881 
Churchill Child and Family Services 511 477 251 
Eastman Region 4,843 4,985 5,790 
Interlake Region 2,087 1,876 1,968 
Parkland Region 366 267 277 
Northern Region – Norman 2,707 2,500 2,335 
Northern Region – Thompson 729 1,093 1,070 


Sub-Total $  86,690 $  97,336 108,343 
Métis Child and Family Services Authority/Agencies    


Métis Child and Family Services Authority 
Métis  Child, Family and Community Services 
Michif Child and Family Services2 


Sub-Total 


$  12,993 
29,082 


-- 
$  42,075 


$  14,034 
33,975 
1,825 


$  49,834 


19,084 
30,386 
5,669 


55,139 
Directorate Programs $    5,181 $    8,118 11,540 
MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL $291,892 $341,614 368,620 
Treatment Centres – Grants 7,733 8,007 9,338 
Residential Care 23,576 23,705 21,955 
Other Agencies/Programs 11,666 10,820 13,977 
Changes for Children – External Review 19,575 10,472 0 


TOTAL  $354,442 $394,618 413,890 
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Family Violence Prevention Program 
Family Violence Prevention’s objectives are to promote the elimination of family 
violence by providing program and administrative support to community-based agencies 
that offer a wide continuum of services across the province, and to change societal 
attitudes about the issues related to family violence through public education and 
training. 
The Program provided over $12.4 million in funding to 37 community-based programs 
(implemented by 33 agencies) that offer services to women, men and children affected 
by family violence.  Funded agencies and programs include: 


Women’s Resource Centres 
Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and 
referral, outreach and support groups to women affected by family violence as well as 
educational programs, volunteer training and community development activities.  
Children’s programming for those affected by family violence is also available.  They 
are: 
- Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
- North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
- Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
- Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc. 
- Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc.  
- The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
- Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 


Women’s Shelters 
Ten Women’s Shelters provide safe, emergency accommodations and supportive 
counselling to women and their children who are victims of family violence.  They are: 
- Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
- Nova House Inc. 
- Osborne House Inc. 
- Parkland Crisis Centre Inc.  
- Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
- South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
- The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
- Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 
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Information/Crisis Lines 
A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible 
source of information and support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence 
in their families or in the families of someone they are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Programs 
Four Residential Second-Stage Programs offer safe, protective, affordable long-term 
housing and services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have extensive 
needs.  These programs also provide comprehensive emotional and practical support 
including individual and group counselling, parenting support and information. 
Children’s counselling is also available.  They are: 
- Alpha House Project Inc. 
- L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
- Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
- Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H.  


Specialized Programs 
Fourteen specialized programs offer a variety of unique services to those affected by 
family violence, as well as training and public education.  These programs include  
legal assistance for women, immigrant women’s counselling, couples counselling, 
children’s supervised access programs, services to women and men who are 
survivors of childhood and/or adolescent sexual abuse, programs for men with 
abusive behaviours and for men (and their children) who are leaving abusive 
relationships, Aboriginal program for youth and families, clinical consultation and 
training.  They are: 
- Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
- Family Violence Counselling Program - NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service -  


  NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- The Laurel Centre Inc. 
- Men Are Part of the Solution Inc. (MAPS) 
- Couples Counselling Project - University of Manitoba 
- Men’s Resource Centre - The Laurel Centre 
- Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
- Brandon Access/Exchange Services 
- Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
- Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
- Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 
- Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre Inc. (SADI) 
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Key Results Achieved 
• Coordinated, hosted, and/or funded annual meetings of shelters, residential second 


stage programs, women’s resource centres, and children’s supervised access 
agencies. 


• Supported efforts to implement security features at funded agencies including 
security equipment installed and/or repaired in the agencies in Winnipeg (Osborne 
House, North End Women’s Centre, Wahbung Abinoonjiiag and Winnipeg Children’s 
Access Agency) and rural Manitoba (Aurora House in The Pas, Portage Family 
Abuse Prevention Centre in Portage la Prairie, and Western Manitoba Women’s 
Regional Resource Centre in Brandon).  To ensure high safety standards for clients 
and staff, FVPP also initiated a shelter security assessment, which will be completed 
between 2013 and 2015. 


• Continued to offer ongoing consultation to FVPP-funded agencies regarding program 
and operational matters. 


• Requested agency audit reviews as necessary and worked closely with agencies to 
implement recommendations. 


• Continued working with key community stakeholders and other relevant government 
departments to identify existing gaps in services and develop local program 
responses. 


• Assisted with the development of Manitoba’s Multi-Year Domestic Violence 
Prevention Strategy and to ensure that all programs funded by the Department follow 
the directions outlined in the new Strategy. 


• Supported the Family Violence Consortium of Manitoba to develop a Neighbours, 
Families and Friends Campaign in the amount of $5.0 and participated in the launch 
of the new pamphlet for the campaign. 


• Participated in the two-day Manitoba First Nations Family Violence Prevention 
Second Annual Circling Buffalo Conference.  FVPP staff delivered a presentation and 
held a kiosk with information on family violence prevention.  At the conference, FVPP 
reached approximately 120 Aboriginal people from across the province and 
connected with federal counterparts who work with family violence prevention 
initiatives in Manitoba.  FVPP also continued networking with federal shelter directors 
to share resources and discuss common issues facing this sector, such as high 
Aboriginal rates of family violence in Canada.  


• In partnership with Manitoba Status of Women and Manitoba Justice, continued 
providing family violence training to workplaces in the private and public sector under 
the Workplace Initiative to Support Employees (WISE) on Family Violence.  Over 850 
participants have received training since 2009.  In the fall of 2012, a pool of qualified 
trainers was secured ensuring continued provision of training and allowing for growth 
in this area.  


• Provided additional Family/Domestic Violence Training to frontline staff in the Child 
and Family Services and Community Service Delivery divisions.  To date, close to 
400 frontline staff have received training and demand continues to grow.  FVPP also 
continues to offer specialized “Interpersonal Violence and Technology Training” 
across the Province.   
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• Continued with the coordination of the Interpersonal Violence and Technology 
Network.  As a Network partner, organized a two-day Interpersonal Violence and 
Technology Conference to raise awareness about the effects of victimization through 
the use of technology, enhanced understanding of the needs of victims, promoted the 
safe use of technology and ensured that legislation and legal processes are 
conducive to the best interest of victims.  The conference was attended by 132 
professionals working in the fields of justice, law enforcement, education and 
community development. 


• Continued promoting the prevention of dating violence.  The recently funded 
Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre (Sexual Assault Discussion Initiative [SADI] Program) 
provided over 127 workshops and presentations on healthy relationships to over 
2,500 school students in Eastern Manitoba.  In addition, FVPP-funded agencies 
provided workshops to children and youth across Manitoba regarding healthy 
relationships and bullying. 


• Worked with the Agency Accountability and Support Unit (AASU) to revise and renew 
Service Purchase Agreements for all FVPP-funded agencies in a timely manner.  
FVPP also updated program and policy material such as the Standards Manual to 
meet the new expanded mandate. 


• Continued the ongoing monitoring for funding accountability and service quality of 
FVPP-funded agencies through annual or more (as needed) site visits and annual 
Agency Program Consultations and Agency Adherence Reviews. 


• Continued providing ongoing clinical consultation to assist FVPP agencies with 
complex client cases (243 consultations; 358 consultation hours in 2012/13).  The 
consultant also provided on-site counselling-related training (31 participants attended 
3 sessions in 2012/13). 


• Continued providing professional development opportunities for staff and board 
members of FVPP-funded agencies through annualized funding for training to each 
agency.  AASU provided free training via the department’s Board Development 
Strategy to FVPP-funded agencies. 


 Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 
 
Women1 


Information and Referral 
Counselling Clients 
 


Children’s Counselling 


 
47,278* 


 
 
 


160 


 
41,126* 


 
 
 


201 


 
 


32,136 
1,069 


 
151 


 
Total 47,438 41,327 33,356 


* Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 
1. The drop in Information and Referral is primarily attributable to more diligent reporting of calls received by Women’s Resource 


 Centres.   
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Number of Individual Counselling Sessions – Women’s Resource Centres 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 
 
Women  
Children 


 
5,173 
1,105 


 
5,155 


948 


 
5,172 


881 
 
Total 


 
 6,278 


 
6,103 


 
6,053 


 
 
Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


Type of Agency 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 
 
Shelters 
Women’s Resource Centres 


 
36,542 
1,471 


 
39,242 
3,204 


 
36,144 
2,558 


 
Total 


 
38,013 


 
42,446 


 
38,702 


 
 
Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 
Type of Service 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential 
   Non-residential 
 
Children’s Counselling1 
 
Follow-Up Counselling 


 
 


1,278 
882 


 
1,417 


 
592 


 
 


1,399 
739 


 
1,648 


 
628 


 
 


1,285 
545 


 
1,411 


 
582 2 


 
Total 


 
4,169 


 
4,414 


 
3,823 


1. Includes residential and non-residential services. 
2. Includes follow-up counselling for women and children.  


 
 
Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 
Agency 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
Winnipeg Shelters* 
Rural Shelters 


 
6,230 
5,694 


 


 
5,739 
6,060 


 


 
6,887 
5,788 


 
 
Total 


 
11,924 


 
11,799 


 
12,675 


*  Winnipeg shelters include Osborne House and Ikwe Widdjiitiwin.  
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Number of Clients Served by Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 
Type of Program 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
179 
157 


 
235 
151 


 
192 
166 


 
Total 


 
336 


 
386 


 
358 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 
 
 
Number of Residential Bednights for Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 
Type of Program 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
17,108 
18,003 


 
21,157 
20,098 


 
16,771 
22,350 


 
Total 


 
35,111 


 
41,255 


 
39,121 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing.  
 
 
Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2010/11 to 2012/13 


 
 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
2012/13 


    
Urban Support  
Specialized  


1,501 
1,568 


1,624 
1,211 


3,952 
1,515 


 
Total 3,069 2,835  5,467 * 
*  Increase is primarily attributable to the addition of 2 new programs in 2011/12  


 
 
History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000s)  


Category 2010/11 2011/12 2012/13 
 
Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


 
$5,303 


71 
763 
975 


 
$5,368 


68 
782 
986 


 
$5,399 


44 
800 
950 


Shelter Sub-Total 
 
Second Stage 
Urban Support Program 
Women's Resource Centres 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 


7,112 
 


553 
1,234* 
1,737 
1,042 


7,204 
 


555 
1,343 
1,744 
1,110 


7,193 
 


558 
1,392 
1,755 
1,094 


Total $11,678 $11,956 $11,992 
*  Evolve program funding transferred to Manitoba Health.  
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09-4 C Family Violence Prevention 


 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 559 8.00 560 (1)  
 
 Other Expenditures 83  93 (10)   
 External Agencies 11,992  12,432 (440)  
 
 Total Expenditures 12,634  13,085 (451)  
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Community Service Delivery Division 


The Community Service Delivery Division coordinates and delivers programming 
offered by the Department to the public.  The Division manages and enhances the 
existing Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) system and improves the quality, efficiency 
and accessibility of income support and social services and benefits provided by the 
Department. 
The Division delivers the province’s income assistance programs and related 
employment-focused supports on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade.  
• The Division operates through six branches:  


- Service Delivery Support  
- Rural and Northern Services  
- Winnipeg Services  
- Provincial Services  
- Manitoba Developmental Centre 
- Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Service Delivery Support 
The Service Delivery Support Branch provides expertise and support to service delivery 
management and staff in Rural and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services.  The 
Branch investigates and analyzes case-related and service delivery issues, prepares 
briefing material and required responses on service-related issues, and ensures that the 
field perspective and needs of Manitobans using departmental services are 
communicated to program divisions.   
The Branch manages processes for allocating and monitoring program funding 
allocated to regions.  The Branch assists service delivery staff in establishing and 
maintaining working relationships with community agencies.  The Branch coordinates 
and delivers corporate orientations and cross program and program specific training for 
divisional staff. 
The Branch provides leadership, coordination and support to municipalities in the event 
of an emergency or disaster, maintains department-wide services to citizens in the 
event of a business disruption, and leads the department’s Workplace Safety and 
Health Program.  


Key Results Achieved 
• Prepared program and cross program circulars and distributed them to service 


delivery staff, finalized a protocol between the Employment and Income Assistance 
program and Community Living disABILITY Services to address equipment needs 
and essential building modifications in support of vulnerable persons living in 
community residences or private homes, and completed the development of the 
child in care component of a case recording package consistent with Child and 
Family Services standards.   
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• Offered orientation, training and development opportunities, delivered the Mandt 
System® which is an accredited staff development and training program, delivered 
information sessions to support initiatives in the Employment and Income Assistance 
Program, and collaborated with the General Child and Family Services Authority 
(GA) in the development of training modules pertaining to the GA Practice Model.  
The Branch continued to update the Direct Support Providers Orientation Manual 
and the Manual for the Management of the Direct Support Providers. 


• Provided training to staff to respond to an emergency or assist with business 
continuity planning, initiated a detailed examination of department-wide 
vulnerabilities, provided Emergency Social Services (ESS) workshops to northern 
communities to develop ESS plans, trained municipalities on the ESS portion of the 
Manitoba Emergency Management Systems course, and coordinated the evacuation 
of individuals due to wild fires in the Rural Municipality of Piney. 


Special Initiatives 
• Supported the Point Douglas Revitalization Initiative Community Leadership Council 


implementation of the joint government-community vision and plan that supports 
service delivery to better address local needs while building community capacity and 
creating sustainable outcomes in identified neighbourhoods.  Expert working groups 
were established to develop a case management pilot encompassing health, mental 
health, addictions, community support, child and family services, education and 
employment, and a north end education plan from early years initiatives to adult 
education.   


09-5 A Service Delivery Support  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,094 43.00 2,917 177 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,966  4,938 28 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 8,060  7,855 205 
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Rural and Northern Services 
The Rural and Northern Services Branch delivers Children’s disABILITY Services, 
Community Living disABILITY Services, Residential Care Licensing, Early Learning and 
Child Care, Family Conciliation Services, Child and Family Services, Employment and 
Income Assistance and marketAbilities to eligible Manitobans in rural and northern 
regions of the province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, Parkland, and Westman 
Regions).  
The Branch provides supports for Emergency Social Services and assistance to 
municipalities in the event of an emergency or disaster.  The Branch engages 
communities to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on needs, priorities, or 
issues related to service delivery. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Worked with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade to support 


employability and employment retention for participants in the Employment and 
Income Assistance Program,  


• Provided seamless service planning and transition of children in care from Child and 
Family Services to the Community Living disABILITY Services adult support system. 


• Completed monthly face-to-face contact with children in care to assess their well-
being and facilitate positive relationships.  


• Completed the Quality Assurance reviews of various program annual reviews, and 
strengthened the program model for inclusion programming for children with 
disabilities in child care centres. 


• Provided staff training, mentoring and supports to implement the GA Practice Model 
designed to enhance our service response for families connected with Child and 
Family Services, and provided refresher training in the Integrated Financial and 
Case Tracking (InFACT) system. 


Special Initiative 
• As part of Thrive!, a Five-Year Autism Strategy, extended the Pre-School Autism 


Outreach Program to Central and Interlake Regions.  The autism early intervention 
team, which now includes specialists in Central and Interlake as well as Westman 
Regions, provides an enhanced level of service to families with children challenged 
by autism spectrum disorder.  The enhanced level of service leads to autism specific 
intervention and greater awareness. 


09-5 B Rural and Northern Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 25,955 396.74 26,439 (484) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 3,951  4,475 (524) 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 29,906  30,914 (1,008) 
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Winnipeg Services 
The Winnipeg Services Branch delivers Children’s disABILITY Services, Community 
Living disABILITY Services, Early Learning and Child Care, Employment and Income 
Assistance and marketAbilities to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg in partnership with 
the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority.  Services are delivered in seven community 
areas.  The Branch is also responsible for Residential Care Licensing, the Provincial 
Special Needs Program, and Family Conciliation Services.   
The Branch provides supports for Emergency Social Services and assistance to the City 
of Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster.  The Branch engages 
communities within each community area to share information, consult, and/or 
collaborate on needs, priorities, or issues related to service delivery.   


Key Results Achieved 
• Collaborated in planning for new Access Centres in NorWest and St. James. 
• Worked with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade to support 


employability and employment retention for participants in the Employment and 
Income Assistance Program, and participated in space and operational planning with 
Specialized Services for Children and Youth (SSCY) partners for the opening of the 
new integrated service centre. 


• Strengthened the program model for inclusion programming for children with 
disabilities in child care centres. 


• Reorganized Employment and Income Assistance - Centralized Services, and 
centralized Employment and Income Assistance disability assessments. 


09-5 C Winnipeg Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 35,113 531.50 34,596 517 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,841  5,532 (691) 1 


Total Expenditures 39,954  40,128 (174)  


*  The 2012/13 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 


1.  The variance is primarily attributed to delays in occupancy in both Access NorWest and Access St. James. 
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Provincial Services 
The Provincial Services Branch administers income supplement benefits and housing 
subsidies throughout the province, including the Manitoba Child Benefit, 55 PLUS, 
RentAid, Tenant Specific Rent Supplement Program, School Tax Assistance for 
Tenants 55 Plus, RentAid Transition Bonus, Portable Housing Benefit and Child Care 
subsidy.  The Branch administers the delivery of Health Services benefits for 
Employment and Income Assistance participants, children in care, and participants 
leaving Employment and Income Assistance for employment.  The Branch responds to 
citizen inquiries for general and program information about Employment and Income 
Assistance.  The Branch provides assessment and authorization for the Primary 
Caregiver Tax Credit Program to participants of the Community Living disABILITY 
Services Program and Children’s disABILITY Services. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Provided direct services to over 51,407 citizens across the province. (For further 


information and statistics, please refer to the specific program in the Disability 
Progams and Early Learning and Child Care Division section of the Manitoba Family 
Services and Labour Annual Report, and in the Labour Market Skills and 
Employment and Income Assistance division section of the Manitoba 
Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade Annual Report.) 


• Provided funding for health services for 57,952 Employment and Income Assistance 
participants and for children in care, and processed approximately 54,236 claims for 
dental, optical, orthotic or chiropractic services for Employment and Income 
Assistance participants, and Rewarding Work Health Allowance participants, as well 
as children in care.  This was in accordance with approved fee schedules and/or 
letters of understanding. 


• Successfully centralized the child care subsidy program to maximize efficiencies. 


09-5 D Provincial Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,431 52.50 2,629 (198) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 587  630 (43) 


 
 


Total Expenditures 3,018  3,259 (241)  


 
  







114 


Manitoba Developmental Centre 
The Manitoba Developmental Centre provides high quality long-term resident-centred 
care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with a mental disability from 
all regions of Manitoba.  The Centre enhances the quality of life for Manitobans who 
reside at the Centre by focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality 
improvement.  The Centre provides respite care and outreach services to assist 
community care providers in transitioning and maintaining residents who are discharged 
to the community, and explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies 
to benefit the residents.  The Centre manages authorized fiscal resources. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an 


average daily population of 245 residents. 
• Facilitated the effective transition of 16 residents to community placements.  One 


individual was admitted to the Centre.   
• Maximized the Centre’s in-house instructional expertise and resources to educate 


and train staff in the Centre’s distinctive competencies, in the development of 
leadership consistent with a team-based model of service delivery, and in 
progressive developments in the Centre’s operation. 


• Engaged with Community Living Manitoba to develop an information package on 
community living options to share with Manitoba Developmental Centre residents, 
families and staff, and expanded the Therapeutic Recreation Outreach Network 
(TRON) to provide recreation and leisure services to approximately 200 adults with 
developmental disabilities living in the Central Region.  Worked with post-secondary 
institutions to provide student practicum placements in the healthcare and 
healthcare administration fields. 


• Implemented staffing schedules as per findings of the Circadian Project, a study that 
examined quality of life and risk issues in order to determine optimal shift-staff 
patterns. 


  







115 


Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 
1996/97 to 2012/13 


Fiscal 
Year 


Opening 
Population 


Admissions Discharges 


Deaths 
Closing 


Population New Re-Admission Respite Community St. Amant 
Respite 
Ended 


1996/97 532 4 2 0 6 4 0 10 518 
1997/98 518 2 2 0 11 0 0 15 496 
1998/99 496 0 0 0 6 0 0 8 482 
1999/00 482 0 2 0 3 0 0 14 467 
2000/01 467 3 1 0 5 1 0 11 454 
2001/02 454 1 1 0 2 0 0 9 445 
2002/03 445 3 1 0 12 0 0 15 422 
2003/04 422 3 1 0 6 0 0 11 409 
2004/05 409 2 2 0 5 2 0 11 395 
2005/06 395 2 1 0 8 1 0 15 374 
2006/07 374 2 1 1 10 0 1 11 356 
2007/08 356 1 2 0 12 4 0 10 333 
2008/09 333 0 1 0 9 1 0 10 314 
2009/10 314 1 0 0 15 0 0 13 287 
2010/11 287 0 0 2 5 1 2 15 266 
2011/12 266 2 0 0 3 0 0 7 258 
2012/13 258 1 0 0 16 0 0 17 226 


09-5 E Manitoba Developmental Centre  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,554 522.90 30,037 (483) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,567  2,832 (265) 


 
 


Less:  Recoverable from other  
           appropriations (301)  (172) (129) 1 


Total Expenditures 31,820  32,697 (877)  


1. The variance is attributed to a 2012/13 price and volume increase related to the laundry services provided for Boundary Trails 
Health Centre and Eden Mental Health Centre.  


Winnipeg Child and Family Services  
The Winnipeg Child and Family Services (WCFS) Branch provides a comprehensive 
continuum of child protection, early intervention and family support services in Winnipeg 
in accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act.  The 
Branch provides protection services to children at risk of abuse or neglect as well as 
services to children in care including foster care, kinship care and specialized 
placement services.  The Branch provides preservation and reunification services to 
families in conjunction with the community to support children remaining safely with their 
families.  The Branch provides adoption and post-adoption services to children and 
families when reunification is no longer an option. 


Key Results Achieved 
• Provided early intervention and protection services for 2,029 famlies with 627 


children in temporary care and 3,824 children at home as of March 31, 2013.    
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• Provided services for 928 new family cases (815 new intake family cases, 55 new 
intake abuse cases, and 58 intake family enhancement cases), an overall increase 
of 184 cases. 


• Under the direction of the General Child and Family Services Authority (GA), 
introduced the GA Practice Model, which includes use of the Structured Decision 
Making tools.  These evidence based assessment tools enhance WCFS’s ability to 
make thorough assessments and critical decisions regarding risk and safety to 
children. 


 
• The Services to Children and Families teams provided protection services to 3,824 


children in their own home, and 627 children in temporary care.  Approximately 
60 per cent of children received protection services while remaining within their own 
home.  The average length of service to families is approximately two years and the 
average length of time children spend in care of the Branch is 17 months.   


• Protection services are supported by the Family Support Program, which provided 
services to 1,229 families to enhance and develop parental capacity.   
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• The Branch introduced the GA Practice Model to achieve Strength Based and 


Solution Focused practice. Staff receive training and tools to engage with children 
and families in completing thorough assessments and case plans and enhance their 
skills in delivering protection and early intervention services.  The active 
engagement of families in the assessment and planning process is intended to 
improve the effectiveness of care plans, increase safety and improve family 
satisfaction with services.   


• Three specialized programs, the Family Enhancement Unit, the Newcomers Unit, 
and the Perinatal Unit, provide a more intensive strength based approach to 
services.   


• Provided services to children and youth who are permanent wards as well as 
Adoption and Post Adoption services.  As of March 31, 2013, services were provided 
to 446 permanent wards, 695 Adoptive applicants, 110 new Adoptive applicants and 
over 2,000 Post Adoption services.  In addition, 32 children who were permanent 
wards were successfully placed in permanent homes through adoption.    


• The following outcome information has been collected for children that were in care 
in 2012/13: 
− 73 per cent of children were in care for the first time 
− 86 per cent of children in care remained stable in their placement with no 


placement breakdown 
− 88 per cent of school aged children in care attended school 
− 80 per cent of children in care continued in their same school  
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− 78 per cent of school aged children met or exceeded educational expectations 
− 76 per cent of children in care advanced a grade level since their last review 
− 68 per cent of school aged children were involved in an extracurricular activity 
− 83 per cent of children in care had positive peer relationships 
− 93 per cent of children in care had a relationship with a significant adult 


• The Branch focused on effectively supporting youth in care to transition to 
adulthood.  An aspect of this has been extending youth who are permanent wards 
past the age of 18 in order to stabilize the transition and improve outcomes for these 
young adults.  As of March 31, 2013, the Branch was providing services to 76 young 
adults on extensions of care. 


 


 
 
• Hosted quarterly Age of Majority celebrations for all youth transitioning to adulthood 


to celebrate this significant milestone with their support network.   
• Established a committee with Community Living disABILITY Services to provide 


better service planning and a more seamless transition from branch care to the adult 
support system.   


• Provided integrated and accessible services to families and individuals through eight 
community-based offices, seven of which are integrated service sites. 


• Coordinated a Complex Case Committee to facilitate multidisciplinary consultation 
and coordination of services and planning for childen and families.     


• Enhanced the orientation for new staff members from 8 days to 10.5 days, which 
includes training on the provincial standards. 


• Provided individual and team mentoring to support effective implementation of the 
training in practice and application to cases.    
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• Updated the WCFS recording package to be consistent with the GA Practice Model 
and provided training on the package.   


• Trained staff as trainers to deliver training in the provincial foster care and place of 
safety standards and piloted the initial training curriculum.   


• In collaboration with the General Authority, worked on the Emergency Placement 
Resources Revitalization Project to identify areas for improvement for emergency 
placement resources.  


09-5 F Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2012/13 


$000 FTE 


Estimate 
2012/13* 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Exp. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 19,907 287.45 18,992 915 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 1,809  2,132 (323) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 21,716  21,124 592 


 


*  The 2012/13 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 


1. The variance is primarily attributed to savings resulting from delays in filling vacancies; including, reduced expenditures in 
mileage, offices supplies and delays in additional office space required for new staff under the Child & Family Services Funding 
Model. 
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Financial Information 
 
REVENUE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour     
Revenue Summary 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 
Actual Actual Increase/ Expl.  Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 
2011/12 2012/13 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2012/13 2012/13 (Decrease) No. 


         


    Other Revenue     
20,030 


  
20,030  -  Children's Special Allowance 


Recoveries 20,030  20,030  - 
 


9,308  9,858 550  Cost Recovery from Workers 
Compensation Board 9,858 10,671 (813) 


 


518  644 126 1 Fees 644 592 52  


1,581 1,553 (28)  Sundry 1,553 1,577 (24)  
31,437 32,085 648  Sub-Total 32,085 32,085 (785)  


         


    Government of Canada     
28 129 101 2 Supporting Families Initiative 129 21 108 3 


185 185 -  Flin Flon Inspection 
Agreement 


185 185 -  


213 314 101  Sub-Total 314 206 108  
         


31,650 32,399 749  Total Revenue 32,399 33,076 (677)  


1. The variance is primarily due to an increased number of pension plan registrations. 
2. The variance is due to the receipt of funding related to a 2009/10 agreement, a 2010/11 agreement, and two separate agreements 


 for 2012/13. 
3. The variance is due to the receipt of funding related to a 2009/10 agreement, a 2010/11 agreement, and an increase related to a  


new agreement for 2012/13. 
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FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND STAFFING SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 
Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Main Appropriation  
For the fiscal years ended March 31, 2009 - March 31, 2013  


  2008/09* 2009/10* 2010/11* 2011/12* 2012/13 


Main Appropriation FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s 
09-1 Administration 


and Finance 
100.50 9,694 101.50 10,255 100.50 9,338 98.50 9,905 99.50 10,456   


09-2 Labour  
Programs 212.30 19,154 225.10 19,359 225.10 19,477 193.10 16,939 193.10 17,395 
  


09-3 Disability Programs 
and Early Learning 
and Child Care  


77.00 333,311 77.00 371,876 76.00 398,427 77.00 427,909 77.00 461,570 
  


09-4 Child and  
Family Services 115.50 313,026 115.50 344,320 111.50 375,143 112.50 415,307 136.00 437,425 
  


09-5 Community Service 
Delivery  1,858.81 128,507 ,848.81 131,939 1,835.81 131,661 1,825.81 131,593 1,834.09 134,505 
  


09-6 Costs 
Related to Capital 
Assets  


 4,249  4,098  3,947  3,826  3,823 


Total Family 
Services and Labour 2,364.11 807,941 ,367.91 881,847 2,348.91 937,993 2,306.91 1,005,479 2,339.69 1,065,174 


* Expenditures have been adjusted for comparative purposes in those appropriations affected by a reorganization. 
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Family Services and Labour 
 
Reconciliation Statement 
 


 
 


 
Details 


2012/13 
Estimates 


$000 
 
2012/13 Main Estimates 
 
Main Estimates Authority transferred from: 
           
                    -  Enabling Appropriation 


• Internal Service Adjustments 
 
 


 
1,032,234 


 
 
 
 


1,072 
 


 
2012/13 Estimate 
 


 
1,033,306 


.   
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary   
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2012/13a)  Appropriation 2012/13 2011/12b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-1 Administration and Finance     


$37 (a) Minister's Salary $37 $37 -  
       


 (b) Executive Support     
759     Salaries and Employee Benefits 767 757 10  
65     Other Expenditures 72 60 12 1 


       


 (c) Social Services Appeal Board     
433     Salaries and Employee Benefits 419 330 89 2 
83     Other Expenditures 90 78 12 3 


       


 (d) Disabilities Issues Office     
477     Salaries and Employee Benefits 481 452 29  
150     Other Expenditures 140 126 14  


       


 (e) Policy and Planning     
1,258     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,200 1,056 144  


278     Other Expenditures 308 272 36  
       


 (f) Financial and Administrative Services     
1,451     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,513 1,516 (3)  


383     Other Expenditures 347 411 (64) 4 
       


 (g) Innovation, Information and Technology    
882     Salaries and Employee Benefits 596 763 (167) 5 


1,845     Other Expenditures 2,073 1,809 264  
       


 (h) Agency Accountability and Support Unit    
1,147     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,102 1,059 43  


367     Other Expenditures 334 227 107 6 
       


 (i) Manitoba Status of Women     
630     Salaries and Employee Benefits 606 580 26  
293     Other Expenditures  278 283 (5)  
100     Grants  93 89 4  


       


$10,638  Total 09-1 $10,456 $9,905 $551  







124 


 


EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2012/13a)  Appropriation 2012/13 2011/12b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-2 Labour Programs      


 (a) Divisional Administration      
$530     Salaries and Employee Benefits $539 $446 93 7 
132     Other Expenditures 133 130 3  


       


 (b) Research, Legislation and Policy     
576     Salaries and Employee Benefits 381 601 (220) 8 
66     Other Expenditures 62 61 1  
75     Grants 56  56 9 


       


 (c) Conciliation and Mediation Services     
636     Salaries and Employee Benefits 632 611 21  
135     Other Expenditures 114 127 (13)  


       


 (d) Office of the Superintendent – Pension Commission    
413     Salaries and Employee Benefits 410 410 -  
133     Other Expenditures 97 95 2  


       


 (e) Manitoba Labour Board     
1,306     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,595 1,282 313 10 


451     Other Expenditures 491 456 35  
       


 (f) Workplace Safety and Health     
7,226     Salaries and Employee Benefits 6,901 6,624 277  
2,130     Other Expenditures 2,021 1,897 124  


185     Grants 185 175 10  
       


 (g) Employment Standards     
2,725     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,497 2,648 (151)  


577     Other Expenditures 529 663 (134) 11 
       


 (h) Worker Advisor Office     
708     Salaries and Employee Benefits 609 577 32  
179     Other Expenditures  143 136 7  


       


$18,183  Total 09-2 $17,395 $16,939 $456  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2012/13a)  Appropriation 2012/13 2011/12b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-3 Disability Programs and 


Early Learning and Child Care 
    


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$1,627     Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,317 $1,298 19  


361     Other Expenditures 408 404 4  
       


 (b) Disability Programs     
1,109     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,203 1,238 (35)  


186     Other Expenditures 41 93 (52) 12 
270,505     Community Living disABILITY 


     Services 
293,099 269,512 23,587 13 


27,155     Children’s disABILITY Services 27,134 26,490 644  
       


 (c) Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner    
486     Salaries and Employee Benefits 364 403 (39)  
112     Other Expenditures 100 83 17 14 


       


 (d) Early Learning and Child Care     
2,069     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,284 2,159 125  
1,312     Other Expenditures 921 1,101 (180) 15 


139,358     Financial Assistance Grants 134,699 125,128 9,571 16 
       


$444,280  Total 09-3 $461,570 $427,909 $33,661  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2012/13a)  Appropriation 2012/13 2011/12b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-4 Child and Family Services     


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$2,245     Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,728 $2,311 417 17 


179     Other Expenditures 163 968 (805) 18 


484  
   Aboriginal Justice Inquiry – Child 
     Welfare Initiative 19 113 (94) 19 


       


 (b) Child Protection     
4,461     Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,864 4,634 230  
2,041     Other Expenditures 1,823 1,960 (137)  


395,859     Authorities and Maintenance of  
     Children 413,890 391,993 21,897 20 


934     The Family Support Innovations  
     Fund-Mandated Agencies 162 789 (827) 


 
21 


       


 (c) Family Violence Prevention     
560     Salaries and Employee Benefits 559 503 56  
93     Other Expenditures 83 80 3  


12,432     External Agencies 11,992 11,956 36  
       


1,048 (d) Phoenix Sinclair Enquiry           1,142  1,142 22 


$420,336  Total 09-4 $437,425 $415,307 $22,118  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2013 with comparative figures for the previous year - $000s 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2012/13a)  Appropriation 2012/13 2011/12b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-5 Community Service Delivery     


 (a) Service Delivery Support     
$2,917     Salaries and Employee Benefits $3,094 $3,569 (475)  
4,938     Other Expenditures 4,966 4,961 5  


       


 (b) Rural and Northern Services     
26,439     Salaries and Employee Benefits 25,955 24,538 1,417  
4,475     Other Expenditures 3,951 4,292 (341)  


       


 (c) Winnipeg Services     
34,596     Salaries and Employee Benefits 35,113 34,138 975  
5,532     Other Expenditures 4,841 4,797 44  


       


 (d) Provincial Service     
2,629     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,431 2,297 134  


630     Other Expenditures 587 595 (8)  
       


 (e) Manitoba Developmental Centre     
30,037     Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,554 28,966 588  
2,832     Other Expenditures 2,567  2,606 (39)  
(172)  Less: Recoverable from other  


            appropriations 
(301) (313) 12  


       


 (f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services    
18,992     Salaries and Employee Benefits 19,907 19,117 790  
2,132     Other Expenditures 1,809 2,030 (221)  


       


$135,977  Total 09-5 $134,474 $131,593 $2,881  


$3,892 
 09-6 Costs Related to Capital  
         Assets $    3,823 $     3,826 ($3) 


 


$1,033,306  Total Family Services and Labour $1,065,143 $1,005,479 $59,664  
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1. The variance is primarily due to increased operating costs. 
2. The variance is primarily due to the establishment of the Fair Practices Officer. 
3. The variance is primarily due to the establishment of the Fair Practices Officer. 
4. The variance is primarily due reduced general operating expenditures, legal services, and training. 
5. The variance is primarily due to severance costs for two retirements in 2011/12 and vacancies.   
6. The variance is primarily due to increased operating costs. 
7. The variance is primarily due to the transfer of a position related to the cabinet reorganization in the last 


quarter of 2011/12. 
8. The variance is primarily due to vacancy management. 
9. The variance is primarily due to a grant payment commencing in 2012/13. 


10. The variance is primarily due to severance payments and unrealized staff turnover. 
11. The variance is primarily due to reductions in operating expenditures. 
12. The variance is primarily due to non-recurring postal disruption costs incurred in 2011/12. 
13. The variance is primarily due to annualization of services implemented part year 2011/12 and new volume 


implemented in 2012/13. 
14. The variance is primarily due to increased legal costs related to an ongoing investigation. 
15. The variance is primarily due to a decrease in expenditures for Parent Zone and the Early Childhood 


Educator Campaign. 
16. The variance is primarily due to increased operating grants due to increased spaces and annualization 


requirements. 
17. The variance is primarily due to improving analytical capacity and accountability and costs related to the 


Phoenix Sinclair Inquiry.   
18. The variance is primarily due to costs associated with the Phoenix Sinclair Inquiry which are captured in 09-


4(d) in 2012/13. 
19. The variance is primarily due to processing a prior year expenditure in 2011/12.  Similar expenditures were 


not incurred in 2012/13. 
20. The variance is primarily attributed to an increase in the number of children in care and increased costs for 


Child Maintenance, increased funding to the Child and Family Services Authorities/Agencies for their 
funding model, as well as increase funding to Child Care Treatment Centres and  residential facilities.  


21. The variance is primarily due to funding for the Child and Family Service Authorities now included in the 
funding model in 09-4(b)-3. 


22. The variance is primarily due to costs associated with the Phoenix Sinclair Inquiry which were captured in 
09-4(b)-2 in 2011/12. 


  
NOTES:  


a) The 2012/13 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates as well as allocations 
from an Enabling Appropriation.  


b) The 2011/12 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2012/13 appropriation structure. 
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Department of Family Services and Labour  
Performance Reporting:  Measures of Performance or Progress 
 
The following section provides information on key performance measures for the department for the 2012/13 reporting year. All Government of Manitoba 
departments include performance measures in their Annual Reports which are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with 
meaningful and useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and its citizens. 


For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit www.manitoba.ca/performance.  Your comments on performance 
measures are valuable to us. You can send comments or questions to mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 


 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
Community Living 
disABILITY Services’ 
Supports – Active 
caseload of people 
assisted by 
Community Living 
disABILITY Services 
(this includes 
individuals who 
received some type 
of funded service, as 
well as individuals 
who received 
assistance through 
case management 
activities). 


An increase to this 
measure 
demonstrates 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in the 
community. 


Total 
3,527  
(1999/00) 


Total 
5,450 


Since 1999, the 
total active 
caseload has 
increased by 
54.5 per cent.   


Since 1999, individuals funded for 
Residential Services increased by 
116.3 per cent (from 1,680 to 
3,633).  There was a 6.8 per cent 
increase (3,402 to 3,633) in the 
number of individuals funded for 
Residential Services in the last 
year.  
 
These supports allowed 5,450 
adults with a mental disability to 
safely live and more fully 
participate as active members of 
the community. 


  



http://www.manitoba.ca/performance�

mailto:mbperformance@gov.mb.ca�
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
Availability of child 
care – Per cent of 
children age 12 and 
under for whom there 
is a regulated child 
care space. 
 
 
 
 


The availability of 
regulated child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of how 
Manitoba is 
progressing with 
respect to access to 
supports for children, 
families and 
communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
12.4 per cent 
(2000/01) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
21.0 per cent 
(2000/01) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
6.0 per cent 
(2000/01) 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
16.8 per cent (2012/13) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
23.3 per cent (2012/13) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
10.7 per cent (2012/13) 


There has been an 
increase in this 
indicator from 
2001, for all 
categories. 
 
Although there was 
an increase in the 
number of licensed 
child care spaces in 
all categories in 
2012/13, the 
estimated growth in 
the number of 
preschool children 
in Manitoba 
increased at a 
greater pace. 
Therefore, while 
the “overall” and 
“school age” 
indicators 
increased from 
2011/12, the 
“preschool” 
indicator decreased 
slightly. 
 


In April 2008, Manitoba launched 
Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-
Year Agenda for Early Learning 
and Child Care.  Family Choices 
has focused on initiatives to 
strengthen the early learning and 
child care system.  The 
commitment to fund 6,500 more 
spaces has been met.  Family 
Choices has also included building 
new program sites, a Workforce 
Stability Strategy, an age-
appropriate curriculum framework, 
new safety measures, and a 
centralized online wait list. 
 
Since 1999, over 12,600 more 
child care spaces have been 
approved for funding.  In 2011/12, 
there were 30,614 licensed spaces 
in Manitoba; in 2012/13, the 
number of spaces increased to 
31,634. 
 
Funding for the Inclusion Support 
Program, which encourages 
meaningful participation of children 
with additional support needs in 
child care, has increased by 
182 per cent since 1999/00. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
The incidence of child 
welfare cases in 
which the agency 
deems it necessary 
to remove a child or 
children, by 
measuring the 
number of children in 
care as a percentage 
of children in 
Manitoba ages 17 
and under. 


The percentage of 
Manitoba children in 
care indicates the 
level of activity of the 
CFS agencies in 
bringing children into 
care.  It may also be 
seen as a broad 
measure of the well-
being of children in a 
community (please 
see comments 
column). 


1.9 per cent 
(2000/01) 


3. 5 per cent  The percentage of 
Manitoba children 
in care has 
increased from 1.9 
per cent (2000/01) 
to 3. 5 per cent 
(2012/13). 
However, recent 
rates of increase 
indicate a slowing 
of this trend. 


According to a 2009 report of the 
National Child Welfare Outcomes 
Indicator Matrix initiative, “[a]s a 
broader community health indicator, 
the incidence of out-of home 
placement is an important gauge of 
the overall well-being of children in a 
community.”1 


Note, however, that the number of 
children in care is driven by many 
factors, including the composition 
and growth rate of Manitoba’s 
population, societal changes, 
economic conditions, employment 
rates, family and community 
relations and supports, and changes 
in definitions.   


 
__________________________ 
1  Trocmé, N., et al (2009) National Child Welfare Outcomes Indicator Matrix (NOM). Retrieved from http://www.cecw-cepb.ca/publications/948 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
The effectiveness of 
workplace safety and 
health prevention 
programs, by 
measuring the time-
loss injury rate. 


Time-loss injuries 
result in personal 
suffering for workers 
and their families and 
lower productivity for 
businesses.   


5.6 time-loss 
injuries per 100 
workers in 
1999/00. 
 
 


The time-loss injury rate 
was 3.3 per 100 workers 
in 2012/13. 


The time-loss injury 
rate has declined 
by approximately 
41 per cent, from 
5.6 in 1999/00 to 
3.3 in 2012/13.   


Rates are based on lost-time 
claims for workers covered by 
workers compensation. While the 
overall injury rate has substantially 
decreased since 2000 
enforcement and education 
activities will continue to be 
increased, especially in those 
areas needing special attention.  
 
For more information, see pages 
54-55 of this Report. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
The level of activity to 
promote compliance 
with workplace safety 
and health legislative 
and regulatory 
requirements.   


Compliance is a key 
element in protecting 
the safety and health 
of workers, building a 
level playing field for 
employers, and 
promoting a safety 
and health culture in 
our workplaces. 


Approximately 
1,600 workplace 
inspections were 
conducted in 
1999/00. 


In 2012/13, there were 
12, 264 workplace 
inspections conducted, 
resulting in 9,682 
improvement orders and 
646 stop work orders. 


The number of 
workplace 
inspections has 
increased 
tremendously, from 
approximately 
1,600 in 1999/00 to 
over 12,264 in 
2012/13. 


Factors contributing to the 
increase in the number of 
workplace inspections include 
increased safety and health officer 
staffing, divisional efforts to 
maximize administrative 
efficiencies, and the prioritizing of 
workplace safety and health by the 
Manitoba government. 
 
In recent years, inspections have 
been focused on specific sectors 
and groups of workers that exhibit 
higher than normal risk for 
workplace injury. 
 
For more information, see pages 
54-55 of this Report. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
The stability of the 
labour relations 
climate, by 
measuring the annual 
number of person-
days lost per month 
through strikes and 
lockouts. 


Person-days lost 
through strikes and 
lockouts disrupt the 
economy, and may 
discourage 
investment in the 
province. 


7,199 person-
days were lost 
per month in 
1999/00. 


In 2012/13, the average 
number of person-days 
lost per month was 0.  
 
  


The number of 
person-days lost to 
labour disputes has 
dropped steadily 
since 1999/00. 


During the 2012/13 year, 
Conciliation and Mediation 
Services completed 100 per cent 
of its conciliation assignments 
without a work stoppage.  The 
Branch also had an 89 per cent 
success rate on its joint grievance 
mediation assignments and an 
86 per cent success rate on its 
expedited grievance mediation 
cases. 
  
For more information, see pages 
50-51 of this Report. 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2012/13 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 
What is the trend 


over time? 
Comments/Recent Actions/ 


Report Links 
The timeliness of 
response for 
Employment 
Standards 
complaints, by 
tracking the average 
number of days 
required for formal 
resolution of a 
complaint. 


Timely resolution of 
complaints is 
important in 
protecting the rights 
of employees, 
particularly 
vulnerable workers, 
and in ensuring the 
Branch conducts 
effective and efficient 
investigations. 


 In 1999/00, the 
average number 
of days to 
resolve a 
complaint 
through the 
formal process 
was 175.   


The average number of 
days in 2012/13 was110.   


The average 
number of days to 
resolve a claim has 
decreased steadily 
from 175 days in 
1999/00 to a low of 
97 days in 2008/09.   


The per cent of claims being 
resolved through the voluntary 
quick resolution process generally 
averages 40 per cent. In 2012/13, 
this increased to 53 per cent being 
resolved in an average of 38 days. 
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The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower 
Protection) Act 
 
The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in 
April 2007. This law gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about 
significant and serious matters (wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and 
strengthens protection from reprisal.  The Act builds on protections already in place 
under other statutes, as well as collective bargaining rights, policies, practices and 
processes in the Manitoba public service.  
Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an 
act or omission that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross 
mismanagement; or, knowingly directing or counselling a person to commit a 
wrongdoing. The Act is not intended to deal with routine operational or administrative 
matters.  
A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a 
reasonable belief that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed, is considered 
to be a disclosure under the Act, whether or not the subject matter constitutes 
wrongdoing. All disclosures receive careful and thorough review to determine if action is 
required under the Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual report in 
accordance with Section 18 of the Act.  
The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services and 
Labour and the Office of the Fire Commissioner for fiscal year 2012/13: 
 


Information Required Annually  
(per Section 18 of The Act) 


 
Fiscal Year 2012/13  


The number of disclosures received, and the number acted on and not 
acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a)  
NIL 


The number of investigations commenced as a result of a disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b)  
NIL 


 
 


In the case of an investigation that results in a finding of wrongdoing, a 
description of the wrongdoing and any recommendations or corrective 
actions taken in relation to the wrongdoing, or the reasons why no 
corrective action was taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c)  


NIL 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY


A previous report by the Manitoba Centre for Health Policy found that the
health status of Manitobans improved over the 14-year period from 1985/86
to 1998/99 (Roos et al., 2001). This same report found that there was a gap
in health status between residents of northern areas of the province and the
rest of the province, as well as between Winnipeg residents from low-income
areas and other areas of the city.  Residents of the north were found to have
poorer health status than those in the south; likewise, residents from low-
income Winnipeg areas were found to have poorer health status than those
in other areas of the city. Of particular concern was the observation that
these gaps in health status appeared to widen over the 14-year period. The
purpose of the current report was to focus on this widening gap in health
status and attempt to determine what factors have contributed to it.    


Data Sources and Methods
A population-based approach was used to study the health status of
Manitoba residents as well as the use of health care resources by these resi-
dents. This report used anonymized administrative data from the Manitoba
Population Health Research Data Repository. Specific databases analyzed
included the population registry, hospital abstracts, physician visits, vital sta-
tistics and census data.  As well, cancer incidence data were obtained from
CancerCare Manitoba.  The study focussed on trends in health status across
a 15-year period: 1985/86 through 1999/2000. All residents of Manitoba
were included in these analyses.


Analyses were carried out separately for non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg resi-
dents. Non-Winnipeg Regional Health Authorities (RHAs) were grouped
together based on the health status of their populations as measured by pre-
mature mortality rates.  The result was three separate regional groupings of
residents: those from areas with the 1) least healthy, 2) average health, and 3)
most healthy populations.  The same groupings were constructed for
Neighbourhood Clusters (NCs) within Winnipeg.  Analyses focus on com-
parisons between residents of areas with the least compared to the most
healthy populations.


Most of the analyses presented in this report use regression techniques to
describe longitudinal trends in the data for non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg
residents. These analyses were used to accurately characterize changes in
mortality or morbidity over the 15-year period, taking into account differ-
ences by age, sex, and regional grouping. The analyses focus on the “gap” in
health status between residents of areas with the least, compared to the most,
healthy populations, and this gap is defined here as the ratio of health out-
comes between these populations.
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Because the effects of selective migration (e.g., healthier members of the
population moving out of areas with the least healthy populations) could
result in a widening health status gap between populations, without any
actual changes in the health status of the individual members of those popu-
lations, we also looked at the impact of migration on changes in health sta-
tus, using two separate methods.   


1) Within each area, we compared mortality rates in the last five years of the
study for those people living in the area at the beginning of the study peri-
od, to those people living in the area at the end of the study period, to
assess the impact of migration on mortality.
2) We compared the initial morbidity burdens of those who eventually
migrated, to those who did not migrate, using the Adjusted Clinical Group
(ACG) case-mix adjustment system to determine whether those who migrat-
ed were sicker or healthier to begin with.


Public-Use Census data were used to obtain area-level measures of income,
unemployment, education and lone-parent status, all measures of socioeco-
nomic status thought to be associated with health status.  We looked at
changes in these measures for each of our regional groupings across the
study period and related these to observed changes in the health status gap
between our regional groupings. 


Findings


Overall Trends


� Between 1985/86 and 1999/2000, the gap (measured using rate ratios) in
health status between residents from areas with the least healthy populations
and areas with the most healthy populations widened, in both non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg analyses.  


� The widening of the health status gap appears to be due to improvements
in health for residents of areas with the most healthy populations, whereas
the health status for residents of areas with the least healthy populations has
remained unchanged.


� This widening gap in health status has been greater for males than for
females. Manitoba males, in general, have experienced greater improvements
in health status over the past 15 years compared to Manitoba females; how-
ever, the gains in health status for males have been greater for residents of
areas with the most healthy populations compared to the least healthy pop-
ulations.
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� The widening gap in health status between the least and most healthy
non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations evidenced across the time period
does not seem to be driven by any particular age group.


The Impact of Migration


� The widening health status gap does not appear to be due to migration. 


Cause-Specific Trends


� When specific causes of mortality were examined we found similar health
status gaps for almost all categories studied: higher mortality rates for resi-
dents of the areas with the least healthy populations compared to those from
areas with the most healthy populations. Although most of these gaps
remained stable across the 15 years of the study, none narrowed, and for
some the health status gap widened.


� Health status gaps for specific causes of mortality were examined separately
by age categories and by sex. The greatest changes in terms of the growing
gap between those from the least and most healthy populations appear to
have occurred in heart disease and respiratory disease mortality; however,
there was some evidence of a growing health status gap for each of the cate-
gories studied.


� As was found for the overall analyses, for the disease-specific mortality
analyses most of the widening of the gap can be attributed to residents of
areas with the most healthy populations showing improvements in health
status over time, whereas residents from areas with the least healthy popula-
tions showed no change (and sometimes declines) in health status over time.


� When specific causes of illness (as measured by treatment prevalence) were
examined we found a similar health status gap for almost all categories stud-
ied: higher treatment prevalence rates for residents of areas with the least
healthy compared to the most healthy populations. None of these gaps nar-
rowed over the 15 years, and some widened.


� For some of the illness categories studied (diabetes, respiratory disease),
residents of all regional groupings experienced an increase in treatment
prevalence, and the widening gap in health status observed can be attributed
to greater increases in treatment prevalence for residents of areas with the
least healthy populations.
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� For other categories of illness (AMI), residents of all regional groupings
experienced a decrease in treatment prevalence, and the widening gap in
health status observed can be attributed to smaller decreases in treatment
prevalence for residents of areas with the least healthy populations.


Socioeconomic Factors


� When area measures of socioeconomic status were examined, we found
that the growing gap in health status observed between residents of the areas
with the least and most healthy populations appears to be related to changes
in income and unemployment, but not education and lone-parent status.


Hospital Utilization


� Although we found a somewhat larger decrease in hospital separations for
residents of non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations com-
pared to the most healthy populations, analyses suggest that this is unrelated
to mortality rates.


It would be an oversimplification to attribute the growing gap in health sta-
tus observed in this study to behavioural factors. Although rates of smoking
and being overweight (factors associated with poorer health) are higher in
areas with the least healthy populations, research shows that health status
differences remain even when these behavioual factors are taken into consid-
eration, and that socioeconomic differences have an effect on health status
above and beyond differences in health-related behaviours.  


Conclusion
Despite overall improvements in the health status of Manitobans over the
15-year study period, the gap in health status between residents of areas
with the least healthy compared to the most healthy populations increased
significantly.  


This widening health status gap does not seem to be restricted to one or two
specific diseases or age groups, nor is it the result of migration or changes in
hospital utilization. For the most part, the widening gap in health status
appears to be due to improvements in health status for those already enjoy-
ing the best health, with no corresponding improvements for those already
in the poorest health. Further examination of factors that contribute to
health status, particularly socioeconomic conditions such as income level
and employment, are necessary to determine why residents of areas with the
least healthy populations have not enjoyed the same improvements in health
as those in the rest of the province.  
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1.0   INTRODUCTION


Analyses of trends in health status over the 14-year period from 1985/86 to
1998/99, revealed that the health of most Manitobans improved over the
time period: fewer people died before the age of 75 years, and life expectan-
cy increased a full 2.6 years for males and one year for females (Roos,
Shapiro, Bond et al., May 2001). These improvements were not experienced
by all residents of Manitoba, however. The health status of residents of
northern Manitoba (Burntwood, Nor-Man and Churchill Regional Health
Authorities1) appeared to fall over the same time period: more northern resi-
dents died before the age of 75 years, and life expectancy decreased one-and-
a-half years for females and only increased one-third of a year for males.
What made this apparent decline even more concerning is that residents of
northern Manitoba had poorer health status to begin with. For instance, the
average life expectancy for males from northern Manitoba in 1985 was 71.2
years, whereas males in southern regions of the province were expected to
live 73.9 years, 2.7 years longer than their northern counterparts.  By 1998,
this gap in health status had widened: males from the south could expect to
live to 76.7 years, 5.1 years longer than their northern counterparts. For
females, the average life expectancy for those residing in the north in 1985
was 77.8 years, whereas females from the southern regions of the province
were expected to live 81 years, 3.2 years longer than their northern counter-
parts. By 1998, the health status gap between females living in the northern
and southern regions of the province had also widened: females from south-
ern regions of the province could expect to live to 82.4 years, a full 6.1 years
longer than their northern counterparts. The widening health gap observed
between those in the north and residents of the rest of the province was also
found in Winnipeg, where residents of the poorest neighbourhoods did not
show the same gains in health status experienced by residents of the wealthi-
est neighbourhoods.  


The purpose of the current study was to attempt to understand why resi-
dents of northern Manitoba and of the poorest neighbourhoods in
Winnipeg seem not to have enjoyed the same recent gains in health status as
those experienced by other Manitoba residents.  


1.1 Background
Geographic disparities in health status have been documented in Manitoba
(Roos and Shapiro, 1995) as well as elsewhere, including the United States
(Ross, Wolfson, Dunn et al., 2000), and the United Kingdom (Mitchell,
Dorling and Shaw, 2000; Shaw, Dorling, Gordon and Davey Smith, 1999).
What this work tends to reveal is a strong relationship between inequalities
in health status and socioeconomic factors, such as income, education and
employment.  Lower socioeconomic status is associated with poorer health
outcomes, and there is a graded effect of this relationship such that with
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1 These RHAs also tend to have lower socioeconomic status than the rest of the province
(Martens, Frohlich, Carriere et al., 2002), as will be discussed in more detail in a subsequent
section of this report.
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and 1998/99
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before the age of
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share these
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health status.


There is much
evidence that
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health status are
associated with
income, educa-
tion, and employ-
ment status.
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each increase in level of socioeconomic status there is an increase in health
status.  A large body of work shows that inequalities in health status are
associated with income (Lynch, Davey Smith, Kaplan et al., 2000; Benzeval
and Judge, 2001; Wolfson, Kaplan, Lynch, et al., 1999; Kaplan, Pamuk,
Lynch, et al., 1996; Kennedy, Kawachi, Prothrow-Smith, 1996; Fiscella and
Franks, 1997), education level (Marmot et al., 1997; Pappas et al., 1993;
Olshansky and Wilkins, 1998; Power, Manor, Matthews, 1999), employ-
ment status (Morris, Cook and Shaper, 1994; Mathers and Schofield, 1998;
Jin, Shah, Svoboda 1996) and family structure (Benzeval, 1998; Wyke and
Ford, 1992; Leach et al., 1999; Lipman et al., 2002; Sauvola et al., 2001).


� Focussing on mortality across income groups in larger Canadian cities,
Wilkins and colleagues (Wilkins et al., 1989; Wilkins et al., 2002) reported
income-related disparities in health status from 1971 through 1996. These
income disparities existed for overall mortality rates as well as for specific
disease categories including circulatory disease, cancer, respiratory disease
and injuries.  In 1996, an estimated 23% of the potential years of life lost
before the age of 75 in Canada was attributable to income differences, high-
er than that attributable to injuries (19%) and cardiovascular diseases (18%)
and second only to cancer (31%) (Wilkins et al., 2002).


� A recent examination of data from the U.S. Longitudinal Study of Aging,
shows clearly that the more educated not only live longer, but do so for a
longer period in a disability-free state (Olshansky and Wilkins, 1998). 


� A review of studies conducted in the 1980s and '90s looking at the rela-
tionship between employment and health status concluded that unemploy-
ment in both men and women is associated with higher rates of overall mor-
tality, and deaths due to cardiovascular disease and suicide (Jin, Shah and
Svoboda, 1995). Risk for mortality tends to be greater in times and regions
of higher unemployment (Moser et al., 1987) and is also higher for those
with lower status occupations (Marmot et al., 1991). 


� Family structure can have an impact on both children and adults, with
lone parents having poorer health status than parents living in couples
(Benzeval, 1998; Wyke and Ford, 1992) and children in lone-parent families
also being at greater risk for health problems (Leach et al., 1999; Lipman et
al., 2002; Sauvola et al., 2001).


Recent evidence from various countries suggests that disparities in health
status may be widening. Evidence for this widening gap in health status
between different geographic regions and/or socioeconomic groups has been
documented in the United Kingdom (Shaw, Dorling, Gordon, Davey
Smith, 1999), and the United States (Pappas et al., 1993). In a study of resi-
dents of urban metropolitan areas in Canada, Wilkins et al. (2002) looked
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at changes in income disparities over the 25-year period, 1971-1996, and
found that for the majority of causes of death, mortality had decreased and
the gradient between income groups, though persistent, tended to decline.
For many of the mortality causes, however, the decreases in mortality as well
as the narrowing of the income disparities were greatest during the first half
of the 25-year study period, and for some causes of death, the disparities
actually increased, particularly during the last 10 years (1986 to 1996) of the
study period.  


Not surprisingly, because of the association between health inequalities and
socioeconomic circumstances, the widening disparities in health between
different geographic regions and/or socioeconomic groups have been largely
attributed to changes in socioeconomic circumstances (Phillimore, Beattie,
Townsend, 1994; Shaw et al., 1999; Pappas et al., 1993; Wilkins et al.,
2002).  Another plausible explanation for the widening disparities in health
status is selective migration (Veugelers and Guernsey, 1999).  Healthier indi-
viduals may be more likely to migrate from certain areas that have unhealthy
populations to areas with healthier populations, for socioeconomic or other
reasons. For example, selective migration may occur when industries close
down, leading to migration of the more able and employable members of
the community to seek employment opportunities elsewhere. Because these
individuals are also likely to be healthier, this could have the apparent effect
of lowering the overall health status of the subgroup left behind and/or ele-
vating the overall health status of the population in the area to which they
migrated, either of which would create the appearance of a widening gap in
health status.  


1.2 What's in this Report?
In the first section of the Results we confirm that the gap in health status is
actually widening in Manitoba, and quantify this.  We also investigate
whether this widening gap is developing in particular groups, or more gener-
ally across these populations: Do we find that the gap is widening for both
males and females equally?  Are there specific age groups where the gap is
widening more so than for others?  


We then explore the answers to a number of questions in an attempt to
understand why the gap in health status is widening.  Our first focus is on
determining whether the widening gap is real, or an illusion produced by
migration patterns. 


Having established that not much of the widening gap can be explained by
migration, in the third section of the Results we look at specific causes of
mortality and morbidity in an attempt to further understand why the gap in
health status is widening: Is the widening gap in health status due to
changes in one or two specific diseases or is it a more general pattern?  


Recent research
suggests that the
“gap” in health
status between
different socioeco-
nomic groups is
widening; this
widening dispari-
ty has been linked
to changes in
socioeconomic cir-
cumstances.







The fourth section of the Results looks at differences in socioeconomic fac-
tors across Manitoba regional groupings and changes in these differences
across the study period. For example, is there a relationship between the
widening gap in health status and changes over time in: average family
incomes? employment levels? education levels? family structure?  


The fifth section of the Results explores the relationship between the widen-
ing gap in health status and hospital utilization.  Roos et al (2001) found
that hospitalization rates changed over the time period 1985/86 to 1998/99,
with greater decreases in hospital utilization for those groups showing
decreases in health status.  In the current report we explore whether declin-
ing rates in utilization contribute to the growing gap in health status.  
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2.0   METHODS


2.1 Data Sources
This report used anonymized administrative data from the Manitoba
Population Health Research Data Repository, housed at the Manitoba Centre
for Health Policy (MCHP). Repository databases analyzed included the pop-
ulation registry, hospital abstracts, physician billing abstracts, vital statistics
and census data. In addition, we obtained cancer incidence data from the reg-
istry maintained by CancerCare Manitoba.


2.2 Study Period and Population
This report focuses on trends in health status over a 15-year period: 1985  to
1999.2 A population-based approach was used to study the health status of
Manitoba residents as well as the use of health care resources by these resi-
dents. This approach attributes the health care use of patients according to
their region of residence, regardless of where they received health care servic-
es. Population figures are taken from the Manitoba Repository registration
files and are based on the Manitoba population in December of the year in
question. All residents of Manitoba, including Registered First Nations resi-
dents were included in these analyses. No separate analyses were done by
Registered First Nations grouping.


2.3 Regional Groupings
Analyses were carried out separately for non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg resi-
dents. We set out to divide both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas each
into three distinct groupings based on the health status of the populations
residing in these areas. To do this we used the premature mortality rate
(PMR) which is the rate of deaths occurring in the 0- to 74-year-old popula-
tion.3 PMR is considered the best single measure of the health of a group of
people and their need for health care services (Carstairs and Morris, 1991;
Eyles, Birch, Chambers et al., 1991; Eyles and Birch, 1993). PMR is highly
related to a measure of socioeconomic well-being developed at MCHP called
the Socioeconomic Factor Index (SEFI)4: the Pearson rank order correlation
between SEFI and PMR for all non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg regions was
0.85 in 1994 through 1998 (Martens et al., 2002). What this means is that
the areas of Manitoba with the poorest health status also tend to be the areas
with higher unemployment levels, poorer housing and lower income levels.
Thus, our regional groupings reflected not only differences in health status
across populations, but also differences in socioeconomic well-being.  


For non-Winnipeg areas, non-Winnipeg Regional Health Authorities (RHAs)
were grouped together based on their PMRs for the period 1995 through
1999. RHAs whose populations had PMRs that were significantly5 higher
than the provincial average (indicating poorer health and therefore the expec-


2 All analyses are based on fiscal years (April 1 to March 31) unless otherwise  specified, but
will be shown as one year (i.e., fiscal year 1985/86 will be written as 1985). 
3 For the PMR analyses, calendar years, rather than fiscal years, were used.
4 SEFI is based on Census measures of environmental, household and individual conditions
associated with poor health (Martens, Frohlich, Carriere et al., 2002).
5 Statistical significance was assessed using t-test methodology developed by Carriere and
Roos (1997).
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tation of greater demands on the health care system) were designated "least
healthy." These RHAs include Nor-Man, Burntwood and Churchill. RHAs
whose PMRs did not differ significantly from the provincial average were
given the designation "average health": Marquette, Parkland, North Eastman
and Interlake.  And RHAs whose PMRs were significantly lower than the
provincial average (indicating better health status) were designated "most
healthy": South Eastman, South Westman, Brandon and Central. Figure 1
shows the location of these regional population groupings within the
province of Manitoba; it is clear that they follow not only a PMR pattern,
but also a geographic pattern, with the least healthy populations being the
furthest north and the most healthy populations being furthest south in the
province.6


The Winnipeg RHA can be broken down into 25 neighbourhood clusters
(NCs). PMRs based on data from 1995 through 1999 were calculated for
each NC and the NCs were then grouped together into least (St. James
Assiniboia E., River East S., Inkster E., Downtown E., Pt. Douglas N. and
S.), average (St. Vital N., St. Boniface W., River Heights E., Seven Oaks W.,
E. and N., River East W., E. and N., Transcona, Downtown W.) and most
healthy (Fort Garry S. and N., Assiniboine, St. Vital S., St. Boniface E., 


6 When we say that the areas with the least healthy populations tend to be found in the
more northern areas of the province whereas the most healthy populations tend to live in
more southern areas of the province, we are talking about population averages.  There will
certainly be variation within these populations, and sub-populations may show very differ-
ent patterns.  For example, a recent MCHP report "The Health and Health Care Use of
Registered First Nations People Living in Manitoba: A Population-Based Study" found that
for First Nations populations the trend was opposite to the entire population of the
province: that is, First Nations populations in the north tend to be healthier than those in
the southern part of the province.


Figure 1:  Non-Winnipeg RHAs Grouped by PMR


Most Healthy: South Eastman, South Westman, Brandon and Central


Average Health: Interlake, Marquette, North Eastman, Parkland


Least Healthy: Nor-Man, Burntwood, Churchill
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River Heights W., St. James Assiniboia W., Inkster W.) as outlined above for
the non-Winnipeg RHAs.  Figure 2 shows the location of these NC popula-
tion groupings within the city of Winnipeg. As was the case for the non-
Winnipeg RHAs, it is clear that these groupings follow not only a PMR pat-
tern, but also a geographic pattern, with the least healthy populations tend-
ing to be closest to the city centre and the most healthy populations general-
ly toward the south and outskirts of the city. Recall that health status is
highly related to socioeconomic well-being for both Winnipeg and non-
Winnipeg areas, meaning that the areas with the least healthy populations
also have higher rates of unemployment, lower income levels, and generally
poorer socioeconomic conditions.  


Population counts for the regional groupings described in this section can be
found in Table  A2, Appendix A.


2.4 Analytic Approaches 


There are a number of different approaches that could be used in an attempt
to both quantify the gap in health status between the least and most healthy
populations and measure changes in the gap over time. One of the most
commonly used approaches for making comparisons across populations
involves comparing age- and sex-standardized rates of the outcome (e.g.,
mortality) in question. Age- and sex-standardization allows us to determine
what the rate of the outcome would be if the population we are examining


Figure 2:  Neighbourhood Healthiness Groupings for Winnipeg Areas


Most healthy: Fort Garry S, and N, Assiniboine, St. Vital S, St. Boniface E, River Heights W, St. James Assiniboia W, Inkster W


Average health: St. Vital N, St. Boniface W, River Heights E, Seven Oaks W, E, and N, River East W, E and N, Transcona, Downtown W


Least healthy: St. James Assiniboia E, River East S, Inkster E, Downtown E, Pt. Douglas N and S







In this report the
“gap” in health
status refers to the
ratio of the out-
comes for the least
healthy popula-
tions compared to
the most healthy
populations.


had the same age and sex structure of some standard (e.g., the provincial
average) population.  This approach therefore permits us to make a "fair"
comparison across populations.  Unfortunately, standardized rates are sensi-
tive to variations in age-specific rates in small populations and will therefore
sometimes show substantial variability from one year to the next.  This sen-
sitivity to variations makes standardized rates less useful in monitoring
changes across populations over time.  


For this reason, for most of the analyses presented in this report, regression
techniques were used, instead of age- or sex-standardized rates, to examine
trends over time across and within non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg regional
groupings. These analyses were used to accurately characterize changes in
mortality or morbidity over the period from 1985 to 1999 (the most current
year for which mortality data were available for the entire province), taking
into account differences by age, sex, and regional grouping. This is the pri-
mary advantage of a regression model over standardized rates: interactions
among variables that are known or presumed to have an impact on health
status can be investigated. An interaction means that the effect of one vari-
able on health status is not constant for every value of a second variable. For
example, for childhood injury mortality, age and sex interact such that below
10 years of age there is little difference in injury deaths between males and
females; above this age group males have significantly higher rates of injury
deaths (Brownell et al., 2002).


In this report, results from the regression analyses are presented as relative
risks (or rate ratios) as opposed to absolute differences in rates. A relative risk
is the probability of some outcome for one population relative to the out-
come for some reference group. For example, it might be the risk of death
for those in the least healthy populations relative to the risk of death for
those in the most healthy populations. Risk ratios, then, are basically ratios
of the outcome for one group compared to another.  Thus, rather than
expressing results as the absolute difference in, say, number or rate of deaths,
between the least and most healthy populations, results are expressed in
terms of how many times higher (or lower) the death rate is for the least
compared to the most healthy populations.  Although most of the results in
this report are based on regression analyses and expressed as relative rates, in
the interest of demonstrating to the reader the absolute rates of the various
conditions, as well as the absolute differences in the rates between the areas
with the least and most healthy populations, standardized rates for the earli-
est and most recent years of data are presented for key analyses7, in
Appendix A.
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7 It is important for the reader to keep in mind that results may be dissimilar for standard-
ized rates and regression models. The regressions attempt to model the structure of age- and
sex-specific mortality rates, meaning that we are averaging over (or controlling for) the
effects of age and sex when we talk about relative risks for particular populations. In con-
trast, with age/sex standardized rates, we are weighting age- and sex-specific rates to corre-
spond with the distribution of some other population, which could have a very different age
distribution than a regional population. Hence, there will be differences in the results that
are obtained for these two approaches.
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For the mortality data, relative risk was estimated from the longitudinal data
for a particular population (least, average or most healthy) or age group
using Poisson regression with generalized estimating equations (GEE).
Further information about these analyses can be found in Appendix B and
in the Glossary. 


Interpreting graphs and tables in this report. Recall that a relative risk is really
a ratio of outcomes for one group or year compared to another (the refer-
ence group).  A relative risk of 1.00 means that there is no difference
between the outcome for the group in question and the reference group.
Relative risks greater than 1.00 indicate higher risk (and consequently poor-
er health status) for the group in question relative to the reference group,
whereas relative risks less than 1.00 indicate lower risk (and consequently
better health status) for the group in question.   


There are two types of graphs depicting relative risks in this report: 
� the first shows changes over time, and the comparison is between the first
year of the study period and other years 
� the second also shows changes over time, however the comparison is
between the outcomes for the least healthy populations compared to the
most healthy populations.  


For the first type of graph, the data point for each year is a ratio of the over-
all (combining least, average and most healthy populations) outcomes for
that year to the outcomes for 1985.  That is, our reference category is 1985.
For example, a relative risk of .90 in 1990 would mean that the risk of the
outcome in 1990 was .90 times (or 10% lower than) what it was in 1985.
A relative risk of 1.10 in 1995 would mean that the risk of the outcome in
1995 was 1.10 times (or 10% higher than) what it was in 1985.  Figure 4 in
Section 1 of the Results is an example of this first type of graph.


For the second type of graph the data point for each year is a ratio of the
outcomes for the least healthy populations compared to the most healthy
populations for that year. That is, our reference category is the most healthy
populations. For example, a relative risk of 1.80 in 1990 would mean that
in 1990, the risk of the outcome was 1.80 times higher (or 80% higher) for
the least healthy populations than the most healthy populations. In essence,
this is what is referred to in this report as the "gap" in health status between
the least and most healthy populations. Figure 5 is an example of this sec-
ond type of graph, showing the gap between the least and most healthy
non-Winnipeg populations for each year of the study period.  







For each of these types of analyses, we were interested in whether there were
statistically significant changes over time: 1) changes over time for the out-
come in question for all populations (first type of graph), and 2) changes
over time in the gap between the least and most healthy populations (second
type of graph). Rather than just compare the first and last years of the study
period, we used five-year time periods to test for significant changes over
time. Thus, most of the results are presented by comparing data from the
end and beginning time periods: 1995-1999 is compared with 1985-1989.
We used five-year time periods to test for differences or changes for two rea-
sons: (1) we were more interested in whether there were changes in out-
comes over broad segments of time, not just from one year to the next, and,
(2) for rare events (such as death) there is a lot of variability in the data from
one year to the next. This variability can result in random fluctuations from
year to year that make it difficult to detect real changes in outcomes. By
looking at five-year time periods, it is possible to reduce, or smooth out, the
influence of these annual fluctuations. 


Additional analytic approaches used in this report that differ from those
detailed above are described in the relevant sections below.  
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3.0 RESULTS


3.1 Analyses of Trends in Mortality Rates Across


Time: Overall Provincial Trends, Regional Trends, and


Age and Sex Differences
Questions addressed in this section: 
- How much has mortality changed in the province between 1985 and 1998?
- Is the gap in health status between the least and most healthy populations actu-
ally widening? 
- How much has the health status gap changed over the time period 1985-1999?
- Do we find that the gap is widening for both males and females equally? 
- Are there specific age groups where the gap is widening more so than for others?  


Figure 3, an updated figure from Roos et al. (2001), shows premature mor-
tality rates (PMR) by the three non-Winnipeg populations of RHAs: least,
average and most healthy. These are the data that prompted this report.  It
appears from this graph that for residents of the areas with the least healthy
populations, PMR increased, then decreased, then increased again, suggest-
ing that overall, health status was becoming poorer for this group, whereas
the PMR for residents of the areas with the most healthy populations
decreased steadily over the time period, suggesting improving health. 


Figure 3:  Premature Mortality Rates (age-sex standardized) per 


1,000 Population, 1985-1998 (rates are 3 yr moving averages)
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Least Healthy non-Wpg 4.491 4.782 4.64 4.73 4.609 4.896 4.986 5.16 5.404 5.351 4.931 4.624 4.643 4.908


Average Health non-Wpg 4.046 4.134 4.085 4.035 3.966 3.859 3.817 3.717 3.635 3.694 3.649 3.639 3.534 3.569


Most Healthy non-Wpg 3.649 3.725 3.568 3.456 3.408 3.316 3.269 3.103 3.158 3.169 3.148 3.059 2.952 2.983


Winnipeg 3.988 4.014 3.965 3.796 3.635 3.526 3.528 3.503 3.461 3.472 3.429 3.365 3.248 3.202


Manitoba 3.963 4.023 3.944 3.822 3.695 3.612 3.6 3.546 3.519 3.532 3.476 3.408 3.305 3.31


1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


* A table with the actual number of premature deaths represented by these rates is found in
Appendix A (Table A1).


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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8 Because mortality is a relatively rare event in any given year, rates can fluctuate from year
to year, making it difficult to determine trends over time. The statistical techniques used
here are designed to overcome the limits of the previous methods.


In this section we look at the gap in health status between the areas with the
least and most healthy populations and use analytic techniques appropriate
for examining change across time,8 to explore whether this gap has widened
over the study period, and to quantify and describe these changes. 


3.1.1 Overall Provincial Trends (How much has mortality


changed in the province between 1985 and 1999?)


Mortality for the province as a whole declined in the 15-year period from
1985 to 1999. Figure 4 shows the mortality risk for each year relative to
1985. Analysis of changes by five-year periods confirmed what appears evi-
dent in the figure: the risk of mortality for Manitobans decreased signifi-
cantly over the study period (p<.0001). The greatest change in mortality risk
was between the first (1985-1989) and second (1990-1994) five-year periods
(p<.0001), whereas the change between the second (1990-1994) and the
third (1995-1999) five-year period was smaller and non-significant
(p=.2255). 


When broken down by age categories (results not shown here), for both
Winnipeg and non-Winnipeg residents, mortality rates decreased between
the first and last five-year time periods for all age groups with the exception
of the 25- to 44-year-old age group. In this age group, mortality rates were
stable over the period for non-Winnipeg residents and increased slightly for
Winnipeg residents. 
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Figure 4:  How much has Mortality Decreased in Manitoba Over the Study Period?


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


Risk of mortality
for Manitobans
decreased signifi-
cantly between
1985 and 1999.


Mortality rates
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for all age groups
with the exception
of those 25-44
years.
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Whereas mortality decreased for both males and females over the 15-year
period, the drop was greater for males than for females. Males had higher
mortality rates throughout the study period (over one-and-a-half times high-
er), however this difference narrowed significantly between the 1985-1989
and 1995-1999 time periods (p<.0001). This narrowing of the gap between
sexes corresponds to a national trend that shows that from 1990 to 1997 the
decline in mortality rates was twice as great for males (8%) as for females
(4%) (Statistics Canada, 2001).  


3.1.2 Region Specific Trends (Is the gap in health status actual-


ly widening and by how much?) 


In order to more accurately estimate whether the gap in health status
between the least and most healthy populations has widened over time, we
focussed on comparing the risk of mortality for the regions of Manitoba
(and Winnipeg) with the least healthy populations relative to those regions
with the most healthy populations. Population totals for each of the popula-
tions are found in Table A2, Appendix A. Age- and sex-standardized mortal-
ity rates for the earliest and most recent 3-year period for these populations
are given in Table A3, Appendix A.


Non-Winnipeg Findings: Figure 5 shows the mortality risk for residents of
the non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations (regions in the
north) relative to the areas with the most healthy populations (regions in the
south) across the 15-year period, and thus allows us to examine the change
in the health status gap over time. Note in the figure that at the start of the
study period (1985) the mortality risk for the least healthy populations is
higher (1.2 times higher) than the risk for the most healthy populations,
and this pattern is evident throughout the study period. (Note that this
graph is like the second type of graph described in “Analytic Approaches”
and therefore the reference category is different in this graph than in the
previous graph. In the previous graph each subsequent year was compared to
1985. In the current graph, for each year, the least healthy populations are
compared to the most healthy populations.) 


In the 1985-1989 time period, the risk of mortality was 1.27 times greater
for the least healthy populations compared to the most healthy populations,
and this disparity increased to 1.41 times by 1995-1999. In other words, the
degree of disparity between the least and most healthy populations was 11%
greater in the last five years of the study than in the first five years (p=.0258)
even after controlling for differences in population composition (i.e., age
and sex) in these two areas of the province. Thus, the gap in health status
between residents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the least and most
healthy populations increased significantly across the study period. 


The analyses also help us to understand why the health status gap between
these two groups is widening. This increasing gap is due to a drop in mor-
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rowed significant-
ly over the study
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least and most
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across the study
period.
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tality risk for those from the most healthy populations (p=.0015).  In con-
trast, the mortality risk for the least healthy populations remained relatively
constant between the two five-year time periods (p=.437). Thus, it is not
that the health of the residents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the least
healthy populations (i.e., the north) is worsening; rather, it is staying the
same. The health of the residents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the most
healthy populations (i.e., the south) is improving and those with the least
healthy populations are not enjoying similar gains in health status.  


Winnipeg Findings. The same analyses were conducted to compare the mor-
tality rates across time for residents of the Winnipeg areas with the most
healthy (southern and outer areas of Winnipeg) and least healthy (core area)
populations. These results are shown in Figure 6. From this figure it is once
again evident that mortality risk was higher throughout the study period for
the least healthy compared to the most healthy populations.  


Mortality risk in 1985-1989 was 1.21 times greater for the least healthy
populations compared to the most healthy, and this disparity increased to
1.41 times in 1995-1999. This analysis revealed that the degree of disparity
between the least and most healthy populations was 16% greater in the last
five years of the study compared to the first five years (p<.0001) after con-
trolling for changes in the age and sex distribution of the population over
time and between regions. Thus, the gap in health status between residents
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Figure 5:  How much Higher is Mortality for the Least Healthy


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations?


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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of the Winnipeg areas with the least and most healthy populations also
increased significantly across the study period. 


Similar to the non-Winnipeg analyses, we observed that the least healthy
population of Winnipeg showed no difference in mortality risk between the
two five-year time periods (p=.6206), whereas the most healthy population
experienced a decrease in mortality risk (p<.001). Thus, the health of the
residents from the Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations is not
actually declining; residents of these areas are not experiencing the same
gains in health status experienced by residents of areas with the most healthy
populations.


To summarize, for both the Winnipeg and non-Winnipeg analyses, similar
patterns are observed. There has been an improvement in health status 
among residents of areas with the most healthy populations, but no
improvement in health status among residents of areas with the least healthy
populations; the results for the average health populations are intermediate
between the two.9 Thus the largest health gains in the province over the last
15 years have been concentrated among residents of selected areas of
Winnipeg (Fort Garry S and N, Assiniboine, St. Vital S, St. Boniface E,
River Heights W, St. James Assiniboia W, Inkster W), and southern regions
of the province (South Eastman, South Westman, Brandon and Central).
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9 Throughout this report, some tables depict findings for areas with the average health pop-
ulations, along with the least and most healthy. Because the main focus of this report is the
comparison in health status between residents of the areas with the most and least healthy
populations, discussion of results for the residents of areas with average health populations
is limited.  
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Figure 6: How much Higher is Mortality for the Least Healthy


Compared to the Most Healthy Populations in Winnipeg?


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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3.1.3 Age- and Sex-Specific Trends (Do we find that the gap is


widening for both males and females equally? Are there spe-


cific age groups where the gap is widening more so than for


others?)  


We know that the growing gap in health status is due to improvements in
health for residents of the areas with the most healthy populations without
corresponding improvements for those from areas with the least healthy
populations. In this section we explore whether this trend is similar for both
sexes and across all age groups.


Trends by Sex. We attempted to determine whether the growing gap
observed in health status between the least and most healthy populations
was observed for both males and females. For non-Winnipeg males, in
1985-1989, the risk of mortality was 1.27 times greater for the least healthy
populations than the most healthy populations, and this disparity increased
to 1.57 times by 1995-1999. The degree of disparity between males in the
least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations was 24% greater in the
last five years of the study compared to the first five years (p<.0001).
Results were similar for non-Winnipeg females. In 1985-1989, the risk of
mortality for non-Winnipeg females was 1.14 times greater for the least
healthy populations than the most healthy populations, and this disparity
increased to 1.27 times in 1995-1999. The degree of disparity between
females in the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations was 11%
greater at the end compared to the beginning of the study period (p=.0172).
Thus the gap in health status between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg
populations widened for both males and females, but more so for males. 


For Winnipeg males, in 1985-1989, the risk of mortality was 1.26 times
greater for the least healthy populations than the most healthy populations,
and this disparity increased to 1.44 times by 1995-1999. Thus, the degree of
disparity between males in the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
increased by 14% over the study period (p=.0296). For Winnipeg females,
in 1985-1989 the risk of mortality was 1.28 times greater for the least
healthy populations than for the most healthy populations, and this
increased only slightly, to 1.38 for 1995-1999. In other words, the disparity
between females in the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
increased by only 8%, a non-significant change  (p=.1523).  Thus the gap in
health status between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations widened
only for males.  


The gap between the least and most healthy populations appears to be
widening more for males than for females. As described in section 3.1.1
“Overall provincial trends” previously, it appears that Manitoba males have
enjoyed greater improvements in health status than females over the past 15
years.  Further analyses suggest that these improvements were greater for
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males resident in areas with the most healthy populations, compared to
males resident of areas with the least healthy populations. In Winnipeg,
whereas there were significant decreases in the degree of disparity between
males and females for both least and most healthy populations (p=.0334 and
p=.0001, respectively), the magnitude of the decrease was greater for the
healthiest populations (a 17% decrease for most healthy, compared to an
8% decrease for least healthy). Outside of Winnipeg, the data reveal that
there were no significant changes in the magnitude of the disparity between
males and females in the least healthy populations over time (p=.2387),
whereas there was a significant decline for the most healthy populations
(p<.0001). 


Age trends. We also attempted to determine if the patterns we observed,
that is, health improving among residents of areas with the healthiest popu-
lations but not improving among residents of areas with the least healthy
populations, held true for every age group. The change in mortality risk
between 1985-1989 and 1995-1999 for each age group, for both non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents is found in Table 1. Here, the compari-
son, or ratio, is between 1995-99 amd 1985-89. Thus for each population at
each age group, a value of less than 1.00 indicates a decrease in the risk of
mortality over time, whereas a value greater than 1.00 represents an increase
in the risk of mortality over time. Statistically significant changes are shown
in bold.


Table 1:  How much has mortality changed across the study period for
each age group? (1995-99 / 1985-89)


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy
Non-Winnipeg
0-24 years 1.02 (.85, 1.22) .97 (.80, 1.17) .84 (.81, .88)*
25-44 years .96 (.76, 1.20) .89 (.80, .99)* 1.02 (.89, 1.18)
45-64 years .94 (.80, 1.11) .86 (.79, .93)* .88 (.84, .93)*
65-74 years 1.12 (1.00, 1.26) .94 (.86, 1.03) .84 (.77, .92)*
75+ years 1.08 (.97, 1.21) .97 (.91, 1.02) .97 (.92, 1.01)
Winnipeg
0-24 years .88 (.74, 1.05) .89 (.72, 1.10) .68 (.55, .84)*
25-44 years 1.15 (1.05, 1.25)* 1.10 (.96, 1.27) 1.06 (.97, 1.16)
45-64 years 1.02 (.87, 1.21) .83 (.77, .88)* .84 (.72, .99)*
65-74 years 1.00 (.98, 1.03) .87 (.83, .92)* .78 (.69, .89)*
75+ years 1.02 (.97, 1.08) .98 (.95, 1.01) .89 (.82, .97)*


Note: 95% confidence intervals are shown
* = statistically significant at  = .05







For those from non-Winnipeg areas, improvement in health status is evident
for those from the most healthy populations at all age groups except the 25-
to 44-year and the 75+ year age groups. That is, for residents of areas with
the most healthy populations there was a significant drop in mortality over
the study period for those 0 to 24 years, 45 to 64 years and 65 to 74 years,
but for those 25 to 44 years and those 75 years and older, the mortality rates
in 1995-1999 did not differ significantly from those in 1985-1989. Similar
improvements are not evident for those from the least healthy populations,
where health status remained stable across all age groups across the study
period. 


For residents of the Winnipeg areas, improvements in health status are evi-
dent for those from areas with the most healthy populations for all age
groups except the 25- to 44-year age group. For the least healthy popula-
tions, no such improvements were evident in any of the age groups, and a
decrease in health status (indicated by a 15% increase in mortality risk) was
found for those from the 25- to 44-year age group.  


Thus the increasing gap in health status between the least and most healthy pop-
ulations evidenced across the time period does not seem to be driven by any par-
ticular age group. For non-Winnipeg residents, the health gap between the
least and most healthy populations increased for all but the 25- to 44-year
and 75+ year age groups. For Winnipeg residents the health gap increased
for all age groups. For the most part, the same dynamic is in operation as
was observed when all age groups were analyzed together: the widening gap is
a function of the improving health for residents of the areas with the most
healthy populations, with no similar improvements experienced by those from the
least healthy populations. The only group experiencing an actual decline in
health status were Winnipeggers aged 25 to 44 years who were residents of
the areas with the least healthy populations. Sex-standardized mortality rates
broken down by population and age group are given in Table A4, Appendix
A.


3.1.4 Infant Mortality


To further examine age-specific mortality changes, we looked at infant mor-
tality rates across the study period.  Other research in Canada suggests that
infant mortality rates have declined, with the gap between the lowest and
highest income quintile residents narrowing between 1971 and 1996, partic-
ularly in the earlier part (1971-1985) of the time period (Wilkins et al.,
2002). Table A5 in Appendix A shows the crude infant mortality rates for
the earliest and most recent five-year periods. It is evident in this table that
the areas with the least healthy populations in both non-Winnipeg and
Winnipeg have higher infant mortality rates than those from the areas with
the most healthy populations.  
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The increasing
gap in health sta-
tus between the
least and most
healthy popula-
tions evidenced
across the time
period does not
seem to be driven
by any particular
age group.


At most ages, the
widening gap was
a function of the
improving health
for residents of the
areas with the
most healthy pop-
ulations, with no
similar improve-
ments experienced
by those from the
least healthy pop-
ulations.
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We examined neonatal (<29 days) and post-neonatal (29+ days) infant
deaths separately, for both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations using
Poisson regression. The impact of sex and population health status  (least,
average, most healthy) were taken into consideration, and as with previous
analyses, the data were combined into three five-year time periods and the
differences between the first five years of the study and the last five years of
the study were tested. The analyses were conducted both including and
excluding extremely low birth weight infant deaths (i.e., infants weighing
less than 500 grams). The number of extremely low birth weight babies
born alive has changed over time and because a high proportion of these
babies die in the first year of life, this is a potentially confounding factor in
longitudinal analyses. (See Appendix B for further details.)


Regardless of the birthweight exclusions, there were very few detectable
changes in infant mortality risk over time. For the non-Winnipeg areas,
there was a decrease in post-neonatal mortality within the least healthy pop-
ulations between the two time periods of the study; however, this result is
associated with a change of only four deaths over the two time periods.
Within Winnipeg, there was a statistically significant decline in the risk of
neonatal mortality in the least healthy populations when extremely low
birthweight babies were retained in the analysis. When this weight class was
removed, however, no difference was observed. The areas with the most
healthy populations in Winnipeg experienced a statistically significant
decrease in neonatal mortality when the extremely low birthweight babies
were excluded, with no corresponding decrease in the areas with the least
healthy populations. Thus, although there was some evidence of both
widening and narrowing gaps in infant mortality across the study period,
the small number of deaths raises questions regarding the stability of these
trends and suggests that infant mortality is not driving the pattern of the
widening gap in health status between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg
and Winnipeg populations.


3.1.5 Summary of Mortality Trends


We found evidence of a widening gap in health status between both non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents of areas with the least compared to the
most healthy populations (see Table 2). This widening gap appears to be due
to improvements in health for residents of areas with the most healthy pop-
ulations, whereas the health status for residents of areas with the least
healthy populations has remained unchanged. This widening gap in health
status has been greater for males than for females and does not seem to be
driven by any particular age group.10


10 Analyses on trends in mortality rates conducted in this section of the report were repeat-
ed examining trends in Potential Years Life Lost (PYLL). These analyses produced results
that were largely consistent with the results from the mortality analyses. The results of these
analyses are available upon request.  


Infant mortality
is not driving the
pattern of the
widening gap in
health status
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
and Winnipeg
populations.







3.2 The Impact of Migration on Changes in Health


Status 
Question addressed in this section: 
Does migration explain or contribute to this widening gap?  
The previous section confirms that the gap in health status between resi-
dents living in areas with the most and least healthy populations is widen-
ing. And the widening gap is due mainly to improvements in the health sta-
tus of residents of the areas with the most healthy populations, with no cor-
responding improvement for residents of areas with the least healthy popula-
tions.  It is possible that migration is a contributing factor to the widening
gap in health status observed over time. For example, between 1989 and
2000 the number of mines in northern Manitoba (our areas with the least
healthy populations) dropped from 20 to 8 (Northern Miner, 1989; 2000).
This could have the effect of driving healthy, able workers to other areas to
seek employment.  Likewise, within Winnipeg, healthier members of the
population may move out of the core area (where the least healthy popula-
tions are concentrated), whereas those who are less healthy and unable to
maintain employment may move into the core area to seek cheaper housing.
Any of these migration patterns could contribute to the appearance of a
widening health status gap between the least and most healthy populations,
without any actual change in health status of individuals having occurred. We
assessed the impact of these migration patterns on changes in mortality as
well as changes in morbidity over time and across regions.  
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Table 2:  Summary of overall mortality findings


Change in Gap Between Least and Most HealthyIndicator Change Across
Time (all
populations)


Overall By Age By Sex


Non-Winnipeg
Overall
mortality


Decreased Gap increased
Most healthy
getting
healthier, least
healthy staying
the same


Gaps increased
for:
0 to 24 years
45 to 64 years
65 to 74 years


Gap increased
for both males
and females;
more so for
males


Winnipeg:
Overall
mortality


Decreased Gap increased
Most healthy
getting
healthier, least
healthy staying
the same


Gaps increased
for:
0 to 24 years
25-44 years
45 to 64 years
65 to 74 years
75+ years


Gap increased
for males only







3.2.1 Impact of Migration on Mortality


In order to assess the potential impact of migration on area mortality we
used a method which compares mortality rates with the effects of migration
included, to mortality rates where the effects of migration have been
removed or controlled for (see Brimblecombe et al., 1999). This analysis
uses the Standardized Mortality Ratio (SMR) as a measure of health status,
with SMRs below 100 indicating better than average health status, and
SMRs above 100 indicating poorer than average health. This analysis con-
trols for the effects of migration both into and out of the different areas. If
migration is a contributing factor to the changes in health status observed in
this study, then we would expect that the SMRs that control for migration
would be different than those where the effect of migration is included.
(For more details regarding this method, please refer to Appendix B.)  


We found, however, that migration had almost no impact on the observed
change in health status in the non-Winnipeg areas, shown by the similarities
between SMRs with and without the effect of migration included (Table 3).
Minimal impact on health status for Winnipeg areas was observed, and for
the areas with the least healthy populations, it was in the direction that
would be predicted if migration did have an impact on the growing gap in
health status between the least and most healthy populations (Table 4).
This is shown by the higher SMRs when the effect of migration is included
in Table 4. However, this same effect was observed, though to a lesser extent,
for the areas with the most healthy populations. That is, the most healthy
populations also had higher SMRs when the effect of migration was includ-
ed. Apparently, either individuals with poorer health moved into both the
areas whose populations were in the poorest health and into the areas whose
populations had the best health and/or individuals with better health moved
out of both these areas. This means that migration would have the same
effect in both types of areas—that of lowering the overall health status of
area residents.  Because the effect of migration appears to lower health status
for both the most and least healthy populations, the contribution of migra-
tion to the growing gap in health status between these areas would be mini-
mal. Thus, migration appears to have made little contribution to the widening
gap in health status between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg and
Winnipeg populations.
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Table 3: SMRs for non-Winnipeg populations adjusting for the impact
of migration, 1995-1999


Population Without migration With migration


Most Healthy 95.1 95.2
Average Health 102.5 102.0
Least Healthy 128.9 128.7


Migration
appears to have
made little contri-
bution to the
widening gap in
health status
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
and Winnipeg
populations.
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3.2.2 Impact of Migration on Morbidity


Because we look not only at changes in mortality across time but also
changes in morbidity (as measured by treatment prevalence) in this report,
we also assessed the impact of migration using a measure of morbidity. This
analysis looked at whether those who moved into or out of each of the
regions by the end of the study period had different morbidity burdens at
the start of the study period. We used the Adjusted Clinical Group (ACG)
case-mix adjustment system (Starfield, Weiner, Mumford et al., 1991) to
categorize morbidity. This system uses data on physician visits and hospital
stays to determine morbidity, so unlike the mortality data, where there is a
record of everyone who dies, these morbidity analyses are based on utiliza-
tion of the health care system. We found evidence of under-counting of uti-
lization of health care services in northern Manitoba, most probably due in
part to the use of nursing stations for some care delivery in these regions,
which is not captured in the Repository. For this reason, differences in mor-
bidity between migrants and non-migrants for the least and most healthy
populations were assessed only for Winnipeg. (For more details regarding
this method, please refer to Appendix B.)  


We found that migration patterns differed for residents of areas with the
least and most healthy Winnipeg populations. Whereas 43% of those from
the most healthy populations did not move over the course of the study
period, only 29% of those from the least healthy populations were resident
in these areas at both the beginning and end of the study period. Although
the per cent of people moving into each of these areas was similar (about
20%), 25% of those from the areas with the least healthy populations had
moved out of the area by 1999, whereas only 15% had moved out of the
areas with the most healthy populations. 


With respect to differences in morbidity burden between populations, about
3.4% of those resident in the areas with the most healthy populations had
major morbidity burden in 1985, whereas 5.4% of those in areas with the
least healthy populations were classified as such. Table 5 shows the per cent
of residents within each of the Winnipeg populations (according to where
they lived in 1999) considered to have major morbidity burden in 1985, by
their migration status in 1999 (whether they moved out of, into or stayed in
the area).  Those who moved out of the Winnipeg areas with the most 


Table 4:  SMRs for Winnipeg populations adjusting for the impact of
migration, 1995-1999


Population Without migration With migration


Most Healthy 85.7 87.4
Average Health 99.4 98.3
Least Healthy 114.9 118.6
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healthy populations were somewhat sicker overall to begin with (in 1985)
than those who stayed, whereas those who moved into the areas with the
most healthy populations were slightly healthier overall than those who did
not migrate. The differences are very small, however. For the least healthy
Winnipeg populations, those who moved out were somewhat healthier to
begin with than those who stayed, but so were those who moved into the
areas, though to a lesser extent. These morbidity analyses suggest that migration
into and out of the different areas of Winnipeg may have had a minor impact on
the widening gap in morbidity between the least and most healthy populations.


To summarize, despite the small increased propensity we have documented
in the tendency of those with major morbidities to migrate to areas with the
least healthy populations in Winnipeg, it is clear that migration explains lit-
tle or none of the widening gap in mortality which we have documented.
Thus, migration had little if any effect on the widening gap in mortality
between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg popula-
tions.


3.3 Exploring the Contribution of Specific Causes of


Mortality and Morbidity to the Widening Gap in


Health Status
Question addressed in this section: 
- Is the widening gap in health status observed in only one or two specific dis-
eases or is it a more general pattern?


3.3.1 Cause-Specific Mortality


We further investigated the widening gap in health status between residents
of the non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas with the least and most healthy
populations by looking at changes in specific causes of mortality. The intent
of these Poisson regression analyses was to determine whether the increasing
disparity in mortality between the least and most healthy populations was a
function of one specific disease, or evident across disease categories.  We
chose the four most common causes of death for analysis: cancer, heart dis-
ease, injury and respiratory disease. (Definitions of each of these diseases can
be found in the Glossary.)


Table 5:  Per cent residents of Winnipeg populations with major morbidity
burden in 1985, by migration status in 1999


Population Migrated into Migrated out of Did not migrate


Most Healthy 2.28 2.59 2.41
Average Health 2.71 2.87 2.63
Least Healthy 3.78 3.06 4.10


Morbidity analy-
ses suggest that
migration into
and out of the
different areas of
Winnipeg may
have had a minor
impact on the
widening gap in
morbidity
between the least
and most healthy
populations.
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Age- and sex-standardized five-year rates (1985-1989 and 1995-1999) for
each of these specific causes of death, for both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg
populations can be found in Table A6 in Appendix A.


Cancer mortality
Overall, cancer mortality changed very little across time for both non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents. Figure 7 shows the risk of cancer mortal-
ity in each year relative to 1985. Although the figure depicts some year to
year changes, these are likely due to random fluctuations rather than mean-
ingful changes in cancer mortality.  Analysis comparing the most recent five
years (1995-1999) to the first five years (1985-1989) confirmed that there
were no significant changes in cancer mortality for either non-Winnipeg
(p=.9729) or Winnipeg residents (p=.9712). 


Non-Winnipeg findings: Figure 8 shows the risk of mortality for the non-
Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations relative to the most
healthy populations. No clear pattern emerges from this figure: in some
years cancer mortality appears to be higher in the least compared to the
most healthy populations; in other years it appears to be lower. Year-to-year
fluctuations make it difficult to detect any trends across time, and so we
focus instead on average change for five-year periods. Overall, for the period
from 1985-1989 cancer mortality was .96 times for the least healthy popula-
tions compared to the most healthy populations (meaning that the risk of
cancer death was very similar for these two populations). The cancer mortal-
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Figure 7: How much has Cancer Mortality Changed Throughout the Study Period? 


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.







ity risk in 1995-1999 was similar to that of the earlier period (i.e., .99
times) and a statistical test confirmed that there was no significant change in
the difference in cancer mortality over time (p=.7024). Thus, there was no
evidence of a gap in cancer mortality between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations and this did not change across the study period.


It is possible that analyses grouping all ages together may wash out any
effects that may be found at specific ages. That is, it is possible to have no
overall change in the health status gap, and at the same time widening gaps
at one age level and narrowing or stable gaps at another. Although there was
no change over time in the cancer mortality gap between the least and most
healthy non-Winnipeg populations overall, we ran separate analyses by age
groups to determine if this pattern held true for all age categories. We found
that residents from the areas with the most healthy populations in the 45- to
64-year category experienced a drop in mortality, with those from areas with
the least healthy populations experiencing a similar, though non-significant,
decrease in cancer mortality. For the 75+ year residents, both the least and
most healthy populations experienced an increase in cancer mortality. This
increase was greater for the least healthy populations and resulted in a signif-
icant increase in disparity between the least and most healthy populations
over time (p=.0471). Thus for cancer mortality there was evidence of a widen-
ing gap across time between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg popula-
tions for those 75 years and older.
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Figure 8: How much Higher is Cancer Mortality for the Least Healthy Compared


to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations?


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


There was no evi-
dence of a gap in
cancer mortality
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations and
this did not
change across the
study period.


For cancer mor-
tality there was
evidence of a
widening gap
across time
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations for
those 75 years
and older.
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Separate analyses were also run for males and females. Once again, there is
no evidence of a consistent gap between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations for either males or females, and this did not change
over the study period (p=.6575 for males, p=.9914 for females). Thus for
cancer mortality there was no evidence of a widening gap across time between
the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations for either males or females.


Winnipeg findings. Figure 9 shows the risk of mortality for the least healthy
Winnipeg populations relative to the most healthy.  It is evident from this
figure that those from the areas with the least healthy populations had a
slightly higher cancer mortality rate than those from the areas with the most
healthy populations. At the same time, the magnitude of this disparity did
not change appreciably over time; in 1985-1989 the mortality risk was 1.14
times higher for the least compared to the most healthy Winnipeg popula-
tions and in 1995-1999 it was 1.28 times higher. This change in the gap
between the least and most healthy populations was not significant
(p=.0672). Thus, the gap in cancer mortality between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg populations did not change across the study period.


Once again, we ran analyses separately for different age groups to determine
if this pattern held true for all age categories. Cancer mortality decreased
across time for Winnipeg residents from the areas with the most healthy
populations in the 45- to 64-year age group with no corresponding change


Figure 9:  How much Higher is Cancer Mortality for the Least Healthy


 Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


For cancer mor-
tality there was
no evidence of a
widening gap
across time
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations for
either males or
females.


The gap in cancer
mortality between
the least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations did
not change across
the study period.







for those from the least healthy populations. However, when we tested
whether this change over time for the least and most healthy populations 
resulted in a widening gap, the result was non-significant (p=.3349). Thus,
the gap in cancer mortality between Winnipeg residents from areas with the least
and most healthy populations did not change for any of the age groups.


Separate analyses were also run by sex. There was evidence of a gap between
the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for males between 1985
and 1999, and analysis comparing the last to first five-year periods revealed
that this disparity increased by 20% over the study period, a significant
change (p=.0059). The results were very different for females, where there
was little evidence of disparity between the least and most healthy Winnipeg
populations, and no change in this over time (p=.3340). Thus for cancer
mortality there was a widening gap across time between the least and most
healthy Winnipeg populations for males only.


Heart Disease mortality
Overall, the rate of heart disease mortality declined for both non-Winnipeg
and Winnipeg residents between 1985 to 1999 (Figure 10). Figure 10 shows
the risk of mortality due to heart disease in each year relative to 1985.
Comparing the last five-year time period relative to the first five-year time
period, we found the rate of heart disease mortality decreased by about
8.5% for both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents; both results were sta-
tistically significant (p=.0072 for non-Winnipeg, p=.0442 for Winnipeg).  
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Figure 10: How much has Heart Disease Mortality Changed Throughout the Study Period? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in cancer
mortality between
Winnipeg resi-
dents from areas
with the least and
most healthy pop-
ulations did not
change for any of
the age groups.


For cancer mor-
tality there was a
widening gap
across time
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and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions for males
only.
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Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 11 shows the risk of mortality from heart dis-
ease for the non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations relative
to the most healthy populations. This figure indicates that heart disease
mortality appeared to differ little between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations at the beginning of the study period, but there
appeared to be a gap in heart disease mortality by the end of the study peri-
od, with those from the least healthy populations at greater risk.
Comparisons of the five-year periods confirmed that this gap in heart disease
mortality increased significantly across the study period (p=.0035):  in 1985-
1989 the risk of dying from heart disease was not appreciably larger in the
least healthy compared to the most healthy populations (1.01 times); by
1995-1999 the risk was significantly higher (1.23 times). Thus, the gap in
heart disease mortality between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg popu-
lations increased significantly across the study period.


Further analyses by age categories revealed that residents of the areas with
the most healthy populations experienced a drop in heart disease mortality
across time for all age groups and that these changes were substantial. For
those from the least healthy grouping the only change across time found for
heart disease mortality was an increase for those in the 65- to 74-year age
group. When we tested the difference in the trend over time for the least
and most healthy regions, the results showed evidence of an increase in dis-
parity for the 45-64 (p<.0001), the 65-74 (p<.0001) and the 75+ (p=.0019)


Figure 11:  How much Higher is Heart Disease Mortality for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in heart
disease mortality
between the
least and most
healthy non-
Winnipeg popu-
lations increased
significantly
across the study
period.







29WHY IS THE HEALTH STATUS OF SOME MANITOBANS NOT IMPROVING?


year age groups. Thus for heart disease mortality there was evidence of a widen-
ing gap between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations for the 45
to 64-, 65- to 74-, and the 75+ year groups.11


Separate analyses were also run for males and females. Although disparities
between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations were evident
across the study period for both males and females, these disparities widened
only for females over time (p=.0598 for males, p=.0034 for females). Thus
the gap in heart disease mortality between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations increased significantly for females over the study period.


Winnipeg findings. Figure 12 shows the risk of mortality for the Winnipeg
areas with the least healthy populations relative to the most healthy popula-
tions. It is evident from this figure that those from the least healthy popula-
tions had higher heart disease mortality throughout the study period; analy-
ses comparing the first and last five-year periods showed that the disparity
between the least and most healthy populations went from 18% higher in
1985-1989 to 44% higher in 1995-1999. This increase in the gap between
the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for heart disease mortality
was statistically significant (p=.0027). Thus, the gap in mortality due to heart
disease between the Winnipeg areas with the least and most healthy populations
increased significantly across the study period.


Subsequent age-specific analyses were used to probe this trend across age
groups. Winnipeg residents from the areas with the most healthy popula-
tions showed decreases across time for all but the youngest (0 to 44 years)
age groups for heart disease mortality, whereas there were no significant
changes for those from the areas with the least healthy populations. When
we tested the difference between least and most healthy Winnipeg popula-
tions at all ages, we found that there had been a significant change in mag-
nitude only for the two oldest age groups (p<.0001 for both results). Thus 
there is evidence of a widening gap in deaths from heart disease between the 
Winnipeg areas with the least and most healthy populations for the 65- to 74-
year and 75+ year age groups. 


11 The mortality risk for the 0- to 44-year age group for the least healthy non-Winnipeg
populations could not be estimated due to the small number of deaths.


For heart disease
mortality there
was evidence of a
widening gap
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations for all
age groups over
44 years.


The gap in heart
disease mortality
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations
increased signifi-
cantly for females
over the study
period.


The gap in mor-
tality due to
heart disease
between the
Winnipeg areas
with the least
and most healthy
populations
increased signifi-
cantly across the
study period.


There is evidence
of a widening gap
in deaths from
heart disease
between the 
Winnipeg areas
with the least and
most healthy pop-
ulations for the
65-to 74-year
and 75+ year age
groups.







Separate analyses by sex revealed that the disparities in heart disease mortali-
ty between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations increased for
both males and females. In 1985-1989, the risk for heart disease mortality
for Winnipeg males was 1.20 times higher in the least healthy populations
compared to the most healthy populations. This disparity rose to 1.54 times
in 1995-1999, which was a significant increase (p=.0102). For Winnipeg
females the disparity in heart disease mortality between the least and most
healthy populations increased a significant amount, from 1.17 times in 1985
-1989 to 1.36 times in 1995-1999 (p<.0001). Thus, the gap in heart disease
mortality between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations widened for
both males and females. Interestingly, the patterns of these changes differed
for males and females. For males, the widening gap was due to decreases in
heart disease mortality for both the least and most healthy populations, with
the greatest declines for the most healthy populations. For females, the
widening gap was due to a decrease in heart disease mortality for female resi-
dents of areas with the most healthy populations at the same time that there
was an increase in heart disease mortality for females from areas with the
least healthy populations.
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Figure 12:  How much Higher is Heart Disease Mortality for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 


0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1


1.2


1.4


1.6


1.8


2


199919981997199619951994199319921991199019891988198719861985


Year


R
e


la
ti


v
e


 R
is


k
 (


M
o


s
t 


H
e


a
lt


h
y


 R
e


fe
re


n
c


e
 G


ro
u


p
)


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in heart
disease mortality
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened for
both males and
females.
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Injury mortality
Although injury mortality appeared to fluctuate over the study period
(Figure 13) analyses comparing the last five-year period to the first five-year
period revealed no significant changes over time for either non-Winnipeg or
Winnipeg residents (p=.9664 and p=.9053, respectively). 


Non-Winnipeg findings: Figure 14 shows the risk of injury mortality for resi-
dents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations relative
to the most healthy populations. It is evident from this figure that for non-
Winnipeg residents, those from the least healthy populations had much
higher injury mortality rates throughout the study period—2.26 times high-
er than the most healthy residents in 1985-1989 and 2.03 times higher in
1995-1999.12 Analyses comparing the last to first five-year time periods
found  no significant change in the magnitude of this disparity (p=.513).
Thus, the gap in injury mortality between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations did not change across the study period.


Figure 13: How much has Injury Mortality Changed Throughout the Study Period? 
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12 Caution should be exercised in interpreting these results, due to high variability in the
data for injury mortality for non-Winnipeg residents. 


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in injury
mortality between
the least and most
healthy non-
Winnipeg popula-
tions did not
change across the
study period.







The data were further broken down into age categories to determine
whether the injury mortality gap between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations changed over time for particular age groups.
Decreases in mortality across time were found for residents of areas with the
most healthy populations in the 0- to 24- and 45- to 64-year age groups.
Similar decreases were found for those from the least healthy populations for
the 45- to 64-year age group, but these changes were non-significant. When
we tested differences over time for the least and most healthy populations,
the results were non-significant for all age groups. Thus there is little evidence
of a widening gap in injury deaths between the non-Winnipeg areas with the
least and most healthy populations over time.


Analysis by sex revealed the much higher injury mortality for the least
healthy compared to the most healthy non-Winnipeg populations was found
for both males and females. In 1995-1999 the injury mortality rate was 2.2
times higher for males from the least healthy compared to the most healthy
populations, and 1.8 times higher for females from the least compared to the
most healthy populations. These disparities were neither larger nor smaller
than they had been in 1985-1989, however (p=.7308 for males, p=.7009 for
females). Thus there was no evidence of a widening gap in injury mortality
between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations for either males or
females.
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Figure 14:  How much Higher is Injury Mortality for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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Winnipeg findings. Figure 15 shows the risk of injury mortality for residents
of the Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations relative to the most
healthy. It is evident from this figure that those from the Winnipeg areas
with the least healthy populations had substantially higher injury mortality
rates throughout the study period; however analyses comparing 1985-1989
with 1995-1999 revealed that there was no significant change in the dispari-
ty between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations over the time
period (p=.6925). Thus, the gap in mortality due to injury between Winnipeg
residents of areas with the least and most healthy populations did not change
across the study period.


The data were further broken down into age categories to determine
whether the injury mortality gap between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg populations changed over time for particular age groups. Injury
mortality for those from the most healthy populations decreased substantial-
ly across time for the 0- to 24-year age group but increased for those from
the 65+-year age group. For those from the least healthy populations, injury
mortality declined for the 45- to 64-year group and increased for the 65+
year age group. When we tested the difference between least and most
healthy Winnipeg populations over time, we found that the result was sig-
nificant for the youngest age group only (p=.0002). Thus the only evidence of
a widening gap in injury deaths between the least and most healthy Winnipeg
populations was found for the 0- to 24-year age group, where the least healthy
populations showed no change in injury mortality, but the most healthy popula-
tions showed a substantial decrease.


Figure 15:  How much Higher is Injury Mortality for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations?
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.The only evidence
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ulations showed a
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Separate analyses by sex revealed significant disparities in injury mortality
between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for both sexes;
however these did not change over time (p=.7162 for males, p=.8676 for
females). Thus there was no evidence of a widening gap in injury mortality
between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for either males or
females.


Repiratory disease mortality
Overall, respiratory disease mortality showed little change over the period
from 1985 to1999 for Winnipeg residents (Figure 16). There was slightly
more variation in the data for non-Winnipeg residents, which can be attrib-
uted to the smaller numbers of deaths in non-Winnipeg regions. However,
statistical tests revealed no significant changes in mortality due to respiratory
disease over time for either non-Winnipeg (p=.4903) or Winnipeg
(p=.9204) residents.


Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 17 shows the risk of respiratory disease mor-
tality for residents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy popula-
tions relative to the most healthy populations. Those from the least healthy
non-Winnipeg populations had higher respiratory disease mortality rates
throughout the study period- 1.36 times higher than the most healthy resi-
dents in 1995-1999.  Analyses comparing the last to the first five-year peri-
ods revealed that there was no significant change in this disparity over the
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Figure 16: How much has Respiratory Mortality Changed Throughout the Study Period? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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time period (p=.2252). Thus, the gap in respiratory disease mortality between
the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations did not change across the
study period.


Although there was no change overall in the gap between the least and most
healthy non-Winnipeg residents for respiratory disease mortality, we found a
different pattern of results when analyses were done by age groups. For those
from the most healthy non-Winnipeg populations, respiratory disease mor-
tality decreased across time for all age groups except the 75+ year group.
Respiratory disease mortality also decreased for those from the least healthy
non-Winnipeg populations for the 45- to 64-year group; however, for those
at younger ages there was no change and for those in the 65- to 74-year and
75+ year age groups there was a significant increase in mortality across time.
When we tested the difference between the least and most healthy popula-
tions over time, we found significant increases in disparity for the 0-to 44-
year age group (p=.0241), the 65- to 74-year age group (p<.0001), and the
75+ year age group (.0009). Interestingly, although there were decreases in
respiratory mortality for both the least and most healthy 45- to 64-year resi-
dents, the decrease for the least healthy populations was greater, resulting in
a narrowing of the gap between the least and most healthy populations
(p=.0441). Thus there was evidence of a widening gap in deaths from respirato-
ry disease between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations for the
0- to 44-, the 65- to 74-, and the 75+ year age groups, and a narrowing gap for
the 45- to 64-year group.


Figure 17:  How much Higher is Respiratory Mortality for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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Separate analyses by sex revealed significant disparities in respiratory disease
mortality between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg residents for
both males and females, however these disparities did not change over the
study period (p=.1093 for males, p=.4748 for females). Thus there was no
evidence of a widening gap in respiratory disease mortality between the least and
most healthy non-Winnipeg populations for either males or females.


Winnipeg findings. Figure 18 shows the risk of mortality for the Winnipeg
areas with the least healthy populations relative to the most healthy.
Winnipeg residents from the least healthy populations had substantially
higher respiratory disease mortality than residents from the most healthy
populations across the study period, 1.24 times higher in 1985-1989.
However, analyses of differences in five-year trends revealed that although
the disparity between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
between the first and last time periods appeared to increase, the change was
not statistically significant (p=.0959). Thus, the gap in respiratory disease mor-
tality between Winnipeg areas with the least and most healthy populations did
not change across the study period. 


Age-specific analyses of differences in respiratory disease mortality for
Winnipeg residents showed decreases in the 0- to 44-year and 65- to 74-year
age groups for those from the most healthy populations, whereas no such
decreases were evident for those from the least healthy grouping. In fact, res-


Figure 18:  How Much Higher is Respiratory Mortality for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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piratory disease mortality increased in the 65 to 74 year age group for the
least healthy populations. For those 75+ years, there was a significant
increase in respiratory disease mortality for residents of areas with the least
healthy populations, with no corresponding increase for those from the most
healthy populations. When we tested the difference in relative risks for least
and most healthy Winnipeg populations, we observed a significant differ-
ence for both the 0- to 44-year (p=.0004) and 65- to 74-year age groups (
p=.0026). Thus there is evidence of a widening gap in deaths from respiratory
disease between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for the 0- to
44-year, and the 65- to 74-year age groups.


Separate analyses by sex revealed that the disparity in respiratory disease
mortality between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations was
experienced by both sexes, and increased across the study period for both
sexes, by 30% for males (p=.0026) and by 28% for females (p=.0006). Thus
there is evidence of a widening gap in deaths from respiratory disease between the
least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for both males and females and this
widening gap was about equal for the sexes.


Summary for Cause-Specific Mortality
For almost all of the disease-specific causes of mortality we examined, resi-
dents of the areas with the least healthy populations had higher rates of
mortality than those from areas with the most healthy populations, and in
some cases the differences were substantial. What is concerning is that none
of these gaps in mortality rates between the least and most healthy have nar-
rowed over the 15 years of our study period. 


Table 6 summarizes the evidence for the widening gap in health status
between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg popula-
tions for the cause-specific mortality categories discussed in this section.
Recall that in Section 1 of this report, when we looked at all mortality (not
broken down into specific diseases) we found an increasing gap between the
least and most healthy populations in both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg
areas. In contrast, for each of the four specific diseases we examined, only
heart disease mortality showed a widening gap, for both non-Winnipeg and
Winnipeg residents. When we further broke down the disease categories by
age and sex, however, some evidence for significant increases in health dis-
parities began to emerge. The greatest changes in terms of the growing gap
between those from the least and most healthy populations appear to have
occurred in heart disease and respiratory disease mortality, however there
was some evidence of a growing health status gap for each of the categories
studied. This growing gap in health status was not completely consistent
across age categories, sex, disease categories or regions (non-Winnipeg,
Winnipeg), although there was a fairly consistent pattern in the direction of
the trends that produced the gap: most of the changes involved residents of


There is evidence
of a widening gap
in deaths from
respiratory disease
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions for the 0- to
44-year, and the
65- to 74-year
age groups.


There is evidence
of a widening gap
in deaths from
respiratory disease
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions for both
males and females
and this widening
gap was about
equal for the
sexes.







areas with the most healthy populations showing improvements in health
status over time, whereas residents from areas with the least healthy popula-
tions  showed no change (and sometimes declines) in health status over
time. Whatever has contributed to improving the health status of residents
of the areas with the most healthy populations does not appear to have been
providing similar benefits to residents of areas with the least healthy popula-
tions. 
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Table 6:  Summary of cause-specific mortality findings


Non-Winnipeg:


Change in Gap Between Least and Most HealthyIndicator Change Across
Time (all
populations)


Overall By Age By Sex


Cancer mortality No change Least similar to
most, no change
in gap over time


Gap increased
for:
75+ years


No change in
gap for males or
females


Heart disease
mortality


decreased No gap at
beginning, least
greater than
most (about
20%),  by end of
study period,
gap increased
over time


Gap increased
for:
45 to 64 years
65 to 74 years
75+ years


Gap increased
for females only


Injury mortality No change Least greater
than most
(about 2 times),
but no change in
gap over time


No change in
gap for any age
group


No change in
gap for males or
females


Respiratory
disease
mortality


No change Least greater
than most
(about 30%), but
no change in
gap over time


Gap increased
for:
0 to 44 years
65 to 74 years
75+ years
Gap decreased
for:
45 to 64 years


No change in
gap for males or
females


Winnipeg:


Change in Gap Between Least and Most HealthyIndicator Change Across
Time (all
populations)


Overall By Age By Sex


Cancer mortality No change Least greater
than most
(about 20%), but
no change in
gap over time


No change in
gap for any age
group


Gap increased
for males only


Heart disease
mortality


decreased Least greater
than most
(about 20 to
40%); gap
increased over
time


Gap increased
for:
65 to 74 years
75+ years


gap increased
for both males
and females


Injury mortality No change Least greater
than most
(about 2 times),
but no change in
gap over time


Gap increased
for:
0 - 24 years


No change in
gap for males or
females


Respiratory
disease
mortality


No change Least greater
than most
(about 40%), but
no change in
gap over time


Gap increased
for:
0 to 44 years
65 to 74 years


gap increased
for both males
and females
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3.3.2 Cause-Specific Morbidity 


Although changes in cause-specific mortality can provide us with an indica-
tion of the changing health status across Manitoba populations, they do not
tell the whole story. Changes in health status can also be measured by look-
ing at cause-specific morbidity, that is, the illnesses experienced within a
population. We further investigated the widening gap in health status
between the least and most healthy regional populations by looking at spe-
cific causes of morbidity. Poisson regressions were used for these analyses. It
should be noted that analyses such as these, relying on hospital and physi-
cian claims data, reflect treatment prevalence rather than actual prevalence of
disease.13 Only those individuals presenting at physicians' offices or hospi-
tals for treatment for these diseases will be included in the analyses. Those
not seeking treatment or those treated elsewhere will not be included in the
analyses. For some Manitobans, especially those in sparsely populated rural
areas in the North, nurses assigned to nursing stations are more accessible
than physicians and hospitals for treatment. These nurses are trained to pro-
vide services ordinarily provided by physicians in more populated areas. The
absence of nursing station data from this study results in greater under-
reporting of treatment prevalence for residents of northern Manitoba.


We chose five common causes of morbidity for analyses: injury hospitaliza-
tions, diabetes treatment prevalence, respiratory disease treatment preva-
lence, AMI hospitalizations and cancer incidence (the number of new cancer
cases).14 (Definitions of these diseases can be found in the Glossary.) 


Age- and sex-standardized 3-year rates for each of these specific causes of
morbidity for both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations can be found
in Table A7 in Appendix A.


Injury
To analyze injury hospitalizations we broke injuries down into four  cate-
gories representing the main causes of injury hospitalizations: falls, motor
vehicle collisions (MVCs), violence (to self and by others), and other, which
included all other categories of injury.


Falls. Analysis comparing the most recent five-year period to the first five-
year period revealed that there was a significant decline across the study peri-
od in hospitalizations due to falls for both non-Winnipeg (p=.0002) and
Winnipeg (p=.0004) residents.


13 It should be noted that these analyses (with the exception of cancer morbidity) are based
on prevalence (number of total cases) whereas the mortality analyses were based on inci-
dence (number of new cases). The analyses of treatment prevalence differ somewhat from
the analyses of mortality data: for mortality, analyses were based on counts of the event,
whereas for treatment prevalence, analyses were based on average rates of the event.
14 Because morbidity, as measured by treatment prevalence, is a more common event than
mortality, we have a greater number of events with which to conduct our analyses, and
therefore more statistical sensitivity to detect changes over time and differences between
regions. For this reason, only those tests which showed a statistically significant overall
change in regional disparity over time were probed further for age- and sex-specific findings.
This was done to minimize the possibility of obtaining results which are spuriously signifi-
cant due to random variation in the data. 


It should be noted
that analyses rely-
ing on hospital
and physician
claims data reflect
treatment preva-
lence rather than
actual prevalence
of disease.
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Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 19 shows the risk of hospitalization due to
falls for residents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy popula-
tions relative to residents of the areas with the most healthy populations.
Those from the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations had substantially
higher hospitalization rates for falls throughout the study period—as high as
2.2 times higher than the most healthy populations in 1985. 


Analyses comparing the last to the first five-year period revealed that there
was no significant change in this disparity over the time period (p=.5166). 
Thus, the gap in hospitalizations due to falls between residents of non-Winnipeg
areas with the least and most healthy populations did not change across the study
period.


Winnipeg findings. Figure 20 shows the risk of hospitalization due to falls for
residents of the Winnipeg areas with least healthy populations relative to the
most healthy. For Winnipeg, residents of areas with the least healthy popula-
tions had higher hospitalization rates due to falls than those with the most
healthy populations, 1.34 times higher in 1995-99, but there was little
change in this disparity over time. A test of the difference between the first
and last five-year time periods revealed that there was no significant change
in this disparity over time (p=.1939). Thus, the gap in fall hospitalizations
between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations did not change across
the study period.


Figure 19:  How much Higher is Hospitalization for Falls for the Least Healthy


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations?  
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
The gap in hospi-
talizations due to
falls between resi-
dents of non-
Winnipeg areas
with the least and
most healthy pop-
ulations did not
change across the
study period.


The gap in fall
hospitalizations
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions did not
change across the
study period.







MVCs. Analysis comparing the most recent five-year period to the first five-
year period revealed that MVCs decreased significantly over the study period
for both non-Winnipeg (p=.0001) and Winnipeg (p=.0001) residents. 


Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 21 shows the risk of hospitalization due to
MVCs for the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations relative to the most
healthy populations. Those from the least healthy non-Winnipeg popula-
tions had higher hospitalization rates for MVCs throughout the study peri-
od. Comparing the last to the first five-year period revealed that there was
no significant change in this disparity over the time period (p=.8327). Thus,
the gap in hospitalizations due to MVCs between the least and most healthy
non-Winnipeg populations did not change across the study period.
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Figure 20 : How much Higher is Hospitalization for Falls for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations?


0


0.2


0.4


0.6


0.8


1


1.2


1.4


1.6


1.8


1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999


Year


R
e


la
ti


v
e


 R
is


k
 (


M
o


s
t 


H
e


a
lt


h
y


 R
e


fe
re


n
c


e
 G


ro
u


p
)


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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change across the
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Winnipeg findings. Figure 22 shows the risk of hospitalization due to MVCs
for residents of the Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations rela-
tive to the most healthy. For Winnipeg, areas with the least healthy popula-
tions had higher hospitalization rates due to MVCs than those with the
most healthy populations; however, between the first and last five-year peri-
ods there was no significant change in disparity (p=.3824). Thus, the gap in
MVC hospitalizations between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
did not change across the study period.
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Figure 21: How much Higher is Hospitalization for MVCs for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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Violence. Analysis comparing the most recent five-year period to the first
five-year period revealed no statistically significant changes in rates of hospi-
talizations for violent injuries for either non-Winnipeg (p=.5515) or
Winnipeg (p=.6629) residents. 


Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 23 shows the risk of hospitalization due to
violence for residents of non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy relative
to the most healthy populations.  Those from the least healthy non-
Winnipeg populations had substantially higher hospitalization rates for vio-
lent injuries across the study period—almost seven times higher for the
1995 - 99 period. There was no significant change in disparity between this
time period and the 1985 - 1989 period (p=.3187). Thus, although the gap
in hospitalizations due to violence between residents of non-Winnipeg areas with
the least and most healthy populations is substantial, it did not change over the
study period.
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Figure 22:  How much Higher is Hospitalization for MVCs for the Least


Healthy Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations?
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.
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Winnipeg findings. Figure 24 shows the risk of injury hospitalization due to
violence for the least healthy Winnipeg populations relative to the most
healthy populations. Once again, although the Winnipeg areas with the least
healthy populations had much higher hospitalization rates due to violence
than those with the most healthy populations—over five times higher in
1985-1989—there was little change over time. A test for the difference
between the first and last five-year time periods confirmed that there was no
significant change in disparity over the study period (p=.3789). Thus, the
substantial gap in violence hospitalizations between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg residents did not change over time. 


Other causes of injury. Analysis comparing the most recent five-year period
to the first five-year period revealed no significant change over time in hos-
pitalizations for other injuries for non-Winnipeg (p=.0656) but a significant
decrease for Winnipeg (p=.0001) residents. 
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Figure 23:  How much Higher is Hospitalization for Violence for the Least Healthy


 Areas Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations? 


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The substantial
gap in violence
hospitalizations
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg resi-
dents did not
change over time.
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Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 25 shows the risk of hospitalization due to
other causes of injury for residents of the non-Winnipeg areas with the least
healthy relative to the most healthy populations. Those from the least
healthy non-Winnipeg populations had significantly higher hospitalization
rates for other injuries for each year of the study period—two times higher
than the most healthy residents in 1995-1999. Analyses comparing the last
to the first five-year period revealed that there was no significant change in
this disparity over the study period (p=.9763). Thus, the gap in hospitaliza-
tions due to other causes of injury between the least and most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations did not change over the study period.
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Figure 24: How much Higher is Hospitalization for Violence for the Least 


Healthy Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 


Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in hospital-
izations due to other
causes of injury
between the least and
most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations
did not change over
the study period.







Winnipeg findings. Figure 26 shows the risk of hospitalization due to other
causes of injury for residents of Winnipeg areas with the least healthy rela-
tive to the most healthy populations. Winnipeg areas with the least healthy
populations had significantly higher hospitalization rates due to other causes
than those containing the most healthy populations, about one-and-a-half
times higher in both 1985-89 and 1995-99. A test of this difference con-
firmed there was no significant change in disparity over the study period
(p=.3779). Thus, the gap in other injury hospitalizations between the least and
most healthy Winnipeg populations did not change across the study period.
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Figure 25: How much Higher is Hospitalization for Other Causes of Injury for the 


Least Healthy Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations?
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in other
injury hospital-
izations between
the least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations did
not change across
the study period.
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Summary of Injury Hospitalization Analyses. For each of the four causes of
injury hospitalization, residents of the areas with the least healthy popula-
tions had higher hospitalization rates than those from the most healthy pop-
ulations. This gap in hospitalizations for injuries between residents of non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas with the least and most healthy populations
did not change for any of the injury causes over the 15-year study period. 


Diabetes Treatment Prevalence
Diabetes treatment prevalence was assessed using both hospital claims and
physician visits over three-year time periods. Analysis comparing the most
recent six-year period to the first six-year period revealed a statistically signif-
icant increase in diabetes treatment prevalence for both non-Winnipeg
(p=.0001) and Winnipeg (p=.0001) residents. 


Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 27 shows the risk of diabetes treatment preva-
lence for the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations relative to the most
healthy. Those from the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations had signifi-
cantly higher diabetes treatment prevalence for each year of the study peri-
od—1.9 times higher than the most healthy residents in 1985-1987 and 2.4
times higher in 1997-1999. Analyses comparing the last to the first 6-year
period15 confirmed what is evident in Figure 27, that is, a significant
increase in the disparity between least and most healthy non-Winnipeg pop-
ulations over the study period (p<.0001). Thus, the gap in diabetes treatment
prevalence between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations
widened over the study period.


Figure 26:  How much Higher is Hospitalization for Other Causes of Injury for the 


Least Healthy Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


15 Six-year periods are compared here because diabetes treatment prevalence is based on
three-year time periods. 


The gap in dia-
betes treatment
prevalence
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations
widened over the
study period.
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To further examine changes in the gap between the least and most healthy
populations, age-specific analyses were undertaken. Three age groups were
examined: 20 to 39, 40 to 59 and 60 to 79 years. Table 7 shows the changes
in diabetes treatment prevalence rates over the study period for these age
categories. Recall that for this type of table, the comparison, or ratio, is
between the most recent time period (1994-99) and the first time period
(1985-90). Thus, for each population at each age group, a value of less than
1.00 indicates a decrease in the risk of mortality over time, whereas a value
greater than 1.00 represents an increase in the risk of mortality over time.
Statistically significant changes are shown in bold. 


Evident in this table is that for non-Winnipeg populations, there were sig-
nificant increases in diabetes treatment prevalence for each of the popula-
tions at each of the age categories. Analyses comparing the first and last six-
year periods revealed that the disparity between the least and most healthy
non-Winnipeg populations increased significantly for both the 20- to 39-
year age group (p<.0001) and the 60 to 79-year age group (p<.0001). Thus,
the gap between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg populations widened
for the youngest and oldest age groups. 


Figure 27: How much Higher is Diabetes Treatment Prevalence for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations?
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap between
the least and most
healthy non-
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened for
the youngest and
oldest age groups.







Analyses by sex revealed significant differences between least and most
healthy non-Winnipeg populations for both males and females. In 1985-87,
the diabetes treatment prevalence rate was 1.44 times higher for males in the
non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations than for males from
the most healthy populations. For females, the corresponding relative rate
was 2.42. For both sexes, the degree of disparity increased between the first
and last six-year periods of the study (p=.0045 for males; p=.0202 for
females). Thus, the gap in diabetes treatment prevalence between the least and
most healthy non-Winnipeg populations widened for both males and females. 


Winnipeg findings. Figure 28 reveals that the trend for Winnipeg residents
was similar to that observed for non-Winnipeg residents. For Winnipeg,
those from areas with the least healthy populations had a higher risk of dia-
betes treatment prevalence compared to the most healthy populations
throughout the study period. Comparisons of the first and last six-year time
periods confirmed that the disparity between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg populations increased significantly over the study period
(p=.0047). Thus, the gap in diabetes treatment prevalence between the least and
most healthy Winnipeg populations widened over the study period. 
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Table 7:  How much has diabetes treatment prevalence changed across the
study period for each age group? (1994-99 / 1985-90)


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy


Non-Winnipeg
20-39 years 1.72 (1.70, 1.73)* 1.67 (1.63, 1.70)* 1.32 (1.30, 1.34)*
40-59 years 1.38 (1.22, 1.56)* 1.27 (1.24, 1.31)* 1.25 (1.16, 1.34)*
60-79 years 1.63 (1.62, 1.64)* 1.30 (1.22, 1.40)* 1.26 (1.23, 1.30)*


Winnipeg
20-39 years 1.54 (1.32, 1.80)* 1.48 (1.47, 1.49)* 1.16 (1.11, 1.22)*
40-59 years 1.35 (1.30, 1.40)* 1.29 (1.28, 1.30)* 1.31 (1.28, 1.35)*
60-79 years 1.40 (1.34, 1.46)* 1.32 (1.31, 1.33)* 1.32 (1.32, 1.32)*


Note: 95% confidence intervals are shown


* - significant at =0.05


The gap in dia-
betes treatment
prevalence
between the least
and most healthy
non-Winnipeg
populations
widened for both
males and
females. 


The gap in dia-
betes treatment
prevalence
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened
over the study
period. 







Once again, these trends were further explored with age-specific analyses.
Table 7 shows significant increases in diabetes treatment prevalence for all
age categories for all three Winnipeg populations. As was found for the non-
Winnipeg analysis, there was a significant increase in disparity between the
least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for the 20- to 39-year age
group (p=.0007) and the 60- to 79-year age group (p=.0045). Thus, the gap
in diabetes treatment prevalence between the least and most healthy Winnipeg
populations widened for the youngest and oldest age groups.
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Figure 28: How much Higher is Diabetes Treatment Prevalence for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in dia-
betes treatment
prevalence
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened for
the youngest and
oldest age groups.
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There were also significant differences in diabetes treatment prevalence
between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations for males and
females. For males, in 1985-87, the diabetes treatment prevalence was 1.30
times higher in the least healthy populations than in the most healthy popu-
lations. For females, the diabetes treatment prevalence for this three-year
period was 1.70 times greater for least healthy Winnipeg populations than
for most healthy Winnipeg populations. There was a significant increase in
the magnitude of these differences between 1985-90 and 1994-99 for both
sexes (p=.0246 for males; p=.0105 for females). Thus, the gap in diabetes
treatment prevalence between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
widened for both males and females.


Respiratory Disease Treatment Prevalence 
Total respiratory disease treatment prevalence was assessed using both hospi-
tal claims and physician visits. Preliminary analyses revealed that respiratory
disease treatment prevalence dropped quite dramatically in the non-
Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations in 1997, 1998 and 1999.
The pattern of these drops (i.e., dramatic decreases in more recent years) did
not correspond with the pattern of decreases found for hospital and physi-
cian rates in the north (Roos et al., 2001). In 1997, there was a shift in
physician payment practices in Northern Manitoba, from fee-for-service to
salaried claims, the latter of which may have undercounted actual services.
Also at this time, coding practices may have changed, with some respiratory
conditions previously classified under our total respiratory morbidity defini-
tion no longer coded in this manner. Further exploration of these changes
and their impact on treatment prevalence rates is warranted; however it was
beyond the scope of this project to do so. For these reasons, results for respi-
ratory disease treatment prevalence are presented only for Winnipeg popula-
tions. 


Analysis comparing the most recent five-year period to the first five-year
period revealed a significant increase in respiratory disease treatment preva-
lence for Winnipeg residents (p=.0001). 


Figure 29 shows the risk of respiratory disease treatment prevalence for the
least healthy Winnipeg populations relative to the most healthy. The least
healthy populations had significantly higher respiratory disease treatment
prevalence across the study period and the disparity appeared to increase
over time. A test for the difference between the first and last five-year time
periods confirmed that this increase in disparity between the least and most
healthy Winnipeg populations was significant (p=.0184). Thus the gap in res-
piratory disease treatment prevalence between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg populations increased over the study period.  


The gap in dia-
betes treatment
prevalence
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened for
both males and
females.


The gap in respi-
ratory disease
treatment preva-
lence between the
least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations
increased over the
study period. 


Respiratory dis-
ease treatment
prevalence results
are presented only
for Winnipeg pop-
ulations due to
questions about
data quality for
non-Winnipeg
populations.
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We further explored the nature of this widening gap in health status with
age-specific analyses, shown in Table 8. Significant increases in respiratory
disease treatment prevalence are evident for all three Winnipeg population
groups at all three age levels. Analyses comparing the first and last five-year
periods revealed that the disparity between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg populations increased significantly for the 0- to 14-year (p<.0001)
and the 15- to 34-year (p<.0001) age groups. Thus the gap in respiratory dis-
ease treatment prevalence between the least and most healthy Winnipeg popula-
tions increased significantly for those under 35 years of age. 


Figure 29: How much Higher is Respiratory Disease Treatment Prevalence for the 


Least Healthy Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


Table 8:  How much has respiratory disease treatment prevalence
changed across the study period for each age group? (1995-99 / 1985-89)


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy


Winnipeg
0-14 years 1.29 (1.28, 1.29)* 1.21 (1.18, 1.23)* 1.08 (1.06, 1.10)*
15-34 years 1.54 (1.52, 1.56)* 1.39 (1.35, 1.43)* 1.32 (1.27, 1.38)*
35+ years 1.28 (1.13, 1.45)* 1.27 (1.16, 1.39)* 1.21 (1.16, 1.26)*


Note: 95% confidence intervals are shown


* - significant at =0.05


The gap in respi-
ratory disease
treatment preva-
lence between the
least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations
increased signifi-
cantly for those
under 35 years of
age. 







Separate analyses by sex revealed significant disparities in respiratory treat-
ment prevalence between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
for both sexes, and for females this gap widened over the time period (males,
p=.2588; females, p=.0102). Thus the gap between the least and most healthy
Winnipeg populations for respiratory treatment prevalence remained stable for
males but widened for females.


Cancer incidence
Cancer incidence data analyzed in this section were available in five-year
aggregates (1985-89, 1990-94, 1995-99),16 rather than by individual years,
as with the other morbidity and mortality analyses in this study. Analyses
comparing 1985-1989 cancer incidence with 1995-1999 revealed different
patterns for non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents. Residents of the non-
Winnipeg areas experienced a 9% increase in the cancer incidence rate over
time (p<.0001), whereas residents of Winnipeg areas experienced no change
in cancer incidence (p=.9427). 


Non-Winnipeg findings. Cancer incidence was 10% lower in the least healthy
non-Winnipeg populations compared to the most healthy populations in
1995-99; this was not significantly lower than in the first five-year time peri-
od of the study (p=.3645). Thus the gap between the least and most healthy
non-Winnipeg populations in cancer incidence is in the opposite direction as
expected, and this did not change over the study period.  


Winnipeg findings. For Winnipeg residents, residents of the areas with the
least healthy populations had cancer incidence rates which were 10% higher
than those residents of areas with the most healthy populations; however
this disparity did not change over time (p=.2159). Thus the gap in cancer
incidence between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations did not
change over the study period.  
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16\ Calendar years are used for analyses on cancer incidence data.


The gap between
the least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations for
respiratory treat-
ment prevalence
remained stable
for males but
widened for
females.


The gap between
the least and most
healthy non-
Winnipeg popula-
tions in cancer
incidence is in the
opposite direction
as expected, and
this did not
change over the
study period.


The gap in cancer
incidence between
the least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations did
not change over
the study period.







Analyses of changes in cancer morbidity incidence for selected types of can-
cer (breast, colorectal, lung, and prostate) by age and across the time period
yielded no significant changes in the gap between least and most healthy
populations for non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas.


AMI hospitalizations 
Analysis comparing the most recent five-year period to the first five-year
period revealed a significant decline in AMI hospitalizations for both non-
Winnipeg (p=.0001) and Winnipeg (p=.0001) residents over time. 


Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 30 shows the risk of hospitalization due to
AMI for the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations relative to the most
healthy populations. Residents of non-Winnipeg areas with the least healthy
populations had a rate of AMI hospitalizations which was 15% higher than
residents of areas with the most healthy populations in 1985-89; thus, the
degree of disparity between the two areas was quite small. Analyses compar-
ing the last to the first five-year period revealed that there was no significant
change in disparity between the least and most healthy populations over the
study period (p=.1266). Thus, the gap in hospitalizations due to AMI between
the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg areas did not change over the study
period.
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Figure 30: How much Higher is AMI Hospitalization for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy non-Winnipeg Populations?
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in hospi-
talizations due to
AMI between the
least and most
healthy non-
Winnipeg areas
did not change
over the study
period.
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Winnipeg findings. Figure 31 shows the risk of hospitalization due to AMI
for the least healthy Winnipeg populations relative to the most healthy pop-
ulations. Once again, although the Winnipeg areas with the least healthy
populations tend to have higher rates of AMI hospitalizations (1.07 times
higher in 1985-1989), this disparity is quite small. As suggested by the fig-
ure, this disparity did increase significantly over time (p=.0048).
Interestingly, all three Winnipeg populations (most, average and least
healthy) showed significant decreases in AMI hospitalizations over the study
period; however the decreases were not as great for the least healthy popula-
tions as for the most healthy populations. Thus, the gap in AMI hospitaliza-
tions between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations widened over the
study period.


The increasing gap in AMI hospitalizations was further explored with age-
specific analyses.  As can be seen in Table 9, all of the Winnipeg age-specific
populations experienced significant decreases in AMI morbidity, with the
exception of the 20- to 44-year old residents of the areas with the least
healthy populations, which showed no change in AMI over the study peri-
od. Analyses comparing the first and last five-year periods revealed signifi-
cant increases in disparity between the least and most healthy Winnipeg
populations for the 20- to 44-year (p=.0198), the 45- to 64-year (p=.0002)
and the 65- to 74-year (p=.0016) age groups. Thus, the gap in AMI hospital-
ization between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations widened for
those between the ages of 20 and 74 years.


Figure 31:  How much Higher is AMI Hospitalization for the Least Healthy 


Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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Data source: Population Research Repository. Data are based on fiscal years.


The gap in AMI
hospitalizations
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened
over the study
period.


The gap in AMI
hospitalization
between the least
and most healthy
Winnipeg popula-
tions widened for
those between the
ages of 20 and 74
years.







Separate analyses by sex revealed an increasing gap between the least and
most healthy Winnipeg populations for AMI for males (p=.0023); although
there was a disparity between least and most healthy Winnipeg populations
for females  in 1985-89 (1.40 times higher for least healthy female popula-
tions than for most healthy female populations in Winnipeg), this gap did
not increase across the study period (p=.5088). Thus the gap between the least
and most healthy Winnipeg populations for AMI hospitalizations widened for
males but not for females across the study period.


Summary for Cause-Specific Morbidity  
Table 10 summarizes the evidence for the widening gap in health status for
the cause-specific morbidity categories discussed in this section. In summary,
as was found for the mortality categories, morbidity (as measured by treat-
ment prevalence) tends to be higher for residents of areas with the least
healthy populations compared to those with the most healthy populations.
Also mirroring the mortality results, for none of the morbidity categories
studied did we find decreases in this health status gap across the 15-year
study period; in several cases this gap actually widened. The patterns for the
morbidity categories were less consistent than our results for mortality, in
terms of describing the growing gap in health status. For some disorders
(e.g., diabetes treatment prevalence, respiratory disease treatment preva-
lence), all populations (least, average, most healthy) showed increases in
morbidity, with the greatest increases for those from the least healthy areas;
likewise, for some disorders (e.g., AMI hospitalizations), almost all popula-
tions showed decreases in morbidity with the greatest decreases in the most
compared to the least healthy populations.


Injury hospitalizations, though substantially higher for the least compared to
the most healthy populations, showed no changes in this disparity over the
study period. Injuries due to falls, MVCs, and other causes decreased for
both the least and most healthy populations, whereas injuries due to vio-
lence remained stable for both the least and most healthy populations.
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Table 9: How much has AMI hospitalization changed across the study
period for different age groups? (1995-99 / 1985-89)


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy


Winnipeg
20-44 years .96 (.89, 1.04) .91 (.87, .95)* .74 (.60, .91)*
45-64 years .78 (.70, .88)* .76 (.68, .85)* .61 (.57, .65)*
65-74 years .69 (.62, .77)* .66 (.57, .76)* .53 (.47, .60)*
75+ years .63 (.58, .68)* .73 (.65, .83)* .80 (.70, .92)*


Note: 95% confidence intervals are shown


*- significant at =0.05


The gap between
the least and most
healthy Winnipeg
populations for
AMI hospitaliza-
tions widened for
males but not for
females across the
study period.
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Cancer incidence increased over the study period for non-Winnipeg resi-
dents but remained stable for Winnipeg residents. The gap between the least
and most healthy populations which is so familiar from other morbidity and
mortality categories was in the expected direction for Winnipeg residents,
but for non-Winnipeg residents, those from the areas with the least healthy
populations actually had slightly lower cancer incidence compared to those


Table 10:  Summary of cause-specific morbidity findings


Non-Winnipeg:


Change in Gap Between Least and Most HealthyIndicator Change Across
Time (all
populations)


Overall By Age By Sex


Injury
hospitalizations
(falls)


decreased Least greater than most
(almost 2 times), but no
change in gap over
time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Injury
hospitalizations
(MVCs)


decreased Least greater than most
(about 1 1/2 times), but
no change in gap over
time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Injury
hospitalizations
(violence)


No change Least greater than most
(about 7 times), but no
change in gap over
time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Injury
hospitalizations
(other)


No change Least greater than most
(about 2 times), but no
change over time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Diabetes treatment
prevalence


increased Least greater than most
(about 2 times) and this
gap increased over
time


Gap increased
for:
20 to 39 years
60 to 79 years


Gap increased for
both males and
females


Respiratory
disease treatment
prevalence


Data problems Did not assess further Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Cancer incidence increased Most greater than least
(by about 10%), but no
change in gap over
time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


AMI
hospitalizations


decreased Least greater than most
(by about 20%), but no
change in gap over
time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Winnipeg:


Change in Gap Between Least and Most HealthyIndicator Change
Across Time
(all
populations)


Overall By Age By Sex


Injury
hospitalizations
(falls)


decreased Least greater than most
(about 30%), but no
change in gap over time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Injury
hospitalizations
(MVCs)


decreased Least greater than most
(about 1 1/2 times), but
no change in gap over
time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Injury
hospitalizations
(violence)


No change Least greater than most
(about 5 times), but no
change in gap over time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Injury
hospitalizations
(other)


decreased Least greater than most
(about 1 1/2 times), but
no change over time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


Diabetes treatment
prevalence


increased Least greater than most
(about 1 1/2 times) and
this gap increased over
time


Gap increased for:
20 to 39 years
60 to 79 years


Gap increased for
both males and
females


Respiratory
disease treatment
prevalence


increased Least greater than most
(about 20%) and this gap
increased over time


Gap increased for:
0 to 14 years
15 to 34 years


Gap increased for
females only


Cancer incidence No change Least greater than most
(by about 10%), but no
change in gap over time


Did not assess
further


Did not assess
further


AMI
hospitalizations


decreased Least greater than most
(by about 15%), this gap
increased over time


Gap increased for:
20 to 44 years
45 to 64 years
65 to 74 years


Gap increased for
males only







from areas with the most healthy populations. The gaps observed did not
change over the study period for either non-Winnipeg or Winnipeg resi-
dents.  


As with heart disease mortality, AMI hospitalizations showed the greatest
decreases across the study period, for both the least and most healthy popu-
lations. For non-Winnipeg residents, there was no change in the gap
between the least and most healthy populations. The results were somewhat
different for Winnipeg populations, where despite decreases in AMI hospi-
talizations for all populations at all ages (except the 20- to 44-year group for
the least healthy), the gap in health status between the least and most
healthy Winnipeg populations increased significantly overall and for all age
groups, except the oldest (75+ years). 


It is difficult to determine from these data what is driving the decreases in
AMI hospitalizations, but we could speculate that they may be due both to
better treatment of heart disease and healthier lifestyles (more exercise and
healthier eating habits). Early results from the Canadian Community Health
Survey (Statistics Canada, 2002) suggest that the number of Canadians who
are physically active increased between 1994 and 2000. At the same time,
however, the number of overweight Canadians also increased over the same
time period. Although the results by communities are only available for the
most recent year (2000/01) they may provide some clues as to possible con-
tributions to disparity between the least and most healthy populations in
health status. Whereas a much higher per cent of those from the non-
Winnipeg areas17 with the least healthy populations were physically active,
compared to those with the most healthy populations (26.1% and 15.1%
respectively), the per cent of smokers was also much higher in the least
healthy populations (28% compared to 17.5%) as was the per cent of resi-
dents who were overweight (47.2% compared to 37.4%).18 This is not to
suggest that individuals have complete control over health outcomes nor that
personal choice is what drives the disparities in health observed for AMI
hospitalizations.  Indeed, even when behavioural factors such as smoking,
physical activity and overweight are controlled for, the risk of heart disease is
strongly related to income (Roux, Merkin, Arnett et al., 2001). 


Diabetes treatment prevalence showed large increases for all populations, but
whether this is due to actual changes in prevalence of the disease or
increased detection is impossible to tell from these data. Because diabetes
treatment prevalence is based on encounters with the health care system,
changes in prevalence may, at least in part, reflect changes in screening and
detection as well as changes in physician diagnosing. Guidelines published
recently (Meltzer et al., 1998) suggest lowered thresholds for diagnosing dia-
betes in more recent years. Despite increases in diabetes treatment prevalence
for all populations, increases were greatest for the least healthy populations,
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17 CCHS data are available at the RHA level, allowing us to aggregate to our least, average
and most healthy population groupings for non-Winnipeg but not for Winnipeg areas.
18 First Nations communities were not sampled for the CCHS so these results exclude First
Nations individuals living on reserve.
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leading to a widening gap in diabetes prevalence between the least and most
healthy populations.  Whether lifestyle factors or socio-structural factors dis-
cussed above for AMI hospitalizations may be contributing to this widening
gap requires further exploration. It will be important to monitor the rise in
diabetes treatment prevalence for all populations, but particularly for those
in areas with the least healthy populations, where the increases have been the
greatest.


The significant increases observed for respiratory treatment prevalence in all
Winnipeg populations may also be at least partly related to practice patterns.
That is, changes in screening for, or awareness of respiratory disorders, or
changes in physician diagnosing may be contributing to the substantial
increases in the treatment prevalence of these disorders.  Despite increases
for all Winnipeg populations, the gap between the least and most healthy
populations widened because of more substantial increases in respiratory dis-
ease treatment prevalence for the least health populations. 


3.4 Changes in Socioeconomic Factors 
Question addressed in this section: 
- Is there a relationship between the widening gap in health status and changes
in the following socioeconomic factors over time:
- Income level?
- Employment status?
- Education level?
- Family structure?  


The previous sections on mortality and disease treatment prevalence suggest
that the widening gap in health status observed between the least and most
healthy populations in both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas is not con-
fined to one or two specific diseases, but may be a more general pattern.
Because health inequalities tend to be associated with socioeconomic cir-
cumstances, widening disparities in health status between different geo-
graphic regions and/or socioeconomic groups have been largely attributed to
changes in socioeconomic circumstances (Phillimore, Beattie, Townsend,
1994; Shaw et al., 1999; Pappas et al., 1993). In this section we explore
changes in socioeconomic circumstances for the different population groups.
The socioeconomic characteristics examined are income level, education
level, employment status and family structure. 


3.4.1 Analytic Approaches


Data for this section come from the public use 20% sample from the 1986,
1991 and 1996 Census.  Information on mean income, education level,
employment status and family structure is available at the level of the enu-
meration area (EA).19 Because EAs can be different for each Census year,
due to re-drawing of electoral boundaries, analyses by EAs across time were
impossible. The EA information was therefore aggregated into our regional


19Census data include information from First Nations communities, with the exception of
communities with less than 250 people (data from these communities are suppressed) or
those communities incompletely enumerated.







populations which are divided according to health status, based on PMR.
Information was weighted by total households (for income information),
population (for education information), total labor force (for employment
information), or by total families with children between the ages of 0 and 14
years (for family structure information). Due to very low statistical power,
only descriptive analyses rather than longitudinal statistical analyses are pre-
sented in this section.


We found that there was a great deal of variation in socioeconomic charac-
teristics within our population groups, particularly for the least healthy non-
Winnipeg populations. Results suggest that much of the intra-regional varia-
tion within the non-Winnipeg areas was due to a subgroup within the least
healthy non-Winnipeg populations living in small urban areas (e.g.,
Thompson). This subgroup tends to have high incomes and lower unem-
ployment than other non-Winnipeg populations.  Due to this extreme varia-
tion in non-Winnipeg areas, we present mostly findings from Winnipeg
below. For non-Winnipeg areas, we looked at the socioceconomic character-
istics separately for different city/rural area population sizes (see "Population
Size" in Glossary), as defined by Statistics Canada, and we comment on
these findings following the findings for Winnipeg.


3.4.2 Income


Figure 32 shows the mean household income for Winnipeg residents for
1986, 1991 and 1996, given in 1992 dollars to adjust for inflation.
Although all three populations show decreases in mean household income
over the time period, the decrease was greatest for those from areas with the
least healthy populations (8 1/2% decrease) compared to the average (3 1/2
% decrease) and most healthy (1 1/2% decrease) populations.  


For non-Winnipeg populations, we found a similar pattern to Winnipeg for
the rural populations, with the lowest income levels for the least healthy
populations; although the least healthy populations saw a 1% decrease in
their mean income over the time period, the most healthy rural populations
experienced a 7% increase in mean income. The story was very different for
the small urban non-Winnipeg populations, where the least healthy popula-
tions had the highest income levels and greater increases in income across
the study period than the most healthy small urban populations.


Another way of assessing changes in income, is to look at the per cent of res-
idents within an area whose income falls below Statistics Canada's Low
Income Cut-Off (LICO). The per cent of households in Winnipeg areas
with the least healthy populations that fell below the LICO went from about
30% in 1986 to over 40% in 1996, whereas for the most healthy popula-
tions the per cent of households below the LICO was less than 5% in all
three years.
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For Winnipeg
and rural non-
Winnipeg popula-
tions, we found
lower incomes for
the least healthy
populations com-
pared to the most
healthy, with
increasing gaps in
income between
these populations
over the study
period.
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3.4.3 Education


Figure 33 shows the per cent of high school graduates among 25- to 44-
year-old residents of Winnipeg populations. The least healthy Winnipeg
populations had the lowest per cent of high school graduates throughout the
study period; however, for all populations the per cent of high school gradu-
ates increased.  In Winnipeg the least healthy populations showed the great-
est gains in high school graduation (16% increase for the least healthy com-
pared to 11% for the most healthy).


As with the Winnipeg areas, for non-Winnipeg areas, for both the small
urban and rural areas, all populations showed increases in the per cent of
high school graduates across the study period; however, the least healthy
populations showed smaller increases than those found for the most healthy 
populations.  For the rural areas, the least healthy populations had the low-
est per cent of high school graduates throughout the study period, whereas
for the small urban areas, the least healthy populations had high school
graduation levels similar to those found for the average and most healthy
populations.


Figure 32: Mean Household Income Adjusted for Inflation, Winnipeg Populations
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Thus the high school graduation rate rose for all populations examined, with
the greatest increases for non-Winnipeg residents in the most healthy com-
pared to the least healthy populations, and the greatest increases for
Winnipeg residents in the least healthy compared to the most healthy popu-
lations.


3.4.4 Unemployment


Figure 34 shows the unemployment rate among 25- to 44-year-old residents
for the Winnipeg populations. The areas with the least healthy populations
had substantially higher unemployment rates, with the rate increasing from
about 10% to 13% unemployed between 1986 and 1996, an almost 30%
increase.  The unemployment rate for the Winnipeg areas with the most
healthy populations was about 5% in both 1986 and 1996, with a slight rise
to almost 6% in 1991. 
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Figure 33: Per cent 25- to 44-Year-Olds with High School Graduation, Winnipeg Populations
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For non-Winnipeg areas, similar patterns to Winnipeg were found for both
the small urban and rural areas.  That is, the least healthy populations had
substantially higher unemployment rates compared to the most healthy pop-
ulations, and changes in unemployment rates were more favourable for the
most compared to the least healthy populations. For the rural areas, the
unemployment rate increased by 10% for the least healthy populations over
the study period, whereas it decreased by 9% for the most healthy popula-
tions. For the small urban areas, unemployment decreased by 4 1/2% for
the least healthy populations over the study period, but during that same
time, the most healthy populations experienced an 18% drop in unemploy-
ment.


Thus, unemployment rates increased and the gap appeared to widen
between the least healthy and most healthy populations in both non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas. Other research has suggested that unemploy-
ment and mortality are strongly related in Canada (Sanmartin 2002).


3.4.5 Family Structure


The proportion of lone-parent families increased for all population groups
between 1986 and 1996 (Figure 35). The proportion of lone-parent families
tends to be higher in both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas with the least
healthy populations when compared to areas with the most healthy popula-
tions (generally more than twice as high); however, the per cent increases
over time in lone-parent status were greater in the most healthy compared to
the least healthy populations.


Figure 34:  Per cent Unemployed, Winnipeg Populations
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To summarize the findings for the socioeconomic indicators, income and
unemployment appear to be related to the growing gap in health status
observed between residents of areas with the least and most healthy popula-
tions. Income levels tended to be lower and unemployment rates higher in
areas with the least healthy populations compared to areas with the most
healthy populations, and these gaps widened across the study period.
Education levels tend to be lower and lone-parent status higher for the least
healthy compared to the most healthy populations but in some cases these
gaps narrowed over the study period. 


3.5 Changes in Utilization of Hospital Services Over


Time
Question addressed in this section:
- Is there a relationship between the widening gap in health status and changes
in utilization of hospital services over time?


Hospital utilization was measured using separations (the number of hospital
contacts) and days spent in hospital. Hospital utilization was attributed to
the individual’s place of residence regardless of where the actual hospitaliza-
tion might have taken place. Age- and sex-standardized rates for hospital
separations and days (Table A8, Appendix A) show that both separations
from and days spent in hospital are higher for residents of areas with the
least healthy compared to the most healthy populations. This is expected
given the generally poorer health status (and therefore greater need for
health services) of residents of areas with the least healthy populations. Thus,
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Figure 35: Per cent Families with Lone-Parent Status, Winnipeg Populations
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if there is a relationship between the widening gap in health status and changes
in hospital use, we would expect those changes to show a decrease in utilization
by the least healthy populations compared to the most healthy populations.


Changes in the rates of hospital separations and days were analyzed using
Poisson regressions (see Figure 36). Looking across the 15 years of the study,
and comparing the most recent five-year period (1995-1999) to the first
five-year period (1985-1989), we found a small (3%) but significant
decrease in separations (p=.0088), along with the dramatic drop in days
(p=.0001) for non-Winnipeg residents, and no change in separations
(p=.2918) and a dramatic drop in days (p=.0001) for Winnipeg residents.


Non-Winnipeg findings. Figure 37 shows the risk of hospital separations for
the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations relative to the most healthy
populations. Those from the least healthy non-Winnipeg populations have
higher separation rates, meaning a greater number of hospitalizations than
those from the most healthy populations; however this disparity decreased
somewhat over the study period, due to a drop in separations for the least
healthy populations, with no drop in separations for the most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations. Analyses comparing the last to the first five-year
period revealed that this change was significant (p=.005). Thus, the difference
in hospital separations between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg 


Figure 36: Hospital Utilization, non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg, 1985 to 1999
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populations narrowed over the study period, due to a drop in separations for
those from the least healthy populations. 


Figure 37 also shows the risk of hospital days for the least compared to the
most health non-Winnipeg populations. Once again, those from the least
healthy populations have a consistently higher number of days spent in hos-
pital compared to those from the most healthy non-Winnipeg populations.
Analyses comparing the last to the first five-year period revealed that there
was no significant change in this difference (p=.505). Thus the difference in
days spent in hospital between the least and most healthy non-Winnipeg popula-
tions did not change over the study period.


Table 11 shows the relative change between the first and last five-year peri-
ods for age-specific hospital separations for each of the non-Winnipeg popu-
lations. Most notable in this table is that there was a decrease in the separa-
tion rate for the 75+ year group in the areas with least healthy populations
and at the same time an increase in separations for this age group for the
most healthy populations. Analyses comparing the first and last five-year
periods indicated significant decreases in the gap between the least and most
healthy non-Winnipeg populations for the 35-to 44- year (p=.0303) and 45-
to 64-year (p=.0126) groups, with the largest decrease in gap for the 75+
year group (p<0001). Thus, the differences in separations between the least and
most healthy non-Winnipeg populations narrowed for 25- to 44- year-olds 


Figure 37:  How much Higher is Hospital Utilization for the Least Healthy 
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and 45- to 64-year-olds due to decreases in separations for the least healthy pop-
ulations and no changes in separations for the most healthy populations; the dif-
ferences also narrowed for the 75+ year age group due to decreases in the least
healthy populations and increases in separations for the most healthy non-
Winnipeg populations.


Winnipeg findings. Figure 38 shows the risk of hospital separations for the
least healthy Winnipeg populations relative to the most healthy populations.
Those from the least healthy Winnipeg populations have higher separation
rates, meaning a greater number of hospitalizations than those from the
most healthy populations, and this disparity changed little over the study
period. Analyses comparing the last to the first five-year period confirmed
that no significant change occurred (p=.2975). Thus the difference in hospital
separations between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations did not
change over the study period. 


Figure 38 also shows the risk of hospital days for the least compared to the
most healthy Winnipeg populations. Once again, those from the least
healthy populations have consistently higher number of days spent in hospi-
tal compared to those from the most healthy Winnipeg populations.
Analyses comparing the last to first five-year period revealed that this differ-
ence increased over the study period (p=.0039). These analyses also revealed
that although days spent in hospital dropped for both the least and most
healthy populations, the drops were greater for the most healthy compared
to the least healthy Winnipeg populations. Thus, the difference in days spent
in hospital between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations increased
over the study period, due to a greater drop in days for those from the most
healthy compared to the least healthy Winnipeg populations.


Table 11:  How much has non-Winnipeg hospital utilization changed
across the study period for each age group? (1995-99 / 1985-89)


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy


Separations
0-24 years .81 (.74-.88)* .85 (.80-.89)* .87 (.86-.89)*
25-44 years .98 (.96-.99)* 1.04 (.99-1.09) 1.01 (0.98-1.03)
45-64 years .97 (.96-.99)* 1.02 (1.00-1.03) 1.00 (1.00-1.00)
65-74 years 1.03 (.96-1.11) 1.12 (1.08-1.16)* 1.05 (1.01-1.08)*
75+ years .92 (.90-.95)* 1.02 1.00-1.05) 1.06 (1.05-1.07)*


Note: 95% confidence intervals are shown


* Statistically significant at  = .05
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non-Winnipeg popula-
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change over the study
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over the study period,
due to a greater drop
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the most healthy com-
pared to the least
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ulations.
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Table 12 shows the relative change between the first and last five-year peri-
ods for age-specific hospital days for each of the Winnipeg populations.
Evident in this table is the significant decrease at each age level for each pop-
ulation for days spent in hospital. All populations show decreases, however,
the decreases are greater for the most compared to the least healthy
Winnipeg populations for the 45- to 64-year group (p=.0161), the 65- to
74-year group (p=.0007) and the 75+ year group (p=.0028). Thus, the differ-
ences in days between the least and most healthy Winnipeg populations widened
for those over 44 years of age, meaning that residents of areas with the least
healthy populations were spending more time in hospital at the end of the study
period, relative to their most healthy counterparts.


Figure 38: How much Higher is Hospital Utilization for the Least Healthy


 Compared to the Most Healthy Winnipeg Populations? 
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These results suggest there may be a relationship between the widening gap
in health status between those from the least and most healthy areas and
changes in hospital utilization. This relationship was found only for the
non-Winnipeg areas, and for hospital separations but not days. Because the
drop in separations for the least healthy non-Winnipeg areas was small, and
because the narrowing of the gap in separations between the least and most
healthy non-Winnipeg areas was also slight, the contribution of changes in
utilization to the widening gap in health status is probably negligible but
was explored further. The contribution of both hospital utilization and
demographic factors (e.g., age, sex) to explaining regional variation in overall
mortality was assessed on a cross-sectional basis. We did this for a selected
number of five-year age groups to minimize the possibility that age effects
would overwhelm other smaller effects in the model. These analyses showed
that hospital utilization factors were not important predictors of variations
in overall mortality for non-Winnipeg areas. Thus, the decrease in hospital
separations for the non-Winnipeg residents of the areas with the least healthy
populations did not likely contribute to the widening health status gaps observed
in this report.


Table 12: How much has hospital utilization changed across the study
period for each age group? (1995-99 / 1985-89)


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy


Days
0-24 years .69 (.66-.71)* .66 (.64-.69)* .66 (.66-.67)*
25-44 years .69 (.60-.79)* .69 (.62-.76)* .64 (.64-.64)*
45-64 years .67 (.60-.74)* .60 (.60-.60)* .58 (.57-.60)*
65-74 years .83 (.75-.93)* .72 (.72-.72)* .65 (.60-.72)*
75+ years .78 (.71-.85)* .81 (.79-.82)* .65 (.60-.70)*


Note: 95% confidence intervals are shown


* Statistically significant at  = .05


The decrease in
hospital separa-
tions for the non-
Winnipeg resi-
dents of the areas
with the least
healthy popula-
tions did not like-
ly contribute to
the widening
health status gaps
observed in this
report.







4.0   DISCUSSION


Mortality for Manitobans declined significantly over the 15-year period
between 1985 and 1999. This decline occurred for all age groups except for
those 25 to 44 years. The decline in mortality was experienced more for
males than for females.  Despite these overall improvements in the health
status of Manitobans, inequalities in health actually increased over the study
period. The gap in health status (as measured by rate ratios) between non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents from areas with the least and most
healthy populations widened over the study period. This widening gap was
not due to declines in health status for residents of areas with the least
healthy populations; rather health status improved for those residents from
areas with the most healthy populations. In other words, the healthier mem-
bers of Manitoba are getting healthier, whereas those in poorer health are
not experiencing these improvements in health. Whatever factors are con-
tributing to the improved health of residents of areas with the most healthy
populations, these are not being experienced by residents of areas with the
least healthy populations. The increasing gap in health status cannot be
explained by migration. 


Of the top four causes of death in Manitoba, only heart disease showed an
overall decrease, for both non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg residents, over the
study period. The risk of death for all Manitobans from cancer, injury and
respiratory disease remained stable throughout the study period. For all four
causes of death, with the exception of cancer mortality for the non-
Winnipeg residents, there were gaps in health status between residents of
areas with the least and most healthy populations, with those from areas
with the least healthy populations having poorer health status than those
from areas with the most healthy populations. These gaps in health status
did not decrease over the study period, and for heart disease mortality the
gaps increased. When different age categories and males and females were
examined separately, there was some evidence of an increase in the health
status gap for all four causes of mortality, with no consistent patterns across
age or sex.  


Treatment prevalence for diabetes and respiratory disease increased for all
Manitobans over the study period, whereas injuries from falls and MVCs
and hospitalizations due to acute myocardial infarction (AMI) declined. For
all treatment prevalence categories studied, with the exception of cancer inci-
dence for non-Winnipeg residents, there was a gap in treatment prevalence,
with residents of areas with the least healthy populations having higher treat-
ment prevalence than those from areas with the most healthy populations.
Gaps in health status increased for diabetes treatment prevalence, respiratory
disease treatment prevalence and AMI hospitalizations. The widening gaps
were not consistent across age groups or sex.
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It is difficult to determine what is driving the increasing health status gaps
between residents of areas with the least compared to the most healthy pop-
ulations. The fact that there is evidence of this growing gap across several
different diseases suggests that it is unlikely the result of some specific treat-
ment breakthrough.  


The strongest mortality results were found for heart disease, whereas some
of the strongest patterns for disease treatment prevalence were found for
AMI, diabetes and respiratory disease. Each of these diseases is associated
with risk factors that have behavioural components: smoking, poor diet, and
lack of physical activity. Although programs targeted at reducing smoking,
improving nutrition and increasing physical activity would certainly benefit
the health of any population, even when behavioural factors such as smok-
ing, physical activity and overweight are controlled for, the risk of heart dis-
ease is still found to be strongly related to income (Roux, Merkin, Arnett et
al., 2001). And many of these behavioural factors in adults are related to
childhood socioeconomic levels (Lynch, Kaplan and Salonen, 1997) provid-
ing support for the belief that behavioural factors that influence health are
more likely due to a "powerful form of social conditioning" than individual
choice per se (Evans and Stoddart, 1994). As well, although stressful condi-
tions that are associated with low SES may lead to the adoption of health-
threatening behaviours such as smoking, the excessive psychosocial stress and
material deprivation associated with low-income themselves damage the car-
diovascular system (Raphael, 2002). Indeed, Wilkins et al. (2002) suggest
that over 21% of the deaths from circulatory diseases before the age of 75
years can be attributed to income-related differences in health status.  


In our study, we found that both income and unemployment were related to
the observed widening gap in health status. Not only did income levels tend
to be lower and unemployment rates higher in the least healthy populations,
but the disparity in both income and unemployment between the least and
most healthy populations widened over the study period.  Interestingly, the
widening gaps in income and unemployment showed a different pattern
than those we found for health status. That is, rather than income and
unemployment remaining stable for residents of the areas with the least
healthy populations and improving for residents of areas with the most
healthy populations (the pattern found for mortality in this study) the pat-
tern tended to be one of worsening socioeconomic circumstances for the
least healthy populations and improving or stable circumstances for the most
healthy populations. Whether the stable health status of residents of areas
with the least healthy populations in the face of worsening socioeconomic
circumstances is due to the social safety net, or some other factors, is a ques-
tion for future research.
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4.1 Limitations
Our morbidity analyses (including those done for the migration analysis) are
based on encounters with the health care system and they may therefore
reflect utilization practices rather than prevalence of the diseases examined.
Not only is it the case that not everyone with a particular disease seeks med-
ical attention, but changes in diagnostic tests and patterns may also affect
changes in rates of treatment prevalence over time.  For example, changes in
diagnostic criteria for diabetes may contribute to the observed increases over
time in the treatment prevalence of this disease (Meltzer al al, 1998).
Because of these changes people who may not have been diagnosed in the
past may be given a diagnosis of diabetes. We have no reason to suspect that
these changes would have differential impact on our least, average and most
healthy populations. Thus these changes in diagnostic criteria may affect
changes in disease treatment prevalence over time, but not necessarily
changes between populations over time.


We were unable in our analyses to identify individuals who had immigrated
to Canada from elsewhere in the world.  Foreign-born residents tend to be
concentrated in lower income metropolitan areas and research suggests that
they also have lower mortality rates (Chen et al 1996).  This "healthy immi-
grant effect" would likely only affect our analyses of Winnipeg populations,
and would have the effect of attenuating our results.  That is, the healthy
immigrants would raise the health status of our least healthy populations,
thereby reducing any observable gap.  


Although included in our analyses, we were unable to assess the changes in
health status for Aboriginal people separately in this report. An upcoming
C.D. Howe Institute study found that the income gap between First Nations
and non-First Nations individuals has widened over the last 10 years, with
First Nations individuals living on-reserve faring the poorest in terms of
income (Janigan, 2002). First Nations people in Canada have much higher
rates of cardiovascular disease and risk factors for mortality than Canadians
of European ancestry (Anand et al., 2001), and four times the risk of dia-
betes (Martens et al. 2002). Research examining health status and socioeco-
nomic indicators separately for First Nations populations could shed more
light on the reasons for the growing gap in health status in Manitoba.
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5.0   CONCLUSIONS


� Mortality rates declined significantly in Manitoba between 1985 and
1999.
� Between 1985 and 1999, the health status gap that exists between resi-
dents of Manitoba from areas with the least healthy populations compared
to the most healthy populations widened.    
� The widening of the health status gap appears to be due to improvements
in health for residents of areas with the most healthy populations, whereas
the health status for residents of areas with the least healthy populations
remained unchanged.
� This widening gap in health status has been greater for males than for
females. Manitoba males in general have experienced greater improvements
in health status over the past 15 years compared to Manitoba females, how-
ever the gains in health status for males have been greater for residents of
areas with the most healthy populations compared to the least healthy popu-
lations.
� The widening gap in health status between the least and most healthy
non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations evidenced across the time period
does not seem to be driven by any particular age group.
� The widening health status gap does not appear to be due to migration.
Examination of both mortality and illness measures for those who migrated
compared to those who did not found that migration had little impact on
the widening gap in health status observed over the study period.
� Cause-specific mortality analyses revealed a similar health status gap for
each of the causes studied: higher mortality rates for residents of the areas
with the least healthy  populations compared to the most healthy popula-
tions.  Although some of these gaps remained stable across the 15 years of
the study, none narrowed, and for some the health status gap widened.


� When analyzed by different age categories and by sex, the greatest
changes in terms of the growing gap between those from the least and most
healthy populations appear to have occurred in heart disease and respiratory
disease mortality, however there was some evidence of a growing health sta-
tus gap for each of the categories studied.


� As was found for the overall analyses, for the disease-specific mor-
tality analyses most of the widening of the gap can be attributed to
residents of areas with the most healthy populations showing
improvements in health status over time, whereas residents from
areas with the least healthy populations showed no change (and
sometimes declines) in health status over time.


� Cause-specific treatment prevalence analyses found a similar health status
gap for almost all categories studied: higher treatment prevalence rates for
residents of areas with the least healthy compared to the most healthy popu-
lations. None of these gaps narrowed over the 15 years, and some widened.
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� For some of the illness categories studied (diabetes, respiratory dis-
ease), residents of all areas experienced an increase in treatment
prevalence, and the widening gap in health status observed can be
attributed to greater increases in treatment prevalence for residents of
areas with the least healthy populations.
� For other categories of illness (AMI), residents of all areas experi-
enced a decrease in treatment prevalence, and the widening gap in
health status observed can be attributed to lesser decreases in treat-
ment prevalence for residents of areas with the least healthy popula-
tions.


� The growing gap in health status observed between residents of the areas
with the least and most healthy populations appears to be related to changes
in income and unemployment levels, but not to changes in education and
lone-parent status.
� Days spent in hospital decreased for all populations across the study peri-
od. Separations from hospital decreased slightly for residents of the non-
Winnipeg areas with the least healthy populations. Further examination
revealed that there was no relationship between hospital separations and
mortality rates for these residents, suggesting that changes in hospital use did
not contribute to the widening gap in health status observed.
� It would be an oversimplification to attribute the growing gap in health
status observed in this study to behavioural factors. Although rates of smok-
ing and overweight (factors associated with poorer health) are higher in areas
with the least healthy populations, research shows that health status differ-
ences remain even when these behavioural factors are taken into considera-
tion, and that socioeconomic differences have an effect on health status
above and beyond differences in health-related behaviours.


Despite overall improvements in the health status of Manitobans over the
15-year study period, the gap in health status between residents of areas with
the least healthy compared to the most healthy populations increased signifi-
cantly. 


This widening health status gap does not seem to be restricted to one or two
specific diseases or age groups, nor is it the result of migration or changes in
hospital utilization. For the most part, the widening gap in health status
appears to be due to improvements in health status for those already enjoy-
ing the best health, with no corresponding improvements for those already
in the poorest health. Further examination of factors that contribute to
health status, particularly socioeconomic conditions such as income level
and employment, is necessary to determine why residents of areas with the
least healthy populations have not enjoyed the same improvements in health
as those in the rest of the province.
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APPENDIX A


Table A2:  Population totals for non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations,
1985 and 1999


Least Healthy Average Health Most Healthy Total


Non-Winnipeg
1985 74,424 186,650 177,429 438,503
1999 71,363 194,764 185,292 451,419


Winnipeg
1985 147,025 259,450 217,929 624,404
1999 130,657 266,168 248,317 645,142


Table A3: Age- and sex-standardized mortality rates, non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg,
populations, 1985-89 and 1995-99


Deaths per 1000


Least healthy Average health Most healthy Total
1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99


Non-
Winnipeg


Overall 9.85 10.06 8.83 8.45 8.49 7.78 8.78 8.28


Male 12.96 11.10 11.39 10.14 11.27 9.30 11.50 9.88
Female 7.66 7.84 6.94 7.21 6.57 7.08 6.83 7.24


Winnipeg Overall 10.35 10.12 8.68 7.89 8.75 7.08 9.09 8.04
Male 13.58 12.50 11.34 9.25 11.88 7.12 12.00 9.17
Female 7.96 8.81 6.76 6.68 6.68 6.17 7.03 6.94


Table A1: Number of premature deaths (before age 75 years), 3-year moving
averages, 1985-1998


Least healthy Average health Most healthy Winnipeg Manitoba


1985 624 2,266 2,235 6,608 11,776
1986 671 2,323 2,292 6,724 12,052
1987 644 2,306 2,201 6,719 11,910
1988 650 2,303 2,130 6,491 11,609
1989 598 2,277 2,092 6,270 11,271


1990 627 2,240 2,036 6,146 11,087
1991 635 2,231 2,011 6,214 11,130
1992 673 2,195 1,935 6,231 11,065
1993 697 2,156 1,989 6,206 11,065
1994 695 2,187 2,017 6,271 11,179


1995 654 2,155 2,006 6,221 11,040
1996 622 2,151 1,951 6,121 10,849
1997 641 2,098 1,885 5,913 10,542
1998 695 2,137 1,912 5,838 10,589
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Table A4: Sex-standardized mortality rates by age category and population, 1985-
89 and 1995-99, non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg


Deaths per 1000


Age group Least healthy Average health Most healthy Total
1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99


Non-
Winnipeg


0-24 1.36 1.40 0.81 0.77 0.75 0.62 0.89 0.82


25-44 1.69 1.65 1.33 1.23 0.85 0.93 1.17 1.16
45-64 7.05 6.46 7.23 5.77 5.94 4.78 6.62 5.40
65-74 26.55 29.87 22.38 21.40 21.92 18.76 22.40 20.63
75+ 74.28 88.41 78.75 78.23 78.12 78.11 78.21 78.63


Winnipeg 0-24 0.95 0.82 0.60 0.53 0.54 0.36 0.66 0.52
25-44 1.36 1.70 0.88 1.03 0.68 0.76 0.91 1.08
45-64 9.55 8.52 6.86 4.98 4.73 3.74 6.69 5.10
65-74 28.12 29.02 23.90 21.23 20.44 16.17 24.14 21.11
75+ 81.89 85.80 71.73 73.67 85.09 74.01 78.15 76.80


Table: A5: Infant mortality rates per 1000 population, 1985-89 and 1995-99
by non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations


Deaths per 1000


Least healthy Average health Most healthy Total
1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99


Non-Winnipeg


Extremely low birth
weights excluded


9.46 8.58 6.83 6.37 6.87 6.17 7.42 6.78


Extremely low birth
weight included


9.70 9.21 7.30 7.30 7.62 7.13 7.97 7.65


Winnipeg
Extremely low birth
weights excluded


9.22 6.90 6.22 4.89 5.89 4.12 6.87 5.13


Extremely low birth
weight included


9.93 8.50 6.57 6.52 6.22 5.28 7.31 6.59


Table A6: Age- and sex-standardized mortality rates, by cause and population, non-
Winnipeg and Winnipeg, 1985-89 and 1995-99*


Deaths per 1000


Cause of
mortality


Least healthy Average health Most healthy Total


1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99 1985-89 1995-99
Cancer Non-Wpg 1.83 2.20 2.12 2.19 1.99 2.09 2.04 2.13


Winnipeg 2.48 2.58 2.30 2.25 2.18 1.99 2.30 2.22
Heart Disease Non-Wpg 3.96 4.30 4.21 3.79 3.98 3.56 4.09 3.72


Winnipeg 4.68 4.65 3.85 3.68 3.94 3.22 4.08 3.73
Injury Non-Wpg 1.01 0.93 0.66 0.62 0.49 0.48 0.63 0.59


Winnipeg 0.67 0.64 0.40 0.40 0.32 0.33 0.43 0.42
Respiratory
disease


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


1.25
1.13


1.56
1.30


1.02
0.88


1.04
0.84


1.08
1.04


1.10
0.96


1.06
0.98


1.09
0.98


* Rates are based on fiscal years except for cancer mortality, for which rates are based on calendar
years
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Table A7: Age- and sex-standardized morbidity rates by cause and non-Winnipeg
and Winnipeg populations, 1985-87 and 1997-99


Per 1000 population


Cause of morbidity Least healthy Average health Most healthy Total
1985-87 1997-99 1985-87 1997-99 1985-87 1997-99 1985-87 1997-99


Injury
hospitalizations
due to falls


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


11.26
5.31


10.47
4.68


5.96
4.14


5.36
3.67


6.00
4.33


5.21
3.56


6.58
4.43


5.83
3.81


Injury
hospitalizations
due to Motor
Vehicle Collision


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


3.67
1.45


2.40
0.89


2.36
0.96


1.61
0.65


2.20
0.91


1.36
0.48


2.53
1.04


1.62
0.63


Injury
hospitalizations
due to violence


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


6.88
2.17


6.14
2.45


1.27
0.85


1.61
0.91


0.86
0.54


0.90
0.50


2.11
1.03


1.99
1.07


Injury
hospitalizations
due to other cause


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


10.34
4.82


8.73
3.00


5.81
3.24


3.89
1.80


4.78
2.60


3.22
1.44


6.15
3.36


4.32
1.92


Diabetes
Treatment
Prevalence


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


62.60
43.55


99.01
63.31


40.10
35.22


55.73
49.04


33.08
29.83


43.55
40.12


39.29
35.28


54.39
48.13


Respiratory
Disease Treatment
Prevalence


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


105.20
114.82


93.38
154.40


101.99
102.09


130.23
132.18


88.94
99.83


111.46
118.35


96.07
104.27


114.79
131.01


Cancer Incidence Non-Wpg 3.63 4.08 4.13 4.60 4.22 4.50 4.13 4.50


Winnipeg 4.97 4.97 4.61 4.65 4.43 4.36 4.63 4.61
AMI Hospitalization
Incidence


Non-Wpg
Winnipeg


3.19
3.12


3.12
2.32


3.03
2.97


2.47
2.31


2.89
2.88


2.31
1.83


2.99
3.00


2.45
2.14


5 year rates, 1985-1989, 1995-1999


Table A8: Age- and sex-standardized rates of hospital separations and days
per 1000, non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg populations, 1985 and 2000


Per 1000 population


Least healthy Average health Most healthy Total
1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000 1985 2000


Non-Winnipeg
  Separations 306.33 250.43 210.43 198.64 200.8 193.55 218.21 202.71
  Days 2511.67 1466.28 1682.76 965.79 1787.07 971.46 1817.81 1007.49
Winnipeg
  Separations 171.49 163.83 145.12 142.74 133.99 132.58 147.23 143.07
  Days 1925.86 1059.01 1529.10 837.77 1387.28 690.72 1580.95 828.86
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APPENDIX B


Methods for Monitoring Inequalities in Health Status
There are a number of different methods that could be used to monitor
inequalities in health status, and each of these may produce somewhat dif-
ferent results.  Methods can differ in terms of the different measures of pop-
ulation health status used to assess changes in regional disparities over time
and also in terms of various analytic techniques used to test the statistical
significance of these changes. 


Measures of population health status. Measures of population health status
that could be used to assess changes in regional disparities over time include
cause-specific mortality, premature mortality (overall or cause-specific),
potential years of life lost, and life expectancy. Each may result in different
interpretations of the phenomenon under investigation because each empha-
sizes different aspects of the health status of the population. In particular,
the "weight" that is assigned to each death will vary with the measure of
health status. 


Cause-specific mortality, which was selected for this report, focuses on the
mortality experience of the entire population; hence it assigns the same
weight to each death. Premature mortality (death prior to age 75) focuses on
deaths attributable to the younger members of a population and gives the
deaths among the 75+ age group a weight of zero. Similarly, Potential Years
Life Lost (PYLL) is an indicator of premature mortality that gives greater
relative weight to causes of death occurring at younger ages than those
occurring at later ages. Life expectancy is the number of years of life remain-
ing after a given age, assuming that observed age-specific mortality rates dur-
ing a given period remain stable.  With each of the measures that assign
more weight to deaths at younger ages (premature mortality, PYLL) the sen-
sitivity to detect gaps/effects may be reduced because the analyses are based
on fewer deaths.  To test whether the results we produced in this report were
limited to the measure we chose, we repeated the mortality analyses present-
ed in this report using PYLL.  Although there were small differences in the
findings (e.g., for some causes of death gaps between the least and most
healthy populations were wider, whereas for others they were narrower) the
results using PYLL would generally lead us to the same conclusions as
described in this report.


Testing statistical significance. In order to assess regional changes in our
selected measure of population, tests of statistical significance were adopted.
In small populations, random fluctuations can be expected in the number of
deaths observed on an annual basis. Without adopting a test of statistical
significance, it is impossible to determine if changes over time are due to 
real changes in the mortality experience of a population or just due to ran-
dom fluctuations. 
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We used Poisson regression analysis to model the observed number of deaths
in each region for each year of the study period. Our explanatory variables
were age, sex, region, and year. Because we modeled the crude rates, we can
interpret our least/most relative rates as the relative risk of mortality for the
least healthy populations assuming that age and sex are held constant over
time. Generalized estimating equations with the Poisson regressions were
used because we assumed that the number of deaths in each segment of the
population are correlated from one year to the next. 


The specific hypotheses that we tested with our regression model were of
differences between the first and last five-year study time periods. We can
interpret these hypotheses as testing whether the slope of the line for the
first five years is equal to the slope of the line for the last five years. This is
different than if we had tested whether mortality is different in the first and
last years of the study period. To test the latter hypothesis equates to testing
whether the slope of the line fitted through the first and last year data points
is zero. Finally, we tested whether the difference between the first and last
five-year time periods was different for the least and most healthy popula-
tions. In other words, we were testing for a region by time interaction. This
is very different from testing for a time effect, and then inferring from the 
relative rates whether there is a difference across regional groupings. 


Comparing the results produced using Poisson regressions with generalized
estimating equations to crude age-specific mortality rates, we found that the
patterns were similar using both methods. That is, where crude rates sug-
gested increasing gaps, in most cases the regression results confirmed these
statistically. There were some gaps, however, that appeared to increase when
looking at crude rates, but were found to be non-significant. The results
using Poisson regressions were similar to patterns observed using age- and
sex-standardized rates.


Regression Analysis used in this Report
Regression analysis was used instead of age- or sex-standardized rates to
examine trends over time across and within non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg
regional groupings. The primary advantage of a regression model is that
interactions among variables that are known or presumed to have an impact
on health status can be investigated; it is not possible to describe interactions
using standardized rates. An interaction means that the effect of one variable
on health status is not constant for every value of a second variable. 


Preliminary analyses were used to determine whether the data conformed to
the assumptions that underlie regression analyses. The measures of morbidi-
ty and health care utilization revealed skewed distributions; most people will
be hospitalized only a few days in a given year or not at all, while a small
number of people will be hospitalized for very long periods of time.







Therefore a logarithmic transformation was applied to these data to reduce
their skewness and thereby produce a more normal distribution before the
regression models were run. The mortality data and some morbidity meas-
ures followed either a Poisson distribution or negative binomial distribution;
the distributions are appropriate choices for events that occur infrequently in
the general population.  For example, we know that only a very small pro-
portion of all people die in any given year. The negative binomial distribu-
tion is appropriate for events that are not only rare but also highly variable
across the entire population, such as diabetes.


For the mortality data, relative risk (RR) was estimated from the longitudi-
nal data for a particular population (least, average or most healthy) or age
group using Poisson regression with generalized estimating equations (GEE).
Poisson regression is the recommended technique for modeling count data
(i.e., counts of the number of deaths in a region). GEEs are used when these
count data are correlated over time.  Relative risk is the probability of death
relative to some reference group.  For example, looking across the 15-year peri-
od, the relative risk would be the probability of death in any given year com-
pared to the reference year, which in this case is the first year of the study
period, or 1985. A relative risk of 1.00 means that there is no difference
between the mortality rate for the group in question and the reference
group.  If we were comparing mortality in 1999 to mortality in 1985, then
a relative risk of 1.00 would mean that the mortality rate in 1999 was the
same as it was in 1985.  Relative risks greater than 1.00 indicate higher risk
(and consequently poorer health status) for the group in question relative to
the reference group, whereas relative risks less than 1.00 indicate lower risk
(and consequently better health status) for the group in question.


For morbidity measures and health system access measures, either a Poisson
or a negative binomial regression model was used for rare events, like hospi-
talization for injuries due to violence. A negative binomial model is useful
when an event is relatively rare, but is highly variable over the entire popula-
tion; an example is diabetes; some groups have much higher rates of disease
and hence variation in diabetes rates across regional groupings can be sub-
stantial. For more frequent health events like hospitalization and physician
visits for respiratory illness, regression techniques that are appropriate for
continuous data were used. In these cases, the natural logarithm of the crude
rate was modeled assuming a normal distribution, but still relying on GEEs
for correlated data.  


Most of the results are presented by comparing data from the end and
beginning time periods: 1995-1999 is compared with 1985-1989.
Therefore, the earlier time period (1985-1989) becomes the reference peri-
od, and the data from the later time period (1995-1999) are shown relative
to this reference period. We used five-year time periods to test for differences
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or changes in the data for two reasons: (1) we were more interested in
whether the data show changes over broad segments of time, not just from
one year to the next, and; (2) for rare events there is a lot of variability in the
data from one year to the next. The number of events, such as death or hos-
pitalization for rare conditions, in an age group within one region of
Manitoba or Winnipeg can fluctuate substantially from year to year. Because
death is a relatively rare event (compared to, say, heart disease), random fluc-
tuations in mortality within any given year can affect the ability to detect a
change in the risk of mortality, particularly when looking across regions. By
looking at five-year time periods, it is possible to reduce, or smooth out, the
influence of these annual fluctuations. 


A chi-square test was used to test for a statistically significant difference
between five-year time periods within one regional grouping. A chi-square
test was also used to test the statistical significance of the magnitude of the
time period difference between the least and most healthy regional group-
ings. The first test allows us to determine whether health status is changing
over time within one regional grouping, while the second allows us to deter-
mine whether the changes over time are the same for residents of areas with
the least healthy populations compared to the most healthy populations. P-
values and 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) are presented throughout the
report to provide readers with information on statistical significance, and to
provide an indication of the precision of the magnitude of the differences
that were observed, respectively.  For relative risk/rate analyses, confidence
intervals that include 1.00 within their bounds indicate non-significant find-
ings, whereas those for which 1.00 lies outside their bounds indicate signifi-
cant findings.


Infant mortality. Trends in the rate of infant deaths were examined for the
province and the regional groupings . The analyses were conducted both
including and excluding extremely low birthweight infant deaths, that is,
infant deaths for babies weighing less than 500 grams at birth. We did this
because the number of extremely low birth weight babies who are born alive
has changed over time and is therefore a confounding factor in the longitu-
dinal analysis of neonatal deaths; a high proportion of these babies will die
within the first year of life. While extremely low birthweight infants (< 500
grams) made up 14.9% of the infant deaths that occurred in Manitoba over
the 15 years of the study, within the 1995 - 1999 period, 22.0% of all infant
deaths occurred in this weight class. This demonstrates the importance of
controlling for extremely low birth weight infants in longitudinal analyses of
infant mortality. The regression analyses for infant mortality included
regional grouping and sex; separate analyses were conducted for neonatal
and post-neonatal deaths. (See also "Infant Mortality" in Glossary.)


86 WHY IS THE HEALTH STATUS OF SOME MANITOBANS NOT IMPROVING?







Analysis of Migration Effects
Mortality. The analysis of migration effects on mortality followed a method
described in Brimblecombe, Dorling and Shaw (1999). This method
involved identifying a cohort of individuals who were resident of Manitoba
in both 1985 and 1995. For non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg areas separately,
we identified three different areas based on the premature mortality rates of
the populations within those areas (see "Regional Groupings" in Glossary):
least, average and most healthy. Standardized Mortality Ratios (SMRs; see
Glossary) were calculated based on five-year mortality rates for 1995 to
1999. The impact of migration was assessed by comparing SMRs with the
effect of migration removed to SMRs with the effect of migration retained.
SMRs with the effect of migration removed were calculated by assigning
deaths to the area of residence (least, average, most) in 1985. This has the
effect of removing people who by the end of the study period had moved
into the area, and putting back in people who by the end of the study peri-
od had moved out of the area. SMRs with the effect of migration retained
were calculated by assigning deaths to the area of residence in 1995.  This
has the effect of keeping in those who moved into the area by the end of the
study period and removing those who moved out of the area by the end of
the study period. Note that for both types of SMRs, the SMR itself was
based on 1995-1999 death rates. To determine the impact of migration
these two different SMRs are compared. If these two SMRs differ substan-
tially, then it means there is an effect of migration (taking into consideration
both movement into and out of an area). Higher SMRs with migration
retained would mean the effect of migration operates to increase mortality
rates; lower SMRs with migration retained would mean the effect of migra-
tion operates to decrease mortality rates. No difference between the SMRs
suggests that migration has had no impact on observed mortality rates. 


Morbidity. The Adjusted Clinical Group (ACG; see Glossary) system was
used to evaluate the impact of migration on population morbidity (as meas-
ured by treatment prevalence, including hospital separations and physician
visits). For our ACG analysis, we selected a cohort of individuals who were
living in Manitoba in both 1985 (for seven consecutive months during the
fiscal year) and in 1999. Regional grouping of residence (i.e., least, average,
most healthy) was assigned as in other analyses. Migration status was
assessed and residents were classified as to whether they stayed in the area
(i.e., were living in the same health status area in 1985 and 1999), moved
out of the area or moved into the area based on their residence in 1999. We
then compared morbidity burden for those who moved into, out of, or
stayed in each of the three areas (with the least, average, or most healthy
populations). For the purposes of this report, we defined significant morbid-
ity burden as the presence of more than three ADGs in 1985.
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GLOSSARY


Acute Myocardial Infarction (AMI). (ICD-9-CM = 410) Hospital claims
were used to obtain counts of the number of individuals with at least one
AMI diagnosis in a given fiscal year. Preliminary analyses of the data revealed
changes in coding practices over time, such that there was greater utilization
of ancillary diagnosis fields in the more recent years. As a result, only the
Most Responsible Diagnosis (diagnosis most responsible for the patient's
hospital stay) was used to identify AMI patients.  This will likely result in an
undercounting of the actual number of AMI patients in a given year.


Adjusted Clinical Group (ACG). The ACG is a population-based patient
case-mix adjustment system developed at Johns Hopkins University
(Starfield et al., 1991). The ACG system estimates the burden of morbidity
in relation to a population's need for health care services.  The ACG system
quantifies morbidity by categorizing individuals based on their age, gender
and all known medical diagnoses (from both hospital and physician records)
for a given period of time. The result is that each individual is assigned to a
single, mutually exclusive ACG value, which is a relative measure of that
individuals' expected, or actual, consumption of health services. The ACG
system has been validated as a measure of population morbidity in Manitoba
(Reid et al., 2002).


Age Categories. For the health status measures included in this report, sepa-
rate analyses were conducted for each of the following age categories: 0-24
years, 25-44 years, 45-64 years, 65-74 years, and 75+ years. For some analy-
ses, however, categories had to be combined or excluded where there were
insufficient numbers of health status events (i.e., deaths, hospitalizations) to
proceed with analysis.


Ambulatory Diagnosis Group (ADG). ADGs are part of the ACG case-mix
system. The first step in assignment of ACGs is to group ICD codes into 32
different ADGs, based on: clinical similarity; the likelihood that the condi-
tion will persist or recur over time; the likelihood that the patient will return
for a repeat visit or continued treatment; the likelihood of a specialty consul-
tation or referral; the expected need and cost of diagnostic and therapeutic
procedures for the condition; the expected need for hospitalization; the like-
lihood of associated disability; and the likelihood of associated decreased life
expectancy. Up to 32 different ADGs are assigned to individuals based on
clusters of diagnoses coded on both hospital separation abstracts and physi-
cian claims.  A crude measure of significant morbidity burden is the pres-
ence of three or more ADGs in a given time period (usually one year).
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Canadian Community Health Survey (CCHS). The CCHS was conducted
by Statistics Canada to provide cross-sectional estimates of health determi-
nants, health status and health system utilization for 133 health regions
across Canada, plus the territories.  The first cycle of the CCHS was begun
in September 2000 and sampled 130,000 households.  In the first cycle only
those 12 years of age and older were eligible for selection. 


Cancer Incidence. (ICD-9-CM =140-208). CancerCare Manitoba provided
cancer incidence data (i.e., the number of newly diagnosed cases of cancer)
in five-year aggregate time periods. Non-malignant skin cancers were exclud-
ed.  The CancerCare registry maintains high quality data on this legally
notifiable disease. All-site cancer incidence trends were analyzed as well as
trends for site-specific lung, breast, prostate, and colorectal cancers.  This
analysis differs from others in this report in that data for individual years of
the study period were not available. The fact that the data were provided in
five-year aggregate time periods instead of in single years resulted in a high
proportion of unexplained variation. In other words, the regression models
fit the data less well than might have been the case if the data had been pro-
vided on an annual basis.


Cancer mortality. Obtained from Vital Statistics data for calendar years
1985 though 1999.  ICD-9 codes identifying cancer deaths were: 140-208.


Cause-specific morbidity. Cause-specific morbidity data were based on
treatment prevalence data available in the hospital and physician claims
databases, with the exception of cancer incidence data, which came from the
cancer registry maintained by CancerCare Manitoba.  For most categories,
data were obtained for fiscal years 1985 through 1999.  The cause-specific
morbidity categories examined in this report include: injury hospitalizations
(falls, motor vehicle collisions, violence, other); diabetes treatment preva-
lence; respiratory disease treatment prevalence; cancer incidence; acute
myocardial infarction hospitalizations.


Cause-specific mortality. Cause-specific mortality data were obtained from
Manitoba Vital Statistics for the calendar years 1985 through 1999, the lat-
ter being the most recent year available at the time the analyses were con-
ducted.  The following specific causes of mortality were analyzed in this
report: cancer, heart disease, injury, respiratory disease.


Diabetes treatment prevalence. (ICD-9-CM = 250). Diabetes treatment
prevalence was defined as the number of individuals with at least one hosp-
talization or two ambulatory physician visits with a diabetes diagnosis within
a three-year period, per thousand population.  
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Education Level. Education level was based on the per cent of the popula-
tions aged 25 to 44 years with no high school, and is based on the 1986,
1991 or 1996 Census using a 20% sample.  According to Statistics Canada
this refers to persons, excluding institutional residents, who did not hold a
secondary school graduation certificate or its equivalent, regardless of
whether or not other educational qualifications were held.  Education level
values were weighted by the same aged population within an area.


Employment status. Employment status was based on employment rates
for the populations aged 25 to 44 years, from the 1986, 1991 and 1996
Census using a 20% sample.  Statistics Canada defined unemployed persons
as those persons, excluding institutional residents, who, during the week
(Sunday to Saturday) prior to Census Day (1996), were without paid work
and were available for work and either: (a) had actively looked for work in
the past four weeks; or (b) were on temporary lay-off and expected to return
to their job; or (c) had definite arrangements to start a new job in four
weeks or less.  Employment values were weighted by the same aged total
labor force within an area.


Enumeration Area (EA). Census variables used in this report (household
income, education level, employment level, lone-parent status) were available
from public use Census data at the level of the EA. EAs have a maximum of
440 dwellings in urban areas and a minimum of 125 dwellings in rural
areas.  (Statistics Canada, computer file 1998).  Income information is sup-
pressed if the total non-institutional population in an EA is less than 250, or
if less than 250 people in an EA reported an income.  


Exclusions.  The following exclusions were made in the analyses presented in
this report:


1) Postal codes associated with the Office of the Public Trustee in
both Winnipeg and Brandon were excluded.  The Office of the Public
Trustee has the responsibility of looking after the financial and other affairs
of individuals unable to do so for themselves. Because this office has total
responsibility for such persons, their address of record in the population
Registry is that of the Office of the Public Trustee itself, even though they
may not live in the same area as the Public Trustee office. They are therefore
excluded from our analysis because we cannot determine their actual region
of residence.


2) A number of children in the Manitoba Health registry appear to
have Winnipeg Child and Family Services as a mailing address, which may
incorrectly place these individuals in the least healthy regional grouping of
Winnipeg.  For this reason the postal code associated with the Winnipeg
Child and Family Services was also excluded.
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External Cause of Injury Codes (E-Codes). E-codes are used to define
environmental events, circumstances and conditions as the cause of injury,
poisoning, and other adverse effects related to injury hospitalizations and
mortality. The ICD-9-CM E-code on the hospital claim may be in any one
of the 16 diagnosis codes and the first one found going from 1 to 16 is
used.  The vital statistics record has ICD-9 E-codes listed in the cause of
death. 


Generalized estimating equations (GEE). Regression analyses with GEEs
are the way to analyze longitudinal data sets (Carriere, Roos, & Dover,
2000). If GEEs were not used, the regression coefficients would not be esti-
mated correctly because the data that we are working with are related (i.e.,
correlated) across time. For a regression analysis to be applied to a set of
data, it is usually assumed that the data are independent (i.e., uncorrelated).
This problem with independence in inter-correlated data is overcome
through the use of a regression that uses GEE. The health status in a partic-
ular segment of the population (e.g., age group) in one year is likely to be
similar to health status in that same segment of the population in the next
year. However, there is not likely to be much association between health sta-
tus in one age group in one year, and health status in another age group in
the same year.  One does not influence the other, and we say that these
observations are independent. 


Heart disease mortality. Heart disease mortality data were obtained from
the Vital Statistics for the calendar years 1985 through 1999.  The ICD-9
codes used to identify heart disease mortality in this report were: 390-459.


Income level. Income level information is based on total household
income, from the  1986, 1991 or 1996 Census using a 20% sample.
According to Statistics Canada a household refers to a person or a group of
persons (other than foreign residents), who occupy the same dwelling and
do not have a usual place of residence elsewhere in Canada.  Income values
were weighted by the total number of households in an area.


Income quintiles. Differences in mortality risk within the city of Winnipeg
were examined across healthiness regions and income quintiles. Small num-
bers of deaths in some of the income rural quintiles precluded similar analy-
ses for the non-Winnipeg areas. Using the methodology of Roos and
Mustard (1997), Winnipeg residents were assigned to five income groups of
approximately equal population using Statistics Canada Census data for the
years 1986, 1991, and 1996. Briefly, under the income quintile methodolo-
gy, an individual's residential postal code or municipal code is linked to an
enumeration area. Enumeration areas are then ranked from poorest to
wealthiest and assigned to quintiles so that approximately 20 per cent of the
population is represented in each quintile. The income quintile for that enu-
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meration area is then assigned to the resident. The lowest income quintile
was designated Q1 and the highest income was designated Q5. The 1986
Census data were used to derive income quintiles for the years 1985 to
1988, the 1991 data for the years 1989 to 1993, and the 1996 Census data
for the years 1994 to 1999.  Separate regression models were then developed
for each regional grouping. The predictor variables were age, gender, quin-
tile, and year and the interaction of year by quintile. 


Infant Mortality. Infant mortality rate is given by the number of deaths
among infants under one year of age (at time of death) per 1000 live births,
for a given period of time.  Because survival of extremely low birth weight
and short gestational age infants has increased over the 15-year period of this
study and this can have an impact on infant mortality rates, analyses were
run both including and excluding extremely low birth weight (< 500 gm.)
infants. Gestational age information was not used due to data quality prob-
lems (many records are missing this information).


Injury hospitalizations. (ICD-9-CM = E800-E999, excluding E870-E879
and E930-E949).  Hospital claims data were used to identify the number of
separations with a relevant E-code. Analyses were conducted for each of the
following cause-specific categories:
- Falls: E880-E888
- Motor vehicle crash: E810-E825
- Violence: to self - E950-E959; by others - E960-E969
- Other: all remaining E-codes, excluding injuries resulting from misadven-
tures during surgical or medical care and adverse drug reactions (E870-
E879; E930-E949).


Injury mortality. Injury mortality data were obtained from Vital Statistics
for the calendar years 1985 through 1999.  ICD-9 codes used to identify
mortality from injuries included: E800-E999.


Lone-Parent Family. Statistics Canada defined a lone-parent family as a
mother or a father, with no spouse or common-law partner present, living in
a dwelling with one or more never married sons and/or daughters, where
never married sons and/or daughters are defined as blood, step, or adopted
children of any age.


Low-Income Cut Off (LICO).  LICO is a measure developed by Statistics
Canada to distinguish low-income families from other families. LICOs are
set according to the proportion of annual family income spent on food, shel-
ter and clothing. A LICO is an income threshold below which a family will
likely devote a larger share of its income to the necessities of food, shelter
and clothing than an average family would.  LICOs used for this report were
taken from a report providing LICOs for 1990 to 1999 (Paquet, 2001).
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The LICOs used for analyses in this report were based on after tax, base
1992, family of four*, and are as follows:


Population Size 1986 1991 1996
500,000+ $20,058 $25,315 $27,194
30,000-99,999 $16,634 $20,995 $22,552
<30,000 $15,200 $19,185 $20,608
rural $13,152 $16,598 $17,829


Information on population size divisions can be found under "Population
Size" in this glossary.


Negative Binomial Regression. Regression analyses for data that follow a
negative binomial distribution, which occurs when an event is relatively rare,
but is highly variable over the entire population.


Neighbourhoold Clusters (NCs). Winnipeg can be divided into 25 NCs
based on Census Divisions, 23 of which are within the boundaries of the
City of Winnipeg and 2 additional divisions (East and West St. Paul) just
outside the city boundaries.


Poisson Regression. Regression analyses for data that follow a Poisson dis-
tribution. Poisson regression is the best choice for very rare events, such as
death; we know that only a very small proportion of all people die in any
given year. 


Population size. For analyses of socioeconomic characteristics using Census
data, we sub-divided non-Winnipeg areas according to population size, as
defined by Statistics Canada. Brandon was removed from this analysis, as it
was the only city with a populations between 30,000 and 99,999. The
remaining non-Winnipeg Enumeration Areas were placed into: 
1) "small urban" if the population of the urban area was less than 30,000.
These small urban areas have minimum population concentrations of 1,000
and a population density of at least 400 people per square kilometre, based
on the previous census population counts.
2) "rural" if they were considered sparsely populated areas lying outside of
urban areas. Rural areas would include small towns, villages and other popu-
lated places with less than 1,000 population according to the previous cen-
sus, remote and wilderness areas, and agricultural lands. All territory outside
urban areas is considered rural.


Potential Years Life Lost (PYLL). PYLL was defined as the difference
between age at death and an upper bound of 75 years; infants (children less
than 1 year of age) were excluded from the calculation. Regression analyses 


* LICOs vary according to family size. We have used the cut-offs for a family of four to
apply to all families in our analyses, and the results should be interpreted with this in mind.
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were used to examine provincial, regional grouping, and age-specific trends
in PYLL. 


Premature Mortality Rate (PMR). PMR is the number of deaths of people
aged 0-74 years, divided by the number of residents between 0 and 74 in the
area.  The values are standardized to account for age/sex differences in popu-
lations.  This is considered the best single measure to reflect the healthiness
of a group of people, and their need for health care services (Carstairs and
Morris, 1991; Eyles et al., 1991; Eyles and Birch, 1993). 


Region of Residence. Residents of Manitoba were identified and region of
residence was assigned using the Manitoba municipal code on the Manitoba
Repository registry file as of December 31 of a specified year, except for
Treaty First Nations residents.  For these individuals, postal code informa-
tion was used to assign region of residence.  The latter procedure was used in
order to locate more accurately those not living in the First Nations commu-
nity to which they are registered. Where municipal code information was
unavailable, assignment to regions was based on postal code.  For counting
events (deaths, treatment prevalence) the same process was used, however,
the date of service was used rather than December 31.


Regional Groupings. Regional groupings refer to the way non-Winnipeg
Regional Health Authorities (RHAs) and Winnipeg Neighbourhood
Clusters (NCs) were aggregated for analyses in this report.  RHAs (or NCs -
this grouping was done separately for RHAs and NCs) were each assigned to
one of three groupings according to population health status (i.e., least
healthy, average health, most healthy), which was based on 5-year Premature
Mortality Rates (PMRs).  With one exception, non-Winnipeg Regional
Health Authorities (RHAs) with PMRs that were significantly higher than
the provincial mean were classified as "least healthy", those with PMRs sig-
nificantly lower than the provincial mean were classified as "most healthy"
and those with a PMR not different significantly from the provincial mean
were classified as "average health."  The PMR for Churchill RHA was not
significantly higher than that of the entire province in 1995-99, due to the
large variance in PMR for that region (i.e., the PMR was much higher than
the provincial average; however it did not reach statistical significance).
Because Churchill's PMR was significantly higher in previous five-year peri-
ods, Churchill was retained in the "least healthy" category.  Winnipeg
Neighbourhood Clusters (NCs) were classified in a similar fashion; however
5-year PMRs were compared to the Winnipeg mean rather than to the
provincial mean.  The result was three separate regional groupings each for
non-Winnipeg and Winnipeg: least, average, and most healthy.


Regional Health Authorities (RHAs). The province of Manitoba was divid-
ed into 12 RHAs that had responsibility for providing for the delivery and







administration of health services to residents within their geographic bound-
aries.


Relative risk (RR). Relative risk, also know as the risk ratio, is the ratio
comparison of two risk estimates.  For example when we talk about the rela-
tive risk of mortality for males using females as the reference group, we are
simply talking about the risk ratio of male mortality to female mortality.
The selection of a reference group is based on theory/epidemiological meth-
ods for our analyses. For example, we know that overall, females have a
longer life expectancy than males. Therefore, it makes sense, when describ-
ing male mortality, to do so in relation to female mortality. If male mortality
is decreasing relative to female mortality then we can say, in a sense, that the
health status of males is "catching up" to females. As well, if we are interest-
ed in describing the change in mortality over time, then it makes sense to do
so using the first year of the study (e.g., the base year) as the reference
group; this way we can talk about how much health status has changed since
the beginning of the study.


Respiratory disease mortality. Respiratory disease mortality data were
obtained from Vital Statistics for the calendar years 1985 through 1999.  
The ICD-9 codes used to identify deaths due to respiratory disease includ-
ed: 460-519.


Respiratory disease treatment prevalence. Respiratorydisease treatment
prevalence was defined based on the work of Erzin et al., (1997). This con-
cept captures episodes of health care utilization for asthma or related condi-
tions. The following ICD-9-CM diagnoses are used to define respiratory
disease episodes: asthma (493), acute bronchitis/bronchiolitis (466), bron-
chitis not otherwise specified (490), chronic bronchitis (491), emphysema
(492), and chronic airways obstruction (496). Respiratory disease episodes
are based on physician office visits, referrals for consultation, and hospital-
izations. Hospitalizations were included only if the Most Responsible
Diagnosis (diagnosis most responsible for the patient's stay) included one of
these ICD-9-CM diagnosis codes. Consultations were confined to those that
occurred in ambulatory settings.  


Standardized Mortality Ratio (SMR). SMR is the ratio of the observed age-
and sex-standardized mortality rate to the expected age-sex-standardized
mortality rate. For the migration anaylses the expected age- and sex-stan-
dardized mortality rate was based on the rate for the entire cohort resident 
in Manitoba in both 1985 and 1995.


Standardized Rates. Standardized rates are rates that are adjusted to reflect
the overall age and sex distribution of the entire Manitoba population in
1996.  Mortality and morbidity rates were standardized for age and sex
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using the direct method of standardization. Standardized rates are given for
the most recent year (1999/2000) or years (1997/98 to 1999/2000).


Socioeconomic Factor Index (SEFI). A score that reflects non-medical deter-
minants of health, based on Census measures of environmental, household
and individual conditions associated with poor health.
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n	 ALL ABOARD
Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy (ALL Aboard) 
was launched in May 2009.


Manitoba has made progress over the past decade. In 2010 (the most recent 
year for which data are available), there were 16,000 fewer Manitobans 
living in poverty than in 2000. But there is still much to be done.


Manitoba took a major step forward in 2011, when The Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Act was passed. The act recognizes that certain populations 
are at greater risk of experiencing social exclusion and poverty, and that 
the programs and initiatives designed to address these concerns must 
be accessible to all Manitobans who need them. The legislation links 
Manitoba’s ALL Aboard Strategy to the annual provincial budget and 
establishes the ALL Aboard Committee, which consists of cabinet ministers 
and community representatives. The committee advises the government 
on the development and implementation of poverty reduction initiatives, 
monitors the implementation of the strategy, and facilitates community 
involvement in this work.


The act also states that the Manitoba government must set indicators 
that measure progress in reducing poverty and increasing social inclusion. 
Twenty-one indicators were included in regulation in 2012. They 
cover critical areas such as low income, employment, earnings, income 
inequality, education, housing, labour force participation, early childhood 
development, health and social engagement. The data collected will 
provide government with an annual picture of progress, and help identify 
trends over time. The first ALL Aboard annual report will be published in 
September 2013.


Setting Priorities


These are challenging economic times, not just in Manitoba, but also in 
Canada and around the world. The current national and international 
economic context is one of public fiscal restraint and economic uncertainty. 
Manitoba is taking a balanced approach, looking for efficiencies and 
savings, while maintaining important investments that are laying the 
groundwork for Manitoba’s future prosperity and protecting front-line 
services that Manitobans rely upon. Maintaining a focus on supports 
for the most disadvantaged Manitobans is even more important in 
uncertain times.


Making progress on poverty reduction in this context will be difficult, but it remains a government priority. To be successful, 
the Manitoba government must work with federal, municipal and First Nations governments, businesses, labour, Aboriginal 


“We believe all people deserve a high quality 
of life and the opportunity to realize their 
potential.  Poverty reduction is an important 
part of our plan to build our economy 
and our communities.  However, poverty 
reduction is more than just sound economic 
development.  Taking action to reduce 
poverty is the right thing to do.  


The solutions to poverty lie with all 
Manitobans:  all levels of government, 
businesses, community groups, educators 
and citizens, striving together for a strong, 
successful province.”


 ALL Aboard:  Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion Strategy, 2012
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organizations, and community agencies. Manitoba is committed to building on the progress made so far, continuing to take 
action to reduce poverty. In keeping with that commitment, a new ALL Aboard Strategy released in May 2012 outlined seven 
priority areas for the next four years:


1. building blocks for employment


2. targeted supports for those most in need


3. food security


4. housing


5. closing the gap for Aboriginal Manitobans


6. creating opportunities for youth


7. early childhood development and parenting supports.


Investing in the Future


In early 2013, the Manitoba government held consultations across the province to hear from Manitobans about these priorities 
and the best ways to invest in poverty reduction and social inclusion. The consultations included 10 public meetings in six 
regions, an online/print survey and a request for written submissions.


Participants were asked about what is working well, what needs improvement and what new initiatives they would recommend 
to include in the action plans. Participants spoke about the many ways that high housing costs and the lack of social and 
affordable housing cause hardships for low-income Manitobans, including increased food bank use, difficulty getting and 
keeping jobs, and difficulty participating in training and education programs.


Participants also pointed out that increasing prices have eroded the value of Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) 
benefits. They spoke about the desire of low-income Manitobans to be financially independent and about the accessible, 
flexible supports needed to help them find and keep well-paying jobs. The importance of access to quality child care was 
stressed by many participants, both to help reduce poverty and to improve the well-being of Manitoba children.


The consultations also underscored the need for government initiatives to better reflect the diversity of the population, 
allowing for and welcoming regional and other differences. Participants also spoke about the many ways in which low-income 
Manitobans are excluded from opportunities to participate in their communities – directly, because of costs and indirectly, 
because of discriminatory attitudes.


Later in 2013, a report back to Manitobans about what was heard, and the final action plans, will be published, which will 
guide government’s poverty reduction and social inclusion initiatives until 2016. The Manitoba government is committed 
to ongoing community engagement, including reaching out to those living in poverty, as these action plans are developed 
and implemented.
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n	 KEY ALL ABOARD INITIATIVES IN BUDGET 2013
Based on the feedback and priorities identified through consultations on the preliminary All Aboard Action Plans, Budget 
2013 responds with targeted initiatives that aim to: 


•	 increase and sustain the supply of rental housing;


•	 enhance income supports and income tax credits;


•	 strengthen training and workforce development supports; and


•	 improve access to child care.


New Social and Affordable Housing: Budget 2013 introduces a new, three-year commitment that includes $114.3 million 
for 500 new social housing units, and $25 million for 500 affordable housing units over three years. These commitments are 
in addition to Manitoba’s previous commitment to establish 1,500 new affordable housing units and 1,500 social housing 
units between 2009 and 2014.


Restoring, Repairing and Redeveloping Housing: Over the next three years, the Manitoba government will invest $100 
million annually to restore and redevelop housing units in its portfolio. An additional $34 million will be dedicated annually 
to repair existing stock and provide quality home environments for tenants.


Tax Credit for Development of Rental Housing: Budget 2013 introduces a new Residential Housing Construction Tax 
Credit to support the development of new rental and affordable rental units. This eight per cent tax credit will be available for 
construction of new rental units where at least 10 per cent of the units have rents at, or below, affordable rental rates.


Improving Rent Regulation: There will also be changes to the provincial rent regulation framework to ease large rent 
increases linked to renovations for tenants in units subject to rent regulation.


Shelter Benefits: Budget 2013 enhances RentAid shelter benefits for low-income Manitobans, increasing these benefits for 
all recipients by $240 per year, and increasing and simplifying income and rent thresholds for RentAid, allowing more people 
to qualify. Budget 2013 also introduces the RentAid Transition Bonus, a benefit of $110 per month for up to two years 
for EIA recipients in private rental situations transitioning into training or employment, who are otherwise ineligible for 
RentAid.1 These initiatives result in a total increased investment of over $6.3 million in new, annualized benefits for low-
income Manitobans.


Budget 2013 also commits the Manitoba government to the long-term objective of improving, and streamlining portable 
shelter benefits to better support transition to financial independence.


Seniors’ Education Property Tax Credit: The Seniors’ Education Property Tax Credit will increase from a maximum 
of $1,025 in 2012, to $1,100 in 2013, for seniors with household incomes up to $40,000. An estimated 31,000 seniors’ 
households – homeowners and renters – will receive an average $151 above their basic $700 Education Property Tax Credit.


Basic Income Tax Exemptions: Basic income tax exemptions will increase by $250 in 2013, removing another 5,500 low-
income Manitobans from the income tax rolls. Another $250 increase in 2014 will remove an additional 5,500 Manitobans 
from the tax rolls.


Building Blocks for Employment: Manitoba’s Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market will be 
launched this spring. Employers need workers with specific skills and abilities, and many Manitobans need sustainable, 


1 The RentAid Transition bonus will replace the Rewarding Work Rental Allowance, which was limited to $50 per month for one year, for EIA 
recipients in private rental situations transitioning to employment who were otherwise ineligible for RentAid.
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meaningful jobs. This strategy links these two complementary priorities, to build prosperity for the entire province. It focuses 
on those who have faced challenges finding and retaining jobs. It includes:


•	 a new, comprehensive approach to workforce development;


•	 restructuring and modernizing Manitoba’s EIA program; and


•	 providing new wrap-around supports for EIA recipients who are transitioning to training and employment.


Early Childhood Development and Parenting Support: Manitoba continues to increase support for early learning and child 
care, and Budget 2013 makes investments in new child-care spaces. This includes $25 million to build new or expand existing 
child-care facilities and additional funding for 2,000 child-care spaces by 2015. As a first step, funding will be provided for 
386 new child-care spaces in 2013/14. With the capital projects previously approved, it is anticipated that approximately 1,000 
new child-care spaces will open in 2013/14.


n	 MAKING PROGRESS: EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE
The Manitoba government has made it a priority to support low-income Manitobans in achieving their full potential. It has 
put in place policies and programs to tackle the root causes of poverty, with a balanced approach of new income supports and 
targeted education and training opportunities.


In 1999, the government inherited a welfare system that included a clawback of National Child Benefit payments and a 
welfare fraud hotline. Since then, the government has reversed these regressive measures and has taken action to better support 
EIA participants and low-income Manitobans by:


•	 ending the clawback of federal child benefits, returning an average of $48 million per year to low-income parents;


•	 exempting the Universal Child Care Benefit, Registered Education Savings Plans, Canada Student Grants, monetary gifts 
from family to persons with disabilities (up to $500 per month), and asset building accounts, as sources of income when 
calculating benefits;


•	 introducing and increasing RentAid for EIA recipients, with the benefit more than doubling since it was introduced in 2006;


•	 extending RentAid shelter benefits beyond EIA recipients to low-income Manitobans, and increasing this benefit; and


•	 introducing the Portable Housing Benefit, the monthly rent supplement of up to $200 to EIA participants with mental 
health issues.


Since 1999, the benefit incomes of Manitobans who receive EIA have increased from 18 per cent to 41 per cent depending on 
family type, including the RentAid increase of $240 per year introduced in Budget 2013.


Increases in Total Monthly Benefit Income (Federal and Provincial)  
for EIA Participants: 1999 - 2013
Family Type Income in 1999 Income in 2013 % Increase


(Dollars)


Single Parent with Two Children (ages 10 and 13) 1,253 1,674 33.6


Two Adults with Two Children (ages 4 and 6) 1,288 1,809 40.5


Single Adult – General Assistance 463 607 31.1


Single Person with a Disability 695 823 18.4
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The Manitoba government has also taken a number of steps to support individuals as they move from EIA into meaningful 
employment. The Rewarding Work strategy includes incentives to increase the advantages of employment over receiving EIA, 
while making it easier to move into the workforce. Examples of this support include the Job Seekers’ Allowance, the Rewarding 
Work Allowance, the Rewarding Volunteers Benefit, the Rewarding Work Health Plan, the Rewarding Work Rent Allowance 
and one-time payments to assist with initial employment expenses.


Manitoba’s new Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market will build on the Rewarding Work initiative 
to further help EIA recipients identify and reach their employment goals. Target groups will be provided with wrap-around 
training supports and enhanced benefits to help ensure transitions to work are successful and sustainable.  Additionally, 
partnerships and supports  for employers will be enhanced to ensure that training activities are geared towards labour market 
needs, and qualified individuals are matched with available jobs.


n	 MEASURING PROGRESS
Manitoba is making progress in reducing poverty. Between 2000 and 
2010 (the most recent year for which data are available), the percentage of 
Manitobans living in poverty was reduced from 10.8 per cent, down to 
8.7 per cent. This means 16,000 fewer Manitobans living in poverty.


Low Income in Manitoba: Ten-Year Trends
Manitoba
Ranking Change 


Rate 2010 2010 2000-2010


(Per Cent) (Per Cent)


Overall 8.7 2 19.4 � 


Children 10.9 5 27.8 � 


Persons in Single Parent Families 30.8 7 24.3 � 


Seniors 1.6 1 23.8 � 


Aboriginal Persons 17.2 6 22.9 � 


Persons with Disabilities 12.0 2 14.3 �


Source:  Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, Market Basket Measure
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Because of systemic barriers, some Manitobans are more likely to 
experience poverty. However, the poverty rate for many of these people, 
including children, single parent families, seniors and Aboriginal 
Manitobans (living off reserve), decreased between 2000 and 2010. While 
more remains to be done, these are positive trends. The low income rate 
for Manitobans with disabilities increased during this time period. While 
Manitoba has the second-lowest rate of low income in Canada, this 
increase highlights both a need for improvement and an opportunity to 
help more Manitobans with disabilities find and keep well-paid jobs.


More information about ALL Aboard is available at www.manitoba.ca/
All Aboard.


Highlights


•	 There are fewer Manitobans living in poverty – a decrease of 16,000 
between 2000 and 2010.


•	 Fewer of Manitoba’s children are living in poverty – a decrease of 12,000 
between 2000 and 2010.


•	 The minimum wage was increased to help the lowest-income earners and 
their families. Manitoba’s current minimum wage is $10.25 per hour.


•	 More people are working. Manitoba’s employment rate in 2012 was 
65.4 per cent, compared to 61.8 per cent for all of Canada. There were 
88,300 more Manitobans employed in 2012 than in 1999.


•	 More young Manitobans are graduating from high school. Manitoba’s 
high school graduation rate has increased from 72.4 per cent in 2001 to 
84.1 per cent in 2012.


•	 Manitobans are earning more. Average weekly earnings have increased 
from $533 in 1999 to $779 in 2012, an increase of 46.2%. After adjusting 
for inflation, the average weekly earnings in Manitoba increased from 
$685 in 1999 to $779 in 2012, an increase of 13.7 per cent.
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Average “Real” Weekly Earnings 
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Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey
Note: Earnings adjusted to account for inflation
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n	 APPENDIX 
MANITOBA’S INDICATORS OF POVERTY REDUCTION AND SOCIAL INCLUSION


INDICATOR SOURCE OF INFORMATION


High school graduation rate Manitoba Education


Participation in adult learning programs Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy


Average weekly earnings Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey


Employment rate Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey


Minimum wage rate Manitoba Family Services and Labour


Low income rate Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics


Income inequality Statistics Canada, Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics


Post-secondary education participation Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey (Custom Tabulation)


Early development instrument scores Healthy Child Manitoba Office


Availability of child care Manitoba Family Services and Labour


Number of children in care Manitoba Family Services and Labour


Teen birth rate Manitoba Health, Statistics Canada–Vital Statistics (Custom Tabulation)


Potential years of life lost by income quintile Manitoba Health


Prevalence of chronic diseases by income quintile Manitoba Health


Continuity of physician care Manitoba Health


Average number of persons receiving co-ordinated  
home-care services


Manitoba Health


Number of people using Access Centres Manitoba Health, Manitoba Family Services and Labour


Total units of social and affordable housing (Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Corporation)


Manitoba Housing and Community Development


Households in core housing need Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation


Sense of community belonging Statistics Canada, Canadian Community Health Survey
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Message from Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion Co‑chairs


The 2013/14 All Aboard Annual Report reflects a concerted government‑wide effort to reduce poverty and 
promote social inclusion in all regions of Manitoba. This work has been led by the All Aboard Committee, 
which comprises the ministers responsible for policies, programs and services that affect poverty 
reduction and social inclusion and representation from the community and the Premier’s Advisory 
Council on Education, Poverty and Citizenship. The Committee considers the array of inequities that 
low‑income Manitobans experience and shares an understanding that social justice need not be out of 
reach – and certainly not unaffordable. 


A unique feature of Manitoba’s approach to poverty reduction and social inclusion is the requirement for 
government to take the All Aboard Strategy into account when preparing the Provincial budget. Manitoba 
has responded to recent economic uncertainty with a balanced approach, implementing smart innovative 
ways to save money while continuing to protect and grow strategic investments in infrastructure, job 
creation, and the front‑line services that Manitobans rely upon. This included significant investments 
in concrete measures to reduce poverty, including: investments in new social housing construction; 
increased shelter benefits for low‑income Manitobans; and targeted training initiatives to help low‑income 
Manitobans succeed in finding and keeping good jobs. This document provides a status update on the 
key All Aboard initiatives described in Budget 2013’s Budget Paper E: Reducing Poverty and Promoting 
Social Inclusion. 


Reducing poverty is right, it is rewarding, and it is hard – results may take a generation to see – but 
the strides taken today are important for tomorrow. Our efforts are deliberately co‑ordinated across 
government, targeted to those with the greatest needs, and intended to be relevant and accessible. 
Evidence shows that we are on the right track: since the Strategy was set in place (2009), 15 out of 21 
indicators of inclusion and prosperity show either improvement or stability. 


Reducing poverty and promoting social inclusion involve much more than government initiatives. 
We would like to acknowledge the efforts of the many Manitoba organizations and individuals working 
to alleviate poverty and to make our communities inclusive. Thank you. Finally, we want to recognize the 
efforts made by Manitobans living in low income to improve their own lives, and those of their families. 
In this report, we also share several inspiring vignettes showing these efforts in action. 


Sincerely,


 Kerri Irvin‑Ross Peter Bjornson 
 Minister of Family Services Minister of Housing and Community Development
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Message des coprésidents de  
la Stratégie manitobaine de réduction  
de la pauvreté et d’inclusion sociale
Le rapport annuel 2013‑2014 de Tout le monde à bord reflète un effort concerté à l’échelle du 
gouvernement pour réduire la pauvreté et promouvoir l’inclusion sociale dans toutes les régions du 
Manitoba. Ce travail a été dirigé par le comité de Tout le monde à bord, qui comprend les ministres 
responsables des politiques, des programmes et des services qui touchent la réduction de la pauvreté et 
l’inclusion sociale, ainsi que des représentants des collectivités et le Conseil consultatif du premier ministre 
sur l’éducation, la pauvreté et la citoyenneté. Le comité examine l’ensemble des inégalités que subissent 
les Manitobains à faible revenu et est d’opinion que la justice sociale ne doit pas être hors de portée et, 
surtout, ne doit pas être inabordable.


Une caractéristique unique de la démarche du Manitoba à l’égard de la réduction de la pauvreté et de 
l’inclusion sociale est l’exigence que le gouvernement tienne compte de la stratégie Tout le monde à bord 
au moment de dresser le budget provincial. Le Manitoba a répondu à l’incertitude économique récente au 
moyen d’une démarche équilibrée, mettant en œuvre des moyens novateurs intelligents d’économiser de 
l’argent tout en continuant à protéger et à accroître les investissements stratégiques dans l’infrastructure, 
la création d’emplois et les services de première ligne auxquels se fient les Manitobains. Cette démarche 
comprend des investissements importants dans des mesures concrètes en vue de réduire la pauvreté, 
notamment : des investissements dans la construction de logements sociaux, une aide au logement accrue 
pour les Manitobains à faible revenu, et des initiatives de formation ciblées pour aider les Manitobains 
à faible revenu à trouver et à conserver de bons emplois. La stratégie Tout le monde à bord a permis de 
faire en sorte que les Manitobains les plus défavorisés ne soient pas encore plus hypothéqués pendant 
le ralentissement économique. Le présent document fournit un rapport de situation sur les principales 
initiatives de Tout le monde à bord décrites dans le document budgétaire E : Reducing Poverty and Promoting 
Social Inclusion (en anglais seulement).


Réduire la pauvreté est juste, valorisant et difficile – il est possible qu’il faille une génération avant d’en 
voir les résultats – mais les efforts entrepris aujourd’hui sont importants pour demain. Nos efforts sont 
volontairement coordonnés à l’échelle du gouvernement, ciblent ceux ayant les besoins les plus importants 
et visent à être pertinents et accessibles. Les preuves indiquent que nous sommes sur la bonne voie : 
depuis la mise en place de la Stratégie en 2009, 15 des 21 indicateurs d’inclusion et de prospérité indiquent 
une amélioration ou de la stabilité.


La réduction de la pauvreté et la promotion de l’inclusion sociale impliquent beaucoup plus que des 
initiatives gouvernementales. Nous aimerions reconnaître les efforts des nombreux organismes et 
particuliers manitobains qui œuvrent pour atténuer la pauvreté et rendre nos collectivités plus inclusives. 
Nous vous remercions. Finalement, nous voulons souligner les efforts déployés par les Manitobains qui ont 
un faible revenu en vue d’améliorer leur propre vie et celle de leur famille. Dans le rapport, nous présentons 
plusieurs vignettes inspirantes illustrant ces efforts en pleine action.


Respectueusement,


 La ministre des Services  Le ministre du Logement et  
 à la famille, du Développement communautaire,
 Kerri Irvin‑Ross Peter Bjornson
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All Aboard Vision and  
Guiding Principles


The Manitoba government:


• envisions a future where people are socially included, 
connected to their communities, participating in the 
economy and contributing to Manitoba; 


• acknowledges that poverty is complex and goes beyond 
having enough money to live each day;


• strives to create the conditions that allow people to 
participate fully in society as valued, respected and 
contributing members; and


• believes that everyone benefits from a society that helps 
all individuals to participate, and to prosper.


The Province’s approach to achieving this vision is grounded 
in legislation – The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act (PRSA). 
Under the PRSA, Manitoba is required to establish a poverty 
reduction strategy, which was released in 2012. The PRSA 
also specifies that the Strategy must recognize that poverty 
has multiple causes and must address the following needs:


• quality, accessible education that develops knowledge 
and skills;


• training that prepares persons for employment; 


• employment opportunities;


• income supports for persons who are unable to fully 
participate in the labour market;


• affordable housing;


• supportive and safe communities; and


• supports for strong and healthy families.


The PRSA also requires that the Strategy recognize that 
certain groups face a higher risk of poverty and social 
exclusion, and that programs and initiatives to reduce 
poverty and increase social inclusion are accessible to all 
persons who require them.
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Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction  
and Social Inclusion Strategy Framework


The ALL Aboard Strategy rests upon the following four interconnected pillars. 


1.  Safe, Affordable Housing in Supportive Communities 
Housing is an essential component of personal, economic and social 
well‑being. Adequate, affordable housing is an important element of poverty 
reduction. Strategic investments in housing stimulate the economy, promote 
community and economic development, enhance social well‑being, and 
improve Manitoba’s infrastructure for future generations.


2.  Education, Jobs and Income Support 
Investing in Manitobans through education, training, and employment 
programs and supports is a necessary step towards reducing poverty and 
supports social inclusion. Key actions and programs need to focus on skills 
development, literacy supports, transitions from unemployment to work, 
education and training opportunities and income supports. 


3.  Strong, Healthy Families 
Strong and well‑functioning families are better able to raise physically and 
emotionally healthy children who are safe and secure, successful at learning, 
responsible and socially engaged in their community.


4.  Accessible, Co‑ordinated Services 
Services from the Manitoba government need to be responsive to the needs of 
individuals, families and communities. They also need to be co‑ordinated and 
integrated across departments, so that all Manitobans can easily access the 
information and supports that they require. 


Four‑year Strategy


In April 2012, the Manitoba 
government released its four‑year 
(2012‑2016) Strategy, which 
focuses on seven priority areas:


• Building Blocks for 
Employment (Sustainable 
Employment and a Stronger 
Labour Market)


• Targeted Supports for Those 
Most In Need


• Food Security


• Housing


• Closing the Gap for Aboriginal 
Peoples in Manitoba


• Creating Opportunities for 
Youth, and 


• Early Childhood Development 
and Parenting Supports
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The All Aboard Committee


Following government reorganization 
in October 2013, the All Aboard 
Committee was formally re‑constituted 
by Order in Council in March 2014. 
The Committee comprises eleven 
cabinet ministers and four community 
members, including representation 
from the Premier’s Advisory Council 
on Education, Poverty and Citizenship 
and the United Way of Winnipeg. 
It reflects Manitoba’s diversity and 
geography. The Committee fulfilled 
the legislated requirement to meet 
four times in 2013/14. These sessions 
facilitated dialogue and enabled 
members to exercise their legislated 
responsibilities:


• reviewing and providing advice to 
the Executive Council on the content 
of the Strategy, poverty and social 
inclusion indicators, and proposed 
programs, policies or initiatives;


• monitoring Strategy implementation;


• ensuring that programs, policies 
and initiatives of the government to 
reduce poverty and increase social 
inclusion are co‑ordinated and 
consistent with the Strategy; and


• facilitating community involvement in 
the development and implementation 
of the Strategy.


From left to right: Minister Sharon Blady, Dr. John Loxley (Executive Co‑ordinator, Premier’s Advisory Council on 
Education, Poverty and Citizenship), Minister James Allum, Ms. Marla Somersall, Minister Peter Bjornson, Ms. 
Jennie Wastesicoot, Minister Theresa Oswald, Minister Flor Marcelino, Mr. Rob Altemeyer (ex officio), Ms. Louise 
Simbandumwe, Minister Kerri Irvin‑Ross and Mr. Charles Loewen.


The members of the All Aboard 
Committee are:


 − Minister Kerri Irvin‑Ross, Family 
Services;* 


 − Minister Peter Bjornson, Housing 
and Community Development;* 


 − Minister Ron Kostyshyn, Agriculture, 
Food and Rural Development; 


 − Minister James Allum, Education and 
Advanced Learning;


 − Minister Kevin Chief, Children and 
Youth Opportunities;


 − Minister Eric Robinson, Aboriginal 
and Northern Affairs; 


 − Minister Flor Marcelino, 
Multiculturalism and Literacy; 


 − Minister Sharon Blady, Healthy Living 
and Seniors;


 − Minister Erna Braun, Labour and 
Immigration;


 − Minister Theresa Oswald, Jobs and 
the Economy;


 − Minister Jennifer Howard, Finance;
 − Ms. Jennie Wastesicoot;
 − Mr. Charles Loewen;
 − Ms. Louise Simbandumwe; and
 − Ms. Marla Somersall. 


* Co‑chairs
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Public Engagement


A collective and collaborative approach, 
including active and ongoing dialogue 
with community members, non‑profits, 
businesses and Manitobans who 
have experienced poverty, underpins 
the actions taken to reduce poverty 
and promote social inclusion. The 
Manitoba government is committed to 
facilitating community involvement with 
stakeholders, to ensure Manitobans’ 
diverse perspectives and approaches 
to poverty and exclusion are taken 
into consideration. 


In 2013/14, the Manitoba government 
released What We Heard, a report 
that highlighted the key themes and 
perspectives shared during a process 
that engaged Manitobans on the issues 
of income inadequacy and social 
exclusion. The report synthesized the 
seven areas where Manitobans believe 
the Manitoba government should invest 
more resources: housing, food security, 


employment, youth, early childhood 
development and parenting, targeted 
supports for those with complex 
needs and improving socio‑economic 
outcomes of Aboriginal peoples in 
Manitoba. Seven actions plans are 
being prepared for these priority areas; 
three were released in 2013/14, and 
have demonstrated significant progress 
at March 31, 2014.


These Action Plans are available at 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/allaboard/
resources_publications.html, by email 
at allaboard@gov.mb.ca or by phoning 
204‑945‑3380.


Each action plan will be monitored 
by a community advisory body 
tasked to track plan implementation. 
Community involvement in action 
plan implementation (and ongoing 
assessment) ensures that plans 
are executed, comprehensive and 
remain relevant.
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Pillar One
Safe, Affordable Housing in 
Supportive Communities


Pillar Two
Education, Jobs and  
Income Support


Pillar Three
Strong, Healthy Families


Pillar Four
Accessible Co‑ordinated Services


Objectives 


•	 To	ensure	that	Manitobans	
have	access	to	safe,	
adequate	and	affordable	
housing


•	 To	ensure	that	people	
living	in	Manitoba	
communities	and	
neighbourhoods	are	
well‑supported	leading	to	
greater	social	inclusion


Objectives


•	 To	ensure	that	more	
Manitobans	participate	
in	high	school,	
post‑secondary	and	
adult	education,	and	are	
prepared	to	participate	in	
the	labour	market


•	 To	ensure	that	Manitobans	
have	financial	security	
through	work,	and	access	
to	income	supports	
as	needed


•	 To	ensure	that	the	number	
of	Manitobans	living	in	low	
income	is	reduced


Objective


•	 To	ensure	that	Manitoba	
children	and	families	are	
emotionally	and	physically	
healthy,	safe	and	secure,	
socially‑engaged	and	
responsible,	and	have	
access	to	supports	that	
allow	them	to	reach	their	
full	potential


Objectives


•	 To	ensure	that	Manitoba	
government	services	are	
accessible,	co‑ordinated	
and	integrated	across	
departments


•	 To	ensure	that	Manitobans	
have	access	to	information	
and	supports	that	are	
responsive	to	their	needs	


Indicators 


1.	 	Total	units	of	social	
and	affordable	housing	
supported	by	the	
Manitoba	Housing	and	
Renewal	Corporation	
(MHRC)


2.	 	New	households	served	
through	MHRC	programs	
and	services


3.	 	Households	in	Core	
Housing	Need


4.	 	Sense	of	community	
belonging


Indicators 


	 5.		Graduation	rates


	 6.		Participation	in	adult	
learning	programs


	 7.		Employment	rates


	 8.		Average	weekly	earnings


	 9.		Minimum	wage	rates


10.		Low‑income	rates	


11.		Income	inequality


12.		Post‑secondary	
education	participation	


Indicators 


13.		Early	Development	
Instrument	scores


14.		Availability	of	child	care


15.		Children	in	Care


16.		Teen	birth	rates


17.		Potential	Years	of	Life	
Lost	by	income	quintile


18.		Prevalence	of	chronic	
disease	by	income	
quintile


Indicators 


19.		Average	monthly	number	
of	people	receiving	
co‑ordinated	home	
care	services


20.		Continuity	of	physician	
care


21.		Number	of	people	using	
ACCESS	Centres


Indicator Summary


The following table relates Manitoba’s 21 regulated indicators of poverty and social exclusion to the All Aboard Strategy’s 
four pillars and their respective objectives. These indicators were selected because they are reliable, valid, inclusive, 
understandable, meaningful, relevant, consistent and comparable over a four‑year period.
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Housing is a basic human need 
that alongside community creates 
a sense of pride, well‑being and 
self‑worth. Safe, suitable and 
affordable accommodation is an 
important foundation for participation 
in economic and community life, 
and provides stability to those 
experiencing complex problems and 
multiple barriers. However, low rental 
vacancy rates, population growth, 
rising rental costs and condominium 
conversions may make it difficult for 
some Manitobans to maintain stable 
tenancies and meaningful connections 
to their community. 


Therefore, ensuring an adequate supply 
of affordable, social and supportive 
housing is a key priority of the Manitoba 
government. Affordability is the primary 
housing issue in Manitoba: 7.0% of 
Manitobans live in dwellings that 


exceed the Canadian Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation’s affordability 
standard (30.0% of a household’s 
before‑tax monthly income). Since 
2009/10, the Manitoba government 
helped to address this by committing 
rent supplements available to 1,552 
new households. 


It is also important to lead efforts 
to ensure the supply of social and 
affordable housing grows. This means 
encouraging private and non‑private 
starts of new units that have affordable 
rates, while maintaining and repairing 
existing stock. 


Ultimately, housing is about building 
communities that enrich the lives of all 
Manitobans. That means co‑ordinating 
housing options that allow Manitobans 
with complex problems and multiple 
barriers to live independently and to 
participate in society. 


Pillar One
Safe Affordable Housing in 
Supportive Communities


Budget 2013 Update


Budget 2013 committed to 
targeted actions to improve 
housing in 2013/14. The Manitoba 
government:


• Invested approximately 
$100 million in housing 
portfolio restoration and 
redevelopment 


• Introduced the Residential 
Housing Construction Tax 
Credit – an 8% tax credit for 
the construction of new units 
where at least 10% of the 
units have rents at, or below, 
affordable rental rates


• Invested an additional 
$34 million in the repair and 
maintenance of the existing 
housing portfolio stock


• Eased large rent increases 
linked to renovations by 
shortening the amortization 
period used for some capital 
expenditure in the calculation 
used in new Above Guideline 
Rent Increase applications


Affordable and Social Housing 


Social housing is rental accommodation available to clients at a rate set in 
relation to their ability to pay: rent‑geared‑to‑income (RGI). The housing 
provider is able to provide a RGI rate because of an ongoing government 
subsidy. The Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC) provides 
social housing through the Social Housing Rental Program (SHRP) to 
households in need, who meet program eligibility requirements. SHRP 
provides a range of housing options at an RGI rental rate between 25% and 
27% of gross household income.


MHRC also provides affordable housing through the Affordable Housing 
Rental Program (AHRP). Affordable housing rents are determined using 
the Median Market Rent (MMR). Eligibility is reserved for low‑to‑moderate 
income working households. The AHRP provides a range of housing options 
at fixed flat rate rents that are reviewed annually. 
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What Does This Indicate?
This indicator tallies social and 
affordable units supported by the 
Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation (MHRC). Social housing 
refers to rental accommodation for 
low‑income households with rates 
charged on a rent‑geared‑to‑income 
(RGI) scale and affordable housing 
refers to units with rental rates fixed at 
the median market rent. The number 
of units supported will fluctuate due to 
expiration of project mortgages.


Why is This Important?
Support for social and affordable units 
represents the Manitoba government’s 
efforts to address housing affordability 
for those with low income. Social 
housing is a temporary measure 
to assist low‑income households 
transition out of poverty. Successful 
transition for many depends on 
capacity, adequate income and housing 
market supply, including the availability 
of affordable housing options.


Indicator Baseline
In 2009/10, MHRC supported 30,257 
units of social and affordable housing, 
(in addition to supporting 4,700 special 
purpose and personal care home 
beds,2 which accommodate low‑income 
individuals who can no longer manage 
independent living where assisted 
and supportive housing options 
are available).


Most Recent Data
In 2013/14, MHRC supported 31,854 
units of social and affordable housing, 
(in addition to supporting 4,3003 special 
purpose and personal care home beds).


Trend
The number of social and affordable 
housing units has increased 
by 5.3% since 2009/10. MHRC 
continues to respond to community 
need by increasing the supply of 
social and affordable housing in 
Manitoba to support the following 
low‑income Manitobans:


• seniors;


• students;


• newcomers;


• single parents;


• low‑income single individuals;


• people with mental illness;


• individuals leaving institutions;


• those with Aboriginal ancestry;


• people with disabilities; and 


• youth exiting the child welfare system.


Total	Units	of	MHRC	Social		
and	Affordable	Housing,		
2009/10	to	2013/14


Indicator 1
Total Units of Social and Affordable 
Housing Supported by the Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Corporation1


All Aboard Status
Since	2009/10,	there	
are	5.3%	more	units	of	
social	and	affordable	
housing	supported	
by	MHRC.


Budget 2013 Update


In 2013/14, the Manitoba 
government announced a 
new three year housing plan, 
committing to build 500 new 
social housing units and 500 
new affordable housing units.


1  Data on the number of social and affordable housing units supported by MHRC is provided by MHRC, annually.
2 MHRC supports personal care home beds and special purpose beds that are hosted by community partners.
3 While these bed units remain in existence, they are no longer under an operating agreement with MHRC.
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What Does This Indicate?
This includes the number of new 
households assisted through Manitoba 
Housing and Renewal Corporation 
(MHRC) programs, which can 
include repair and renovation, new 
affordable supply, homeownership 
programs, shelter allowances and the 
number of new households entering 
social housing.


Why is This Important?
This indicator demonstrates the 
commitment to improve the housing 
situation of low‑income Manitobans. 


Indicator Baseline
In 2009/10, 1,024 new households were 
assisted through MHRC programs and 
services (not including new households 
that entered social housing).


Most Recent Data
In 2013/14, 966 new households were 
assisted through MHRC programs 
and services. In addition, 1,915 new 
households entered social housing.


Trend
Placing vulnerable Manitobans into 
affordable, healthy, safe and suitable 
housing is a long‑term priority for the 
Manitoba government. 


Programs	and	Services	offered	to		
New	Households	by	MHRC,	2013/14


Indicator 2
New Households Served through 
the Manitoba Housing and Renewal 
Corporation’s Programs and Services4


All Aboard Status
Since	2009/10,	12,594		
new	households	
received	MHRC	
programming	and	
services	(including	
6,615	that	entered	
social	housing	since).


4 Data on new households served by MHRC is provided, annually, by MHRC.


Households Entering Social Housing
Number of Units Served: Repair and Renovation
New Affordable Supply Units
New Rent Supplement Units
Homeownership Programs and Portable Housing Benefit


When Grace opens her pay stub, she does it with her children 
beside her. That’s because the 40‑year‑old single mother credits 
her children and her neighbours in her social housing community 
for inspiring her to obtain a college diploma. Today, she is off social 
assistance and working. Having stable housing and a supportive 
community made a difference in her and her family’s lives, she 
said. “I had rent I could afford, which was a huge thing. I had a 
landlord that cared about their units” said Grace, 40. “I had never 
lived in a place for longer than two years, until now.” Grace, who 
lives in Winnipeg, credits her kids with helping her finish high 
school and college programs by taking on housework and child 
care. She also says she’s met “some of the strongest, most 
inspiring” people who are her neighbours, and who have supported 
her as she’s pursued her educational goals. Grace is proud of 
the progress she’s made, and she’s encouraging her children to 
pursue their own dreams. “They open my pay stub with me” she 
said. “It’s we, it’s not me, because I couldn’t do this myself.”


– Grace, Social Housing Resident
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What Does This Indicate?
Core housing need refers to housing 
that falls below one of the affordability, 
suitability or adequacy standards 
described below:


• Affordable dwellings cost less 
than 30.0% of total before‑tax 
household income


• Suitable dwellings have sufficient 
bedrooms for the size and make‑up 
of households (according to National 
Occupancy Standard6 requirements)


• Adequate dwellings are those that 
residents report as neither requiring 
any major repairs nor lacking systems 
(plumbing, wiring and structure)


Note: if a household could spend less 
than 30.0% of its before‑tax income 
to pay the median rent for alternative 
local market housing that meets all 
three standards, it is not considered 
to be in core housing need. 


Why is This Important?
This indicator reflects the extent 
of housing problems experienced 
by Manitobans. 


Indicator Baseline
In 2006, 11.3% of households 
(off‑reserve) in Manitoba reported 
living in core housing need.


Most Recent Data
The Canadian Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation (CMHC) has not published 
provincial‑level core housing need data 
since 2006. 


Trend
Trends from 2006 to 2013 are not 
known at this time, due to data 
availability. In Manitoba, affordability 
is the primary standard driving core 
housing need and housing costs 
continue to increase; however, 
Manitoba remains comparably 
affordable, with CMHC data showing 
Winnipeg is 28.0% more affordable 
than the 2010 Canadian metropolitan 
area average.7


Core	Housing	Need,	Winnipeg,*		
2002	to	2010


Indicator 3
Households in Core Housing Need5


All Aboard Status
Data	is	unavailable		
due	to	CMHC	
publication	delays.


5  Data on core housing need is published by the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC), based 
on information collected through Statistics Canada’s Census of Population (excluding farm, band‑owned and 
on‑reserve private households), which is conducted every five years.


6  National Occupancy Standards requirements specify one bedroom for each cohabitating adult couple; unattached 
household member 18 years of age and over; same‑sex pair of children under age 18; and additional boy and girl 
in the family, unless there are two opposite‑sex children under age 5 years of age, in which case they are expected 
to share a bedroom. A household of one individual can occupy a bachelor unit.


7  CMHC. 2013. Canadian Housing Observer 2013: Recent Trends in Housing Affordability and Core Housing Need. p. 6 & 9.


*  Winnipeg‑specific data provided above is in 
lieu of current provincial‑level data, which is 
unavailable at this time.


Core	Need,	Housing	Standard,		
Canada	and	Manitoba,	2006


Most households in core housing need have 
only an affordability issue and, in 2006, 
7.0% of Manitoba households and 9.1% of 
Canadian households lived in homes below the 
affordability standard. In that same year, 2.1% 
of Manitoba households and 2.4% of Canadian 
households lived in homes that fell below 
more than one of the standards. 


Core	Housing	Need,	Population	Group,	
Manitoba,	2006
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What Does This Indicate?
Community belonging represents the 
percentage of population (12 years and 
over) who report a sense of belonging 
to their local community as somewhat 
or very strong (versus somewhat or 
very weak).


Why is This Important?
This indicator measures social 
attachment to the community and is 
related to social inclusion. Research 
shows that sense of community 
belonging is highly correlated with 
physical and mental health, even when 
age, socio‑economic status and other 
factors are taken into account.9


Indicator Baseline
In 2008, 68.2% of Manitobans (12 years 
and over) reported a somewhat or 
very strong sense of belonging to 
their local community.


Most Recent Data
In 2013, 69.8% of Manitobans (12 years 
and over) reported a somewhat or 
very strong sense of belonging to their 
local community.


Trend
Sense of community belonging in 
Manitoba has been increasing since 
2010 and is consistently better than 
the national average. 


There is generally greater social 
attachment to communities in rural 
areas than in Winnipeg. 


Sense	of	Community	Belonging,	
Manitoba,	2003	to	2013


Sense	of	Community	Belonging,	
Manitoba,	Regional	Health	Authority	
(RHA),	2013


Indicator 4
Sense of Community Belonging8


All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	sense	of	
community	belonging	
in	Manitoba	has	
improved	by	2.3%.


8  Data on sense of community belonging is collected by Statistics Canada through the Canadian Community 
Health Survey. Statistics Canada. 2007 ‑ . Canadian Community Health Survey: Public Use Microdata File, 2011/2012. 
Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 82M0013X. biennially. Provincial‑level data is available from Statistics Canada. 
No date. Table 105‑0501 Health indicator profile, annual estimates, by age group and sex, Canada, provinces, territories, 
health regions (2013 boundaries) and peer groups, Occasional (table). CANSIM (database). (accessed: August 1, 2014).


9  Ross, N. March 2002. “Community belonging and health.” Health Reports, Vol. 13. No. 3. Statistics Canada 
Catalogue no. 82‑003. Ottawa.
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The Manitoba government appreciates 
the importance of inclusive, vibrant and 
dynamic communities. Safe, stable and 
affordable housing underpins healthy 
lifestyles, meaningful participation in 
society, and serves as the nucleus of 
supports for those with complex needs. 


The Manitoba government is 
implementing the Manitoba Housing – 
Three‑Year Housing Plan (2013‑2016) 
to increase the supply of affordable 
rental housing. This plan will provide 
Manitobans with access to more 
affordable housing by building 500 
new social housing units and 500 
new affordable housing units, to be 
developed in partnership with the 
non‑profit and private sectors. This 
represents new housing options for 
seniors, families and Manitobans 
with unique needs, including those 
who are not housed, inappropriately 
housed, or precariously housed and 
who may live with multiple health and 
social barriers.


Building new units is half the battle, 
but ensuring existing stock remains 
adequate is also important, which is 
why in 2014/15 significant investments 
are being made in Manitoba Housing 
and Renewal Corporation’s portfolio. 
Restoration and redevelopment 
efforts will benefit from a $100 million 
investment; maintenance and 
repair work will be advanced by a 
$34 million investment. 


The Manitoba government has 
significantly increased investment 
in direct benefits to low‑income 
individuals and families to help 
with private rental expenses. 
The new Manitoba Rent Assist 
program provides significant 
benefit enhancements over the old 
Employment and Income Assistance 
(EIA) shelter benefit and the RentAid 
programs, with an increase of 
$20 million in added annual supports. 
Under Rent Assist, beginning in July 
2014, EIA participants saw their 


benefit increase between $600 and 
$840 annually. Since July 2014, all 
low‑income Manitobans, including 
individuals, are eligible for assistance 
outside of EIA with their private rental 
expenses. Rent Assist is a portable 
benefit so people do not have to give 
up all their benefits when making the 
transition from income assistance to 
work. The Manitoba government has 
also committed to raise the maximum 
benefit level to 75% of Median Market 
Rent over a four‑year period. 


The four‑year plan for Rent Assist will 
put Manitoba at the front‑line of efforts 
to reduce poverty and reinvent the 
income security system – moving away 
from the traditional concept of a single, 
stand‑alone “welfare” program where 
families had to lose everything before 
they could get help, while providing 
benefits that support successful and 
sustainable transitions from income 
assistance to work.


Creating Safe Affordable Housing 
in Supportive Communities
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All Manitobans should share in 
Manitoba’s economic success. A good 
job is the easiest way out of poverty, 
but often requires higher education or 
specialized training. For that reason, 
providing opportunities for Manitobans 
to succeed in the classroom and the 
work force are important priorities. 


Graduation rates are important, 
but so too is participation in adult 
learning programs. They provide 
many with a second opportunity to 
gain the skills required to participate 
fully in the economy – be gainfully 
employed and earning a livable 
wage. Some students opt to pursue 
post‑secondary education, which offers 
further reward, as there is a positive 
correlation between level of education 
and earnings.


Low‑income individuals and families 
may face multiple barriers to 
finding and maintaining sustainable 
employment. Specialized training 
programs that help develop the 
necessary skills in a supportive 
environment can make the difference 
in a successful transition from 
income assistance, unemployment or 
underemployment into a good job. 


In addition to targeted and responsive 
training, individuals need an adequate 
level of financial supports as a strong 
foundation to build on, with benefits 
that support opportunities and progress 
rather than creating barriers.


Pillar Two
Education, Jobs and Income Support


Budget 2013 Update


Budget 2013 simplified and 
enhanced the RentAid shelter 
benefit ($240 per recipient) and 
introduced the $110 (per month) 
RentAid Transition Bonus in 
lead‑up to the introduction of 
Manitoba Rent Assist, which 
added $20.0 million annualized 
new benefits in Budget 2014.


Budget 2013 increased the 
Seniors’ Education Tax Credit by 
$75 ($1,100 in 2013), for seniors 
with household incomes up to 
$40,000. Approximately 31,000 
seniors’ households received 
an average $151 above their 
basic $700 Education Property 
Tax Credit.


Budget 2013 also increased the 
basic income tax exemption by 
$250, removing approximately 
5,500 more Manitobans from 
the tax roll.


Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market


The first significant activity under the Strategy for Sustainable Employment and a Stronger Labour Market began in 
2013/14, when 38 training and employment sessions were held with parents of young children living on Employment 
and Income Assistance. These sessions built confidence and inspired individuals to take transitional steps to 
employment by addressing their fears about leaving social assistance and providing clear information on supports 
available when (re)entering the labour force. Participants completed Employment and Training readiness assessments 
and were referred to appropriate training and employment services, including personal assistance from career 
development consultants. 


Results have been profound: as at March 2014, more than 400 parents who were reliant on financial assistance were 
on their path towards independence and 74 families were no longer dependant on social assistance.


The best part is that I feel better. I have learned better 
ways to cope with stress at home, make meals and give 
my kids a healthy routine and example. I feel like I can 
make a difference for my family. I want to give my kids 
the life I didn’t have at their age.


– Michelle, former Reaching Forward / EIA participant
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What Does This Indicate?
Manitoba’s high school graduation 
rate is the ratio of the total number 
of graduates from public and funded 
independent high schools each year to 
the total Grade 9 enrolment in these 
schools four years prior to the year 
of graduation.


Why is This Important?
High School education is often 
considered the minimum level of 
education required to find and keep 
a job; it is therefore a key indicator of 
future risk of poverty.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008, Manitoba’s high school 
graduation rate was 79.0%.


Most Recent Data
In 2013, Manitoba’s high school 
graduation rate was 85.3%.


Trend
From 2002 to 2013, Manitoba’s 
graduation rate increased by 20.0%, 
from 71.1% to 85.3%.


Graduation	Rate,	Manitoba,		
2002	to	2013


Indicator 5
High School Graduation Rates10


10 Data on graduation rates is provided by Manitoba Education and Advanced Learning, annually.
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All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	Manitoba’s	
graduation	rate	has	
improved	by	8.0%.
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What Does This Indicate?
Participation in adult learning programs 
includes people participating in both 
adult literacy programs (ALP) and adult 
learning centres (ALC). Participants in 
ALP programs focus on basic literacy 
and numeracy skills, while ALCs deliver 
provincial high school curriculum 
leading to high school course credits 
and/or graduation.


Why is This Important?
A high school diploma may be a 
prerequisite for post‑secondary 
enrolment, and literacy and numeracy 
skills provide a foundation for further 
learning. Both ALPs and ALCs improve 
employability and earnings, as there 
is a very strong connection between 
academic attainment and income 
levels. As well, education contributes 
to improved health and well‑being for 
individuals, families and communities.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008/09, there were 10,658 
participants in adult learning 
programs, including 8,056 ALC 
and 2,602 ALP learners. 


Most Recent Data
In 2012/13, there were 10,776 
participants in adult learning 
programs, including 8,389 ALC 
and 2,387 ALP learners. 


Trend
Manitobans who have self‑identified as 
having Aboriginal ancestry participate 
in ALC programming at a higher 
rate than other Manitobans; there 
were 29.2% more ALC graduates 
with Aboriginal ancestry in 2012/13 
than there were in 2008/09. These 
Manitobans are taking concrete 
steps to prepare for post‑secondary 
education and the labour market.


Participation	in	Adult	Learning	
Programs,	Manitoba,	
2004/05	to	2012/13


Adult	Learning	Centre	Participation,	
Aboriginal	Ancestry,	Manitoba,	
2012/13


Indicator 6
Participation in  
Adult Learning Programs11


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	
participation	in	adult	
learning	programs	in	
Manitoba	has	been	
stable	(increasing		
by	1.1%).	


11  Data on participation in adult learning programs is provided by Manitoba Multiculturalism and Literacy, annually.
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When I first came to school I didn’t think that I would 
complete my grade 12. With the daycare and housing 
so close to the school, it helped me do it. Graduation is 
something I was only capable of dreaming of, now I have 
achieved it …. My future plans are to enroll in Red River 
College to further my achievements. Right now I love my 
life and I cannot believe that I did it.


– Jack, ALC Graduate
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What Does This Indicate?
The employment rate shows the 
percentage of people aged 15 and 
older who are employed.


Why is This Important?
Employment is an important route out 
of poverty and social exclusion.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008, 66.4% of all Manitobans aged 
15 and older were employed.


Most Recent Data
In 2013, 65.0% of all Manitobans aged 
15 and older were employed.


Trend
Manitoba’s employment rate is stable 
and consistently higher than the 
national average; 65.0% compared to 
61.8% in 2013. Manitoba’s workforce 
is aging and becoming more gender 
balanced and more ethnically diverse, 
as follows:


• The employment rate for those 
aged 55 years and older increased 
by 55.2% between 1999 (25.2%) and 
2013 (39.1%).


• The employment rate for women 
(15 years and older) increased by 
4.3% between 1999 (57.5%) and 2013 
(60.0%); however, the proportion of 
men employed in Manitoba (70.2%) 
continues to be higher than that of 
women (60.0%). 


• The employment rate of recent 
immigrants (landed 5 years or less) 
was 7.8% higher than the provincial 
average in 2013, 70.1% compared 
to 65.0%.


First Nations Manitobans continued to 
experience low employment rates in 
2013. These Manitobans were 27.5% 
less likely to be employed than the 
provincial average, 47.1% compared 
to 65.0%. This contributes to the 
higher rate of low income among 
First Nations Manitobans. 


Employment	Rate,	Manitoba	and	
Canada,	1999	to	2013


Employment	Rate,	Manitoba,
Age,	2008	and	2013	


Employment	Rate,	Sex,		
Manitoba,	2013	


Indicator 7
Employment Rates12


All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	Manitoba’s	
employment	rate	has	
decreased	by	2.1%.


12  Data on employment rates are collected by Statistics Canada through the Labour Force Survey and the Manitoba 
Bureau of Statistics customizes this data for various sub‑populations. Statistics Canada. 1976 ‑ , Labour Force 
Survey Microdata File. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 71‑M0001‑X. Monthly; Statistics Canada. No date. Table 
282‑0002 – Labour Force Survey estimates (LFS), by sex and detailed age group, annual (persons unless otherwise 
noted), CANSIM (database). (accessed: August 1, 2014).
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What Does This Indicate?
Statistics Canada’s calculation of 
average weekly earnings is based on a 
survey which asks people their usual 
wage or salary at their main job, before 
taxes and other deductions, including 
commissions and tips, and excluding 
farm income and income from 
self‑employment.


Why is This Important?
Change in this indicator shows changes 
in average earnings, after inflation.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008, the average weekly earnings 
in Manitoba were $764.55 (constant 
dollars 2013); figures have been 
adjusted to the most recent year to 
permit analysis of average earnings 
after accounting for inflation. 


Most Recent Data
In 2013, the average weekly earnings in 
Manitoba were $793.90.


Trend
Wages in Manitoba are increasing. 
Average earnings (constant dollars) 
have risen by 13.4% since 1999 (from 
$700.39 to 793.90), meaning that after 
having accounted for inflation, the 
average working Manitoban earned 
$4,862.52 more in 2013 than they did 
in 1999.


Average weekly earnings show an 
important disparity: the gap in earnings 
between men and women. On average, 
men still earn $207.43 more than 
women each week, representing a 
gender earnings gap of 23.2%, down 
from 33.1% in 1999. Despite many 
gains, women still experience gender 
discrimination and the goal of equal 
pay for work of equal value remains 
unmet, while progress has been made: 
the average working Manitoba woman 
earned $7,060.56 more in 2013 than 
she did in 1999 (constant dollars).


Average	Weekly	Earnings,		
Constant	Dollars	(2013),		
Canada	and	Manitoba,	1999	to	2013


Gap	in	Average	Weekly	Earnings,	
Men:Women,	Canada	and	Manitoba,	
1999	to	2013


Indicator 8
Average Weekly Earnings13


All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	Manitoba’s	
average	weekly	
earnings	have	
increased	by	3.8%	
after	inflation.


13  Data on average weekly earnings are collected by Statistics Canada through the Labour Force Survey and the 
Manitoba Bureau of Statistics customizes this data for various sub‑populations. Statistics Canada. 1976 ‑ . 
Labour Force Survey Microdata File. Statistics Canada Catalogue no. 71‑M0001‑X. Monthly; Statistics Canada. No 
date. Table 282‑0074 ‑ Labour Force Survey estimates (LFS), wages of employees by job permanence, union coverage, 
sex and age group, annual (current dollars unless otherwise noted), CANSIM (database). (accessed: August 1, 2014)
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What Does This Indicate?
The minimum wage is the lowest 
amount, per hour, that employees may 
be paid for work in Manitoba. This rate 
is set by the Manitoba government.


Why is This Important?
The minimum wage can be an 
important factor in reducing poverty by 
increasing the wages of the lowest paid 
workers, and increases the benefits of 
moving from income assistance to work 
in an entry‑level job.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008, the minimum wage was 
$8.50 per hour.


Most Recent Data
In 2013, the minimum wage was 
$10.45 per hour.


Trend
Manitoba has a competitive minimum 
wage relative to other provinces and 
territories that, at March 31, 2014, 
ranged from $9.95 to $11.00. 


Over the prior decade, Manitoba’s 
minimum wage has increased 
relative to inflation: between 1999 
and 2013, Manitoba’s minimum wage 
increased by 74.2% (from $6.00 to 
$10.45), compared to an increase in 
the rate of inflation of 31.4% over the 
same period.15 


Minimum	Wage,	Manitoba,		
1999	to	2013


Consumer	Price	Index,	Annual,	
Manitoba,	1999	to	2013


Indicator 9
Minimum Wage Rates14


All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	Manitoba’s	
minimum	wage	has	
increased	by	22.9%.


14  Minimum wage is regulated by the Manitoba government.
15  Statistics Canada. No date. Table 326‑0021 – Consumer Price Index (CPI), 2011 basket, annual (2002=100 unless 


otherwise noted), CANSIM (database). (accessed: August 14, 2014)


$0


$2


$4


$6


$8


$10


$12


19
99


20
01


20
03


20
05


20
07


20
09


20
11


20
00


20
02


20
04


20
06


20
08


20
10


20
12


20
13


0


20


40


60


80


100


120


140


19
99


20
01


20
03


20
05


20
07


20
09


20
11


20
00


20
02


20
04


20
06


20
08


20
10


20
12


20
13


All Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy 2013/14 Annual Report  |  Page 21







What Does This Indicate?
The low income rate shows the 
percentage of population living with 
disposable income below specified 
upper limits (thresholds). 


Statistics Canada uses various methods 
to set low‑income thresholds, with the 
most common being the Market Basket 
Measure (MBM), After‑Tax Low Income 
Cut‑Offs (After‑Tax LICOs) and the Low 
Income Measure (LIM). 


Why is This Important?
Low income is a key measure of poverty 
and social exclusion.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008: 


• 9.2% of Manitobans lived below the 
MBM low‑income thresholds; 


• 8.5% of Manitobans lived below 
After‑Tax LICOs thresholds;


• 12.6% of Manitobans lived below 
a threshold set at one‑half the 
median family income (LIM).


Most Recent Data
Statistics Canada has not released 
2012 data on low‑income, so 2011 data 
are republished below:


• 11.5% of Manitobans lived below 
MBM thresholds; 


• 8.9% of Manitobans lived below 
After‑Tax LICO thresholds;


• 14.0% of Manitobans lived below a 
threshold set at one‑half the median 
family income (LIM).


Trend
Manitoba, like other provinces, suffered 
an economic set back with the 2008 
global financial crises. Poverty rates 
increased in response and had not 
yet returned to pre‑crisis levels as of 
2011. However, there were still 5,000 
fewer Manitobans living in low income 
in 2011 than in 2002 and Manitoba has 
the fourth lowest rate of low income 
among Canadian provinces, with 
poverty rates in Manitoba consistently 
below the national average. Yet, there 
are persistent income disparities 
for children, lone parents, youth‑led 
families and unattached persons (aged 
45 to 64 years of age), persons with 
disabilities and those of Aboriginal 
ancestry. “Depth of low income” 
measures the average shortfall in 
income compared to low‑income 
thresholds. Analysis of both rate and 
depth show that some groups, like 
youth‑led families and unattached 
adults, experience more severe 
income deprivation.


Percentage	of	Persons	Living	in		
Low	Income,	Market	Basket	Measure,	
Canada	&	Manitoba,	2002	to	2011


Average	Low	Income	Depth,		
Market	Basket	Measure,	Manitoba,	
2002	to	2011


Indicator 10
Low‑income Rates16


All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	Manitoba’s	
rate	of	low	income	has	
risen	by	2.3	percentage	
points.


16  Data on low income rate and depth has previously been collected by Statistics Canada through the Survey of 
Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID). Provincial‑level data was reported annually by Statistics Canada. No date.
Table 202‑0802 – Persons in low income families, annual, CANSIM (database) (accessed: 2014‑07‑14). Statistics 
Canada. No date. Table 202‑0804 – Persons in low income, by economic family type, annual, CANSIM (database). 
(accessed: July 14, 2014). In 2012, the SLID was discontinued and low income data is now being collected through 
the annual Canadian Income Survey.
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Low‑Income	Rate	and	Average	Depth,	
Market	Basket	Measure,	Risk	Groups,	
Manitoba,	2011	


  Average 
 Rate Depth


Youth‑led Families 31.9% 55.0%
Unattached Persons  
(45 to 64 years) 28.0% 48.9%
Aboriginal Ancestry  
(off‑reserve) 16.0% 47.0%
Lone Parent Families 42.0% 26.0%
Persons with a Disability 13.0% 39.3%
Children 17.4% 22.7%
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What Does This Indicate?
Income inequality is measured using the Gini coefficient, which shows the 
difference between absolute equality (where everyone shares equally in wealth) 
and actual income distribution; inequality is expressed as a value ranging from 0 
(perfect equality) to 1 (maximum inequality). The Gini coefficient is not necessarily 
sensitive to changes in income distribution, which is measured by examining the 
change in the average after‑tax income of families in each income quintile.


Why is This Important?
This indicator reflects inequality in the distribution of income. High income 
inequality undermines progress on health and education, causes economic 
instability and undercuts durable growth.18 


Indicator Baseline
In 2008, Manitoba’s Gini coefficient was 0.369 and the average after‑tax income of 
families in each income quintile (constant dollars, 2011) were as follows:


Lowest Second Third Fourth Fifth


$15,800 $33,700 $49,900 $70,400 $124,400


Gini	Value,	Canada	and	Manitoba,		
2002	to	2011


Percentage	Share	of	After‑Tax		
Income,	Income	Quintiles,		
Manitoba,	2008	and	2011	


Indicator 11
Income Inequality17


All Aboard Status
Since	2008,	income	
inequality	has	been	
stable	in	Manitoba,	with	
the	Gini	value	improving	
by	0.002.


17  Data on the Gini coefficient and income distribution by quintile has previously been collected by Statistics 
Canada through the Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics (SLID). Provincial‑level data was reported annually 
by Statistics Canada. No date. Table 202‑0703 – Market, total and after‑tax income, by economic family type and 
after‑tax income quintiles, 2011 constant dollars, annual, CANSIM (database). (accessed: July 18, 2014). Statistics 
Canada. No date. Table 202‑0705 – Gini coefficients of market, total and after‑tax income, by economic family type, 
annual (number), CANSIM (database). (accessed: July 14, 2014). In 2012, the SLID was discontinued and low income 
data is now being collected through the annual Canadian Income Survey.


18  Ostry, Jonathan D. et al. February 2014. “Redistribution, Inequality, and Growth.” International Monetary Fund Staff 
Discussion Note. p. 4.
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Change	in	After‑Tax	Income,		
Manitoba	Families,	Income	Quintiles,	
2002	to	2011	


Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest


$1,100
$2,900


$4,600


$7,600


$14,400


Change	in	Net	Worth,	Families,	
Canada,	Income	Quintiles,		
1999	to	2012	


Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest
-15.4%


41.7%


78.8%
83.6% 80.7%


Most Recent Data
Statistics Canada has not released 2012 data on income inequality so Manitoba’s 
2011 Gini coefficient is republished, 0.367, as are the 2011 average after‑tax 
income of families in each income quintile, as follows:


Lowest Second Third Fourth Fifth


$15,800 $33,000 $49,100 $71,300 $123,000


Trend
Manitoba’s Gini coefficient is stable, consistently lower (better) than Canada 
overall, and always well‑placed amongst the provinces. Change in the average 
after‑tax income by quintile shows that economic growth continues to favour the 
‘haves.’ Between 2002 and 2011, incremental growth in the top quintile grew to 
almost wholly cover the lowest quintile’s total average after‑tax income (constant 
dollars, 2011). 


The compounding impact of low income appears when examining net worth. 
Statistics Canada data shows that, between 1999 and 2012, the net worth of 
Canadian families in the highest quintile increased by 80.7% (from $763,700 to 
$1.4 million), compared to the lowest quintile, which decreased by 15.4% (from 
$1,300 to $1,100).19 


A good job, homeownership and asset‑building are important elements of durable 
financial security.


19  Statistics Canada. February 25, 2014. “Survey of Financial Security, 2012.” Insights on Canadian Society. Catalogue 
no. 75‑006‑X.
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What Does This Indicate?
Post‑secondary education participation 
includes the proportion of the 
population, 18 to 34 years, who are 
attending a public post‑secondary 
institution in Manitoba. 


Why is This Important?
There is a direct correlation between 
level of education and earnings.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008/09, 19.9% of 18 to 34 year 
olds in Manitoba attended a public 
post‑secondary institution in Manitoba, 
broken down as follows: 


2008/09


18 to 24 Years 33.4%


25 to 29 Years 12.5%


30 to 34 Years 6.5%


18 to 34 Years 19.9%


Most Recent Data
In 2013/14, 18.8% of 18 to 34 year 
olds in Manitoba attended a public 
post‑secondary institution in Manitoba, 
broken down as follows: 


2013/14


18 to 24 Years 32.1%


25 to 29 Years 11.3%


30 to 34 Years 7.5%


18 to 34 Years 18.8%


Trend
While participation rates in Manitoba 
have been stable over time, enrolment 
numbers are expected to decrease over 
the coming decade, as the population 
aged 18 to 24 years is decreasing 
in number.


However, the anticipated decrease in 
enrolment follows from a period of 
sustained growth. Between 1999/00 
and 2013/14, university enrolment 
increased by 44.5%. Between 1999/00 
and 2012/13, college enrolment 
increased by 51.8%.


Post‑secondary	Education	
Participation,	age	18	to	34	years,	
Manitoba,	2000/01	to	2013/14	


College	and	University	Enrolment,	
Manitoba,	1999/00	to	2013/14


Indicator 12
Post‑secondary Education Participation20


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	5.5%	
fewer	18	to	34	year	olds	
are	participating	in	
post‑secondary	
education.	


20  Data on post‑secondary education participation is collected by Statistics Canada through the Labour Force 
Survey and customized for Manitoba, annually. Data on post‑secondary enrolment is collected by Manitoba 
Education and Advanced Learning, annually.
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College* University**


*  College enrolment includes regular programs 
and apprenticeship (not continuing education, 
distance education and contract training) 
and covers a school year from July to June, 
annually. Therefore 2013/14 figures are 
unavailable until later in fall 2014.


**  University enrolment includes undergraduate 
and graduate students registered from 
September to April (regular session).
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Despite prolonged uncertainty in the 
global economy, Manitoba’s economy 
has maintained steady growth and low 
unemployment. The Manitoba model 
has focused on protecting the services 
that Manitobans rely upon the most, 
such as support for education, training 
and workforce development. This has 
ensured that Manitobans continue to 
have opportunities to succeed, whether 
it is a young person thinking about 
employment, someone who wants a 
better job, or an individual struggling 
to find an opening in the job market, 
there are resources in place to help 
Manitobans get skills, qualifications 
and supports. Work is a healthy and 
effective route out of poverty. 


Manitoba Works! is an example of 
targeted support for low‑income 
Manitobans, to help them find 
sustainable employment and good jobs. 
This three‑year $3 million investment 
relies on a series of partnerships 
with community‑based agencies to 
provide supportive training and co‑op 
work opportunities with employers. 
Programming will specifically 
target Manitobans with barriers to 
employment and focus on Employment 
and Income Assistance participants.


The new Gateway to Apprenticeship 
program is another example of an 
initiative that will provide targeted 
employment and training opportunities 


for more low‑income Manitobans. 
It includes programs to develop 
skills in the trades for youth and 
under‑employed populations; create 
apprenticeship opportunities for 
Aboriginal persons and women; 
and launch new trade initiatives 
specific to community and Aboriginal 
economic development. 


Many vulnerable Manitobans cannot 
work and others are working for 
low wages. Measures that make an 
enriched and happy life in Manitoba 
affordable to low‑income Manitobans 
are important. Sustaining and 
enhancing these programs in uncertain 
economic times is particularly 
significant. Targeted income supports 
and income tax credits reach many 
who need help the most. In addition to 
the new $20 million dollar investment 
in the Rent Assist program, Manitoba 
continues to maintain programs 
such as the Manitoba Child Benefit, 
the Children’s Opti‑care Program, 
the Healthy Baby Prenatal Benefit, 
and the reversal of the claw‑back 
of the National Child Benefit, which 
returns approximately $48 million to 
low‑income parents annually.


Manitoba also continues to provide 
broad based tax savings to Manitobans. 
The Manitoba government has 


introduced the Seniors’ School Tax 
Rebate, a phased‑in approach to the 
elimination of the education property 
tax paid by senior homeowners. The tax 
will be fully eliminated by 2016, save 
for those who reside in very expensive 
homes. In 2014, all senior homeowners 
who still pay education property tax 
will be eligible for a rebate of $235, 
which will take another 7,200 seniors 
off the education property tax roll. 
The Manitoba government is raising 
the Basic Income Tax Exemption 
by $250 in 2014, meaning a further 
5,500 low‑income Manitobans will 
be removed from the income tax roll. 
Since 2011, these exemptions have 
increased by $1,000 and the number 
of low‑income Manitobans who pay no 
income tax has increased by 22,000.


Enhancements to income supports, 
targeted training, workforce 
development and income tax credits, 
are an ongoing priority. The Strategy 
for Sustainable Employment and a 
Stronger Labour Force is a dynamic 
approach to cultivating rewarding job 
opportunities for those that might 
not otherwise participate in the 
labour force.


Advancing Education,  
Jobs and Income Support
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Manitoba is a great place to raise a family and hosts a 
unique suite of advantages: affordability, strong economic 
fundamentals, a robust approach to early childhood 
development and a reliable health care system. These 
advantages, unfortunately, on their own are not enough to 
keep all Manitoba families out of poverty. A minority of our 
province’s children are born into poverty and some Manitoba 
families struggle to care and provide safety to their children. 
There are children who enter the school system without the 
physical, social, emotional, cognitive and communication 
prerequisites and who need targeted supports to succeed. 
Some families experience distinct challenges attributable to 
geography and ethnicity; teenage parents also know specific 
adversity. Those with lower incomes are more susceptible 
to chronic disease, and are more likely to have a premature 
death. Residents of lower income areas have significantly 
higher mortality rates and higher prevalence of physical and 
mental illness.21 Research shows that facing disadvantage 
early in life can have a huge negative impact, and conversely, 
strong investments in early childhood development can make 
a big difference. 


Manitoba is a leader with respect to prioritizing early 
childhood development (ECD), as well as in the research and 
monitoring progress of our initiatives. Targeted programs 
and investments, such as the unique pilot project at Lord 
Selkirk Park, which is delivering the Abecedarian program, 
is helping children achieve rapid improvement in reading, 
communication and numeracy. These types of programs are 
not only producing important results for children, but also 
their families and their broader communities.


Manitoba continues progress on growing and strengthening 
one of the strongest community‑based child care programs 
in Canada. Affordability of child care in Manitoba remains one 
the best in Canada, and the workforce is being strengthened 
through targeted investments to ensure a qualified and 
strong ECD educator workforce. Manitoba continues to make 
investments in new schools and programming, with targeted 
investments into the early years, creating strong foundations 
and quality learning environments.


Pillar Three
Strong, Healthy Families


Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five‑Year Agenda  
for Early Learning and Child Care in Manitoba 
(2008‑2013)


In 2013, the Manitoba government concluded Family 
Choices: Manitoba’s Five‑Year Agenda for Early 
Learning and Child Care. Highlights of commitments 
made under this agenda include: 


• Funding for 6,500 child care spaces across 
the province


• Funding of $37 million committed for 121 projects 
to renovate, expand or create new child care centres 
and spaces 


• A province‑wide Online Child Care Registry to help 
parents locate licensed early learning and child 
care (ELCC) facilities and register their children on 
multiple waitlists at one time


• Manitoba continued to maintain the lowest regulated 
parent fees in Canada outside of Quebec. Eligibility 
levels were increased for the Child Care Subsidy 
Program to help make child care more affordable for 
more low‑income families 


• A stronger workforce was supported through 
increases to operating grants and funding for 
pension plans and retirement supports for the 
child care sector


• A wage adjustment fund was also introduced to 
support hourly wages of at least $15.50 for Early 
Childcare Educator (ECE) IIs and $12.25 for Child 
Care Assistants (CCAs)‑in‑training. These funding 
supports and increases to parent fees raised 
revenue to child care centers by more than 20%.  


In the fall of 2013, Manitoba undertook a provincial 
consultation on Early Learning and Child Care (ELCC) 
and gathered input from families, the workforce, 
students and key stakeholders through in‑person 
forums and online feedback for the development of 
options and recommendations for the next multi‑year 
plan for ELCC. 


21  Fransoo, R., Martens, P., The Need To Know Team, Prior, H., Burchill, C., Koseva, I., 
Bailly, A., Allegro, E. October 2013. 2013 RHA Indicators Atlas. Manitoba Centre for 
Health Policy.
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What Does This Indicate?
The Early Development Instrument 
(EDI) measures the percentage of 
kindergarten children “very ready” 
(top 30th percentile) and “not ready” 
(lowest 10th percentile) to learn in 
school in five areas:


• physical health and well‑being


• social competence


• emotional maturity


• language and thinking skills


• communication skills and 
general knowledge


The EDI includes all kindergarten 
children registered in a public school 
division. Independent (private) and 
First Nations Band‑operated schools 
may elect to collect EDI data.


Why is This Important?
Children who begin school ready to 
learn are more likely to succeed. EDI 
results help communities identify 
opportunities to best support early 
childhood development.


Indicator Baseline 
2008/09 school‑year EDI scores show 
that 14% of children were not ready to 
learn (lowest 10th percentile) in two or 
more areas and 29% were not ready 
in one or more areas; while 43% and 
63% were very ready to learn (top 30th 
percentile) in two or more and one or 
more areas, respectively. 


Most Recent Data
2010/11 school‑year EDI scores show 
that 15% of children were not ready to 
learn (lowest 10th percentile) in two or 
more areas and 28% were not ready 
in one or more areas; while 45% and 
65% were very ready to learn (top 30th 
percentile) in two or more and one or 
more areas, respectively. 


Trend
EDI scores show that Manitoba 
children have similar school readiness 
as the Canadian average, and that 
children with Aboriginal ancestry are 
generally less ready to learn than 
non‑Aboriginal children in Manitoba – 
differences that largely disappear 
after accounting for socio‑economic 
status. Language and thinking skills in 
Manitoba are improving at a statistically 
significant rate.


EDI	Scores,	Manitoba,		
2005/06	to	2010/11	


Indicator 13
Early Development Instrument22


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	EDI	
scores	in	Manitoba	
have	been	stable.	


22  Data on Manitoba’s Early Development Instrument is collected by the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, biennially.
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The Abecedarian Project


A child care centre in the Lord 
Selkirk Park neighbourhood 
is piloting the Abecedarian 
approach, including the 
well‑evaluated and successful 
Abecedarian curriculum, 
low educator:child ratios, an 
enhanced educator training 
model, a home visit‑family 
engagement component and 
a meal program. Thirty‑two 
infant and preschool spaces 
are available for participating 
children and their families.
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What Does This Indicate?
Availability of licensed child care 
measures the percentage of children 
in Manitoba (ages 12 and under) for 
whom there are regulated child care 
space. This excludes child care spaces 
on‑reserve. 


Why is This Important?
This measure shows access to quality, 
affordable child care, which can lead 
to better outcomes for children. It also 
gives parents the opportunity to work, 
pursue training or go to school while 
their children receive care, and early 
learning experiences.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008/09, 16.4% of children under the 
age of twelve had access to a regulated 
child care space.


Most Recent Data
In 2013/14, 17.3% of children under the 
age of twelve had access to a regulated 
child care space. There were regulated 
spaces for 24.4% of children 0 to 5 
years of age.


Trend
Through Manitoba’s regulated child 
care program, the number of spaces 
has increased at a steady rate. In 
2002/03, there were regulated child 
care spaces available for 13.5% of 
children (aged 12 and under); in 
2013/14, availability had increased to 
17.3%, a 28.1% improvement. 


In 2013/14, there were 32,555 spaces, 
including 21,778 for preschool and 
10,777 for school‑age children.


Program capacity increased by 921 
spaces in 2013/14, which represents 
an increase of 2.9% from 2012/13. 
Demand for additional spaces remains, 
with the greatest demand being for 
infant spaces.


Availability	of	Licensed	Child	Care,	
Manitoba,	2002/03	to	2013/14	


Indicator 14
Availability of Licensed Child Care23


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	
5.5%	more	Manitoba	
children	have	access	
to	a	regulated	child	
care	space.	


23  Data on the availability of licensed child care spaces is collected by Manitoba Family Services, annually.
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Budget 2013 Update


In 2013/14, new funding was 
approved for an additional 386 
new child care spaces in centres. 
In total, 392 new centre spaces 
were funded and opened in 
eleven centres, six of which were 
new sites.
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What Does This Indicate?
Children in Care measures the 
percentage of Manitoba children (17 
years and younger) who are in the care 
of a Child and Family Services agency.


Why is This Important?
An increase in the proportion of 
children in care (as a percentage of the 
total child population) may indicate that 
more families are struggling to care 
and provide safety for their children. It 
may also reflect changes in standards 
and practices in the field. 


Indicator Baseline
At March 31, 2008, 2.8% of Manitoba 
children were in the care of a Child and 
Family Services agency.


Most Recent Data
At March 31, 2014, 3.6% of Manitoba 
children were in the care of a Child and 
Family Services agency.


Trend
The proportion of children in care 
continues to grow. The largest increase 
has been Aboriginal children taken into 
care by Aboriginal Child and Family 
Services agencies. 


At March 31, 2014, there were 10,293 
children in care. In addition to these 
cases, there were 542 extensions of 
care, where support was extended to 
youth 18 and older. Child and Family 
Services agencies also offer voluntary 
family and family enhancement 
services. At March 31, 2014, there were 
10,287 families receiving these services, 
which help to keep children safe at 
home with their families. 


In addition to the disruption in the lives 
of children in care, the Conference 
Board of Canada has found that, on 
average, a Canadian child aging‑out 
of foster care in 2013/14 would earn 
approximately $326,000 less income 
over his or her lifespan than the 
Canadian average.25 Children in care 


Percentage	of	Children	under		
Age	18	In	Care,	at	March	31,	Manitoba,	
2001	to	2014


Indicator 15
Children in Care24


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	the	
rate	of	children	in	
care	has	increased	by	
0.8	percentage	points.


24  Data on children in care is collected by Manitoba Family Services, annually.
25  Bounajm, Fares, Beckman, Kip, and Theriault, Louis. April 2014. Success for All: Investing in the Future of Canadian 


Children in Care. Ottawa: The Conference Board of Canada. p. 2.
26 Ibid. p. 23.
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The General Authority (GA) has helped me in my journey, 
providing both emotional and financial support. During my first 
year of University, I received financial assistance through the GA 
Post‑Secondary Fund and was able to access counseling services 
through their Building Futures initiative. Those supports allowed me 
to grow stronger and more determined as an individual. Also with 
help from the General Authority, this year I was awarded a Youth in 
Care Tuition Waiver from the University of Manitoba. Not only will 
this help me to complete my degree in Social Work, this allows me 
to completely focus my attention on academic studies.  


– Amanda, a former Child in Care


are not the only people to lose: the 
cost to Canada of social assistance 
and forgone income and consumption 
taxes is estimated to be $289 million for 
each cohort (annually) of these children 
that age out of care.26 It is in everyone’s 
interest to see children grow in happy, 
healthy homes. 
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What Does This Indicate?
The teen birth rate shows the number 
of live births to females aged 10 to 19 
years as a rate per 1,000 females the 
same age. 


Why is This Important?
Manitoba Centre for Health Policy data 
shows a link between a mother having 
her first child when she is young and 
increased risk of poorer outcomes for 
both her children and herself.28 


Indicator Baseline
In 2008/09, there were 16.4 births per 
1,000 females aged 10 to 19 years 
in Manitoba.


Most Recent Data
In 2012/13, there were 13.9 births per 
1,000 females aged 10 to 19 years 
in Manitoba.


Trend
The teen birth rate decreased 21.9% 
between 1999/2000 and 2012/2013.


Income, geography and ethnicity 
continue to largely shape this indicator, 
and in 2012/13:


• there were 34.7 more teen births 
per 1,000 amongst rural Manitobans 
in the lowest income quintile 
(35.7 per 1,000) compared to urban 
Manitobans in the highest urban 
income quintile (1.0 per 1,000);


• there were 12.4 more teen births 
per 1,000 amongst Manitobans in 
the lowest rural income quintile 
(35.7 per 1,000) than there were 
for Manitobans in the lowest urban 
income quintile (23.3 per 1,000); and


• the teen birth rate was more than 
five times as high for First Nations 
Manitobans (51.4 and 50.5 on‑ and 
off‑reserve per 1,000, respectively) 
as it was for other Manitobans 
(9.0 per 1,000).


Teen	Birth	Rate,	Manitoba,		
1999/2000	to	2012/13


Indicator 16
Teen Birth Rates27


All Aboard Status
In	2012/13,	there	were	
15.2%	fewer	births	
to	teen	mothers	than	
in	2008/09.


27  Manitoba’s crude teen birth rate is collected by Manitoba Health, Healthy Living and Seniors, annually.
 28  Martens, P. J., Brownell, M., Au, W., MacWilliam, L., Prior, H., Schultz, J., Guenette, W., Elliott, L., Buchan, S., 


Anderson, M., Caetano, P., Metge C, Santos, R., Serwonka, K. September 2010. Health Inequities in Manitoba: Is the 
Socioeconomic Gap Widening or Narrowing Over Time? Winnipeg, MB: Manitoba Centre for Health Policy. p. 47 – 54.
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Teen	Birth	Rates,	Manitoba,	Urban	&	
Rural	Income	Quintiles,	2012/13
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What Does This Indicate?
Potential years of life lost (PYLL) by income quintile measures premature 
mortality (before age 75) disaggregated by income. Information is presented as 
total years lost per 1,000 people up to age 75, by geography and income quintile to 
differentiate between rural and urban rates of low income.


Why is This Important?
This indicator shows the link between income and risk of premature death. 


Indicator Baseline
In 2008/09, there were, on average, 53.8 years of life lost per 1,000 Manitobans, 
aged 0 to 74 years, broken down by income quintile, as follows:


Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest Total


Rural 94.3 48.4 56.9 47.0 42.1
53.8 Yrs


Urban 84.3 55.8 44.5 35.5 26.1


Most Recent Data
In 2012/13, there were, on average, 49.6 years of life lost per 1,000 Manitobans, 
aged 0 to 74 years, broken down by income quintile, as follows:


Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest Total


Rural 77.4 58.3 45.7 47.3 39.1
49.6 Yrs


Urban 80.5 48.3 38.3 27.8 26.2


Trend
Men, northern residents and First 
Nations Manitobans have, on 
average, increased potential years 
of life lost. First Nations northern 
males face particular risk. Overall, 
PYLL disparities are decreasing, 
especially in rural Manitoba. 


Potential	Years	of	Life	Lost	(PYLL),	
Rural	and	Urban,	Lowest	Income	
Quintiles,	Manitoba,	1999/00	to	2012/13


Indicator 17
Potential Years of Life Lost  
by Income Quintile29


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	the	
potential	years	of	life	
lost	for	all	Manitobans	
has	decreased	by	
4.2	years.


29  Data on the potential years of life lost by income quintile is collected by Manitoba Health, Healthy Living and 
Seniors, annually, and are not age adjusted.
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Lowest Income 
Quintile


Middle Income 
Quintile


Highest Income 
Quintile


10.5%
9.6%


8.6% 7.9%
6.2% 6.1%


UrbanRural


What Does This Indicate?
The prevalence of chronic diseases by income quintile shows the relationship 
between income and the prevalence of arthritis, diabetes, hypertension, and 
respiratory diseases. Rates of these chronic diseases are based on the per cent 
of population aged 19 and over; except for respiratory diseases, which includes 
all ages.


Why is This Important?
Chronic diseases are a major cause of death and disability; Manitobans living in 
low income are more likely to experience the burden of chronic disease than others.


Indicator 18
Prevalence of Chronic Diseases  
by Income Quintile30


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	
the	prevalence	of	
hypertension	and	
diabetes	have	increased,	
while	respiratory	
diseases	have	decreased.	
An	update	on	the	
prevalence	of	arthritis	
among	Manitobans	is	
unavailable	at	this	time.


30  Crude data on the prevalence of chronic disease by income quintile is collected by Manitoba Health, Healthy 
Living and Seniors, annually, and are not age adjusted.


Prevalence,	Diabetes,	Select	Income	
Quintiles,	Manitoba,	2012/13


Lowest Income 
Quintile


Middle Income 
Quintile


Highest Income 
Quintile


8.9%


13.4%


9.0%


11.8%


8.8%
10.0%


UrbanRural


Prevalence,	Respiratory	Diseases,	
Select	Income	Quintiles,	Manitoba,	
2012/13


Lowest Income 
Quintile


Middle Income 
Quintile


Highest Income 
Quintile


28.3% 26.9%


32.2%


26.9% 25.7% 25.7%


UrbanRural


Prevalence,	Hypertension,	Select	
Income	Quintiles,	Manitoba,	2012/13
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Indicator Baseline
The prevalence of select chronic diseases by income quintile in 2008/09 are 
shown below: 


Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest


Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban


Diabetes 10.3% 9.0% 7.9% 7.4% 7.5% 7.0% 6.8% 6.2% 5.5% 5.1%


Respiratory Diseases 9.2% 13.9% 8.4% 12.0% 8.7% 10.9% 8.7% 9.9% 8.2% 8.8%


Hypertension 28.0% 26.8% 29.3% 25.4% 28.1% 26.6% 28.9% 25.6% 22.8% 24.3%


Arthritis 31.2% 34.8% 31.4% 31.3% 33.3% 31.9% 32.0% 31.0% 29.7% 31.2%


Most Recent Data
The prevalence of select chronic diseases by income quintile in 2012/13 are 
shown below: 


Lowest Second Third Fourth Highest


Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban Rural Urban


Diabetes 10.5% 9.6% 9.6% 8.5% 8.6% 7.9% 7.8% 7.1% 6.2% 6.1%


Respiratory Diseases 8.9% 13.4% 9.4% 12.3% 9.0% 11.8% 8.0% 10.8% 8.8% 10.0%


Hypertension 28.3% 26.9% 31.9% 27.0% 32.2% 26.9% 27.1% 26.6% 25.7% 25.7%


Arthritis Data Unavailable


Trend
Risk of chronic disease, generally, increases with age and lower income. Chronic 
disease is on the rise, and diabetes in particular is a problem. The prevalence of 
diabetes has the strongest correlation with income and First Nations Manitobans 
are at the highest risk of this disease.


Since 1999/00, the prevalence of diabetes and hypertension have risen by 69.4% 
and 33.3%, respectively. Although the prevalence of diabetes is on the rise, recent 
research shows that since the mid‑1990s, the mortality associated with diabetes 
has dropped significantly, implying that people with diabetes are living longer, 
which would increase prevalence. This reflects the benefits of early detection, 
and improvements in healthcare and self‑care for people with diabetes. For both 
diabetes and hypertension, the incidence of new cases is decreasing, meaning 
that the prevalence of these diseases is also expected to decrease over time. 
However, decreasing incidence rates are not found in lower income areas.31


31  Fransoo, et al. Pp. 67, 75 and 91.
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Manitoba’s children are our greatest 
resource and responsibility. The best 
gift we can give them is a healthy 
start in their early years. Every parent 
wants the best for their children, but 
not all parents are in a position to 
provide their children with the same 
opportunities as others. The Manitoba 
government appreciates that parenting 
is challenging. The demands made on 
family time and funds can be exhaustive.


The Manitoba government has recently 
added a new tool to help improve 
our ability to level the playing field: 
The Early Childhood Development 
Innovation Fund. This $1 million fund 
was seeded through $500,000 invested 
by The McConnell Foundation, which 
was matched by the Manitoba 
government. The first project supported 
under this fund is the Winnipeg 
Boldness Project, which will focus on 
innovative early childhood development 
initiatives for children and families 
in the Point Douglas community of 
Winnipeg. Lessons learned from this 
project will inform future investments.


The Early Childhood Development 
Innovation Fund complements the 
suite of evidence‑based programs 
and services that help Manitoba 


families and children to thrive, under 
the leadership of the Healthy Child 
Committee of Cabinet.


An available child care space is an 
important prerequisite for many 
parents who participate in the labour 
force or attend school. Building on prior 
efforts to expand Manitoba’s child care 
system (see page 27), the Manitoba 
government is again committed to a 
new Multi‑year Child Care Plan that 
will build and open new child care 
centres over the next five years, as well 
as increase the number of licensed 
family child care homes. Over the 
next five years (2014/15 to 2018/19) 
Manitoba will invest in over 5,000 new 
and newly funded spaces. Increased 
operating grants will be provided and a 
wage enhancement grant for long‑term 
Early Childhood Educators will be 
established in support of higher wages 
for the sector.


Children should be happy at home and 
the Manitoba government is working 
to reduce the number of children 
taken into care. Proactive measures 
have been introduced to identify 
problems early so that supports may 
be wrapped‑around the family before 
there is distress. In 2008, Differential 


Response was introduced to Manitoba. 
This enables child protection workers 
to determine the kinds of supports and 
services needed to keep children safe 
and families healthy. Families receive 
holistic and collaborative services that 
have been adapted to their situation. 


Unfortunately, there remains a need 
to protect children from harm, but 
these children should not be left 
behind. Programming is now in place 
offering Tuition Waivers to eligible 
youth in care/formerly in care at 
public post‑secondary institutions 
across Manitoba. 


Growing Strong Healthy Families


Winnipeg Boldness Project


The Project is a new initiative 
aiming to work alongside the 
North End community to improve 
outcomes for young children in 
the Point Douglas area. It is a 
child‑centred, early childhood 
development project that brings 
together deep community 
wisdom and world‑leading 
science in order to bring about 
large‑scale change.


MYTEAM


Manitoba Youth Transitional Employment Assistance Mentorship (MYTEAM) is a community‑based pilot project 
in Winnipeg and Thompson to support youth 16 to 21 years of age who are leaving, or have recently left the care 
of Manitoba Child and Family Services (CFS) agencies as they transition to living independently as adults in the 
community. Emma (20), a young parent, finished the MYTEAM program in April 2013.  She went on to complete her 
Mature Student diploma in June of that year, having built confidence and a number of skills as she worked on her 
personal goals. Emma left the program with a number of positive work and life experiences, stable housing, and a 
financial plan that would enable her to be secure in meeting her and her child’s needs. 
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Accessible and co‑ordinated 
services help all Manitobans and 
are especially important for those 
with complex problems. 


Indicators of accessible and co‑ordinated 
services include continuity of physician 
care, the use of ACCESS centres, and 
the number of Manitobans receiving 
co‑ordinated home care services. These 
measure some of the ways that the 
Manitoba government’s suite of services 
and programming is helping those with 
the greatest need, as:


• Manitoba’s universal home care 
program offers both health and 
daily living services to vulnerable 
Manitobans where they live; 


• continuity of care is an important 
feature of a responsive health care 
system and can result in improved 
health outcomes as a result of one 
physician managing a person’s 
healthcare needs over an extended 
period of time; and


• access to co‑ordinated health and 
social services at ACCESS centres 
can result in better co‑ordination 
of care, improved access to 
inter‑professional team members as 
well as improved continuity of care


Poverty is an important determinant 
of health. “People low on the 
socio‑economic scale are likely to 
carry a higher burden of just about 
any disease”32 reports the Canadian 
Medical Association, which also found 
“that poverty underpinned most other 
social determinants of health such as 
adequate housing, nutritious food and 
proper early childhood development.”33 
In 2013, the Manitoba Centre for Health 
Policy considered the health status 
of those living in social housing and 
determined that poverty is an important 
factor associated with many negative 
outcomes (including lower rates of 
high school completion and screening 
mammography, and higher rates of 
respiratory morbidity).34 


Pillar Four
Accessible, Co‑ordinated Services


My Health Teams (MyHT)


The Manitoba government is 
supporting the development 
of collaborative partnerships 
between regional health 
authorities, and other care 
providers such as fee‑for‑service 
primary care practices, 
community health agencies and 
other organizations, who work 
closely with one another to plan, 
develop and provide enhanced 
local primary care services 
through resource sharing and 
a team‑based approach. Each 
MyHT is a bit different, as 
services are specifically designed 
to meet community needs. 
However, all teams focus on 
being inclusive of their patients 
and working with them to help 
patients stay as well as they 
can be. As we go forward, MyHT 
will support improved access 
to primary care providers and 
improve continuity of care.  There 
are 14 MyHealthTeams being 
developed and implemented 
across Manitoba.


32 Canadian Medical Association. 2013. Health Care in Canada: What Makes Us Sick? p. 4.
33 Ibid.
34  Smith, M., Finlayson, G., Martens, P., Dunn, J., Prior, H., Taylor, C., Soodeen, RA, Burchill, C., Guenette, W., Hinds, 


A. June 2013. Social Housing in Manitoba Part II: Social Housing and Health in Manitoba: A First Look. Winnipeg, MB. 
Manitoba Centre for Health Policy. Manitoba Centre for Health Policy. p. XV & XVII.


Page 36  |  All Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy 2013/14 Annual Report







0


2,000


4,000


6,000


8,000


10,000


12,000


14,000


16,000


Therapy Licensed 
Practical 


Nurse


Home 
Support 
Service


Registered 
Nursing


Home Care 
Attendant


What Does This Indicate?
The average monthly number of people 
receiving co‑ordinated home care 
services shows the average number 
of Manitobans receiving Manitoba 
Home Care services (per month). This 
provides both support for activities of 
daily living and/or health services.


Why is This Important?
The Home Care Program provides 
services to vulnerable Manitobans, 
helping them remain in the community.


Indicator Baseline
In 2008/09, 23,075 Manitobans received 
co‑ordinated home care services, 
monthly (on average).


Most Recent Data
In 2012/13, 24,514 Manitobans received 
co‑ordinated home care services, 
monthly (on average).


Trend
The average number of people 
receiving co‑ordinated home care 
services has increased by 15.8% 
since 1999/00, which demonstrates 
the Manitoba government’s 
commitment to respond to a growing 
and aging population.


Home care services are provided 
by various professionals and 
non‑professional regional program 
staff, comprising home support 
services, home care attendants, 
registered nurses, licensed practical 
nurses and various therapies. 


Co‑ordinated	Home	Care	Services,	
Average	Number	of	Individuals	per	
Month,	Manitoba,	1999/00	to	2012/13	


Indicator 19
Average Monthly Number of  
People Receiving Co‑ordinated  
Home Care Services35


All Aboard Status
Since	2008/09,	there	are	
6.2%	more	Manitobans	
receiving	co‑ordinated	
home	care	services.


35 Data on co‑ordinated home care services is collected by Manitoba Health, Healthy Living and Seniors, annually.
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* Individuals may receive more than one type 
of service.
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What Does This Indicate?
Continuity of Physician Care shows 
the percentage of Manitobans who had 
most of their ambulatory physician 
visits from the same physician over a 
two‑year period. 


Why is This Important?
This indicator reflects the importance 
of having a relationship with the same 
primary care provider or clinic to 
ensure that people have a home base 
for ongoing care, co‑ordination and 
support from someone who knows 
them and their health needs.  


Indicator Baseline
For the two‑year period from 2007/08 
to 2008/09, 70.6% of Manitobans 
received most of their care from the 
same physician.


Most Recent Data
For the two‑year period from 2011/12 
to 2012/13, 69.3% of Manitobans 
received most of their care from the 
same physician.


Trend
Continuity of Physician Care has 
improved by 5.2% from 1999/2000 – 
2000/01 to 2011/12 – 2012/13. Income, 
geography, age and ethnicity largely 
shape this indicator, as in 2011/12 – 
2012/13 continuity of physician care was: 


• 11.6% lower amongst rural 
Manitobans in the lowest income 
quintile (63.2%) than it was amongst 
urban Manitobans in the highest 
income quintile (71.5%);


• 14.1% lower in the Northern Regional 
Health Authority (61.4%) than it was 
in the Winnipeg Regional Health 
Authority (71.5%);


• 24.5% lower among those under the 
age of 19 (58.5%) than it was among 
those 65 years and older (77.5%); and


• over 20% lower among First Nations 
Manitobans (58.5% and 54.2% 
on‑ and off‑reserve, respectively 
than it was for non‑First Nations 
Manitobans (70.3%).


Disparities in physician care are 
converging. Inequities between rural 
and urban dwellers and among 
Manitobans with different levels of 
income are narrowing. 


Continuity	of	Physician	Care,	
Individuals,	Manitoba,	1999/00	–	
2000/01	to	2011/12	–	2012/13


Indicator 20
Continuity of Physician Care36


All Aboard Status
Since	2007/08	to	
2008/09,	Continuity	
of	Physician	Care	
has	been	stable	
(decreasing	by	1.8%).


36 Crude data on continuity of physician care is collected by Manitoba Health, Healthy Living and Seniors, annually.
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What Does This Indicate?
The number of people using ACCESS Centres measures the number of 
Manitobans who receive services from an ACCESS Centre. 


Why is This Important?
This indicator reflects the ongoing access to co‑ordinated and comprehensive 
health and social services from a single site.


Indicator Baseline
In 2010/11, there were 42,175 units of service38 provided at ACCESS 
Centres in Manitoba (only available in Winnipeg). Note that individuals may 
receive multiple services. 


Units	of	Service,	ACCESS	Centres,	
Winnipeg,	Select	Years	


Indicator 21
Number of People  
Using ACCESS Centres37


All Aboard Status
Since	2010/11,	there	
has	been	a	32.9%	
increase	in	the	units	
of	service	provided	at	
ACCESS	Centres.	


37  Data on people using ACCESS centres is collected by Manitoba Health, Healthy Living and Seniors and Manitoba 
Family Services, annually.


38  Units of service comprise an array of health and social service supports, including Children’s disABILITY Services, 
Community Living disABILITY Services, Child Development MarketAbilities, Inclusion Support, prenatal/post 
partum referrals, Families First, communicable disease investigations, influenza vaccines, home care, mental 
health and the primary care programming. In addition to these units of care, there are also minor fee‑for‑service 
procedures, speech/language, dietician, audiology and midwifery services available at ACCESS Centres. 


2010/11


42,175


2012/13


53,033


2013/14


56,056


The Downtown Health and Social Service team has helped me find 
hope for a promising future. Employment and Income Assistance 
connected me with mental health services and advocated for 
additional financial supports to get me in better housing. Mental 
health supports gave me skills and insight to handle a difficult 
diagnosis and find stability. They kept everyone else in the loop 
when I could not, so I did not lose my EIA or MarketABILITIES 
supports. MarketABILITIES was patient with me as I made some 
mistakes along the way. Together, they all played an important 
role in getting me back to school and hopeful again.


– Alex, Health and Social Service team client 
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Most Recent Data
In 2013/14, there were 56,056 units of service administered at ACCESS Centres 
in Winnipeg (with multiple units potentially delivered to one individual), including 
9,642 units delivered at ACCESS Nor West which opened in 2013, as follows:


2013/14


River East Transcona Downtown Nor West Total Notes


Primary Care  
Clinic Patients


8,363  3,562  6,349  5,339 23,613


Public Health Cases 5,083  2,912  4,314  2,778 15,087 1


Home Care 4,148  1,755  2,640  – 8,543 


Mental Health 429  190  559  103 1,281 


Employment  
and Income 
Assistance Cases


2393 1,917  1,004  5,314 2


Disability Cases 1025 492  333 1,850 3


Child Development 
Cases


178 105 85 368 4


1 Data collected on a calendar year basis.
2 Family Services administered programming at Access River East and Access Transcona are collected in aggregate.
3  Disability cases include Children’s disABILITY Services, Community Living disABILITY Services and 


MarketAbilities programming.
4 Child development cases include child development and inclusion support programming.


Trend
ACCESS Centres provide community‑based co‑ordinated service delivery. In 
addition to ACCESS Centres, many services are also co‑ordinated at five Health 
and Social Service Centres in Winnipeg. In 2013/14, there were a further 9,581 
Employment and Income Assistance cases, 3,601 Disability Cases and 266 Child 
Development cases administered alongside health programming in the areas of 
home care, mental health and public health at Health and Social Service Centres.
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Many low‑income Manitobans rely on 
the services provided by the Manitoba 
government. This is why ensuring 
that services are accessible and 
co‑ordinated are important elements 
of Manitoba’s approach to reducing 
poverty and promoting social inclusion. 


Effective services need to reach those 
in need, capitalize on opportunities for 
prevention, build on the strengths of 
individuals and communities, and steer 
those in need towards appropriate 
programs and benefits.


This is why the Manitoba government 
funds Citizens’ Bridge, which 
helps Manitobans to obtain proper 
identification and financial literacy 
training. This work acknowledges that 
there are systemic barriers that work 
against some Manitobans. 


In 2013/14 the Manitoba government, in 
collaboration with the City of Winnipeg, 
Winnipeg Police Service, Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority, Winnipeg 
School Division, and Community 


Based Organizations, launched the 
new Block by Block Community 
Safety and Well‑being Initiative. 
The first project of this initiative, 
Thunderwing, aims to improve 
community safety by enhancing the 
well‑being of families living in a 21 
block area within the William Whyte 
and Dufferin neighbourhoods of 
Winnipeg. This approach has two 
prongs: co‑ordinating/mobilizing 
services and addressing institutional 
barriers. Thunderwing brings together 
service providers, both government 
and non‑governmental, to co‑ordinate 
and mobilizing existing services and 
resources across sectors to give 
families the support they need so they 
can prevent and permanently stabilize 
crisis situations. Block by Block will 
use feedback from Thunderwing to 
find long‑term sustainable solutions 
to systemic barriers that prevent 
services from connecting with families 
and supporting them in reaching their 
full capacity. 


There are also measures being taken 
to bring services to where Manitobans 
live. For example, the Families First 
program offers supports to families 
with children, from pregnancy to 
school entry. Available province‑wide, 
at no cost, public health nurses 
visit Manitobans in their homes to 
discuss whether there are community 
resources that would benefit their 
family, potentially to include regular 
home visitation that offers family 
supports to build a strong relationship 
between child and family members, 
while sharing information and 
suggesting activities to help children 
grow up healthy and happy.


Promoting Accessible,  
Co‑ordinated Services
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national council of welfare reportS
no. 3


L O N E  P A R E N T  W I T H  A  C H I L D  A G E D  T W O
this is one of four bulletins providing welfare income information on four household types. there is also a 
methodology bulletin you may wish to consult for further explanation.


W I D E  V A R I A T I O N  A C R O S S  T H E  C O U N T R Y


Basic Social 
Assistance����


Othe����r 
P/T*  


Be����ne����fits


Fe����de����ral 
Child Tax 


Be����ne����fit


P⁄T* 
Child 


Be����ne����fit


GST 
Cre����dit


Othe����r P/T* 
Tax 


Cre����dits


Total 
Income����


newfoundland and labrador (nl) $12,285 $1,200 $4,501 $324 $605 $100 $19,015


prince edward island (pe) $10,927 $4,501 $605 $16,033


nova Scotia (nS) $9,300 $4,501 $445 $605 $14,851


new Brunswick (nB) $9,492 $1,020 $4,501 $250 $605 $15,868


Quebec (Qc) $8,308 $960 $4,501 $2,857 $605 $17,231


ontario (on) $10,883 $4,501 $300 $605 $394 $16,683


manitoba (mB) $9,636 $4,501 $605 $14,742


Saskatchewan (SK) $11,093 $4,501 $605 $214 $16,413


alberta (aB) $9,098 $4,391 $605 $14,094


British columbia (Bc) $11,347 $80 $4,501  $605 $275 $16,808


Yukon (Yt) $17,201 $260 $4,501 $450 $605 $23,017


northwest territories (nt) $20,974 $4,501 $330 $605 $26,410


nunavut (nu) $42,986 $4,501 $330 $605 $47,168


*provincial/territorial


I M P R O V E M E N T  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  A D E Q U A C Y
W e l f a r e  i n c o m e s  c o m p a r i s o n  i n  $


 We����lfare���� 
Income���� AT LICO MBM* Ave����rage���� AT 


Income����*
We����lfare���� 
Income���� AT LICO MBM* Ave����rage���� AT 


Income����*


NL $19,015 $18,911 $19,211 $28,551 ON $16,683 $22,361 $21,109 $36,737


PE $16,033 $18,676 $20,491 $29,983 MB $14,742 $22,361 $18,116 $33,974


NS $14,851 $18,911 $19,897 $30,802 SK $16,413 $18,911 $18,432 $30,086


NB $15,868 $18,911 $17,999 $26,299 AB $14,094 $22,361 $20,766 $40,933


QC $17,231 $22,361 $17,624 $31,723 BC $16,808 $22,361 $21,136 $35,407


* estimated
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W e l f a r e  i n c o m e s  c o m p a r e d  t o  a f t e r - t a x  L I C O ,  M B M  a n d  a f t e r - t a x 
a v e r a g e  i n c o m e  ( 2 0 0 8 )


●● the lowest welfare income was in alberta at 63% of the at lico, 68% of the mBm and only 34%  
of at average income.


●● in newfoundland and labrador it reached 101% of the at lico, 99% of the mBm and 67% of at 
average income.


L I Q U I D  A S S E T  R U L E S  N O T  H E L P I N G


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  a t  a p p l i c a t i o n 


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  o n c e  o n  w e l f a r e


●● none of the asset exemption levels is generous, but some are non-existent. Having low or no 
exemptions for some applicants means that they have to spend their last dollar before they can 
qualify for assistance.
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E X T E N T  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  D E C L I N E  I N  R E C E N T  Y E A R S


2008 
Amount Pe����ak Ye����ar Pe����ak 


Amount*
$ Change���� from 
Pe����ak to 2008 Low Ye����ar Low 


Amount*


$ Change���� from 
Low Amount  


to 2008


NL $19,015 2007 $19,220 -$205 1989 $16,284 $2,731


PE $16,033 1992 $17,137 -$1,104 1999 $14,331 $1,702


NS $14,851 1991 $16,482 -$1,631 2005 $13,770 $1,082


NB $15,868 2008 $15,868 $0 1989 $13,444 $2,424


QC $17,231 2007 $17,460 -$229 1989 $14,625 $2,607


ON $16,683 1992 $22,444 -$5,761 2005 $15,405 $1,278


MB $14,742 1992 $16,674 -$1,931 2000 $13,893 $850


SK $16,413 1986 $17,049 -$636 2004 $13,856 $2,557


AB $14,094 1986 $17,147 -$3,052 2005 $13,140 $955


BC $16,808 1994 $18,183 -$1,375 2005 $14,869 $1,940


YT $23,017 2008 $23,017 $0 1986 $17,917 $5,101


NT $26,410 1993 $27,850 -$1,440 2007 $19,684 $6,726


NU $47,168 2008 $47,168 $0 2007 $46,006 $1,162


*peak amounts and low amounts are in 2008 constant dollars.


●● 2008 was the peak year in only 3 cases but at least in no case was it a low year.


●● the majority of welfare incomes peaked many years ago.


●● the amount of the decrease in total welfare incomes is sometimes severe.
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P e r c e n t a g e  c h a n g e  f r o m  p e a k  t o  2 0 0 8  a m o u n t  b y  p r o v i n c e  a n d  t e r r i t o r y


P e r c e n t a g e  c h a n g e  f r o m  l o w  a m o u n t  t o  2 0 0 8  a m o u n t  b y  p r o v i n c e 
a n d  t e r r i t o r y


●● for half of the provinces and territories, the lowest amount was between 2000 and 2007.


●● for the northwest territories and newfoundland and labrador, the 2008 amount represented more 
than a 25% increase compared to the lowest year’s amount. 
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B R I D G I N G  F R O M  W E L F A R E  T O  P A I D  E M P L O Y M E N T


earnings exemptions – that portion of earned 
income not clawback by welfare – as well 
as the federal working income tax Benefit 
(witB) and provincial or territorial work-
related benefits or supplements not only 
allow recipients to increase their overall 
income, but they are intended to encourage 
work experience and the transition to the 
labour market. But you don’t necessarily 
keep the worth of your earnings. it depends 
on welfare rules and rates where you live.
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T h e  t o t a l  i n c o m e  f r o m  w e l f a r e  a n d  e a r n i n g s  a l s o  v a r i e s


T o  h e l p  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  c h a r t s  m e e t  ‘ M a r y ’ 
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mary is a lone parent living on welfare in 
winnipeg and considered employable by 
her provincial welfare ministry. in 2008 she 
received an estimated $1,229 each month 
($804 welfare, $375 federal child tax benefit 
and $50 GSt credit). if mary worked while 
on welfare and earned $600 monthly, how 
much was that extra income worth? first, 
her provincial welfare would be clawed 
back by $280. then mary would gain an 
estimated $70 from the federal witB and 
$50 as a provincial work benefit. in the end, 
her $600 was worth $440. this does not 
include work-related expenses like clothing 
or transport or child care. if mary lived in 
any other province, she would keep less 
than $440. with $600 earnings, mary  
would get the highest total income in 
newfoundland and labrador ($1,319) and 
ontario ($1,277); she would get considerably 
less in nova Scotia ($1,025) and in British 
columbia ($995) as the second chart shows.
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AARP is a nonprofit, nonpartisan membership organization for people 50 and over. We 
provide information and resources; advocate on legislative, consumer, and legal issues; 
assist members to serve their communities; and offer a wide range of unique benefits, 
special products, and services for our members.  These benefits include AARP Webplace 
at www.aarp.org, AARP Modern Maturity, and My Generation magazines, the monthly 
AARP Bulletin, and a Spanish-language newspaper, Segunda Juventud.  Active in every 
state, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands, AARP 
celebrates the attitude that age is just a number and life is what you make it. 
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Survey Highlights 
 
The AARP Colorado Member Opinion Survey was conducted May through July 2002.  A 
sample of 2,000 AARP members in Colorado was selected from AARP’s membership 
database.  Fifty-six percent of the sampled Colorado members returned surveys by the 
due date, providing 1,112 useable surveys for analysis. 


 
• Colorado members are extremely concerned about making sure that their pension 


benefits or retirement savings are safe and secure; finding affordable, high quality 
health insurance; and having access to affordable prescription drugs. 


 
• Most members say they would personally use written information, attend one-time 


educational events, or participate in activities to improve state laws, policies, 
regulations, or practices if offered by AARP in Colorado.  Members want to find out 
about AARP activities by mail. 


 
• About a third of Colorado members have volunteered for a community organization in 


the past year.  Fewer express interest in volunteering for AARP in the next year or so.   
 


o Members are motivated to volunteer for AARP by helping older people in the 
community and by learning about issues that affect people age 50 and older. 


o Prescription drugs, Social Security and Medicare, and living a healthy lifestyle 
are topics that might interest Colorado members enough to volunteer for 
AARP. 


 
• The top legislative priorities of Colorado members are the availability, cost, and 


quality of health care and access to affordable prescription drugs. 
 
• Paying for prescription drugs has been a problem for Colorado members in the past 12 


months.  Out-of-pocket expenses for prescriptions have amounted to $50 or more per 
month for nearly half of Colorado members. 


 
• Colorado members support funding a prescription drug assistance program in the state 


for low-income persons over 65 years old, even if it means allocating new or 
reallocating existing state funds. 


 
• Members say that it would be important to be able to stay at home as long as possible 


if they became ill or disabled and needed long-term care, even if it meant they would 
have to contribute more to the cost of their care.  Most Colorado members prefer to 
pay a nurse or aide or have family and friends provide in-home care. 
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About This Survey 
 


This mail survey of AARP members in Colorado explores their concerns, state legislative 
priorities, preferences for involvement with AARP, and preferences for receiving 
information from AARP.  It also examines three topics in greater depth: volunteering, 
prescription drugs, and long-term care. 
 
AARP conducted the AARP Colorado Member Opinion Survey in May through July 
2002.  A sample of 2,000 AARP members in Colorado, proportionally stratified by three 
age segments—50 to 59, 60 to 74, and 75+, was selected from AARP’s membership 
database.  Each sampled member was contacted about the survey in four ways:  a pre-
notification postcard, the survey itself, a reminder postcard, and a second survey.  Fifty-
six percent of the sampled Colorado members returned surveys by the mid-July cut-off 
date, providing 1,112 useable surveys for analysis.  Thus, the survey has a sampling error 
of plus or minus three percent.1  Survey responses were weighted to reflect the 
distribution of the age segments in the member population of Colorado.  Due to rounding 
of the weights, the final number of cases for the weighted dataset is 1,115.       
 
This report summarizes weighted overall findings on all the topics covered in the survey.  
The report also discusses substantive differences (greater than eight percentage points) 
among AARP’s key target age segments (50 to 59, 60 to 74, and 75+) on top-rated survey 
topics.  Throughout the report, statistics representing member responses are reported in 
percentages.  In some instances, percentages are small and may not seem to represent a 
significant proportion of members, yet when projected to the total Colorado membership 
the actual number of people may be substantial.  As of July 2002, the number of member 
households in Colorado was 356,203, which results in approximately 580,610 members 
in the state. 
 
This report also contains three appendices: the Core Question Tables contains the three 
age-segment responses for each item in four core questions; Segments at a Glance 
summarizes top-rated findings for each target age group; and the Annotated 
Questionnaire is an actual survey with the weighted percent of Colorado members 
selecting each response category for each item. 


                                              
1 This means that in 95 out of 100 samples of this size, the results obtained in the sample would fall in a range of 3 
percentage points of what would have been obtained if every AARP member in Colorado age 50 or older had been 
surveyed.   
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Findings 
 
 
Member Concerns 
 
What issues concern Colorado members the most? 
 
Seven in ten Colorado members express extreme concern about making sure that their 
pension benefits or retirement savings are safe and secure.  Two health related items rate 
2nd and 3rd among 19 issues rated: A little more than six in ten say finding affordable, 
high quality health insurance and having access to affordable prescription drugs are 
extreme concerns.  Eight issues comprise a mid-tier of extreme concerns among at least 
half of members including staying in their homes as they get older, protecting their right 
to privacy, and staying physically fit or maintaining a healthy diet. 
 


Extreme Concerns among Colorado Members 
Weighted n = 1,115 
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Members age 60 and older are more likely to express extreme concern about four out of 
six of the top rated issues—the safety of pension benefits or retirement savings, access to 
affordable prescription drugs, staying at home as they get older, and staying physically fit 
or maintaining a healthy diet.  Members age 75 or older are more likely to say protecting 
their right to privacy is an extreme concern than younger members. See Appendix A for 
age segment differences in the 19 issues rated in the survey. 
 
In 2000, AARP members in Colorado rated a different list with 18 issues on the same 
concern scale.  Among the top five issues from 2000 to 2002, extreme concern for the 
safety of pension benefits or retirement savings (62% vs. 70%), finding affordable, 
quality health insurance (54% vs. 64%), and staying at home as they age (53% vs. 58%) 
have significantly increased. 
 


Members' Extreme Concerns 
 2000 2002 % Difference 
Safe and secure pension benefits/savings     62%     70%     +8% 


Finding affordable, high quality health 
insurance 


54 64 +10 


Having access to affordable prescription 
drugs 


  * 62      * 


Staying in your own home as you age 53 58   +5 


Protecting your right to privacy   * 57     * 


Having money to meet daily expenses 56   *     * 


Staying physically fit and maintaining a 
healthy diet 


54 57   +3 


 
* This issue was not measured in the survey. 
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Member Interaction with AARP 
 
What types of opportunities through AARP would Colorado members 
use? 
 
From a list of seven opportunities that AARP could provide in Colorado to address 
member interests and concerns, the top three opportunities members would personally 
use are: 


• Written information on topics of interest or concern the them 
• One-time education events on topics of interest or concern to them 
• Activities to improve state laws, policies, regulations, or practices that affect them 


 
Opportunities Colorado Members Would Personally Use 


Weighted n = 1,115 
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Members under age 75 (67%) are more likely to say they would personally use written 
information on topics of interest to them compared to older members (58%).  Members 
age 50 to 59 (52%) are more likely to personally use one-time educational events on 
topics of interest or concern to them than older members (37%).   See Appendix A for 
age segment differences in the seven listed opportunities in the survey. 
 
In 2000, the AARP Colorado Member Opinion Survey asked members about a similar 
list of opportunities AARP could provide.  However, members rated these opportunities 
to address member interests and concerns on a five-point scale from "definitely would 
use" to "definitely would not use."  When comparing those in 2000 who would 
"definitely" or "probably use" the opportunities with those in 2002 who would 
"personally use" the same opportunities, the results are similar with just slight increases 
from 2000 to 2002 in all comparable opportunities except for activities to improve state 
laws, policies, regulations, or practices.  Twenty-five percent of members in 2000 said 
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that they would definitely or probably use activities to improve state laws compared to 41 
percent in 2002 who say that they would personally use this opportunity. 
 


Members' Use of Opportunities AARP Provides 
  


2000 
 


2002 
 


 Definitely/
Probably 


Use 


Personally 
Use 


 
% Difference 


Written information 61% 64% +3% 


One-time educational events 40 43 +3 


Activities to improve state laws, policies, 
regulations, or practices that affect you 


25 41 +16 


Workshop series or several 
meetings/classes 


27 31 +4 


Volunteering time with a worthy 
organization 


30 31 +1 


AARP Chapter meetings 18 22 +4 


Volunteering with AARP 15 18 +3 
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How do Colorado members want to find out about AARP activities? 
 
Almost three in four Colorado members say that they would like to find out about AARP 
programs, services, and activities in their community by mail.  Roughly four in ten say 
they would prefer to read about local AARP activities in community newspapers while a 
third would want to use an online computer service to access AARP information.  About 
one in three would call a toll-free or local telephone number for a pre-recorded list of 
current AARP activities or tune in to a local TV channel or program. 


 
Options for Learning About AARP Activities in the Community 


Weighted n = 1,115 
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Members age 60 and older are more likely than younger members to want to read 
newspapers (48% vs. 33%) or tune into a local TV channel or program (33% vs. 22%).  
However, younger members (50%) are more likely than those ages 60 to 74 (30%) or 
ages 75+ (13%) to say they would like to use an online computer service to access AARP 
information.  This finding is not surprising given that Colorado members age 50 to 59 
(79%) are more likely than members ages 60 to 74 (57%) and ages 75+ (22%) to have 
access to a personal computer and the Internet.  See Appendix A for age segment 
differences in the ten ways to find out about AARP activities. 
 
From 2000 to 2002, member response does not shift for any of the top five ways they 
would like to find out about AARP activities.   
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Member Volunteerism 
 
How many Colorado members have volunteered in the last 12 
months? 
 
Just over a third of Colorado members have volunteered time in the last 12 months while 
58 percent have not.  Members age 75+ (29%) are less likely to volunteer compared to 
younger members (38%).   


 
Colorado Member Volunteer Rates 
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How often do Colorado members volunteer? 
 
Among members who volunteered in the last 12 months, more do so occasionally during 
the year for special projects than volunteer regularly as well as extra hours for special 
projects or volunteer about the same amount of time each month.  The only age 
difference for any of these types of volunteering is among those occasionally 
volunteering: Members ages 50 to 59 (56%) are more likely than members ages 60 to 74 
(44%) and age 75 or older (32%) to volunteer for special projects. 
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Why don't Colorado members volunteer? 
 
Among members who have not volunteered, the top three reasons for not volunteering are 
personal schedule is too full (52%), work commitments (40%), and health or disability 
(31%).  Interestingly, 18 percent of those who have not volunteered in the last twelve 
months say that it is because no organization contacted them and asked them to 
volunteer.  This translates into approximately 10 percent of the entire AARP membership 
in Colorado or approximately 58,000 members. 
 


Top Three Reasons Colorado Members Do Not Volunteer 
Weighted base = 643 
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The graph above shows that a full personal schedule and work commitments are more 
often reported among younger members in Colorado, while health and disability 
increasingly becomes an explanation among older members for not volunteering in the 
last 12 months. 
 


How Often Colorado Members Volunteer Their Time   
 


(base=396)
%


Volunteer occasionally during the year for special projects 46


Volunteer a regular amount of time each month and extra 
hours for special projects 


31


Usually spend same amount of time volunteering each month 19


No response 4
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Do Colorado members want to volunteer for AARP? 
 
Two places in the survey measure member interest in volunteering for AARP, and the 
results are consistent.  In a list of seven opportunities, eighteen percent of members say 
they would personally use an opportunity to volunteer with AARP.  When asked directly, 
twenty-one percent of Colorado members express interest in volunteering for AARP in 
the next year or so (3% very interested and 18% somewhat interested), and about one in 
five (20%) indicate they are not sure if they want to volunteer for AARP.2  This translates 
into approximately 122,000 members who are interested with approximately 17,400 who 
are very interested.  Members age 50 to 74 (23%) are more likely to express interest in 
volunteering for AARP than older members (10%). 
 
Twenty-eight percent of those who have volunteered say they would be very (5%) or 
somewhat interested (23%) in volunteering for AARP in the next year or so, and 
significantly fewer of those who have not volunteered in the last 12 months say they 
would be very (1%) or somewhat interested (16%) in volunteering for AARP.    
 


                                              
2 The base for those who express at least some interest, are not sure, or did not respond is 539. 
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What factors would motivate Colorado members to volunteer for 
AARP?3 
 
Among all Colorado members who express interest or are not sure about volunteering for 
AARP, the top five motivating factors to volunteer for AARP are the opportunity to help 
older people in the community (40%), the opportunity to learn about issues that affect 
people 50 and older (34%), the opportunity to make a difference on issues that are 
important to them (34%), the opportunity for fun and socializing (30%), and the 
possibility of developing new friendships (29%).   
 


Motivating Factors to Volunteer for AARP 
Weighted base = 539 
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3 The base of 539 for this question is among those who express at least some interest in volunteering for AARP, are 
not sure, or did not respond to question 6.  Percents do not add up to 100% since respondents were instructed to 
‘check all that apply’.  See question 7 in annotated questionnaire. 
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Members age 50 to 74 are more likely than older members to cite the top five factors by 
roughly two to one. 
 
 Age Segments 
Top Five Factors That Motivate 50-59 60-74 75+ 
    
Help older people 48% 42% 24% 


Learn about 50+ issues 47% 40% 28% 


Make a difference on issues 42% 35% 22% 


Fun and socializing 37% 29% 17% 


Developing new friendships 35% 30% 17% 
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What topics might interest Colorado members to volunteer for 
AARP?4 
 
More than three in ten Colorado members who express at least some interest or are not 
sure about volunteering for AARP say that prescription drugs (39%), Social Security and 
Medicare (35%), living healthy lifestyles (34%), health care (32%), and lifelong 
learning/education (32%) are topics that might interest them enough to volunteer for 
AARP. 
 


Topics That Interest Colorado Members to Volunteer for AARP 
Weighted base = 539 
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Members age 50 to 74 are more likely than older members to be interested in prescription 
drugs (41% vs. 29%), living healthy lifestyles (38% vs. 19%), and health care (35% vs. 
24%).  Interest in lifelong learning/education decreases with age (44% 50-59, 28% 60-74, 
and 17% 75+). 
 


                                              
4 The base of 539 for this question is among those who express at least some interest in volunteering for AARP, are 
not sure, or did not respond to question 6.  Percents do not add up to 100% since respondents were instructed to 
‘check all that apply’.  See question 8 in annotated questionnaire. 
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How do Colorado members want to find out about AARP volunteer 
opportunities? 5 
 
The top three ways that Colorado members who express at least some interest or are not 
sure about volunteering for AARP would like to learn about volunteer opportunities with 
AARP are by mail (55%), email (24%), or an announcement in a local newspaper (23%).  
Colorado members age 50 to 74 are more likely to choose these methods than older 
members.  Preference for email declines with age (37% 50-59, 25% 60-74, and 6% 75+). 
 
 
Member Legislative Priorities 
 
What are the top legislative priorities for Colorado members? 
 
Of the nine issues members rate, more than half of Colorado members rate the 
availability, cost, and quality of health care and access to affordable prescription drugs as 
the top legislative priorities for AARP Colorado.  At least two in five members say that 
consumer protection standards for health insurance, including managed care; how older 
persons can remain in their own homes or communities as they age; and the availability, 
cost, and quality of long-term care services should be top legislative priorities for AARP. 


 
Top and High Priority Legislative Issues for Colorado Members 


Weighted n = 1,115 
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5 The base of 539 for this question is among those who express at least some interest in volunteering for AARP, are 
not sure, or did not respond to question 6.  Percents do not add up to 100% since respondents were instructed to 
‘check all that apply’.  See question 9 in annotated questionnaire. 
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Health care issues and consumer protections for health insurance have similar top priority 
ratings across the age segments.  However, members 60+ are more likely than younger 
members to rate access to affordable prescription drugs (61% vs. 53%); how older 
persons can remain in their own homes or communities as they age (51% vs. 36%); and 
the availability, cost, and quality of long-term care services (50% vs. 35%) as top 
legislative priorities.  See Appendix A for age segment differences in the nine legislative 
priorities rated in the survey. 
 
The 2000 AARP Colorado Member Opinion Survey asked members to rate the legislative 
priority of 12 issues.  The next table shows that members' top priority ratings for issues 
rated in both surveys have all increased from 2000 to 2002.   
 


Members' Top Priority Rating of Common Issues in 2000 and 2002 
 2000 2002 % Difference 
Health care issues (cost, quality, and 
availability) 


51% 57% +6% 


Consumer protection standards for health 
insurance including managed care 


39% 44% +5 


Remaining in their own homes or 
communities as they age 


37% 43% +6 


Consumer protection against fraud 32% 36% +4 


Long-term care services6 29% 42% +13 


Assistance programs for older, low-income 
state residents 


29% 35% +6 


Expanding Medicaid7 23% 32% +9 


Utility rates and services 23% 25% +2 


 
Of note among the increases: 
 
• Far fewer members (29%) in 2000 rated "issues concerning long-term care services" 


as a top priority for AARP than members (42%) did in 2002.  Note, however, that 
members rate the "availability, cost, and quality of long-term care services" in the 
2002 survey.   


• Another increase from 2000 to 2002 occurs with the issue of expanding Medicaid: In 
2000, 23 percent of Colorado members thought this should be a top priority for AARP 


                                              
6 This question was stated differently from 2000 to 2002.  In 2002, we ask about the "availability, cost, and quality 
of long-term care services" rather than just "issues concerning long-term care services." 
7  In 2002, we include the definition of Medicaid in the question. 
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compared to 32 percent in 2002.  This nine percent shift in opinion could be a result 
of the definition of Medicaid added to the survey question in 2002.   


• Assistance programs for older, low-income state residents, an issue related to 
Medicaid, has an increase of six percent from 29 percent in 2000 to 35 percent in 
2002.   


• There is just a two percent increase in the top priority rating of utility rates and 
services from 2000 to 2002.  This slight increase is not significant given the margin of 
error in the surveys. 


 
 
Member Experience and Views on Prescription Drugs 
 
How many Colorado members get help buying prescription drugs? 
 


Within the 12 months prior to the survey, almost all Colorado members (or one of their 
family members) (93%) have bought a prescription drug.   Only five percent have not.  
Many have had some help:  Eight in ten (80%) report getting help paying for their 
prescriptions from insurance or other health coverage.  Seventeen percent do not get help.  
Members age 50 to 74 (82%) are more likely than members age 75 or older (74%) to get 
help paying for prescription drugs. 
 
Have Colorado members had problems paying for prescription 
drugs? 
 
About one in eight Colorado members (12%) report that paying for prescription drugs has 
been a major problem over the last 12 months, while another one-third (33%) say paying 
is a minor problem.  Over half (55%) report no problem paying.  Problems paying for 
prescription drugs increases with age:  Members age 75 or older (57%) are more likely to 
report problems than members age 60 to 74 (48%) or 50 to 59 (33%). 
 
Are Colorado members concerned about being able to afford 
prescription drugs? 
 
Concern among members about affording prescriptions in the next two years is high:  About 
two in three (65%) are either very concerned (32%) or somewhat concerned (33%).  
Members age 60 or older (72%) express concern more than younger members (55%). 
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What do Colorado members pay per month out-of-pocket for prescription 
drugs? 
 
The amount of out-of-pocket expense for prescriptions varies considerably among 
members.  In the last year, nearly half (47%) paid under $50 per month; about one in four 
(23%) paid between $50 and $100; and one in four (26%) paid  $100 or more per month.  
Older members are more likely to have expenditures over $100 (18% 50-59, 27% 60-74, 
34% 75+). 
 


Out-of -Pocket Cost for Monthly Prescriptions 
Weighted n = 1,115 
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What measures have Colorado members and their families taken 
when buying prescription drugs? 
 


Colorado members and their families save money by purchasing prescription drugs via 
mail or the Internet, taking less medicine than the doctor prescribed to make the drug last 
longer, or not filling a prescription because of the cost.  Nearly half (48%) of members 
have taken one or more actions to reduce the cost of their prescription drugs.  Members 
age 60 to 74 (36%) are more likely than younger (29%) and older members (28%) to 
purchase drugs by mail or the Internet because they cost less. 
 


Actions By Members or Their Families  
When Buying Prescription Drugs 


Weighted n = 1,115 
 


 


6%


12%


13%


31%


11%


5%


0% 25% 50% 75% 100%


Travel to Canada/Mexico


Cut back on food, fuel, or electricity


Delayed filling prescription


Not fill prescription


Taken less medicine than prescribed


Order by mail/Internet


 
 


Three percent of members shopped by mail or Internet and traveled to Canada or Mexico to 
purchase their prescription drugs because they cost less.  Another three in ten (31%) shopped 
either by mail or traveled.  Two in three (67%) neither shopped nor traveled to save money. 
 
Twelve percent of members take two or more potentially risky actions when purchasing 
prescription drugs including taking less medicine than prescribed, not filling a prescription, 
delaying filling a prescription, or cutting back on other expenditures.  Another twelve percent 
take just one of these actions.  Three in four (77%) have not taken any of the potentially risky 
actions.
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How important is it for Colorado to make prescription drugs more 
affordable? 
 
Over nine in ten Colorado members think is it very (70%) or somewhat (21%) important 
for the state of Colorado to make prescription drug costs more affordable to low-income 
persons over 65 years old.  Member opinion across the three age segments is consistent 
on this question. 
 


Importance of Colorado Making Prescription Drug Costs More Affordable 
Weighted n = 1,115 
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Do Colorado members support or oppose funding a prescription drug 
assistance program? 
 
About four in five Colorado members strongly (46%) or somewhat (35%) support 
funding a prescription drug assistance program in Colorado for low-income persons over 
65 years old, even if it means allocating new or reallocating existing state funds.  While 
support is high in each age segment, members age 50 to 74 (84%) are more likely than 
older members (74%) to support funding.  
 


Support for Funding Prescription Drug Assistance Program for 
Low-Income Persons 65+ 


Weighted n = 1,115 
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Would Colorado members vote for a state candidate who supported 
funding a prescription drug assistance program using state funds? 
 
About nine times as many members in Colorado are more likely to vote for a candidate 
(53%) for state office who supports funding a prescription drug assistance program using 
state funds as say they are less likely to vote for such a candidate (6%).  For one in four 
(24%) it would not make a difference in their voting.  More members age 50 to 74 (55%) 
than older members (47%) say they would be more likely to vote for a candidate who 
supported funding a prescription drug assistance program using state funds. 


 
Likelihood of Voting for a Candidate  


Who Supports Funding a Prescription Drug Program by Using State Funds 
Weighted n = 1,115 
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Do Colorado members have enough information about the 
effectiveness and cost of their prescription drugs? 
 
Over one in four (27%) Colorado members say they do not have enough information 
about the effectiveness of their prescription drugs compared to the effectiveness of other 
drugs that might work for them while half (50%) say they do have enough information on 
effectiveness.  Another 16 percent are not sure.  Younger members (31%) are more likely 
than members age 60 to 74 (25%) and age 75 or older (23%) to say they do not have 
enough information on effectiveness. 
 
Colorado members are split on having enough information about the cost of their 
prescription drugs.  Nearly four in ten (39%) Colorado members do not have enough 
information about the cost of their prescription drugs compared to the cost of other 
possible drugs that might work for them compared to 39 percent who do have enough 
information about the cost.  Fourteen percent of Colorado members are not sure whether 
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they have enough cost information.  Reports of a lack of information on cost are similar 
across the three age segments. 
 
Do Colorado members support or oppose legislation to make 
information on effectiveness and cost of prescription drugs available 
to doctors, pharmacists, and consumers? 
 
Over eight in ten (87%) Colorado members think that scientific information on the 
effectiveness and cost of prescription drugs made available to doctors, pharmacists, and 
consumer at no cost would be either very useful (60%) or somewhat useful (27%). 
 
More than eight in ten Colorado members strongly (49%) or somewhat (35%) support 
legislation that would make information on the effectiveness and cost of prescription 
drugs based on scientific studies available to doctors, pharmacists, and consumers in 
Colorado, even if it required the use of state funds and research. 
 


Support for Effectiveness and Cost Information on Prescription Drugs  
Even If It Requires the Use of State Funds and Research 


Weighted n = 1,115 
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Members and Long-Term Care 
 
Have Colorado members needed long-term care in the last 5 years? 
 
About one in four (23%) Colorado members or members of their families needed long-term 
care within the past five years.  Among those needing long-term care services, one in four 
(26%) had a problem finding it when it was needed, and one in five (22%) had a problem 
finding it where it was needed.  A third (33%) of those needing long-term care had a problem 
paying for it. 
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Will Colorado members need long-term care in the next 5 years? 
 
One in three (34%) Colorado members or any member of their family think they will 
need long-term care in the next five years. 
 
Where do Colorado members prefer to receive long-term care? 
 
Nearly nine in ten Colorado members say that it would be either very (62%) or somewhat 
(26%) important to be able to stay at home as long as possible if they became ill or 
disabled and needed long-term care, even if it meant they would have to contribute more 
to the cost of their care.   
 
When asked specifically about where they would prefer that they or their family members 
receive needed long-term care, about half (49%) prefer to stay at home by paying a nurse 
or aide to provide care (34%) or having family and friends provide the care (15%).  
Twenty-nine percent prefer to have care provided in a residential facility such as assisted 
living while just two percent prefer care in a nursing home.   


 
Where Colorado Members Prefer to Receive Long-Term Care 


Weighted n = 1,115 
 


Nursing Home
2%


Assisted 
Living
29%


At Home
49%


Not Sure/No 
Answer


20%


 
 


 







AARP Colorado Member Opinion Survey, September 2002 
 


24


Demographic Characteristics 
Weighted n = 1,115 
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Conclusions 
 
Overall, members' concerns and legislative priorities are consistent with AARP's strategic 
priorities.  In particular, members express the most concern about making sure that their 
pension benefits and retirement savings are safe and secure; finding affordable, high 
quality health insurance; and having access to affordable prescription drugs.  Concern for 
the top two issues has increased by at least eight percent in the last two years.8  For the 
most part, members' top legislative priorities parallel these issues.  Each age segment 
rates the availability, cost, and quality of health care and access to affordable prescription 
drugs in their top two legislative priorities.  AARP Colorado should continue to focus on 
AARP's strategic priorities.   
 
It is no surprise that members express extreme concern and rate as a top legislative 
priority access to affordable prescription drugs.  Seventeen percent of members or 
approximately 99,000 AARP members in Colorado do not get help with from insurance 
or other coverage paying for prescription drugs.  Nearly half of all members say that 
paying for prescription drugs has been a problem in the last 12 months, and two-thirds are 
concerned about paying for them in the next two years.  Colorado members are about 12 
times more likely to support than oppose funding a prescription drug assistance program 
for low-income person age 65 and older, even if it means allocating new or reallocating 
existing state funds.  Member experience, concern, and legislative opinion suggest that 
AARP Colorado should actively pursue a meaningful prescription drug benefit for 
Coloradans. 
  
Staying in their own homes as they get older is an important issue for members.  Member 
concern and legislative priority for staying in their own homes has significantly increased 
in the last two years.  Nine in ten say that it would be very important to be able to stay at 
home as long as possible if they needed long-term care, even if it meant they would have 
to contribute more to the cost of their care.  Moreover, when asked specifically where 
they would prefer to receive care, half say they want to stay at home compared to three in 
ten who would prefer a residential facility such as assisted living or a nursing home.  
AARP education and advocacy efforts that enable members to remain in their homes 
would serve most members. 
 
Although just 21 percent of members express interest in volunteering for AARP, this 
represents some 122,000 members.  AARP Colorado is likely to engage interested 
members in volunteering for AARP by focusing on opportunities to help older people, 
learning about issues that affect people age 50 and older, and making a difference on 
issues important to them.  Likewise, volunteer opportunities that help members have fun 
and socialize will appeal to them.  Among members who have interests in volunteering 


                                              
8  The 2000 AARP Colorado Member Opinion Survey did not ask members about their concern for affordable 
prescription drugs. 
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for AARP, prescription drugs, Social Security and Medicare, and living healthy are topics 
that might interest them enough to volunteer for AARP.  While these factors and topics 
are particularly motivating and interesting to members age 50 to 59, AARP Colorado 
must be careful to structure volunteer opportunities for special projects rather than regular 
amounts of time for these members for whom personal schedules and work commitments 
hinder volunteering.  The top three ways AARP Colorado should contact members about 
volunteering for AARP are by mail, email, or announcements in a local newspaper. 
 
As AARP Colorado engages in education or advocacy activities, member opinion about 
opportunities they would use and methods for contacting them about opportunities is 
instructive.  Members are most likely to say they would personally use written 
information on topics of interest to them, attend one-time educational events, and use 
activities to improve state laws, policies, regulations, or practices that affect them.  
Although the questions were posed differently to members from 2000 to 2002, members 
appear to be more likely to join AARP in advocacy efforts than they were two years ago.  
Direct mail is still the best way for members to learn about AARP activities in the 
community while local newspapers are the next best method.  
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Table 1 
Extremely Concerned About Key Issues 


By Age 
 


 Percent Extremely 
Concerned 


Age 
 Total 


(n=1,115) 
50-59 


(n=389)
60-74 


(n=436) 
75+ 


(n=236) 
Safe and secure pension benefits/savings    70%    65%    72%    73% 
Finding affordable, high quality health 
insurance 


 
64 


 
63 


 
64 


 
63 


Having access to affordable prescription 
drugs 


 
62 


 
58 


 
65 


 
66 


Staying in your own home as you age 58 50 63 64 
Protecting your right to privacy 57 53 57 67 
Staying physically fit/maintaining a 
healthy diet  


 
57 


 
51 


 
60 


 
59 


Avoiding business practices that are unfair 
or fraudulent 


 
55 


 
44 


 
58 


 
66 


Having consumer protections in health 
care plans, including managed care  


 
54 


 
51 


 
56 


 
56 


Avoiding consumer fraud 53 45 56 63 
Having Medicare as a base for retirement 
health coverage 


 
53 


 
44 


 
55 


 
62 


Having high quality long-term care 52 47 54 59 
Becoming ill or disabled 49 40 50 61 
Having Social Security as base for 
retirement income  


 
49 


 
39 


 
50 


 
61 


Keeping your family safe from acts of 
terrorism and violence 


 
42 


 
31 


 
44 


 
57 


Being a victim of crime 31 21 34 42 
Having adequate information on Medicaid 28 24 27 33 
Dealing with the loss of a family member 22 18 22 29 
Providing care or financial support  19 20 18 17 
Finding work in retirement 13 17 10 10 
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Table 2 
Would Personally Use Opportunity If It Were Offered in Colorado 


By Age 
 


 Percent Would Personally Use  
the Opportunity 


Age 
 Total 


(n=1,115) 
50-59 


(n=389) 
60-74 


(n=436) 
75+ 


(n=236) 
Written information     64%    69%    65%    58% 
One-time educational events 43 52 39 35 
Activities to improve state laws, 
policies, regulations, or practices  


 
41 


 
40 


 
44 


 
38 


Workshop series or several 
meetings/classes of interest 


 
31 


 
39 


 
30 


 
22 


Volunteering your time with an 
organization in your community 


 
31 


 
37 


 
30 


 
20 


Attend AARP Chapter meetings  22 24 21 19 
Volunteering your time to an 
AARP activity 


 
18 


 
24 


 
16 


 
12 


No answer 15 10 13 24 
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Table 3 
How Colorado Members Want To Find Out About AARP Activities 


By Age 
 


 Percent Who Want to Find Out by 
Each Method 


Age 
 Total 


(n=1,115) 
50-59 


(n=389) 
60-74 


(n=436) 
75+ 


(n=236) 
Receive information by mail, such 
as letter, brochure, flyer 


 
   74% 


 
   72% 


 
   77% 


 
   71% 


Read about local AARP activities in 
newspapers in your community 


 
41 


 
33 


 
44 


 
51 


Access AARP information online 33 50 30 13 
Call a toll-free or local telephone 
number for a pre-recorded list of 
AARP activities 


 
30 


 
31 


 
31 


 
27 


Tune in to a local TV channel or 
program 


29 22 31 35 


Receive an e-mail notification 27 42 25  9 
Hear about them on a local radio 
station/program 


 
20 


 
19 


 
20 


 
22 


Attend a meeting where AARP 
activities are described 


 
17 


 
16 


 
16 


 
19 


Visit an AARP kiosk, booth, or 
office in your community 


 
13 


 
14 


 
12 


 
10 


Contact an AARP volunteer or 
AARP Chapter member 


 
12 


 
10 


 
12 


 
13 


No answer   6   4   6   8 
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Table 4 
Top Legislative Priority Ratings for AARP in Colorado 


By Age 
 


 Percent Top Priority 
Age 


 Total 
(n=1,115) 


50-59 
(n=389) 


60-74 
(n=436) 


75+ 
(n=236) 


Availability, cost, and quality of 
health care 


 
   57% 


 
   61% 


 
   59% 


 
  58% 


Access to affordable prescription 
drugs 


56 53 62 61 


Consumer protection for health 
insurance, including managed care 


 
44 


 
42 


 
47 


 
50 


Remaining in own homes or 
communities as age 


 
43 


 
36 


 
47 


 
55 


Availability, cost, and quality of 
long-term care services 


 
42 


 
35 


 
46 


 
53 


Consumer protection against fraud 36 21 43 54 
Assistance for older low-income 
residents 


35 32 36 45 


Expanding Medicaid 32 30 33 37 
Utility services and rates 25 18 28 34 
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Appendix B: Segments at a Glance 
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Segments at a Glance 


Members Age 50 to 59* 
(weighted base: 389) 


Top Five Personal  65% Secure pension benefits/retirement savings  
Concerns 63% Affordable, quality health insurance 


 58% Affordable prescription drugs 
 53% Protecting your rights to privacy 
 53% Physically fit/healthy diet 
   


Top Five State  61% Health care issues  
Legislative Priorities 53% Affordable prescription drugs 


 42% Health plan consumer protection 
 36% Remaining in own homes/communities 
 35% Long-term care services 
   
Top Five AARP-Provided 69% Receive written information   


Opportunities 52% Attend one-time educational events 
 40% Improve state laws 
 39% Attend workshop series 
 37% Volunteer with community organization 
   


Top Five Methods for  72% By mail   
Learning about AARP 50% Use online computer service 


Activities 42% Receive email notification 
 33% Read about in local newspaper  
 31% Call a toll-free or local telephone number 
 
* There are 128,233 member households in Colorado where the primary member is age 50 to 59.  
This translates into 209,020 individual members. 
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Segments at a Glance 


Members Age 60 to 74* 
(weighted base: 436) 


Top Five Personal  72% Secure pension benefits/retirement savings  
Concerns 65% Affordable prescription drugs 


 64% Affordable, quality health insurance 
 63% Staying in own home 
 60% Physically fit/healthy diet 
   


Top Five State  62% Affordable prescription drugs  
Legislative Priorities 59% Health care issues 


 47% Consumer protections against fraud 
 47% Remaining in own homes/communities 
 46% Long-term care services 
   
Top Five AARP-Provided 65% Receive written information  


Opportunities 39% Attend one-time educational events 
 44% Improve state laws 
 30% Attend workshop series 
 30% Volunteer with community organization 
   


Top Five Methods for 77% By mail   
Learning about AARP 44% Read about in local newspaper 


Activities 31% Tune in to local TV station 
 31% Call a toll-free or local telephone number 
 30% Use online computer service 
 
* There are 142,481 member households in Colorado where the primary member is age 60 to 74.  
This translates into 232,244 individual members. 
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Segments at a Glance 


Members Age 75+* 
(weighted base: 236) 


Top Five Personal  73% Secure pension benefits/retirement savings  
Concerns 67% Protecting your rights to privacy 


 66% Affordable prescription drugs 
 66% Avoiding unfair business practices 
 64% 


 
Staying in own home 


   
Top Five State 61% Affordable prescription drugs  


Legislative Priorities 58% Health care issues 
 55% Remaining in own homes/communities 
 54% Consumer protections against fraud 
 53% Long-term care services 
   
Top Five AARP-Provided 58% Receive written information  


Opportunities 38% Improve state laws 
 22% Attend one-time educational events 
 22% Attend workshop series 
 20% Volunteer with community organization 
   


Top Five Methods for 71% By mail   
Learning about AARP 51% Read about in local newspaper 


Activities 35% Tune in to local TV station 
 27% Call a toll-free or local telephone number 
 22% Hear on a local radio station/program 
 
* There are 78,365 member households in Colorado where the primary member is age 75+.  This 
translates into 127,735 individual members. 
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2002 AARP Colorado 
Member Opinion Survey 


 


WEIGHTED n = 1,115, RESPONSE RATE = 56%, SAMPLING ERROR = +/- 3.0% 
 (Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses.  A “*” means less than 1%.) 


 


Personal Concerns 
 


1. Below is a list of concerns that have been expressed by people age 50 and older.  Please 
rate your own level of concern about each item using a 5-point scale where 1 means you 
are "not at all concerned" and 5 means you are "extremely concerned."  


 
Extremely
Concerned


                                                                                                                  5 


 
 


4 


 
 


3 


 
 


2 


Not At All          No 
Concerned    Response 
        1  


  a.  Having adequate information on Medicaid, the 
government health insurance program for low income 
people 


28% 18% 24% 15% 13% 3% 


  b. Providing care or financial support for a parent, 
grandchild or other relative 


19% 20% 25% 15% 18% 4% 


  c. Having Medicare as a base for retirement health 
coverage 


53% 23% 14% 5%   3% 3% 


  d. Avoiding consumer fraud 53% 20% 14%   6%   3% 3% 


  e. Having Social Security as a base for retirement income 49% 20% 17%   6%   6% 2% 


  f. Finding affordable, high quality health insurance 64% 16% 10%   4%   4% 3% 


  g. Staying in your own home as you get older 58% 20% 12%   4%   3% 2% 


  h. Staying physically fit/maintaining a healthy diet 57% 25% 12%   3%   1% 3% 


  i. Having high quality long-term care for you or a family 
member  


52% 23% 17%   3%   3% 2% 


  j. Making sure your pension benefits and/or retirement 
savings are safe and secure 


70% 18%   6%   2%   2% 2% 


  k.  Finding work in retirement 13% 18% 26% 18% 22% 3% 


  l.  Dealing with the loss of a close family member  22% 20% 29% 15% 11% 4% 


  m.  Having access to affordable prescription drugs  62% 19% 11%   3%   3% 2% 


  n.  Having consumer protections in health care plans 
including managed care 


54% 26% 13%   2%   2% 3% 


  o.  Becoming ill or disabled 49% 23% 19%   5%   3% 3% 


  p.  Being a victim of crime 31% 18% 28% 14%   6% 3% 
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1. (CONTINUED) Below is a list of concerns that have been expressed by people age 50 and 


older.  Please rate your own level of concern about each item using a 5-point scale where 1 
means you are "not at all concerned" and 5 means you are "extremely concerned."  


 
Extremely
Concerned


                                                                                                            5 


 
 
    4              3 


 
 


2 


Not At All       No 
Concerned   Response 
         1 


q.   Keeping your family safe from acts of terrorism and 
violence 


42% 21% 22%  9%        3%             2% 


r.    Protecting your right to privacy 57% 21% 14%  4%        2%             2% 


s.   Avoiding business practices that are unfair or 
fraudulent 


55% 25% 14%  2%        2%             2% 


 
 
AARP Roles and Activities at the State Level 
 
 


2. Listed below are some opportunities AARP could provide within Colorado to address 
member interests and concerns.  Would you personally use the opportunity if it were 
offered in Colorado?  


 
Check ALL that apply   


  
 %  
 31 Workshop series or several meetings/classes on topics of interest or concern to you 
 43 One-time educational events on topics of interest or concern to you 
 64 Written information on topics of interest or concern to you 
 41 Activities to improve state laws, policies, regulations, or practices that affect you 
 18 Volunteering your time to an AARP activity in your own community 
 31 Volunteering your time with a worthy organization in your community 
 22 AARP Chapter meetings in your community that give your an opportunity to meet 


other people and provide some community service 
 15 No response 
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3. If AARP has or were to have programs, services, or activities in your community, how 


would you want to find out about them?   
 
Check ALL that apply   


  
 %  
 13 Visit an AARP kiosk, booth, or office located in your community 
 30 Call a toll-free or local telephone number for a pre-recorded list of current AARP 


activities, programs, and services in your community 
 12 Contact an AARP volunteer or AARP Chapter member in or near your  


Community 
 17 Attend a meeting at which AARP programs and activities are described 
 74 Receive information by mail (e.g., letter, brochure, flyer) 
 33 Use an online computer service to access AARP information 
 27 Receive an email notification 
 41 Read about local AARP activities in newspapers in your community  
 29 Tune in to a local TV channel or program 
 20 Hear about them on a local radio station/program 
   6 No response 
 


4. Have you volunteered any of your time in the last 12 months? 
% 


36     Yes             SKIP TO QUESTION  5  
   


58     No  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


4a.  IF NO:  Why not?   
(base = 643 respondents who have not volunteer in 
past 12 months)  
 
 Check ALL that apply, then SKIP TO QUESTION  6  
   


%  
52 Personal schedule too full 
11 No interest 
40 Work commitments 
31 Health or disability 
  6 Your skills don’t match organization’s needs 
15 No one you know personally asked you 
  4 Don’t have transportation 
18 No organization contacted you and asked you 


to volunteer 
  4 People should be paid for their work 
  6 Other:  (specify) _______________________ 
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5. Which ONE of the following three statements best describes your activities in your 
volunteer position(s)?    
(base = 396 respondents who have volunteered in past 12 months) 


 
 %  
  46 You volunteer occasionally during the year for special projects 
  19 You usually spend about the same amount of time volunteering each month 
  31 You volunteer a regular amount of time each month, as well as extra hours for     


special projects 
    4  No response 
 


6. How interested would you be in volunteering for AARP in the next year or so?   
  


 %  
   3 Very interested   
 18 Somewhat interested    
 52 Not at all interested               SKIP TO QUESTION 10 
 20 Not sure 
   8 No response 
 


7. Which of the following factors might motivate you enough to volunteer for AARP?  
 


         Check ALL that apply   
(base = 539 respondents who are very or somewhat interested, not sure, and did not respond 
to volunteering for AARP)  


  
 %  
 40 Opportunity to learn about issues that affect people 50 and over 
 29 Possibility of developing new friendships 
 30 Opportunity for fun and socializing 
 27 Opportunity to affect public policy 
 40 Opportunity to help older people in the community 
 22 Opportunity to help youth in the community 
 24 Opportunity to use your professional and leadership skills 
 34 Opportunity to make a difference on issues that are important to you 
 28 A way to stay active/busy 
   6 None of these factors motivate you 
 21 No response 
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8. Which of the following topics might interest you enough to be involved as a volunteer 
for AARP?  


 


    Check ALL that apply      
(base = 539 respondents who are very or somewhat interested, not sure, and did not 
respond to volunteering for AARP) 
  


 %  
  32 Lifelong learning, education 
 17 Low-income assistance programs 
 28 Consumer fraud 
 34 Living healthy lifestyles 
 21 Long-term care and nursing home quality 
 25 Fun and leisure  
 35 Social Security and Medicare 
 20 Legal issues 
 20 Financial planning and information 
 39 Prescription drug issues 
   9 Grief and loss issues 
 18 Utility rates and service issues 
 18 Privacy issues 
 32 Health care issues 
 10 Children's issues 
   4 None of these topics would interest you 
 23 No response 


 


9. How would you like to learn about volunteer opportunities with AARP in your 
community? 


 


     Check your TOP TWO ways    
(base = 539 respondents who are very or somewhat interested, not sure, and did not 
respond to volunteering for AARP) 
   


 %  
 12 Phone call from AARP volunteer 
 55 Mail 
 24 Email 
 23 Announcement in local newspaper 
   8 Announcement on local TV station 
   2 Announcement on local radio station 
 10 At a meeting where AARP programs and activities are described 
   3 You do not want to learn about AARP volunteer opportunities   
 22 No response 
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Prescription Drugs 
 


10. In the past 12 months, have you or a family member bought a prescription drug? 
  


 %  
 93 Yes 
   5 No  
   1 Not sure  
   1 No response 


 


11. Do you get any help in paying for prescription drugs from insurance or other health 
coverage? 


   
 %  
 80 Yes 
 17 No  
   1 Not sure  
   2 No response 


 
12.  In the past 12 months, has paying for prescription drugs been a major problem, a 


minor problem, or not a problem for you?  
  


 %  
 12 A major problem 
 33 A minor problem 
 55 Not a problem 
   1 No response 


 
13. In the past 12 months, approximately how much have you spent, each month, out of 


your own pocket for prescription drugs? 
  


 %  
 15 Less than $10 per month 
 32 $10 but less than $50 per month 
 23 $50 but less than $100 per month  
 15 $100 but less than $200 per month 
   9 $200 but less than $500 per month 
   2 $500 or more per month 
   2 Not sure 
   2 No response 
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14. How concerned are you about being able to afford the cost of needed prescription 


drugs over the next two years? 
  


 %  
 32 Very concerned 
 33 Somewhat concerned 
 23 Not very concerned 
 10 Not at all concerned 
   2 Not sure 
   1 No response 


 
15.   Many people face difficult decisions when buying prescription drugs.  In the past 12 


months, have you or a family member done any of the following? 
 


 
 


Yes No Not 
Sure 


No 
Response 


a.  Delayed getting a prescription filled because you 
didn’t have enough money to pay for it?  


11% 84% 1% 4% 


b.  Taken less medicine than your doctor prescribed to 
make it last longer?  


13% 82% 1% 4% 


c.  Cut back on items such as food, fuel, or electricity to 
be able to afford a prescription drug? 


  6% 88% 1% 5% 


d.  Ordered your prescription drugs by mail or Internet 
because they cost less? 


31% 64% 1% 4% 


e.  Decided not to fill a prescription because of the cost of 
the drug? 


12% 83% 1% 4% 


f.  Traveled to Mexico, Canada, or another country to 
purchase prescription drugs because they cost less? 


  5% 89% 1% 5% 


 
 


16. How important is it to you that the state of Colorado makes prescription drug costs 
more affordable to low income persons over 65 years old? 


  
 %  
 70 Very important 
 21 Somewhat important 
   4 Not very important 
   2 Not at all important 
   2 Not sure 
   1 No response 
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17. Would you support or oppose funding a prescription drug assistance program in 
Colorado for low-income persons over 65 years old, even if it meant allocating new or 
reallocating existing state funds? 


  
 %  
 46 Strongly support 
 35 Somewhat support 
   4 Somewhat oppose 
   3 Strongly oppose 
 11 Not sure 
   1 No response 


 
 
 


18.  If a candidate for state office in Colorado supported funding a prescription drug 
assistance program by using state funds, would you be more likely to vote for that 
candidate, less likely to vote for them, or would it not make any difference? 


  
 %  
 53 More likely 
   6 Less likely 
 24 Would make no difference 
 16 Not sure  
   1 No response 


 
 


19. Right now, do you have enough information about the EFFECTIVENESS of your 
prescription drugs compared to the effectiveness of other drugs that might work for 
you? 


    
 %  
 50 Yes 
 27 No  
 16 Not sure  
   6 Do not take any prescription drugs 
   1 No response 


 
 


20. Right now, do you have enough information about the COST of your prescription 
drugs compared to the cost of other possible drugs that might work for you? 


    
 %  
 39 Yes 
 39 No  
 14 Not sure  
   6 Do not take any prescription drugs 
   1 No response 
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21. Several states are developing information on the effectiveness and cost of prescription 
drugs based on scientific studies.  This information will be made available at no cost 
to doctors, pharmacists, and consumers to help them all choose the right drug at the 
best cost.  Right now, that kind of summary information is not available in Colorado. 


 
How useful do you think that this kind of information would be to YOU in helping 
you discuss your prescription drug selection with your doctor and pharmacist? 
   


 %  
 60 Very useful 
 27 Somewhat useful 
   4 Not very useful 
   1 Not at all useful 
   5 Not sure 
   2 No response 


 
 


22. Would you support or oppose legislation to make this kind of information available to 
doctors, pharmacists, and consumers in Colorado even if it required the use of state 
funds and research?   


   
 %  
 49 Strongly support 
 35 Somewhat support 
   3 Somewhat oppose 
   2 Strongly oppose 
   8 Not sure 
   2 No response 


 
 


Long-Term Care 
 
Long-term care is care for people of all ages who are frail, ill, or disabled who need help with 
daily activities, such as getting dressed, bathing, preparing meals, or eating.  This help could be 
provided at home, in the community (such as a senior center or assisted living residence), or in a 
nursing home on a regular basis for long periods of time.   
   


23. Have you or any member of your family needed long-term care within the LAST five 
years? 


  
 %  
 23 Yes 
 75 No                  SKIP TO QUESTION 27 
   * Not sure                SKIP TO QUESTION 27 
   2 No response 
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24. Did you or your family member have any problems finding long-term care WHEN it 
was needed?   (base = 251 responses who have needed long-term care in past five 
years) 
   


 %  
 26 Yes 
 69 No  
   3 Not sure  
   2 No response 


 
 


25. Did you or your family member have any problems finding long-term care WHERE 
it was needed?   (base = 251 responses who have needed long-term care in past five 
years) 
   


 %  
 22 Yes 
 72 No  
   5 Not sure  
   2 No response 


 
 


26. Did you or your family member have a problem paying for long-term care?   
(base = 251 responses who have needed long-term care in past five years) 


  
 %  
 33 Yes 
 57 No  
   7 Not sure  
   3 No response 


 
 


27. How likely is it that you or any member of your family (that is your spouse, parents, 
children, siblings, or grandparents) will need long-term care within the NEXT five 
years? 


  
 %  
   9 Very likely 
 25 Somewhat likely  
 33 Not very likely  
 22 Not at all likely  
   9 Not sure 
   2 No response 
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28. Which care option would you prefer for yourself or a family member needing long-


term care? 
  


 %  
 15 Have family and friends provide all the care at home 
 34 Pay a nurse or a personal care aide to provide care at home 
 29 Have care provided in a residential facility, such as assisted living, where housing, food, 


and personal care such as help with bathing and dressing are provided for residents 
   2 Have care provided in a nursing home 
 18 Not sure 
   2 No response 


 
 


29. If you became ill or disabled and needed long-term care, how important would it be 
to you to be able to stay at home as long as possible, even if it meant you would have 
to contribute more to the cost of your care? 


  
 %  
 62 Very important 
 26 Somewhat important 
   3 Not very important 
   1 Not at all important 
   6 Not sure 
   2 No response 
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State Legislative Issues 
 


30. To be effective, AARP Colorado wants to work on the most important issues facing 
Colorado AARP members.  Keeping in mind what's most important to you, how 
much of a priority should it be for AARP to work on the following legislative issues in 
Colorado?  


 
  Top 


Priority
High 


Priority
Medium 
Priority 


Low 
Priority


Not A 
Priority 


Not  
Sure 


No 
Response


a. Availability, cost, and quality 
of health care 
 


57% 29%   7% 1% 1% 1% 5% 


b. Consumer protection against 
fraud 
 


36% 29% 22% 5% 2% 1% 5% 


c. Utility services and rates 
 


25% 31% 29% 6% 3% 1% 6% 


d. How older persons can 
remain in their own homes or 
communities as they age 
 


43% 31% 17% 2% 2% 1% 5% 


e. Consumer protection 
standards for health insurance 
including managed care plans 
 


44% 35% 11% 2% 2% 1% 6% 


f. Availability, cost, and quality 
of long-term care services  
  


42% 33% 16% 3% 1% 1% 5% 


g. Assistance programs for 
older, low-income state 
residents 
 


35% 31% 21% 4% 2% 1% 5% 


h. Access to affordable 
prescription drugs 
 


56% 27%   9% 2% 1% 1% 
 


4% 


i. Expanding Medicaid, the 
government health insurance 
program for low income 
people 


32% 25% 23% 8% 5% 2% 5% 
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About You                                                                                                                    
 
The following questions are for classification purposes only and will be kept entirely confidential. 
 
 


31. Are you male or female? 
  


 %  
 46 Male 
 50 Female 
 4 No response 


 
 


32. What is your age as of your last birthday? ________ years 
  


 %  
 35 50-59 
 39 60-74 
 21 75+ 
   5 No response 
 


33. What is your current marital status?  
       
 %  
 57 Now married 
 19 Widowed 
 16 Divorced 
   * Separated 
   4 Never married 
   4 No response 


 
 


34. What is the highest level of education that you completed? 
  


 %  
   5 Less than high school 
 18 High school graduate or equivalent 
 36 Some college or technical training beyond high school 
 18 College graduate (4 years) 
 20 Post-graduate or professional degree 
   4 No response 
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35. Which of the following best describes your current employment status? 


  
 %  
 30 Employed or self-employed full-time 
 13 Employed or self-employed part-time 
 47 Retired and not working 
   5 Other such as homemaker 
   2 Unemployed and looking for work 
   5 No response 
 


36. Do you have access to a personal computer at home, at work, or some other place? 
  


 %    
 67 


30 
  3 


Yes 
No 
No response 
 


 36a.  If  YES: Do you have access to the Internet or the 
ability to use online services such as America Online 
(AOL)?  (base = 742 respondents who have access to a 
personal computer) 


    85%   Yes 10%   No 1%   Don’t Know  4% No response 
 
 


37. Are you Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino?  
  


 %  
   4 Yes 
 92 No  
   * Don’t know  
   5 No response 


  
38. What is your race? 


  
 %  
 93 White or Caucasian 
   2 Black or African American 
   1 Asian  
   1 Native American or Alaskan Native 
   * Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 
   4 No response 
 
 


39. What is your 5-digit zip code? WRITE IN YOUR ZIP CODE ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 
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40. What was your annual household income before taxes in 2001? 


  
 %  
   4 Less than $10,000  
 13 $10,000 to $19,999 
 14 $20,000 to $29,999 
 11 $30,000 to $39,999 
 11 $40,000 to $49,999 
 18 $50,000 to $74,999 
 19 $75,000 or more 
 10  No response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for completing this survey.  Please use the postage-paid envelope and return it to State 
Member Research, AARP, 601 E Street, NW, Washington, DC 20049, by July 12, 2002. 
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national CounCil of welfare


Dear readers, 


this edition of Welfare incomes provides insights into the state of social 
assistance across Canada. as you consider the statistics in this report, 
we want you always to keep in your mind’s eye the human faces of 
the women, men and children who find themselves needing the social 
program of last resort. we have met so many Canadians recently 
who acknowledge that they are only a paycheque or two away from 
poverty if they lose their jobs.


for increasing numbers of women, men and their children impacted 
by the recession, 2009 was a year in which they discovered the state of 
welfare the hard way. they may never have imagined needing welfare 
until they exhausted unemployment benefits or failed to qualify. then 
they learned they could not get welfare until they further depleted 
almost all the savings and other assets they had worked so hard to 
build. if they started to work again, they learned it often did not put 
them financially farther ahead. 


as the national Council of welfare has done since 1986, we look at the situation of four family types: a lone 
parent with a 2-year-old child, a couple with two children aged 10 and 15, a single person considered 
employable and a single person with a disability. Chapters 2 to 5 focus on each family type, comparing 
their welfare incomes over time and gauging their adequacy using two low-income measures—low 
income cut-offs and the market Basket measure—as well as average and median incomes. Chapter 6 
looks at liquid asset provisions. earnings exemption provisions are the subject of chapter 7, where we also 
look at the potential impact of the federal working income tax Benefit (witB) on welfare households with 
earnings. the appendices contain updates of the main statistical tables that appeared in earlier editions of 
Welfare incomes. 


the report highlights some improvements between 2008 and 2009 but the longer term picture is still pretty 
dismal. most welfare incomes remain far below any socially accepted measure of adequacy. in 2009, 
most individuals and families applying for welfare had to be nearly destitute before they could receive 
welfare. when we looked at how asset levels have changed over the past twenty years, we found that 
many have not changed at all and some have actually gone down, either through policy decision or 
erosion from inflation. in a few cases, however, there have been significant increases and this, we think, is 
a more forward-looking and cost effective approach. asset stripping not only impoverishes people before 
they qualify for welfare, but it also limits their ability to climb the welfare wall to get out of the welfare trap. 
allowing people to retain some financial cushion can prevent major upheaval and enable the search for 
employment or the upgrading of skills necessary to move forward in their lives. 


m e s s a G e  f r o m  T h e  c h a I r p e r s o n
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the treatment of earnings of social assistance households is also mixed. in some cases, welfare recipients 
who are able to earn income are financially no better off, or even have a net loss once the costs of 
getting to work are taken into account. we find this to be counterproductive. where households with 
earnings are able to see a reasonable improvement in their financial situation, there is both a greater 
incentive to find and keep employment and an improvement in well-being. the witB, by providing income 
that does not get clawed back, adds a few dollars to the meagre incomes of welfare households. in this, 
it shows potential, but its real impact is as yet unknown. we hope the federal government will do more to 
clearly meet the witB’s objective of helping people avoid or escape welfare. we hope it will eventually do 
more to prevent poverty as well.


finally, we urge more of the kind of recent developments under government poverty reduction strategies 
that are getting results. these include making services, such as child care or medical and dental benefits, 
available to anyone with low income, no matter the source. these initiatives help shrink the welfare wall 
and support Canadians’ own efforts to overcome it. 


 Sincerely,


 John rook
 Chairperson
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all welfare incomes increased in 2009 compared 
to 2008.2


 when adjusted for inflation, a few 
of our 52 cases showed a decrease, 
but most increased well above the 
0.3% rate of inflation and in 15 cases, 
the increases were more than 5%.  


Yet most welfare incomes remained inadequate.  


 for the single person, the range was from a 
low of $3,773 to a maximum of only $9,593.  
for the person with a disability, it ranged 
from $8,665 to $12,9053; for the lone parent, 
from $14,829 to $19,297; and the couple 
with children from $19,775 to $24,045.


 regardless of the measure used, welfare 
incomes were consistently far below most 
socially accepted measures of adequacy . 


 only lone parents in Quebec, 
newfoundland and labrador, and 
Saskatchewan have “cracked” or 
come close to poverty lines. 


 the worst-off have always been single 
people considered employable and 
the situation did not change in 2009.  
the welfare income of a single person 
was at best only 62% of the poverty 
line, using the low-income cut-offs 
(liCos) as the measure, and at worst 


W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s : 
K e y  p a T T e r n s  a n D  T r e n D s


Welfare Incomes 2009 estimates 
total welfare incomes (social 


assistance plus child benefits and 
tax credits) for 4 family/household 
types in each of the 13 provinces 


and territories for a total of 
52 cases*.


The four family types are:
● A single person considered 


employable;
● A single person with 


a disability;
● A lone parent with a 


2-year-old child;
● A couple with two children aged 


10 and 15.


The NCW has published similar 
estimates since 1986.


*Some information on Alberta’s 
separate program for people with 


severe disabilities is also provided.1  







viii | welfare inComeS 2009


nCw


was a mere 24%.  the market Basket 
measure (mBm) of poverty showed 
similar results at 64% and 26%.  


 the single person’s welfare income only 
reached 15 to 38% of the average after-
tax income for Canadian singles overall, 
making it apparent just how excluded 
some social assistance recipients are 
from mainstream Canadian life. 


W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s  o V e r  T I m e


 Between 1990 and 2009, inflation 
increased by 45.9% and most welfare 
incomes did not keep up. as a result, 
many people on welfare now are 
worse off than recipients in earlier 
decades. in several cases, welfare 
incomes decreased by 20% or more.


 Single persons saw an increase in 
only 3 jurisdictions; lone parents 
in 6 jurisdictions and the couple 
with children in 4 jurisdictions. 


 the current decade produced a peak 
year for welfare incomes for a single 
person considered employable in only 
5 cases. for the person with a disability, 
peaks were in only 3 cases. for the lone 
parent and the couple with children peaks 
were in just 6 cases for each family type.


 in contrast, 9 provinces and 1 territory 
had their lowest years for single 
people considered employable 
in the current decade.


a s s e T s


there was wide variation in the level of liquid 
assets, such as money in a bank account 
or retirement savings, that were exempt in 
calculating eligibility for welfare. 


 assets exemption levels were generally 
very low, although somewhat less 
so for people with a disability. the 
lowest levels range from $0 to $50, 
$150 or $200 for a single person.  new 
Brunswick, Quebec and Saskatchewan 
were in a significantly higher range. 


 manitoba is a striking contrast to all, 
allowing $4,000 per person for all our 
family types, thus reaching $16,000 
for the couple with two children.  


 over time, many asset exemption 
levels have eroded. when indexed 
to inflation, 1989 amounts were often 
higher than the 2009 amounts.  


e a r n I n G s  a n D  T h e  W o r K I n G 
I n c o m e  T a X  B e n e f I T


there was also wide variation across the country in 
the treatment of income from other sources when 
calculating a household’s welfare benefit. 


 Some earnings were fully exempt 
and welfare was not reduced. other 
earnings were partially exempt or not 
exempt at all. with $250 of earnings a 
month, a lone mother in 6 jurisdictions 
benefited by $200 or more as did her 
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single neighbour, while in other cases they 
kept the value of only half or less of their 
earnings. in 2 provinces, neither saw any 
financial gain from their employment.  


the impact of the federal working income tax 
Benefit (witB) on social assistance recipients remains 
unclear. the structure of each jurisdiction’s welfare 
program – both its rates and earnings exemption 
policies – determines the amount of witB paid. 


 in almost all cases, with between $462.50 
and $600 of earnings per month, a single 
welfare recipient gained financially, 
usually by the $42.50 maximum. with 
increasing earnings, people can become 
ineligible for welfare before they reach the 
maximum witB.  not enough information 
is available to tell whether the witB can 
live up to its goal of helping people 
avoid, escape and stay off welfare.  


1 Information on Alberta’s Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program is included for some comparative purposes but because it differs 
from other social assistance programs in significant ways it is not included in our regular social assistance scenarios. All other programs in this report are 
needs tested – including Alberta’s Income Support Program – with benefits based on family size and other factors. For more details, see Chapter 3 and 
Chapter 6.


2 Note that welfare incomes are generally higher in the territories for all family types, due to the higher cost of living in the north.  As well, some information 
is not available for the Territories.  It is difficult to compare or rank provincial and territorial incomes in the same way. 


3 Under AISH, the total income was $14,297.
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Welfare is the social safety net of last resort in 
canada . it provides money to meet the basic 
needs of individuals and families who have 
exhausted all other means of financial support.


there are 13 different welfare systems in Canada –  
one in each province and territory. Sometimes 
municipalities share responsibility with the province, 
such as in ontario. first nations people on and 
off reserve receive the same benefits as others, 
through the welfare program in the province or 
territory where they live.


each welfare program has complex rules which 
regulate all aspects of the system, including: 


 eligibility for assistance;


 the rates of assistance;


 the amounts of other income 
recipients are allowed to keep 
before welfare is reduced.


Determining eligibility for welfare is a multi-
step process. first, applicants must meet the 
administrative requirements. for example, 
most have to provide written documentation 
concerning their financial situation. administrative 
rules vary throughout the country. then applicants 
undergo a needs test, which looks at their assets, 
income and basic needs. 


a s s e T s


in most provinces and territories, the principal 
residence, defined as a fixed asset, is exempt. 
However, cash on hand and in bank accounts,  
is an example of liquid assets, which are not 
exempt if they surpass a set limit. these limits  
vary by province and territory according to the 
size of the household and, in some jurisdictions, 
the client’s classification.


I n c o m e


each province and territory determines how to 
treat income from various sources (e.g., work, 
donations) – it may be fully exempt, partially 
exempt or not exempt at all. income that is not 
exempt means welfare payments are reduced  
by a certain amount.


B a s I c  n e e D s


amounts for basic needs, covering items such 
as food, shelter, clothing, household expenses, 
transportation, and personal grooming items, are 
set by government regulation or policy directive. 
these amounts are often set arbitrarily and do not 
necessarily reflect the actual cost of necessities. 
Some provinces and territories – newfoundland 


Ch a p t e r 1


W h a T  I s  W e l f a r e ?
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and labrador, Quebec and Yukon – have recently 
introduced indexation provisions to prevent 
benefits from eroding due to inflation.


c l I e n T ’ s  c l a s s I f I c a T I o n


over the years provincial and territorial welfare 
programs have defined a general classification 
of clients, including employable persons, single-
parent families, persons with disabilities, persons 
with multiple barriers to employment, and aged 
persons. applicants have to comply with a set of 
rules, depending on the client categories in which 
they are placed.
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W I D e  V a r I a T I o n  c o n T I n U e D 
a c r o s s  T h e  c o U n T r y


at the provincial level:


 the highest total welfare income1 in 2009 
for a single person considered employable 
was $9,593 in newfoundland and labrador. 


 the lowest total welfare income 
was $3,773 in new Brunswick. 


 the median value was $7,277 or in 
other words, half of the 2009 total 
welfare incomes were below $7,277 
and half were above that amount.


at the territorial level:


 amounts were much higher than at the 
provincial level, due to higher cost of living. 
nunavut’s incomes were the highest, with 
average monthly rents in excess of $2,800.


I n c r e a s e  o V e r  l a s T  y e a r  
B U T  D e c r e a s e  o V e r  T I m e


Generally, single employable persons saw an 
increase in their total welfare incomes between 
2008 and 2009. almost all increases were due 
to provincial changes, with the increase of the 
federal GSt counting for only a slight part of the 
total increase. in new Brunswick, alberta and 
partially for manitoba, the provincial increases 
were implemented mid-2008 or at the end 
of 2008. nine jurisdictions implemented rate 
increases in 2009: newfoundland and labrador, 
Prince edward island, nova Scotia, Quebec, 
ontario, manitoba, Saskatchewan, British 
Columbia and Yukon. in nunavut and northwest 
territories, there were no changes between the 
2008 and 2009 amounts. 


the cost of living affects the value of welfare 
incomes, and it increased by only 0.3% between 
2008 and 2009. in British Columbia, the northwest 
territories and nunavut, the overall welfare 
income increases were so small that once inflation 
was taken into consideration, they became 
a decrease. when adjusted for inflation, the 
increase in total welfare incomes between 2008 
and 2009 ranged from 0.6% in nova Scotia to 
33.1% in alberta.2


Ch a p t e r 2


s I n G l e  p e r s o n  c o n s I D e r e D 
e m p l o y a B l e
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Table 2 .1:  2009 Welfare Incomes for sInGle person consIDereD employaBle


 Basic social 
assistance


other p/T* 
Benefits GsT credit p/T* Tax credits 2009 Total 


Income


newfoundland  
and labrador (nl)


$8,085 $1,200 $268 $40 $9,593


Prince edward island (Pe) $6,661  $245  $6,906


nova Scotia (nS) $6,114  $245  $6,359


new Brunswick (nB) $3,528  $245  $3,773


Quebec (QC) $7,067  $245  $7,312


ontario (on) $6,877  $245 $379 $7,501


manitoba (mB) $6,060 $510 $245  $6,815


Saskatchewan (SK) $8,316  $245 $219 $8,780


alberta (aB) $6,996  $245  $7,241


British Columbia (BC) $7,320 $35 $245 $178 $7,778


Yukon (YK) $14,873 $155 $341  $15,369


northwest territories (nt) $16,942  $374  $17,316


nunavut (nu) $43,452  $374  $43,826
 
* Provincial/Territorial


Figure 2.2: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 1990 to 2009  


Single person considered employable  
(constant dollars)
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Figure 2.1: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 2008 to 2009  


Single person considered employable 
(constant dollars)
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Data for 1990 are not available for the Northwest Territories.  
Nunavut became a separate territory in 1999.
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Table 2 .2:  chanGes In Welfare Incomes, from peaK year anD loW year To 2009


2009 amount 
(1)


peak year 
(2)


peak amount  
(3)


$ change 
from peak to 


2009
 (4 = 1-3)


low year 
(5)


low amount 
(6)


$ change from 
low amount  


to 2009  
(7 = 1-6)


nl $9,593 2009 $9,593 $0 1989 $5,804 $3,789


Pe $6,906 1992 $11,016 -$4,110 2005 $6,643 $263


nS $6,359 1989 $9,098 -$2,739 2000 $5,487 $872


nB $3,773 1991 $4,537 -$764 2006 $3,658 $115


QC $7,312 1993 $8,438 -$1,126 2008 $7,165 $147


on $7,501 1992 $11,434 -$3,933 2008 $7,374 $127


mB $6,815 1992 $9,667 -$2,852 2007 $5,978 $837


SK $8,780 2006 $8,960 -$180 2004 $6,830 $1,950


aB $7,241 1986 $10,572 -$3,331 2007 $5,190 $2,051


BC $7,778 1994 $9,097 -$1,319 2006 $6,776 $1,001


YK $15,369 2009 $15,369 $0 1986 $8,973 $6,396


nt $17,316 2008 $17,353 -$37 1998 $9,669 $7,647


nu $43,826 2009 $43,826 $0 2007 $39,649 $4,177
 
*Peak amounts and low amounts are in 2009 constant dollars.
Green colour is for peak years and orange colour is for low years during this decade.


for the period 1990–2009, single employable persons 
saw an increase in their welfare incomes in only 
three jurisdictions: Saskatchewan (17%), Yukon (34%) 
and newfoundland and labrador (63%). However, 
inflation increased by 45.9% during the 19-year 
period; thus only in newfoundland and labrador 
did the welfare income increase exceed the cost  
of living.


table 2.2 further illustrates the extent of the decline 
in welfare incomes over the years. it shows the year 
in which welfare incomes were at their peak and 
the year they were at their lowest, then compares 
these amounts to the 2009 welfare incomes. note 
that the dollar amounts are in constant dollars.


 only two provinces had their peak years 
in this decade – newfoundland and 
labrador (2009) and Saskatchewan (2006). 
the vast majority of welfare incomes 
peaked many years ago. in six cases, 
the peak was in the period 1991–1994.


 the amount of the decrease in total welfare 
incomes was severe in some cases. in 
seven cases the loss was more than $1,000 
including the two worst cases, Prince 
edward island ($4,110) and ontario ($3,933). 


 most low years were in the current decade.
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G e n e r a l  o B s e r V a T I o n s


most Canadians would find it extremely difficult 
to cope with the substantial income losses that 
welfare households have experienced. Coping 
is even harder for those who are at the bottom 
of the income scale, given their already meagre 
incomes. the decline in rates has been a 
particular shock to singles hit by the recession  
who did not expect to ever find themselves 
needing welfare. peter’s story is an example.


a D e Q U a c y  o f  2 0 0 9  
W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s


the 2009 total welfare incomes for single 
employable persons were compared with  
a number of low income measures, including  
the after-tax low-income cut-offs (at liCo) and 
the market Basket measure (mBm), as well as  
with the after tax median income and the after 
tax average income.3


Peter lost his job last year and has now 
used up all of his Employment Insurance 
benefits. He turns to his provincial social 
assistance program hoping he will be able 
to receive some financial help. He soon 
learns to his surprise that the maximum 
he could receive from Ontario Works for 
2009 would be $585 a month. He worries, 
since he has to pay a monthly rent of $780 
for his Toronto apartment. He was under 
the impression that people on welfare had 
it easy… He even remembers having a 
neighbour who told him, back in 1992, that 
a welfare check was above $10,000 yearly! 
How could it be smaller these days than 
it was back then? He knows that it costs 
much more to live now than in 1992, so …
Why? He doesn’t get it… 


(The Market Basket Measure of poverty for a person 
living in Toronto in 2009 is estimated by the NCW  
at $15,633.)


Figure 2.3: Percentage change from peak to 
2009 amount by province and territory
Single person considered employable
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Table 2 .3:  measUrInG The aDeQUacy of Welfare Incomes


2009 Total Welfare 
Incomes aT lIco mBm* median aT 


Income*
average aT 


Income*


nl $9,593 $15,579 $14,968 $20,006 $25,166


Pe $6,906 $15,384 $15,852 $21,111 $26,870


nS $6,359 $15,579 $15,044 $23,444 $25,868


nB $3,773 $15,579 $14,373 $20,988 $25,968


QC $7,312 $18,421 $14,158 $21,346 $26,870


on $7,501 $18,421 $15,633 $22,667 $32,686


mB $6,815 $18,421 $13,795 $23,229 $31,783


SK $8,780 $15,579 $14,368 $24,028 $30,580


aB $7,241 $18,421 $15,491 $30,515 $41,609


BC $7,778 $18,421 $15,032 $24,437 $34,691


YK $15,369 n/a n/a $29 942 n/a


nt $17,316 n/a n/a $33 176 n/a


nu $43,826 n/a n/a $31,641 n/a
 
*Estimated


Figure 2.4: Total welfare income (WI) as % of AT LICO and MBM,*
Single person considered employable, 2009
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the market Basket measure provides a good 
estimate of the cost of living because it is sensitive 
to differences in the cost of the basket of goods – 
including transportation, shelter, clothing and  
food components – and services in different  
parts of Canada.4


all 2009 welfare incomes were below both low-
income measures by at least $5,000, and in the 
case of ontario, new Brunswick and alberta,  
by $10,000.


when compared with median and average 
after-tax incomes, the gap between welfare 
incomes and these incomes was larger. welfare 
incomes of a single person in new Brunswick, 
ontario, manitoba, Saskatchewan, alberta and 
British Columbia were below the average after-tax 
income of single persons in those provinces by at 
least $20,000.


 expressed as a percentage of the after-tax 
liCo, the lowest welfare income was in 
new Brunswick at 24%. in newfoundland 
and labrador, it reached 62%.


 expressed as a percentage of the mBm, 
the lowest welfare income was in new 
Brunswick at 26%. in newfoundland 
and labrador, it reached 64%.


 the median income is the only measure 
available for the territories. expressed 
as a percentage of the median after-
tax income, the lowest welfare income 
was in new Brunswick at 18%. among 
the provinces, it reached a maximum 
of 48% in newfoundland and labrador. 
among the territories, it reached a 
maximum of 130% in nunavut.


Figure 2.5: Total WI as % of median AT income,
Single person considered employable, 2009
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WI of a single person considered employable as a percentage of mBm*


*Estimated


Figure 2.6: Atlantic Provinces
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Compared to 2008, welfare incomes for a single 
employable person in 2009 improved everywhere, 
with the greatest improvement in Saskatchewan 
and alberta. there was about a 1% overall increase 
in the ratio of welfare incomes compared to the 
mBm. overall, between 2002 and 2009, provincial 
welfare incomes were at more than 60% of the mBm 
in only ten cases. eight of these ten cases were in 
newfoundland and labrador between 2002 and 
2008, and the other cases were in Saskatchewan in 
2006 and in 2009.
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WI of a single person considered employable as a percentage of mBm*


*Estimated


1 Note that to ensure the comparability of the data as much as possible, we made a number of assumptions in calculating the levels of assistance. 
These assumptions include: where welfare households lived; the employability of the household head; the type of housing and entitlement to additional 
assistance. See Methodology.


2 All welfare incomes over time are expressed in 2009 constant dollars to factor out the effects of inflation.
3 Definitions of these measures can be found in the Methodology Bulletin of Poverty Profile 2007: http://www.cnb-ncw.gc.ca/l.3bd.2t.1ils@-eng.jsp?lid=11
4 The MBM for year 2009 was estimated based on the MBM for the year 2008. A review process changed the MBM thresholds (base 2008) and therefore 


the incidence of low income has been impacted. 


Figure 2.7: Central Provinces
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W I D e  V a r I a T I o n  c o n T I n U e D 
a c r o s s  T h e  c o U n T r y


at the provincial level:


 the highest total welfare income1 
in 2009 for a single person with a 
disability was $12,905 in ontario.


 under alberta’s assured income for the 
Severely Handicapped (aiSH) program, 
the total income was $14,297. 


 the lowest total welfare income 
was $8,665 in new Brunswick. 


 the median value was $10,881 
or in other words, half of the 2009 
total welfare incomes were below 
$10,881 and half were above it.


at the territorial level:


 amounts were much higher than at 
the provincial level, due to the higher 
cost of living. nunavut’s incomes 
were the highest, with average 
monthly rents in excess of $2,800.


I n c r e a s e  o V e r  l a s T  y e a r  
B U T  D e c r e a s e  o V e r  T I m e


Generally, single persons with a disability saw an 
increase in their total welfare incomes between 
2008 and 2009 in all jurisdictions other than the 
northwest territories and British Columbia. almost 
all increases were due to provincial and territorial 


Ch a p t e r 3


s I n G l e  p e r s o n  W I T h  a  D I s a B I l I T y


Alberta, in addition to its Income Support 
Program, also has a distinct program 
for persons with severe and permanent 
disabilities: the Assured Income for the 
Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. 
The AISH program differs from other 
social assistance programs in significant 
ways and provides some interesting 
comparisons. All other programs in this 
report are needs tested – including 
Alberta’s Income Support Program – with 
benefits based on family size and other 
factors. AISH clients, in contrast, are 
provided with a flat rate living allowance 
benefit which is not contingent on family 
size. Other differences include asset limits 
that take into account the income of  
a co-habiting partner.
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Table 3 .1:  2009 Welfare Incomes for sInGle person WITh a DIsaBIlITy


 Basic social 
assistance


other p/T* 
Benefits GsT credit other p/T* Tax 


credits
2009 Total 
Income


newfoundland and  
labrador (nl)


$8,085 $2,700 $298 $40 $11,123


Prince edward island (Pe) $8,812 $255 $9,067


nova Scotia (nS) $8,934 $263 $9,197


new Brunswick (nB) $7,416 $1,000 $249 $8,665


Quebec (QC) $10,595 $286 $10,881


ontario (on) $12,284 $324 $297 $12,905


manitoba (mB) $7,397 $1,770 $256 $9,423


Saskatchewan (SK) $9,567 $840 $277 $219 $10,902


alberta- income Support 
(aB-iS)


$8,244 $936 $253 $9,433


alberta-assured income for 
the Severely Handicapped 
(aiSH)


$13,956 $341 $14,297


British Columbia (BC) $10,877 $35 $303 $178 $11,392


Yukon (YK) $14,873 $3,155 $374 $18,402


northwest territories (nt) $17,100 $4,044 $374 $21,518


nunavut (nu) $43,592 $2,100 $374 $46,066
 
*Provincial/Territorial


changes, with the increase of the federal GSt 
counting for only a slight part of the total increase. 
in new Brunswick and alberta, the provincial 
increases were implemented at the end of 2008. 
ten jurisdictions implemented rate increases in 
2009: newfoundland and labrador, Prince edward 
island, nova Scotia, Quebec, ontario, manitoba, 
Saskatchewan, nunavut and the Yukon. Benefits 
under the aiSH program in alberta also increased. 


the cost of living affects the value of welfare 
incomes and it increased by only 0.3% between 
2008 and 2009. when adjusted for inflation, the 
increase in total welfare incomes between 2008 
and 2009 ranged from 0.3% in nova Scotia to  
9.6% in Yukon.2


for the period 1990–2009, single persons with a 
disability saw an increase in their welfare incomes 
in only three jurisdictions: alberta3 (6%), Quebec (6%) 
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Data for 1990 are not available for the Northwest Territories.  
Nunavut became a separate territory in 1999.


Figure 3.1: Percentage change in 2008–2009 
welfare incomes from 2008 to 2009


Single Person with a disability
(constant dollars)
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Figure 3.2: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 1990 to 2009


Single person with a disability
(constant dollars)
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and Yukon (48%). inflation increased by 45.9% during 
the 19-year period, however, so only in Yukon did 
the increase exceed the cost of living.


table 3.2 further illustrates the extent of the 
decline in welfare incomes over the years. it shows 
the year in which welfare incomes were at their 
peak and the year they were at their lowest then 
compares these amounts to the 2009 welfare 
incomes. note that the dollar amounts are in 
constant dollars.


 the vast majority of welfare incomes 
peaked many years ago. in seven cases, 
the peak was in the period 1991–1994.


 the amount of the decrease in total 
welfare incomes was severe in some 
cases. in seven cases the loss was 
more than $1,000, including the two 
worst cases, Prince edward island 
($3,466) and nova Scotia ($2,823). 


 most low years are in the current decade.


a D e Q U a c y  o f  2 0 0 9  
W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s


table 3.3 compares 2009 total welfare incomes for 
single persons with a disability with a number of 
low income measures, including the after-tax low-
income cut-offs (at liCo) and the market Basket 
measure (mBm), as well as with median after tax 
income and the average after tax income.4


the market Basket measure provides a good 
estimate of the cost of living because it is sensitive 
to differences in the cost of the basket of goods – 
including transportation, shelter, clothing and  
food components – and services in different parts 
of Canada.5


all 2009 welfare incomes were below the at liCo 
by at least $4,000, up to a gap of almost $9,000 in 
manitoba. the 2009 welfare incomes missed the 
mBm by more than $6,000 in the case of Prince 
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Figure 3.3: Percentage change from peak to 
2009 amount by province and territory


Single person with a disability 
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Table 3 .2:  chanGe In Welfare Incomes, from peaK year anD loW year To 2009


 2009 amount 
(1)


peak year
(2)


peak amount  
(3)


$ change 
from peak to 


2009
(4 = 1-3)


low year
(5)


low amount 
(6)


$ change from 
low amount to 


2009
(7 = 1-6)


nl $11,123 1997 $11,820 -$697 2005 $10,399 $724


Pe $9,067 1992 $12,533 -$3,466 2005 $8,642 $425


nS $9,197 1991 $12,021 -$2,823 2008 $9,167 $30


nB $8,665 1989 $11,373 -$2,708 2007 $8,490 $174


QC $10,881 1994 $11,097 -$216 1989 $9,769 $1,112


on $12,905 1992 $15,762 -$2,858 2008 $12,685 $220


mB $9,423 1992 $12,214 -$2,791 2005 $9,194 $228


SK $10,902 1989 $12,217 -$1,314 2005 $9,507 $1,396


aB-iS $9,433 1991 $9,516 -$83 2005 $8,393 $1,041


BC $11,392 1994 $12,755 -$1,363 2004 $10,726 $666


YK $18,402 2009 $18,402 $0 1994 $11,988 $6,414


nt $21,518 2008 $21,574 -$56 1998 $12,383 $9,135


nu $46,066 2009 $46,066 $0 2007 $41,971 $4,095
 
*Peak amounts and low amounts are in 2009 constant dollars.
Green colour is for peak years and orange colour is for low years during this decade.
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edward island and alberta. Benefits under the 
aiSH program in alberta were about $1,200  
below the mBm.


when compared with the median and average 
after-tax incomes, the gap between welfare 
incomes and these incomes was larger. welfare 
incomes of a single person with a disability in 
all provinces were below the average after-tax 
income of all single persons in those provinces  
by at least $14,000.


 expressed as a percentage of the after-
tax liCo, the lowest welfare income was 
in manitoba at 51%. in newfoundland 
and labrador, it reached 71%.


 expressed as a percentage of the 
mBm, the lowest welfare income 
was in Prince edward island at 
57%. in ontario it reached 83%.


  the median income is the only measure 
available for the territories. expressed as 
a percentage of the after-tax median 
income, the lowest welfare income 
was in alberta at 31%. among the 
provinces, it reached a maximum of 
57% in ontario. among the territories, it 
reached a maximum of 146% in nunavut.


Table 3 .3:  measUrInG The aDeQUacy of Welfare Incomes


 2009 Total Welfare 
Incomes aT lIco mBm* median aT 


Income*
average aT 


Income*


nl $11,123 $15,579 $14,968 $20,006 $25,166


Pe $9,067 $15,384 $15,852 $21,111 $26,870


nS $9,197 $15,579 $15,044 $23,444 $25,868


nB $8,665 $15,579 $14,373 $20,988 $25,968


QC $10,881 $18,421 $14,158 $21,346 $26,870


on $12,905 $18,421 $15,633 $22,667 $32,686


mB $9,423 $18,421 $13,795 $23,229 $31,783


SK $10,902 $15,579 $14,368 $24,028 $30,580


aB-iS $9,433 $18,421 $15,491 $30,515 $41,609


aB-aiSH $14,297 $18,421 $15,491 $30,515 $41,609


BC $11,392 $18,421 $15,032 $24,437 $34,691


YK $18,402 n/a  n/a $29,942 n/a


nt $21,518 n/a n/a $33,176 n/a


nu $46,066 n/a n/a $31,641 n/a
 
*Estimated
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Compared to 2008, the welfare income of a  
single person with a disability in 2009 improved  
in six provinces, with the greatest improvement in 
alberta. in the four other provinces, the situation 
remained the same. 


figures 3.6 to 3.8 show longer-term patterns. overall, 
between 2002 and 2009, provincial welfare incomes 
were at more than 80% of the mBm in only 16 cases. 
four of these 16 cases were in Quebec between 
2002 and 2005, and eight cases were in ontario 
between 2002 and 2009. alberta aiSH cases were 
above 80% in the 2006–2009 period.


Figure 3.5: Total WI as % of Median AT Income, 
Single person with a disability, 2009
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Figure 3.4: Total WI as % of AT LICO and MBM,*
Single person with a disability, 2009
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*Estimated


Figure 3.6: Atlantic Provinces
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Figure 3.7: Central Provinces
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Figure 3.8: Western Provinces
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1 Note that to ensure the comparability of the data as much as possible, we made a number of assumptions in calculating the levels of assistance. 
These assumptions include: where welfare households lived; the employability of the household head; the type of housing and entitlement to additional 
assistance. See Methodology.


2 All welfare incomes over time are expressed in 2009 constant dollars to factor out the effects of inflation. 
3 We began to collect rates for the AISH program only in 2006, so it is not part of this ranking.
4 Definitions of these measures can be found in the Methodology Bulletin of Poverty Profile 2007: http://www.cnb-ncw.gc.ca/l.3bd.2t.1ils@-eng.jsp?lid=11
5 The MBM for year 2009 was estimated based on the MBM for the year 2008. A review process changed the MBM thresholds (base 2008) and therefore 


the incidence of low income has been impacted.
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W I D e  V a r I a T I o n  c o n T I n U e D 
a c r o s s  T h e  c o U n T r y


at the provincial level:


 the highest total welfare income1 in 2009 
for a lone parent with one child was 
$19,297 in newfoundland and labrador. 


 the lowest total welfare income 
was $14,829 in manitoba. 


 the median value was $16,715. 
in other words, half of the 2009 
total welfare incomes were below 
$16,715 and half were above it.


 at the territorial level:


 incomes were considerably higher in the 
territories, due to the higher cost of living. 
nunavut’s incomes were the highest, with 
average monthly rents in excess of $2,800. 


I n c r e a s e  o V e r  l a s T  y e a r  
B U T  D e c r e a s e  o V e r  T I m e


Between 2008 and 2009, lone parents with 
one child saw an increase in their total welfare 
incomes across the country, except for the 
northwest territories. most of these were due to 
welfare rate increases for families with children.  
in new Brunswick, Saskatchewan, alberta and the 
Yukon, the increases were implemented mid-to 


late 2008. Six provinces implemented increases 
in 2009: newfoundland and labrador, Prince 
edward island, nova Scotia, Quebec, ontario and 
Saskatchewan. Both ontario and the Yukon also 
increased their child benefit rates substantially – 
Yukon in July 2008 and ontario in July 2009.


Between 2008 and 2009, the cost of living 
increased by 0.3 percent. when adjusted for 
inflation, most welfare incomes for this period 
exceeded inflation. the increases ranged from 
0.2% in British Columbia to 11.4% in alberta.2 


for the period 1990 to 2009, lone parents with 
one child saw increases in six instances. these 
occurred in Yukon (26.7%), new Brunswick (19.2%), 
newfoundland and labrador (16.4%), Quebec 
(11.3%), Saskatchewan (6.4%), and alberta (4.2%). 
However, none of the increases came close to 
the 45.9% increase in the cost of living over the 
19 years. further, in ontario welfare incomes 
decreased by close to 20%. 


table 4.2 further illustrates the extent of the decline 
in welfare incomes for a lone parent with one 
child over the years. it shows the year in which 
welfare incomes were at their peak and the year 
they were at their lowest, then compares these 
amounts to the 2009 welfare incomes.


Six jurisdictions had their peak years in the  
current decade – newfoundland and labrador, 
new Brunswick, Quebec, Saskatchewan, Yukon 
and nunavut. 


Ch a p t e r 4


l o n e  p a r e n T  W I T h  a  c h I l D  a G e D  T W o 
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Figure 4.2: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 1990 to 2009 


Lone parent with one child aged two 
(constant dollars)
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Figure 4.1: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 2008 to 2009 


Lone parent with one child aged two 
(constant dollars)
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Table 4 .1:  2009 Welfare Incomes for a lone parenT WITh a chIlD aGeD TWo


 
Basic 
social 


assistance


other p/T* 
Benefits


federal  
child  


Benefits


p/T* child 
Benefit GsT credit provincial 


Tax credits 
2009 Total 
Income


newfoundland and 
labrador (nl)


$12,474 $1,200 $4,574 $331 $619 $100 $19,297


Prince edward island (Pe) $11,339 $4,574 $619 $16,531


nova Scotia (nS) $9,354 $4,574 $445 $619 $14,992


new Brunswick (nB) $9,708 $1,020 $4,574 $250 $619 $16,171


Quebec (QC) $8,507 $960 $4,574 $2,924 $619 $17,583


ontario (on) $10,937 $4,574 $850 $619 $392 $17,372


manitoba (mB) $9,636 $4,574 $619 $14,829


Saskatchewan (SK) $12,293 $4,574 $619 $437 $17,923


alberta $10,668 $4,462 $619 $15,749


British Columbia (BC) $11,347 $80 $4,574 $619 $280 $16,899


Yukon (YK) $19,347 $260 $4,574 $690 $619 $25,489


northwest territories (nt) $20,930 $4,574 $328 $619 $26,450


nunavut (nu) $46,716 $2,028 $0 $129 $48,873
 
*Provincial/Territorial


Data for 1990 are not available for the Northwest Territories.  
Nunavut became a separate territory in 1999.
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 the provinces with their lowest years 
during this decade are nova Scotia, 
ontario, manitoba, Saskatchewan, 
alberta and British Columbia. 


 the amount of the decrease in total 
welfare incomes is severe in some 
cases. ontario shows the highest 
overall decrease, at $5,138. this 
represents a loss of over 20%. 


a D e Q U a c y  o f  2 0 0 9  
W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s


the 2009 total welfare incomes for a lone parent 
with one child were compared with a number of 
low-income measures, including the after-tax low-
income cut-offs (at liCo) and the market Basket 
measure (mBm), as well as with the median after 
tax income and the average after tax income.3 


all 2009 welfare incomes for a lone parent with 
one child were below the after tax liCo by $1,000 
or more, except for newfoundland and labrador, 


Table 4 .2:  chanGe In Welfare Incomes, from peaK year anD loW year To 2009


 2009 amount 
(1)


peak year
(2)


peak amount  
(3)


$ change 
from peak to 


2009
(4 = 1-3)


low year
(5)


low amount 
(6)


$ change from 
low amount to 


2009
(7 = 1-6)


nl $19,297 2009 $19,297 $0 1989 $16,327 $2,970


Pe $16,531 1992 $17,187 -$656 1999 $14,366 $2,165


nS $14,992 1991 $16,530 -$1,539 2005 $13,808 $1,183


nB $16,171 2009 $16,171 $0 1989 $13,480 $2,691


QC $17,583 2009 $17,583 $0 1989 $14,663 $2,920


on $17,372 1992 $22,510 -$5,138 2005 $15,448 $1,924


mB $14,829 1992 $16,723 -$1,894 2000 $13,928 $901


SK $17,923 2009 $17,923 $0 2004 $13,894 $4,029


aB $15,749 1986 $17,196 -$1,447 2005 $13,176 $2,572


BC $16,899 1994 $18,238 -$1,338 2005 $14,910 $1,989


YK $25,489 2009 $25,489 $0 1986 $17,968 $7,521


nt $26,450 1993 $27,913 -$1,463 2007 $19,742 $6,709


nu $48,873 2009 $48,873 $0 2007 $46,118 $2,755
 
*Peak amounts and low amounts are in 2009 constant dollars.
Green colour is for peak years and orange colour is for low years during this decade.
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where they exceeded the measure by $337. the 
second smallest gap was in Saskatchewan, at 
$1,037. manitoba, alberta and British Columbia 
had the largest differences, between $5,500  
and $7,500.


the market Basket measure (mBm) provides a 
good estimate of the cost of living because it is 
sensitive to differences in the cost of the basket of 
goods – including transportation, shelter, clothing 
and food components– and services in different 
parts of Canada.4 the welfare incomes of lone 
parents with one child in newfoundland and 
labrador missed the mBm by $161. the largest 
gap was in nova Scotia at $4,566 below the mBm.


when compared with median and average after-
tax incomes, the gap between welfare incomes 
and these incomes was larger. welfare incomes of 
a parent with one child were below the average 
after-tax income of all lone parents with one child5 
by $15,000 or more in seven provinces. the gap 
between welfare incomes and the median after-
tax incomes exceeded $7,000 in all provinces and 
territories except for nunavut. 


 all welfare incomes of a lone parent with 
one child reached at least two-thirds of 
the after-tax liCo. in four cases, they 
reached 80% or more of the after-tax liCo.


 all provinces other than alberta and nova 
Scotia reached 80% or more of the mBm.


the median income is the only measure available 
for the territories.


 welfare incomes for lone parents with 
one child were below 50% of the after-
tax median income in alberta, manitoba, 
nova Scotia, and British Columbia.


 among the provinces, welfare incomes 
for lone parents with one child reached 
a high of 64% in newfoundland and 
labrador. among the territories, it reached 
a maximum of 216% in nunavut.


Figure 4.3: Percentage change from peak to 2009 amount
Lone parent with one child aged two by province and territory
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Table 4 .3:  measUrInG The aDeQUacy of Welfare Incomes
lone parenT WITh one chIlD aGeD TWo


 2009 Total Welfare 
Incomes aT lIco mBm* median aT 


Income*
average aT 


Income*


nl $19,297 $18,960 $19,458 $30,086 $27,773


Pe $16,531 $18,725 $20,607 $31,815 $26,169


nS $14,992 $18,960 $19,557 $31,876 $32,485


nB $16,171 $18,960 $18,685 $29,615 $27,873


QC $17,583 $22,420 $18,405 $34,517 $34,891


on $17,372 $22,420 $20,323 $35,008 $41,910


mB $14,829 $22,420 $17,933 $33,708 $32,686


SK $17,923 $18,960 $18,679 $32,511 $33,889


aB $15,749 $22,420 $20,138 $42,447 $45,720


BC $16,899 $22,420 $19,542 $35,509 $36,295


YK $25,489 n/a n/a $38,927 n/a


nt $26,450 n/a n/a $33,718 n/a


nu $48,873 n/a n/a $21,776 n/a


 
*Estimated for all lone parents with one child


WI as % of MBMWI as % of AT LICO


Figure 4.4: Total WI as % of AT LICO and MBM,*
Lone parent with one child aged two, 2009
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T o  m B m ,  2 0 0 2 – 2 0 0 9


Between 2008 and 2009, using the mBm, 
welfare incomes for a lone parent with one child 
improved everywhere. most increases were 
around 1%. in alberta the ratio increased by 22%, 
bumping alberta from a 10th place ranking to 
4th. newfoundland and labrador, Quebec and 
Saskatchewan hold the top three rankings in both 
2008 and 2009.


the charts below show longer-term patterns 
from 2002 to 2009. every jurisdiction showed an 
increase, except for manitoba where it decreased 
by almost 4%.


Figure 4.5: Total WI as % of median AT income 
Lone parent with one child aged 2, 2009


 


0%


50%


100%


150%


200%


250%


ABMBNSBCON QCPENBSKNLYKNTNU







 lone Parent witH a CHilD aGeD two  | 4-7


national CounCil of welfare


WI of a lone parent with one child aged two as a percentage of mBm*
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Figure 4.6: Atlantic Provinces
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Figure 4.7: Central Provinces
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Figure 4.8: Western Provinces
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1 Note that to ensure the comparability of the data as much as possible, we made a number of assumptions in calculating the levels of assistance. 
These assumptions include: where welfare households lived; the employability of the household head; the type of housing and entitlement to additional 
assistance. See Methodology.


2 All welfare incomes over time are expressed in 2009 constant dollars to factor out the effects of inflation.
3 Definitions of these measures can be found in the Methodology Bulletin of Poverty Profile 2007: http://www.cnb-ncw.gc.ca/l.3bd.2t.1ils@-eng.jsp?lid=11
4 The MBM for year 2009 was estimated based on the MBM for the year 2008. A review process changed the MBM threshold (base 2008) and therefore 


the incidence of low income has been impacted.
5 Note that median and average incomes of lone parents are already much less than for other families with children.
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W I D e  V a r I a T I o n  c o n T I n U e D 
a c r o s s  T h e  c o U n T r y


at the provincial level:


 the highest total welfare income1 
in 2009 for a couple with two children 
was $24,045 in Prince edward island. 


 the lowest total welfare income 
was $19,775 in new Brunswick. 


 the median value was $22,220. 
in other words, half of the 2009 
total welfare incomes were below 
$22,220 and half were above it.


 at the territorial level:


 incomes were considerably higher in the 
territories, due to the higher cost of living. 
nunavut’s incomes were the highest, with 
average monthly rents in excess of $2,800.


I n c r e a s e  o V e r  l a s T  y e a r  B U T 
D e c r e a s e  o V e r  T I m e


Between 2008 and 2009, couples with two 
children saw an increase in their total welfare 
incomes in all jurisdictions except the northwest 
territories. most of these were due to welfare 
rate increases for families with children. in new 


Brunswick, Saskatchewan, alberta, and the Yukon 
the increases were implemented mid-to late 2008. 
Six provinces implemented increases in 2009: 
newfoundland and labrador, Prince edward 
island, nova Scotia, Quebec, ontario, and 
Saskatchewan. Both ontario and the Yukon also 
increased their child benefit rates substantially – 
Yukon in July 2008 and ontario in July 2009.


Between 2008 and 2009, the cost of living 
increased by 0.3 percent. when adjusted for 
inflation, the increases in welfare incomes ranged 
from 0.4% in manitoba to 9.7% in the Yukon.  
the northwest territories saw a decrease of  
less than 1%.2


when welfare incomes for the period 1990 to 
2009 were adjusted for inflation, none of them 
came close to the 45.9% increase in the cost of 
living over the 19 years. Couples with two children 
saw increases in new Brunswick (24.5%), Yukon 
(18%), Quebec (12.6%), and newfoundland and 
labrador (10.4%). in two provinces – ontario  
and manitoba – welfare incomes decreased  
by over 20%. 


table 5.2 further illustrates the extent of the decline 
in welfare incomes for a couple with two children 
over the years. it shows the year in which welfare 
incomes were at their peak and the year they 
were at their lowest, and then compares these 
amounts to the 2009 welfare incomes. note that 
the dollar amounts are in constant dollars.


Ch a p t e r 5


c o U p l e  W I T h  T W o  c h I l D r e n  a G e D  
1 0  a n D  1 5







5-2 | welfare inComeS 2009


nCw


Table 5 .1:  Welfare Incomes for a coUple, TWo chIlDren aGeD 10 anD 15


 
Basic 
social 


assistance


other p/T* 
Benefits


federal child 
Benefits


p/T* child 
Benefit GsT credit p/T* Tax 


credits
2009 Total 
Income


newfoundland and 
labrador (nl)


$12,999 $1,200 $6,512 $681 $747 $200 $22,339


Prince edward island (Pe) $16,436 $350 $6,512 $747 $24,045


nova Scotia (nS) $12,468 $150 $6,512 $1,090 $747 $20,967


new Brunswick (nB) $10,896 $1,120 $6,512 $500 $747 $19,775


Quebec (QC) $10,947 $1,159 $6,512 $3,249 $747 $22,614


ontario (on) $13,210 $6,512 $1,700 $747 $526 $22,695


manitoba (mB) $14,057 $160 $6,512 $747 $21,476


Saskatchewan (SK) $15,920 $215 $6,512 $747 $607 $24,001


alberta (aB) $14,472 $275 $6,607 $747 $22,101


British Columbia (BC) $13,213 $290 $6,512 $747 $417 $21,179


Yukon (YK) $26,073 $685 $6,455 $1,380 $747 $0 $35,340


northwest territories (nt) $26,258 $6,137 $380 $747 $0 $33,522


nunavut (nu) $52,380 $52,380


 
*Provincial/Territorial


Figure 5.1: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 2008 to 2009


Couple with two children aged 10 and 15
(constant dollars)
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Figure 5.2: Percentage change in 
welfare incomes from 1990 to 2009


Couple with two children aged 10 and 15
(constant dollars)
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Data for 1990 are not available for the Northwest Territories.  
Nunavut became a separate terrirotuy in 1999
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 Six jurisdictions had their peak years 
in this decade – newfoundland and 
labrador, new Brunswick, Yukon 
and nunavut in 2009, Quebec in 
2006, and nova Scotia in 2001. 


 the jurisdictions with their lowest years 
during this decade are ontario, manitoba, 
Saskatchewan, alberta, British Columbia, 
the northwest territories, and nunavut.


 Prince edward island, ontario, 
manitoba, Saskatchewan, alberta 
and British Columbia all peaked 
between 1986 and 1994. 


 the amount of the decrease in total 
welfare incomes was severe in some 
cases. ontario and manitoba showed 
the highest overall decreases, at $7,283 
in ontario and $6,248 in manitoba. 
these represent losses of over 20%. 


Table 5 .2:  chanGes In Welfare Incomes, from peaK year anD loW year To 2009 
coUple WITh 2 chIlDren, 10 anD 15


 2009 amount 
(1)


peak year
(2)


peak amount  
(3)


$ change 
from peak to 


2009
(4 = 1-3)


low year
(5)


low amount 
(6)


$ change from 
low amount to 


2009
(7 = 1-6)


nl $22,339 2009 $22,339 $0 1997 $19,373 $2,965


Pe $24,045 1986 $25,881 -$1,836 1999 $21,911 $2,134


nS $20,967 2001 $21,648 -$681 1995 $19,747 $1,220


nB $19,775 2009 $19,775 $0 1989 $15,850 $3,925


QC $22,614 2006 $22,704 -$90 2000 $19,526 $3,088


on $22,695 1992 $29,978 -$7,283 2003 $20,559 $2,136


mB $21,476 1992 $27,724 -$6,248 2000 $20,558 $918


SK $24,001 1986 $25,093 -$1,092 2005 $20,661 $3,341


aB $22,101 1986 $26,886 -$4,785 2008 $20,772 $1,329


BC $21,179 1994 $23,838 -$2,659 2005 $19,740 $1,439


YK $35,340 2009 $35,340 $0 1986 $28,398 $6,942


nt $33,522 1999 $33,988 -$466 1997 $31,660 $1,862


nu $52,380 2009 $52,380 $0 2007 $51,324 $1,056


 
*Peak amounts and low amounts are in 2009 constant dollars.
Green colour is for peak years and orange colour is for low years during this decade.
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a D e Q U a c y  o f  2 0 0 9  
W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s


the 2009 total welfare incomes for a couple with 
two children were compared with a number of 
low-income measures, including the after-tax low-
income cut-offs (at liCo) and the market Basket 
measure (mBm), as well as with the median after 
tax income and the average after tax income.3


all 2009 welfare incomes for a couple with two 
children were below the at liCo by $5,000 or 
more. the smallest gap was in Prince edward 
island, at $5,044, or 83% of the liCo. Quebec, 
ontario, manitoba, alberta and British Columbia 
had differences of over $12,000. British Columbia’s 
welfare income was only 61% of the at liCo.


the market Basket measure provides a good 
estimate of the cost of living because it is sensitive 
to differences in the cost of the basket of goods 
– including transportation, shelter, clothing and 
food components – and services in different 


parts of Canada.4 when welfare incomes were 
compared to the mBm, the smallest gap was in 
Saskatchewan at $4,735. the highest gap was 
$9,121 in nova Scotia. welfare incomes ranged 
from 69% to 84% of the mBm.


when welfare incomes were compared with 
average after-tax incomes, the gap was larger. 
welfare incomes of a couple with two children 
were below the average after-tax income of  
all couples with two children by $15,000 or more  
in eight provinces. 


the gap between welfare incomes and median 
after-tax incomes exceeded $50,000 in all 
provinces and territories except for nunavut.


 in half of the provinces, the welfare 
incomes of a couple with two children 
were below two thirds of the at liCo.


 in half of the provinces, the welfare 
incomes of a couple with two children 
were 75% or more of the market 


Figure 5.3: Percentage change from peak to 2009 amount 
Couple with 2 children, 10 and 15 by province and territory
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Basket measure. they were highest in 
Saskatchewan, at 84% of the mBm, 
and lowest in new Brunswick at 69%.


the median income is the only measure available 
for the territories.


 expressed as a percentage of the 
median after-tax income, the lowest 
welfare income for a couple with two 
children was in alberta at 23%.


 at the provincial level it reached a 
high of 31% in Prince edward island.


W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s  c o m p a r e D  
T o  m B m ,  2 0 0 2 – 2 0 0 9


Compared to 2008, welfare incomes of a couple 
with two children as a percentage of the mBm 
increased in all provinces except for British 
Columbia, where it remained the same. 


Since 2002, welfare incomes for a couple with 
two children have been hovering at 75% or more 
of the mBm in five provinces: newfoundland 
and labrador, Prince edward island, Quebec, 


Table 5 .3:  measUrInG The aDeQUacy of Welfare Incomes
coUple WITh 2 chIlDren, 10 anD 15


 2009 Total Welfare 
Incomes aT lIco mBm* median aT 


Income*
average aT 


Income*


nl $22,339 $29,455 $29,936 $81,538 $37,599


Pe $24,045 $29,089 $31,703 $76,892 $34,591


nS $20,967 $29,455 $30,088 $80,975 $36,395


nB $19,775 $29,455 $28,745 $77,097 $35,593


QC $22,614 $34,829 $28,316 $76,227 $37,198


on $22,695 $34,829 $31,267 $78,591 $43,113


mB $21,476 $34,829 $27,589 $78,601 $39,804


SK $24,001 $29,455 $28,736 $84,137 $44,015


aB $22,101 $34,829 $30,982 $97,891 $51,435


BC $21,179 $34,829 $30,065 $76,411 $43,614


YK $35,340 n/a n/a $96,755 n/a


nt $33,522 n/a n/a $107,684 n/a


nu $52,380 n/a n/a $67,130 n/a


 
*Estimated for all couples with 2 children
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manitoba and Saskatchewan. manitoba has had 
the highest ratio – over 80% – for all but the last 
two years. new Brunswick has had the lowest ratio, 
at or just below 70% for the seven-year period. 


the following charts show welfare incomes as  
a percentage of the mBm by region. 


Figure 5.4: Total WI as % of AT LICO and MBM*
Couple with two children 10 & 15, 2009
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Figure 5.5: Total WI as % of median AT income 
Couple with two children 10 & 15, 2009
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*Estimated
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Figure 5.6: Atlantic Provinces
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Figure 5.7: Central Provinces
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Figure 5.8: Western Provinces
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1 Note that to ensure the comparability of the data as much as possible, we made a number of assumptions in calculating the levels of assistance. 
These assumptions include: where welfare households lived; the employability of the household head; the type of housing and entitlement to additional 
assistance. See Methodology.


2 All welfare incomes over time are expressed in 2009 constant dollars to factor out the effects of inflation. 
3 Definitions of these measures can be found in the Methodology Bulletin of Poverty Profile 2007: http://www.cnb-ncw.gc.ca/l.3bd.2t.1ils@-eng.jsp?lid=11 
4 The MBM for year 2009 was estimated based on the MBM for the year 2008. A review process changed the MBM thresholds (base 2008) and therefore 


the incidence of low income has been impacted.
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mary and shannon’s story


Ch a p t e r 6


a s s e T  e X e m p T I o n s


Mary is a 43-year old lone parent who worked in the automotive sector in Windsor for most of 
her working life. She has one child, Shannon, who is 15. Ten years ago she made a small down 
payment on a house. She put some money into a Registered Education Savings Plan for her 
daughter and built up $8,000 in her own Registered Retirement Savings Plan. She also usually had 
about $1,000 in her bank account. 


In 2008, Mary was laid off and started to receive Employment Insurance benefits. She kept looking 
for work, but with unemployment running at over 10 percent in her area she wasn’t able to find a 
job. She soon had nothing left in her bank account. When her EI ran out, she applied for welfare. 
But Mary wasn’t eligible. 


Mary was told that she would have to cash in her RRSP before she would be eligible for welfare. 
With food, a mortgage and bills to pay, she did so. Now the proceeds are almost all gone. Mary is 
now eligible for welfare. But she faces the prospect of having to sell her home because she won’t 
be able to make her mortgage payments. When she does sell it, any profit that she makes will be 
counted as an asset and she may be denied welfare again. 


Mary and her daughter face a daunting and grim future. No job prospects, losing their home and 
most likely going back on welfare.


Mary’s troubles aren’t over yet. She doesn’t realize it, but next year she’ll have to pay additional taxes 
on the RRSP that she cashed in. If she has sold her home and made any profit, she may be able to 
pay.  But how will she pay if she’s on welfare? Mary may have to agree to a reduction in Shannon’s 
federal child benefits to pay the tax she owes, leaving her and Shannon with even less to live on. 
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anyone applying for welfare must undergo an 
asset test in order to qualify. this test looks at fixed 
assets and liquid assets. fixed assets generally 
include the residence, household and personal 
effects, a vehicle (up to a certain value), and 
items required for employment. liquid assets 
include cash on hand and in a bank account,  
plus other types of investments and securities that 
can be readily converted into cash. applicants 
whose assets exceed the limits set by the provinces 
and territories are not eligible for welfare. 


Provinces and territories decide which types of 
assets are exempt. in recent years, they have all 
exempted registered education Savings Plans 
and registered Disability Savings Plans from the 
liquid asset test. However, registered retirement 
Savings Plans are still considered a liquid asset 
in most jurisdictions. only newfoundland and 
labrador, Quebec and alberta exempt rrSPs  
up to a specified amount.1


in this chapter, we focus on liquid asset exemption 
provisions. we look at the 2009 levels and how 
they have changed over the last 20 years. 


2 0 0 9  l I Q U I D  a s s e T  
e X e m p T I o n  l e V e l s


table 6.1 shows the liquid asset exemption levels 
as of January 2009. we have noted where there 
are different levels for people applying for welfare 
compared to those already receiving welfare.


there were few changes between 2008 and 2009. 
in ontario and alberta, the limits for the single 
employable person, the lone parent with one child 
and the couple with two children increased slightly 
because they are linked to the benefit levels. 
alberta also increased the limit for the single person 


with a disability for the same reason. manitoba is 
the notable exception. in January 2009, manitoba 
increased its asset exemption level to a flat rate of 
$4,000 per person in a household (to a maximum 
of $16,000), regardless of the reason for assistance. 
with the exception of the single person with a 
disability, manitoba’s asset exemption levels are 
now the highest across the country. 


for a single person considered employable, the 
maximum allowable liquid assets in 2009 ranged 
from $0 in nunavut to $4,000 in manitoba. for a 
single person with a disability, the lowest amount 
was $500 in nova Scotia and the highest was 
$5,000 in ontario, the northwest territories and 
nunavut. for a lone parent with one child, 
amounts ranged from a low of $0 in nunavut to 
a high of $8,000 in manitoba. for a couple with 
two children, nunavut had the lowest amount at 
$0 and manitoba the highest at $16,000. in most 
cases, the amounts are barely enough to live on 
for a month in a large Canadian city.


l I Q U I D  a s s e T  e X e m p T I o n  
l e V e l s ,  1 9 8 9  T o  2 0 0 9


we looked at how provincial liquid asset 
exemption levels have changed over the past 
20 years, based on our Welfare Incomes reports. 
many of the levels shown for 1989 may already 
have been in place for several years. 


table 6.2 shows the provincial levels in effect at 
five-year intervals from 1989 to 2009 for those 
applying for welfare. in manitoba and nova 
Scotia, single employable persons and couples 
with two children were not allowed to have any 
assets until recently. in many provinces, there has 
been no change over the full 20-year period, and 
in several there has actually been a decrease.
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Table 6 .1:  l IQUID asseT eXempTIon leVels as of JanUary 2009
proVIsIons for applIcanTs anD recIpIenTs*


single person 
considered 
employable


single person  
with a Disability


lone parent,  
one child


couple,  
Two children


newfoundland and 
labrador


$500 $3,000 $1,500 $1,500


Prince edward island $50 to $200 $900 $50 to $1,200 $50 to $1,800


nova Scotia $500 $500 $1,000 $1,000


new Brunswick $1,000 $3,000 $2,000 $2,000


Quebec
applicants: $862 


recipients: $1,500
applicants: $862 


recipients: $2,500
applicants: $1,232 
recipients: $2,870


applicants: $1,757 
recipients: $2,975


ontario $572 $5,000 $1,550 $2,130


manitoba  $4,000  $4,000 $8,000 $16,000


Saskatchewan $1,500 $1,500 $3,000 $4,000


alberta $583 $1,530 $1,062 $1,533


alberta – assured 
income for the Severely 
Handicapped (aiSH) 
Program2


not applicable $100,000 not applicable not applicable


British Columbia
applicants: $150 


recipients: $1,500
$3,000


applicants: $250 
recipients: $2,500


applicants: $250 
recipients: $2,500


Yukon $500 $1,500 $1,000 $1,600 


northwest territories $300 $5,000 $380 $560


nunavut $0 $5,000 $0 $0
 
* Applicants are those applying for welfare; recipients are those already receiving welfare.
See Table 1 in the Appendix for more details.
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Table 6 .2:  l IQUID asseT eXempTIon leVels for applIcanTs
1989, 1994, 1999, 2004 & 2009


Single employable applicants


nl pe ns nB Qc on* mB sK aB Bc


1989 40 50 0 500 1,500 227 0 1,500 50 160


1994 40 50 0 500 1,500 306  0 1,500 50 2,500


1999 40 50 0 1,000 712 520 0 1,500 50 500


2004 500 50 0 1,000 1,500 520 0 1,500 50 150


2009 500 50 500 1,000 862 572 4,000 1,500 583 150


Single applicants with a disabil i ty


nl pe ns nB Qc on mB sK aB Bc


1989 3,000 900 3,000 1,000 2,500 3,000 400 1,500 3,000 2,500


1994 3,000 900 3,000 1,000 2,500 3,000 2,000 1,500 1,500 3,000


1999 3,000 900 3,000 3,000 712 5,000 2,000 1,500 1,500 3,000


2004 3,000 900 500 3,000 2,500 5,000 2,000 1,500 1,500 3,000


2009 3,000 900 500 3,000 862 5,000 4,000 1,500 1,530 3,000


Lone parent applicants with one child


nl pe ns nB Qc on mB sK aB Bc


1989 2,500 1,200 2,500 1,000  -- 5,000 800 3,000 2,500 1,500


1994 5,000 1,200 2,500 1,000  -- 5,000 2,000 3,000 2,500 5,000


1999 2,500 1,200 2,500 2,000 1,037 1,457 2,000 3,000 2,500 5,000


2004 1,500 1,200 1,000 2,000 2,845 1,457 2,000 3,000 2,500 250


2009 1,500 50 1,000 2,000 1,232 1,550 8,000 3,000 1,062 250


Couple applicants with two children 


nl pe ns nB Qc on* mB sK aB Bc


1989 100 50 0 1,000 2,500 2,291 0 3,000 250 1,500


1994 100 50 0 1,000 2,500 3,188  0 3,000 250 5,000


1999 100 50 0 2,000 1,478 2,030 0 3,000 250 5,000


2004 1,500 50 0 2,000 2,943 2,030 0 4,000 250 250


2009 1,500 50 1,000 2,000 1,757 2,130 16,000 4,000 1,533 250
 
*amounts for 1989 and 1994 estimated by the National Council of Welfare
-- not available
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l I Q U I D  a s s e T  e X e m p T I o n  l e V e l s 
a D J U s T e D  f o r  I n f l a T I o n


Between 1989 and 2009, inflation increased by 
52.9 percent. we calculated how much the 
1989 provincial liquid asset exemption levels for 
applicants would have been in 2009 had they 
been regularly increased in line with the cost 
of living. figures 6.1 to 6.4 show the 1989 levels 
adjusted for inflation compared to the actual 2009 
asset exemption levels for our four household types. 


in many provinces, the 1989 asset exemption 
levels adjusted for inflation exceed the 2009 levels. 
this is most prevalent for the single person with 
a disability and the lone parent with one child. 
this means that it has become harder to qualify 
for welfare over time. even though the cost of 
living has increased substantially, the liquid asset 


exemption levels have not kept pace. manitoba’s 
flat rate exemption of $4,000 per person as of 2009 
is a marked contrast to the other provinces.3 


what is particularly striking is the high degree  
of variability across the country, as well as over  
the 20-year time frame. it is difficult to see the 
logic in jurisdictions’ approach to liquid asset 
exemption policies.


It has become harder to qualify for welfare 
over time. Even though the cost of living 
has increased substantially, the liquid asset 
exemption levels have not kept pace, and 
in some cases they have decreased.


Figure 6.1: Liquid asset exemption levels for a single employable person
1989 levels adjusted to 2009 and 2009 levels
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for a single employable applicant, most of the 1989 asset exemption levels were so low that even when 
adjusted for inflation they were still extremely low. in seven out of 10 provinces they fall below $500. in 
Quebec and Saskatchewan, the indexed amounts were considerably more than the levels in effect in 
January 2009. 
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for the single applicant with a disability, the 2009 liquid asset exemption levels have not kept up with 
inflation. the losses range from just under $500 in Prince edward island to nearly $4,100 in nova Scotia. only 
new Brunswick, ontario and manitoba had higher levels in January 2009 than the 1989 indexed ones.


for the lone parent with one child, there have been substantial decreases in the liquid asset levels in seven 
provinces. these range from just under $1,600 in Saskatchewan to nearly $6,100 in ontario. we were not 
able to compare Quebec’s levels since data for 1989 were not available. 


Figure 6.2: Liquid asset exemption levels for a single person with a disability
1989 levels adjusted to 2009 and 2009 levels
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Figure 6.3: Liquid asset exemption levels for a lone parent with one child 
1989 levels adjusted to 2009 and 2009 levels
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the 1989 liquid asset levels for a couple with two children were so low that even when indexed to inflation, 
the levels in five provinces were still below $500. there were decreases of nearly $1,400 in ontario and more 
than $2,000 in both Quebec and British Columbia. manitoba’s 2009 level was $16,000, a striking contrast to 
the other provinces.


Figure 6.4: Liquid asset exemption levels for a couple with two children 
1989 levels adjusted to 2009 and 2009 levels
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T h e  c U r r e n T  r e a l I T y


welfare programs have traditionally had low liquid 
asset exemption levels. Because welfare was 
designed to be a program of last resort, applicants 
have had to exhaust their sources of income, 
including savings, before they could qualify for 
welfare. the recent move towards exempting 
certain types of assets – registered education 
Savings Plans and registered Disability Savings 
Plans – gives those on welfare with children or a family 
member with a disability the assurance that these 
funds will be protected. But for many, by the time 
they are eligible for welfare, they are nearly destitute. 
this has come to be known as ‘asset stripping’.


with the current recession, asset stripping is a 
growing problem for people who never expected 
to have to turn to welfare. many people who have 
lost their jobs are not eligible for employment 
insurance (ei) benefits in the first place. others are 
exhausting their ei benefits and are still unable to 
find work. Still others are only able to find part-time 
work, which often isn’t enough to make ends meet. 
Some have to turn to welfare for support while they 
try to get back on their feet. 


these are people who have worked most of their 
lives and accumulated savings, often in the form 
of registered retirement savings. now they have 
to liquidate and use up these assets before they 
can qualify for welfare. not only do current policies 
ensure these people are destitute before they can 
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qualify for welfare, they also rob them of their 
retirement savings, potentially leading to greater 
reliance on government supports in their senior years. 


recent Canadian studies4,5 have focused on 
asset retention initiatives as a way to overcome 
poverty. encouraging people to save, even 
modest amounts, provides them with opportunities 
for a better future and allows them to better 
manage life transitions. allowing people to retain 
modest assets helps them pay costs associated 
with the search for employment, investing in their 
education or skills development, or providing 
a cushion against unforeseen circumstances. 
However, this is not possible for people on welfare 
subject to asset stripping. 


once on welfare, it is harder for people with few 
assets to get off. often, they are doomed to a 
cycle of persistent poverty and dependency.


The national council of Welfare feels that low 
liquid asset exemption policies are counter 
productive . allowing applicants to retain  
modest assets provides them with the resources  
to make the transition back towards greater  
self-sufficiency . 


We urge provinces and territories to increase their 
liquid asset exemption levels . manitoba has taken 
the lead by exempting $4,000 per person . We ask 
other provinces to follow their lead . We further 
propose that all provinces and territories increase 
their asset exemption levels each year by the 
cost of living . 


“…welfare policy is caught in a trap of its 
own making that strips applicants of the 
same productive assets they will need to 
leave and stay off welfare later on”.


Wealth, Low-Wage Work and Welfare:  
The Unintended Costs of Provincial Needs-tests, 2008


(Social and Enterprise Development Innovations)
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Table 6 .3:  1989 lIQUID asseT eXempTIon leVels aDJUsTeD for 
InflaTIon compareD To acTUal 2009 leVels 


Single employable applicants


nl pe ns nB Qc on* mB sK aB Bc


1989 
adjusted for 
inflation


$61 $76 $0 $765 $2,294 $347 $0 $2,294 $76 $245


2009 actual $500 $50 $500 $1,000 $862 $572 $4,000 $1,500 $583 $150


Single applicants with a disabil i ty


nl pe ns nB Qc on mB sK aB Bc


1989 
adjusted for 
inflation


$4,587 $1,376 $4,587 $1,529 $3,823 $4,587 $612 $2,294 $4,587 $3,823


2009 actual $3,000 $900 $500 $3,000 $862 $5,000 $4,000 $1,500 $1,530 $3,000


Lone parent applicants with one child


nl pe ns nB Qc on mB sK aB Bc


1989 
adjusted for 
inflation


$3,823 $1,835 $3,823 $1,529 $0 $7,645 $1,223 $4,587 $3,823 $2,294


2009 actual $1,500 $50 $1,000 $2,000 $1,232 $1,550 $8,000 $3,000 $1,062 $250


Couple applicants with two children 


nl pe ns nB Qc on* mB sK aB Bc


1989 
adjusted for 
inflation


$153 $76 $0 $1,529 $3,823 $3,503 $0 $4,587 $382 $2,294


2009 actual $1,500 $50 $1,000 $2,000 $1,757 $2,130 $16,000 $4,000 $1,533 $250


 
*amounts for 1989 estimated by the National Council of Welfare
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Mary, the 43-year old lone parent and her daughter Shannon, who were described at the beginning 
of this chapter now have more flexibility. Recall that Mary had $8,000 in RRSPs when she lost her 
job and claimed Employment Insurance benefits.


This time when Mary’s EI ran out and she applied for welfare, she qualified right away because 
her total assets, including her RRSP, were below $10,000. Mary’s welfare entitlement was $913 a 
month, and with Shannon’s federal and provincial child benefits, they had nearly $1,300 to live on.  
It wasn’t much, but they could get by for awhile.


A couple of months later, Mary found a part-time job working 12 hours a week at minimum wage. 
This was an extra $500 a month for her! When she told the welfare office they said they would  
be reducing her monthly cheque by half of what she earned. She was disappointed, but financially 
she was still ahead. Now she had nearly $1,550 to live on each month. When she files her income 
taxes, she’ll get refundable tax credits, including some federal Working Income Tax Benefit, and 
none of these will affect her welfare cheque. 


Mary doesn’t like living on welfare, but she still has her home and her RRSP, is keeping her 
attachment to the labour force, which will help her get more work when the economy picks up,  
and she can pay her bills and put food on the table. 


mary and shannon’s story revisited with a liquid asset exemption of $10,000 .


1 In Newfoundland and Labrador, RRSPs with a value of less than $10,000 are exempt for the first 90 days. In Quebec, $60,000 from all eligible sources, 
including RRSPs, is exempt. In Alberta, $5,000 per adult is exempt. 


2 In addition to its Income Support Program, Alberta also has a distinct program for persons with severe and permanent disabilities: the Assured Income for 
the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program. The AISH program differs from the other social assistance programs referenced in this report in that clients 
are provided with a flat rate living allowance benefit which is not contingent on family size. All other programs in this report are needs tested – including 
Alberta’s Income Support Program - with benefits based on family size and other factors. The $100,000 asset exemption level reflects the total value of all 
non-exempt assets owned by an applicant or recipient and their cohabiting partner.


3 To a family maximum of $16,000.
4 Wealth, Low-Wage Work and Welfare: The Unintended Costs of Provincial Needs-tests, Jennifer Robson, SEDI, April 2008. See http://www.sedi.org/


DataRegV2-unified/sedi-Publications/Final%20welfare%20paper.pdf
5 Why don’t we want the poor to own anything? John Stapleton for the Metcalfe Foundation, 2009. See http://www.metcalffoundation.com/downloads/


Why_don’t_we_want_the_poor_to_own_anything.pdf
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each province and territory decides how to 
treat income from other sources – for example, 
pensions, earnings or employment insurance 
benefits - when calculating a household’s welfare 
benefit. Some income is fully exempt (e.g., most 
tax credits) and welfare is not reduced. other 
income may be partially exempt or not exempt  
at all. in these cases, the income – or a portion  
of it – is deducted from the welfare cheque. 


in this chapter, we focus on how provinces and 
territories treat the earnings of welfare recipients. 
we look at how much they can earn before their 
welfare benefit is reduced. we then look at how 
welfare households with earnings benefit from  
the federal working income tax Benefit (witB).


e a r n I n G s  e X e m p T I o n s


most provinces and territories allow welfare 
recipients to earn a certain amount – either  
a flat rate amount, a percentage of earnings,  
or a combination of the two - before their  
welfare benefits are reduced. these are known  
as earnings exemption provisions. 


all provinces and territories require welfare 
recipients to seek and accept employment, 
where they are able to do so. However, those  
who are able to find paid work have their  
earnings treated quite differently, depending  
on where they live. in some cases, the obligation 
to work is paramount and there are limited, if any, 
earnings exemptions. in other cases, earnings 


exemptions are seen as a way to encourage 
welfare recipients to pursue employment, while 
enabling them to be better off financially. in these 
cases, the earnings exemption provisions tend  
to be more generous.


2 0 0 9  e a r n I n G s  e X e m p T I o n 
p r o V I s I o n s


table 7.1 shows the earnings exemption provisions 
in each province and territory as of January 2009 
for the nCw’s four types of households. 


the provisions vary widely across the country. 
Some jurisdictions have different policies for 
people applying for welfare compared to those 
already receiving benefits. 


 five provinces – nova Scotia, new 
Brunswick, ontario1, Saskatchewan2 
and British Columbia – reduce an 
applicant’s welfare benefit by the full 
amount of earnings. this means that 
applicants with any earned income 
have their welfare reduced dollar for 
dollar when they first go on assistance.


 manitoba and the Yukon have 
lower earnings exemption levels  
for people applying for welfare than 
for those already receiving welfare. 


Ch a p t e r 7


W e l f a r e  a n D  e a r n I n G s
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Table 7 .1:  monThly earnInGs eXempTIon leVels as of JanUary 2009
proVIsIons for applIcanTs anD recIpIenTs*


single person 
considered 
employable


single person  
with a Disability


lone parent,  
one child


couple,  
Two children


newfounDlanD 
anD laBraDor


100% of income up to 
$75 plus 20% of income 


over $75


100% of income up to 
$150, plus 20% of income 


over $150


100% of income up to 
$150, plus 20% of income 


over $150


100% of income up to 
$150, plus 20% of income 


over $150


PrinCe eDwarD 
iSlanD


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


noVa SCotia3


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: 30% of net 
wages


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: $150 from 
supported employment 
plus 30% of net wages 


remaining


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: 30% of net 
wages


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: 30% of net 
family wages


new BrunSwiCK
applicants: no 


exemption 


recipients: $300


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: $250


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: $200


applicants: no 
exemption 


recipients: $200


QueBeC $200 $100 $200 $300


ontario


applicants: no 
exemption for first 3 


months on assistance 


recipients: 50% of net 
earnings after 3 months 
of continuous assistance


50% of net earnings in 
addition to a monthly 


$100 work-related 
Benefit for each eligible 


adult family member 
who is employed


applicants: no 
exemption for the first 3 
months on assistance 


recipients: 50% of net 
earnings after 3 months 
of continuous assistance


applicants: no 
exemption for the first 3 
months on assistance 


recipients: 50% of net 
earnings after 3 months 
of continuous assistance


manitoBa


applicants: $200 of net 
earnings 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% of net 
earnings over $200 


applicants: $200 of net 
earnings 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% of net 
earnings over $200


applicants: $200 of net 
earnings 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% of net 
earnings over $200 


applicants: $200 of net 
earnings for each earner 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% net 
earnings over $200, for 


each earner 


SaSKatCHewan4 no earnings exemption 
(tea clients) 


$100 plus 25% of the next 
$500 for a maximum of 
$225 (Saskatchewan 
assistance Plan [SaP] 


clients)


no earnings exemption 
(tea clients). 


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 


employment 
Supplement


no earnings exemption 
(tea clients). 


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 


employment 
Supplement
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Table 7 .1:  monThly earnInGs eXempTIon leVels as of JanUary 2009
proVIsIons for applIcanTs anD recIpIenTs*


single person 
considered 
employable


single person  
with a Disability


lone parent,  
one child


couple,  
Two children


alBerta
$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 


income 


$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 


income


$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining net 


income


$115 of net income plus 
25% of remaining net 


income for each adult


alBerta – assured 
income for 
the Severely 
Handicapped (aiSH) 
program5


not applicable


$400 of net income plus 
50% above $400 up to 
$1,500 for a maximum 


of $950


not applicable not applicable


BritiSH ColumBia no earnings exemption 
applicants: no exemption 


for first 3 months 


recipients: $500 
no earnings exemption no earnings exemption


YuKon


applicants: $100 


recipients: 50% of 
gross income for first 36 
months; 25% afterwards


applicants: $100 


recipients: 50% of 
gross income for first 36 
months; 25% afterwards


applicants: $150 


recipients: 50% of 
gross income for first 36 
months; 25% afterwards 


applicants: $150 


recipients: 50% of 
gross income for first 36 
months; 25% afterwards 


nortHweSt 
territorieS


$200 plus 15% of 
remaining earned 


income


$200 plus 15% of 
remaining earned 


income


$400 plus 15% of 
remaining earned 


income


$400 plus 15% of 
remaining earned 


income


nunaVut $200 $200 $400 $400
 
See Table 3 in the Appendix for more detail. 
*Applicants are those applying for welfare; recipients are those already receiving welfare. 


in newfoundland and labrador, Prince edward 
island, Quebec, alberta, the northwest territories 
and nunavut, earnings exemption provisions are 
the same for applicants and recipients.


in Saskatchewan and British Columbia, there are 
no earnings exemption provisions other than for 
people with disabilities. Households on welfare 
have their welfare reduced by the full amount  
of any earned income for as long as they remain 
on assistance.6


in ontario, once recipients have been on 
assistance for three months, 50% of their  
net earnings are exempt. 


it is difficult to fully understand what these 
provisions mean for welfare clients with earnings. 
even though the recipient still has all of his or her 
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Figure 7.1: $250 Monthly earnings
Amount exempted before welfare reduced, by province
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Elena, lone parent Robert, single


earned income, the welfare benefit is usually 
reduced. the following scenario helps put it  
into perspective.


the chart illustrates the impact of the different 
earnings exemption approaches adopted across 
Canada. in Saskatchewan and British Columbia, 
there is no financial incentive for elena and robert 
to be employed. they would not see any increase 


in their overall income because their welfare 
cheques would be reduced by the full amount 
of their earnings. Bear in mind, as well, that 
additional costs for items such as transportation or 
clothing have to be paid by clients to get to work. 


on the other hand, in new Brunswick, Quebec, 
manitoba, alberta, the northwest territories 
and, nunavut, elena and robert would see 
their monthly income increase by $200 or more. 
not only would they see a boost in their overall 
monthly income, they would also gain valuable 
work experience. 


The national council of Welfare views earnings 
exemptions as an important bridge from welfare 
to paid employment . not only do they allow 
welfare recipients to increase their overall income 
and ability to meet their needs, they also enable 
them to gain experience which can help them 
move from welfare to the labour market on  
a permanent basis . 


Elena, a lone parent with a 12-year old 
daughter, and Robert, a single 40-year 
old man, have both been on welfare for six 
months. They each have a part-time job 
that brings in $250 a month. The following 
chart shows, by province and territory, how 
much of that money is exempted before 
their welfare cheque is reduced. 
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T h e  W o r K I n G  I n c o m e  
T a X  B e n e f I T  ( W I T B )


in 2007, the federal government introduced the 
working income tax Benefit. it is a refundable tax 
credit with a dual purpose: to provide a financial 
support to low-income workers to stay in the work 
force, and to help reduce the disincentives7 that 
welfare recipients face when they leave welfare 
for work. the witB helps those with low earnings  
by supplementing their wages.8 for those on 
welfare who qualify, the witB further increases 
their income because it is fully exempt: welfare 
benefits are not reduced.


from the outset, the federal government invited 
provinces and territories to modify the witB design 
to harmonize best with their income security 
programs. Quebec, British Columbia and nunavut 
have had their own witB model since 2007. 
alberta developed its own model in 2009.9


the witB provides income benefits that vary 
according to earnings and total net family 
income. in 2008, maximum annual benefits under 
the federal model were $510 for a single person 
and $1,019 for a family. to be eligible, earnings 
had to exceed $3,000. maximum benefits were 
paid to a single person with earnings between 
$5,500 and $9,681 and to a family with earnings 
between $8,095 and $14,776. Benefits ceased 
once a single person’s net income exceeded 
$13,081 and a family’s net income exceeded 
$21,569. in 2009 the witB was enhanced. the 
maximum annual benefit increased to $925 for a 
single person and $1,680 for a family. the upper 
income thresholds were also increased, making  
it available to more low-income earners. in order 
to receive the witB, people must apply when  
they file their income taxes. 


W e l f a r e  a n D  T h e  W I T B


in this section we look at the interaction between 
welfare, earnings and the working income tax 
Benefit. the witB is intended to help break down 
the welfare wall by providing additional financial 
support to offset the loss of income support 
benefits and the additional costs of taking  
on a job. 


welfare recipients face considerable challenges 
in their transition from welfare to employment. 
when they leave welfare they lose in-kind benefits 
such as dental, vision and drug coverage. 
once employed, they face additional costs for 
transportation, clothing, as well as income taxes 
and payroll taxes. those with young children  
may face high child care costs. often, they  
find themselves financially worse off employed 
than they were on welfare.


in general, as earnings increase, welfare benefits 
decrease. all provinces and territories deduct 
a certain amount of a recipient’s earnings from 
the welfare cheque. However, once earnings 
are combined with the welfare benefit, overall 
income usually increases. welfare recipients who 
are eligible for the witB see their income increase 
even more, because the witB is considered 
exempt income.


welfare recipients with earnings over $3,00010 a 
year are eligible for the witB. However, because 
the witB is based on a combination of earnings 
and total net income, welfare recipients do not all 
benefit in the same way. Some welfare incomes, 
particularly when combined with earnings, are 
much higher than others. as a result, in some 
provinces, the witB is reduced while the  
recipient is still on welfare. 
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Table 7 .2:  esTImaTeD ToTal monThly Income for a sInGle employaBle person
Welfare . earnInGs anD The WITB* 2009


ToTal monThly earnInGs


$462 .50 $600 $800


 


maximum 
welfare . 


no 
earnings*


Welfare 
plus 


earnings
WITB Total 


income


Welfare 
plus 


earnings
WITB Total 


income


Welfare 
plus 


earnings
WITB Total 


income


nl $774 $927 $26.30 $953 $954 $22.18 $976 $994 $16.18 $1,010


Pe $555 $669 $42.50 $712 $683 $42.50 $726 $800 $42.50 $843


nS $510 $649 $42.50 $691 $690 $42.50 $732 $800 $42.50 $843


nB $294 $594 $42.50 $637 $600 $42.50 $643 $800 $42.50 $843


QC $589 $789 $31.50 $820 $789 $48.00 $837 $800 $72.00 $872


on $573 $804 $42.50 $847 $873 $34.36 $907 $973 $19.36 $992


mB $548 $827 $42.50 $869 $868 $38.19 $906 $928 $29.19 $957


SK $693 $693 $42.50 $736 $693 $42.50 $736 $800 $42.50 $843


aB $583 $871 $42.50 $914 $906 $42.50 $949 $956 $42.50 $999


BC $613 $613 $11.33 $624 $613 $34.71 $648 $800 $68.33 $868


 
*Maximum average monthly welfare benefit for 2009.
Some jurisdictions provide additional financial benefits to welfare recipients with earnings. These are not included in this table. 
Quebec and British Columbia figures based on their respective 2008 WITB models. 
Dark green shaded cells mean that the client is no longer eligible for welfare due to excess income. 


table 7.2 looks at a hypothetical situation of a 
single welfare recipient with four different earnings 
levels in each of the provinces.11 we look at the 
total income of a single recipient with no earnings, 
earnings of $462.50 a month (the point at which 
maximum witB benefits are paid using the federal 
model), $600 a month, and $800 a month. we 
show the combined amount of welfare and 
earnings, the witB that would be paid at each of 


these earnings levels and the total overall monthly 
income. we have used the 2008 witB levels since 
this is the benefit that would have been paid to 
welfare recipients during 2009.12 


the table highlights the fact that the structure of 
each province’s welfare program – both its rates 
and earnings exemption policies – determines  
the amount of witB that is paid. 
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a number of patterns stand out for 2009: 


 in four provinces – newfoundland and 
labrador, ontario, manitoba, and 
alberta – single recipients continue 
to receive some welfare benefits with 
earnings of $800/month. in the six other 
provinces, they were no longer eligible 
for welfare and consequently their 
total incomes with witB were lower.


 the two provinces with their own witB 
models – Quebec and British Columbia - 
paid maximum benefits at higher income 
levels than under the federal model. in 
both cases, a single recipient with earnings 
became ineligible for welfare before 
reaching the maximum witB level.


 in newfoundland and labrador, the 
single person could not receive the 
maximum witB while on welfare, because 
welfare benefits were relatively high.


in figure 7.2, we compare the total income of those 
singles earning $800/month, whether they were still 
eligible for welfare or not, with the after tax liCo 
and the mBm. in all provinces, the amounts were still 
well below both low-income measures.


I s  T h e  W I T B  a c h I e V I n G  
I T s  G o a l s ?


the 2009 increases to the witB will certainly  
put more money in the hands of the Canadian 
women and men who are employed and still living 
in poverty. this includes those on welfare who have 
enough employment earnings to qualify for the witB. 


whether the witB is in fact encouraging welfare 
recipients to pursue additional employment, 
we don’t know. we do know that only a small 
percentage of welfare households (estimated  


Figure 7.2: Total income of a single employable with earnings of $800/month 
Compared to AT LICO and MBM*
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to be about 10%) report earnings. information  
on how much they earn or if they even qualify  
for the witB is not readily available. 


The national council of Welfare would like to see 
the federal government undertake an evaluation 
of the extent to which the WITB is achieving 
its objectives, in particular in helping social 
assistance recipients scale the welfare wall . We 
also propose that the government streamline the 
WITB application process, to make it as easy as 
possible for eligible recipients to receive the WITB . 


In our view, the current WITB amounts still need to 
be raised to help welfare recipients, particularly 
singles, avoid or overcome the welfare wall . 


Income supports outside of welfare are a key to 
leaving welfare . equally important are transitional 
assistance measures, such as drug and dental 
coverage and assistance with employment-
related expenses . scaling the welfare wall needs 
a comprehensive approach to both income 
support and the provision of appropriate services . 
We are encouraged by poverty reduction 
strategies that are taking this approach and  
are confident these kinds of investments will pay 
off for all canadians .


1 Ontario Works only. 
2 Transitional Employment Allowance only. 
3 Families can earn up to $3,000 per year.
4 Employable clients can be on either Saskatchewan Assistance Plan (SAP) or Transitional Employment Allowance (TEA), depending on assessment. 


Employable singles, lone parents or couples with children are eligible for earnings exemptions if they are on SAP.
5 Alberta’s distinct program for persons with severe and permanent disabilities: the Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program differs 


from the other social assistance programs referenced in this report in that clients are provided with a flat rate living allowance benefit. All other programs 
in this report are needs tested – with benefits based on family size and other factors. See text box in Chapter 3.


6 Does not apply to disabled persons receiving Saskatchewan Assistance Plan benefits or BC Disability Assistance.
7 Disincentives include the loss of medical and dental benefits, employment-related costs such as transportation and clothing, and higher taxes. This is 


often referred to as the “welfare wall”.
8 A Disability Supplement is also available to those eligible for the Disability Tax Credit with annual earnings over $1,150.
9 For detailed information on the WITB, including provincial/territorial variations, see http://www.cra-arc.gc.ca/bnfts/wtb/menu-eng.html
10 Based on federal model.
11 Data on the territories are excluded because clients are not eligible for the WITB due to high welfare benefit levels.
12 In most cases, the WITB is based on the previous year’s income as declared on the federal income tax form. 
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m e T h o D o l o G y


Welfare incomes 2009 presents a cross-Canada 
summary of the estimated welfare incomes of 
four household types. welfare incomes include 
provincial and territorial welfare benefits, 
provincial/territorial/federal child benefits and 
provincial/territorial/federal refundable tax credits 
received during 2009. 


our four household types are:


 a single person considered employable


 a single person with a disability


 a lone parent with a child aged two


 a couple with two children 
aged 10 and 15 years old


we have made certain assumptions in compiling 
our data. these are:


 the household first received welfare 
on January 1 and remained on 
welfare for the entire year.


 welfare rates include basic assistance 
and any regularly paid additional 
benefits, for example, a back to school 
allowance or Christmas allowance. 


 all program rate changes made during the 
year are factored into the total incomes.


 Child benefits for the two family 
types with children are calculated 
based on the previous year’s total 
welfare income. in most cases, the 
families receive maximum benefits.


 the head of the household is 
employable, with the exception of 
the single person with a disability.


 the households reside in the largest city 
or town in their province or territory. 


 the households live in private rental 
accommodation and do not share. 
they receive the highest level of 
shelter assistance for tenants and 
all utility costs are included. 


 the households have no earnings 
and do not receive any alimony 
or child support payments.


l I Q U I D  a s s e T  a n D  e a r n I n G s 
e X e m p T I o n  p r o V I s I o n s


we show the provisions in effect as of January 
2009. any changes that occurred during the year 
are noted in footnotes. 


V a l I D a T I o n


all welfare income calculations, liquid asset 
exemption provisions and earnings exemption 
provisions are validated by provincial and 
territorial authorities. 
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s T a T I s T I c a l  T a B l e s


Table 1:  l IQUID asseT eXempTIon leVels as of JanUary 2009
proVIsIons for applIcanTs anD recIpIenTs1


 single person 
considered employable


single person with a 
Disability


lone parent,  
one child


couple,  
Two children


newfounDlanD 
anD laBraDor


$500 $3,0002 $1,500 $1,500


PrinCe eDwarD 
iSlanD


$50 to $2003 $900 $50 to $1,2003 $50 to $1,8003


noVa SCotia $500 $5004 $1,000 $1,000


new BrunSwiCK $1,000 $3,000 $2,000 $2,000


QueBeC5 
applicants: $862 


recipients: $1,500 
applicants: $862 


recipients: $2,500
applicants: $1,232 
recipients: $2,8706 


applicants: $1,757 
recipients: $2,9757 


ontario8 $572 $5,0009 $1,550 $2,130


manitoBa10 $4,000 $4,000 $8,000 $16,000 


SaSKatCHewan $1,500 $1,500 $3,000 $4,000


alBerta11 $583 $1,53012 $1,062 $1,533


alBerta – assured 
income for 
the Severely 
Handicapped 
(aiSH) program


not applicable


the total value of all 
non-exempt assets 


owned by an applicant, 
client and their 


cohabiting partner must 
not exceed $100,00013 


not applicable not applicable


BritiSH ColumBia14 
applicants: $150 


recipients: $1,500
$3,000


applicants: $250 
recipients: $2,500


applicants: $250 
recipients: $2,500


YuKon $500 $1,500 $1,000 $1,600 


nortHweSt 
territorieS


$300 $5,000 $380 $560


nunaVut15 $0 $5,000 $0 $0
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1 Unless otherwise noted, the asset exemption 
provisions apply to both those applying for and 
receiving social assistance. 
 
NL


2 This applies to a single person with a disability 
requiring supportive services. 
 
PE


3 Applicants requiring short-term assistance 
(four months or less) cannot have assets in 
excess of $50. The higher asset exemption 
levels apply to those requiring long-term 
assistance.  
 
NS


4 A single person in the Services for Persons 
with Disabilities Program requiring supportive 
services or care needs would qualify for a 
$3,000 exemption. An adult in a family on 
SPD requiring supportive services or care 
needs would qualify for a $5,000 exemption. 
Income Tax returns are no longer treated as 
chargeable income and are now considered 
under the asset levels. 
 
QC


5 At the time of application, an applicant’s liquid 
assets may not exceed the allowable limits set 
according to family size. The determination 
of a household’s assets excludes income 
received during the month of application which 
is to cover the cost of rent, heating and public 
utilities. Higher asset exemption levels apply 
after the first month on assistance. 


6 Once an application for assistance is 
approved, a client’s liquid assets may not 
exceed the allowable limits: the exemption for 
a lone parent is $2,500 plus $370 for the child.


7 Once an application for assistance has been 
approved, a client’s liquid assets may not 
exceed the allowable limits: the exemption 
for a couple is $2,500 plus $475 for the two 
children. 
 
ON


8 Asset levels were increased for Ontario Works 
clients in December 2009. The new limits are 
$585 for a single person, $1,619 for a lone 
parent with one child and $2,194 for a couple 
with two children. 


9 This represents the prescribed asset 
exemption level for a single person on the 
Ontario Disability Support Program. 


 MB
10 Effective January 1, 2009 EIA liquid asset 


exemptions increased for all EIA participants 
by allowing up to $4,000 per person, to a 
maximum of $16,000 per family, including at 
the time of application. 
 
AB


11 The maximum allowable liquid assets for 
those in the “expected to work” category of 
Income Support are equivalent to one month’s 
core benefit for the applicable household 
unit. The maximum applicable National Child 
Benefit Supplement is included for families 
with children.


12 This represents the amount for an Income 
Support client in the “not expected to work” 
category. For those in the “not expected to 
work” category, the maximum allowable liquid 
assets are equivalent to two months’ core 
benefits. Asset exemption levels for clients in 
the “not expected to work” category include 
the Personal Needs Supplement (effective 
August 2005) of $78 per month. Asset limits 
for Income Support clients include the amount 
of their Core Benefit plus the full amount 
of the National Child Benefit Supplement. 
Households receive an additional $33 for  
each child over the age of 12. 


13 Exempt assets are not counted in the $100,000 
limit. Examples of exempt assets include a 
principal residence, a non-recreational vehicle, 
an adapted vehicle, clothing and household 
items, a locked-in retirement account (LIRA) 
and a registered disability savings plan 
(RDSP). AISH clients with non-exempt assets 
of $3,000 or less may also receive Personal 
Benefits (e.g. for child care, moving, addiction 
treatment) and a monthly Child Benefit of $100 
per dependent child. 
 
BC 


14 The maximum exempt cash assets for 
applicants (other than persons with a 
disability) are $150 for a single person and 
$250 for a family. The maximum allowable 
cash assets for applicants (other than persons 
with a disability) are equivalent to one month’s 
benefit, plus $150 for a single person and 
$250 for a family. In the first month on welfare, 
BC subtracts cash assets exceeding $150 
($250) from the welfare payment.  
 


 NU
15 In Nunavut, there is no exemption on liquid 


assets other than for persons with a disability 
and persons 60 years of age or older. 







 aPPenDiCeS  | a-5


national CounCil of welfare


Table 2:  2009 Welfare Incomes


 Basic social 
assistance


additional 
sa program 


Benefits


federal child 
Benefits1 


provincial/ 
Territorial 


child 
Benefit


GsT credit2 provincial 
Tax credits 


Total 
Income


neWfoUnDlanD & laBraDor3,4


Single employable $8,085 $1,200 $268 $40 $9,593


Person with a Disability $8,085 $2,700 $298 $40 $11,123


lone Parent, one Child5,6 $12,474 $1,200 $4,574 $331 $619 $100 $19,297


Couple, two Children $12,999 $1,200 $6,512 $681 $747 $200 $22,339


prInce eDWarD IslanD7 


Single employable $6,661 $245 $6,906


Person with a Disability8 $8,812 $255 $9,067


lone Parent, one Child9,10 $11,339 $4,574 $619 $16,531


Couple, two Children9,10 $16,436 $35011 $6,512 $747 $24,045


noVa scoTIa12 


Single employable $6,114 $245 $6,359


Person with a Disability $8,934 $263 $9,197


lone Parent, one Child13,14 $9,354 $4,574 $445 $619 $14,992


Couple, two Children13,14 $12,468 $15015 $6,512 $1,090 $747 $20,967


neW BrUnsWIcK16,17,18


Single employable $3,528 $245 $3,773


Person with a Disability19 $7,416 $1,00020 $249 $8,665


lone Parent, one Child21,22 $9,708 $1,02020 $4,574 $250 $619 $16,171


Couple, two Children21,22 $10,896 $1,12020 $6,512 $500 $747 $19,775


QUeBec23,24,25 


Single employable $7,067 $245 $7,312


Person with a Disability $10,595 $286 $10,881


lone Parent, one Child26,27 $8,507 $96028 $4,574 $2,924 $619 $17,583


Couple, two Children26,27 $10,947 $1,15928 $6,512 $3,249 $747 $22,614
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Table 2:  2009 Welfare Incomes


 Basic social 
assistance


additional 
sa program 


Benefits


federal child 
Benefits1 


provincial/ 
Territorial 


child 
Benefit


GsT credit2 provincial 
Tax credits 


Total 
Income


onTarIo29,30 


Single employable $6,877 $245 $379 $7,501


Person with a Disability $12,284 $324 $297 $12,905


lone Parent,  
one Child31,32,33 $10,937 $4,574 $850 $619 $392 $17,372


Couple,  
two Children31,32,33 $13,210 $6,512 $1,700 $747 $526 $22,695


manIToBa34


Single employable $6,060 $51035 $245 $6,815


Person with a Disability $7,397 $1,77035 $256 $9,423


lone Parent, one Child36,37 $9,636 $4,574 $619 $14,829


Couple, two Children36,37 $14,057 $16035 $6,512 $747 $21,476


sasKaTcheWan38,39,40,41,42 


Single employable $8,316 $245 $219 $8,780


Person with a Disability43 $9,567 $84044 $277 $219 $10,902


lone Parent, one Child45,46 $12,293 $4,574 $619 $437 $17,923


Couple, two Children45,46 $15,920 $21544 $6,512 $747 $607 $24,001


alBerTa 


Single employable $6,996 $245 $7,241


Person with a Disability $8,244 $936 $253 $9,433


Person with a Disability / 
aiSH48 


$13,956    $341  $14,297


lone Parent, one Child49 $10,668 $4,462 $619 $15,749


Couple, two Children49 $14,472 $27547 $6,607 $747 $22,101
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Table 2:  2009 Welfare Incomes


 Basic social 
assistance


additional 
sa program 


Benefits


federal child 
Benefits1 


provincial/ 
Territorial 


child 
Benefit


GsT credit2 provincial 
Tax credits 


Total 
Income


BrITIsh colUmBIa50 


Single employable $7,320 $35 $245 $178 $7,778


Person with a Disability $10,877 $35 $303 $178 $11,392


lone Parent, one Child51 $11,347 $80 $4,574 $619 $280 $16,899


Couple, two Children52 $13,213 $290 $6,512 $747 $417 $21,179


yUKon53,54 


Single employable $14,873 $155 $341 $15,369


Person with a Disability $14,873 $3,155 $0 $374 $18,402


lone Parent, one Child55,56 $19,347 $260 $4,574 $690 $619 $25,489


Couple, two Children $26,073 $685 $6,455 $1,380 $747 $35,340


norThWesT TerrITorIes57,58 


Single employable $16,942 $374 $17,316


Person with a Disability59 $17,100 $4,04460 $374 $21,518


lone Parent, one Child61,62 $20,930 $4,574 $328 $619 $26,450


Couple, two Children $26,258 $6,137 $380 $747 $33,522


nUnaVUT63,64,65,66


Single employable $43,452 $374 $43,826


Person with a Disability $43,592 $2,10067 $374 $46,066


lone Parent, one Child68,69 $46,716 $2,028 $129 $48,873


Couple, two Children $52,380   $52,380
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1 Includes the Canada Child Tax Benefit (CCTB) 
and the Universal Child Care Benefit (UCCB) 
received between January 1 and December 
31, 2009. The CCTB consists of the CCTB 
Basic Benefit and the National Child Benefit 
Supplement (NCB Supplement). The UCCB 
came into effect in July 2006 and provides a 
benefit of $100 per month for each child under 
the age of 6. 


2 The federal Goods and Services Tax Credit 
includes the quarterly payments received 
between January 1 and December 31, 2009.  
 
NL


3 Family Benefits rates increased in April 2009. 
4 Additional benefits include a supplement 


shelter benefit of $100 per month and the Flat 
Rate Allowance for the Disabled of $125 per 
month. Over 90% of households living in the 
largest urban centre (St. John’s) have rental 
costs that exceed the basic shelter rate so 
automatically receive the shelter supplement. 


5 Newfoundland and Labrador does not deduct 
the NCB Supplement or the Newfoundland 
and Labrador Child Benefit when calculating 
eligibility for Income Support. 


6 The Newfoundland and Labrador Child Benefit 
increased in July 2009 from $27.17 to $27.92 
for the first child and from $28.75 to $29.58 for 
the second child.  
 
PE


7 Basic and shelter rates were increased in 
June 2009. As of June, the shelter ceiling 
is $329 for single employable individuals 
but in certain situations such as an existing 
mortgage or a housing challenge, clients can 
receive up to $512 per month. 


8 Most disabled social assistance clients receive 
additional financial support through the 
Disability Support Program (DSP). Clients who 
are not eligible for the DSP may receive the 
Personal Care Allowance ($53 per month) and 
the Special Care Allowance ($40 per month) 
through the Social Assistance Program. These 
amounts are not included in the above table. 


9 The Healthy Child Allowance was increased 
in July 2009 from $102 to $107 per child 
per month. This mirrors the increase in the 
National Child Benefit Supplement.


10 Prince Edward Island reduces the maximum 
benefit payable to families with children by the 
full amount of the NCB Supplement.


11 Additional benefits include the School 
Allowance, issued in August and December. 
The allowance is $75 for the 10 year old and 
$100 for the 15 year old. 
 


 NS
12 In October 2009, personal allowances 


increased from $208 to $214 per month per 
adult. 


13 The Nova Scotia Child Benefit is $37.08 per 
month for the first child and $53.75 per month 
for the second child. 


14 Nova Scotia passes on the full amount of the 
NCB Supplement. 


15 Additional benefits include the annual School 
Supplies Supplement of $50 for the 10-year-old 
and $100 for the 15-year-old, which is issued in 
September. 
 
NB


16 The single employable receives Interim 
Assistance, the lone parent with one child 
and the couple with two children receive 
Transitional Assistance, and the single person 
with a disability receives Extended Benefits. In 
January 2010 the Interim Assistance program 
is to be eliminated. 


17 New Brunswick’s monthly Fuel Supplement 
for households heating with electricity is 
$150 per month. Eligibility is determined on 
a case-by-case basis. It is paid in addition to 
basic assistance and is designed to help offset 
high heating costs for clients who pay for heat 
separately. It may be paid either monthly, from 
November to April, or as a one-time payment. 
This is not included in the above table.


18 The Emergency Fuel Benefit has also 
been enhanced to recognize the increase 
in electrical rates and that these increases 
inherently placed households in an 
emergency. Therefore, these households do 
not have to demonstrate an <emergency> 
situation.


19 Certified disabled clients who are in receipt of 
assistance on October 1 automatically receive 
the Disability Supplement. 


20 Additional benefits include the Income 
Supplement Benefit for families with children 
to offset high shelter costs ($1,020 per year 
in 2009), the School Supplement of $50 per 
child per year, and the Disability Supplement 
($1,000 yearly).


21 New Brunswick passes on the full amount of 
the NCB Supplement.


22 The New Brunswick Child Benefit is $250 per 
child per year ($20.83 per month). 
 
QC


23 The single person with a disability receives 
Social Solidarity benefits. All others receive 
Social Assistance benefits. The lone parent 
with one child also receives the Temporarily 
Limited Capacity for Employment Allowance.


24 Assistance rates include the amount of the 
Quebec Sales Tax credit.


25 Rates increased in January 2009 for the 
Social Assistance Program and the Social 
Solidarity Program. 


26 The NCB Supplement is passed on in full to all 
social assistance families. 


27 The Child Assistance measure rates increased 
in January 2009. The maximum annual benefit 
as of January 1, 2009, for a one child family 
is $2,166 ($180.50 per month) and $3,249 
($270.75 per month) for a two-child family. 
Lone parent families received an additional 
annual supplement of $758 ($63.17 per month).


28 Additional benefits include the monthly Shelter 
Allowance Program benefit of $80 for families 
with children (administered by the Societe 
d’habitation du Quebec) and an annual school 
allowance of $76 for the 10 year old and $123 
for the 15 year old. 
 
ON


29 Ontario Works basic needs and maximum 
shelter rates were increased in December 
2009. 


30 Ontario Disability Support Program basic 
needs and maximum shelter rates were 
increased in November 2009.


31 Ontario Works rates for families with children 
were restructured in August 2009.


32 Effective July 2008, Ontario no longer claws 
back the NCB Supplement for families on 
assistance. 


33 In July 2009 the maximum Ontario Child 
Benefit increased from $50 to $91.66 per 
month per child. 
 
MB


34 The Manitoba Shelter Benefit, effective July 
2006, includes a component for income 
assistance participants who are enrolled under 
the disability category and reside in private 
rental accommodation or a board and room 
situation. In July 2008, eligibility was extended 
to employable singles and childless couples. 
In July 2009, the monthly benefit increased 
from $35 to $50 per month for those in private 
rental accommodation and from $15 to $30 
per month for those in room and board. 


35 Additional benefits include the Income 
Assistance for Persons with Disabilities (IAPD) 
benefit of $105 per month, the annual school 
supplies allowance of $60 for the 10 year old 
and $100 for the 15 year old and the Manitoba 
Shelter Benefit.


36 The Manitoba Child Benefit Program began in 
January 2008. It replaced and enhanced the 
former Child Related Income Support Program 
(CRISP). Maximum monthly benefits are $35 
per child. The Manitoba Child Benefit is not paid 
to Income Assistance families with children.


37 Manitoba no longer claws back the 
NCB Supplement for families on Income 
Assistance.
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 SK
38 Transitional Employment Assistance rates 


are used for the single employable, the lone 
parent with one child and the couple with two 
children. Saskatchewan Assistance Plan rates 
are used for the single person with a disability. 
Rates payable in Tier A communities are used.


39 In February 2009, the General Living 
Allowance component of TEA was increased. 


40 In October 2009, the shelter component of 
SAP was increased. 


41 Saskatchewan pays actual utility costs. 
Amounts used are based on averages for the 
different household types during the 2009 
calendar year for both TEA and SAP. 


42 The Saskatchewan Sales Tax Credit was 
replaced by the Saskatchewan Low Income 
Tax Credit (SLITC) effective October 2008, 
retroactive to July 2008. The SLITC provided 
$216 for an individual, a spouse or common 
law partner (or for an eligible dependant) and 
$84 for a maximum of two children, for an 
annual credit of up to $600 per family. These 
amounts were increased to $221, $86 and 
$614 respectively in July 2009. The credit 
starts to be reduced once family net income is 
more than $28,335 (increased to $29,063 in 
July 2009). 


43 Clients with a disability may also be eligible 
for the Disability Rental Housing Supplement, 
introduced in April 2005. The amount paid 
depends on family size, family income and 
the local rental market. In February 2009 the 
maximum monthly amount payable in the 
largest communities was increased from $238 
to $262 per month. The supplement is not 
included in the above table.


44 Additional benefits include the Disabled 
Persons Allowance of $50 per month, the 
Special Transportation Allowance for the 
disabled of $20 per month, and the annual 
Education Expenses Allowance of $85 for the 
10 year old and $130 for the 15 year old.


45 Families with children may also be eligible 
for the Family Rental Housing Supplement, 
introduced in April 2005. The amount paid 
depends on family size, family income and 
the local rental market. In February 2009 the 
maximum monthly amount payable in the 
largest communities was increased from $238 
to $256 per month.


46 The Saskatchewan Child Benefit (SCB) was 
designed to be a transitional benefit and is 
reduced as the NCB Supplement increases. 
Since July 2006 the SCB has been fully offset 
by the NCB Supplement.  
 


 AB
47 Additional benefits include $78 per month for 


Personal Needs for the person with a disability 
(Alberta Works only) and the annual school 
expense allowance of $100 for the 10-year-old 
and $175 for the 15-year-old.


48 Since Alberta has a distinctive program 
for persons with severe and permanent 
disabilities - the Assured Income for the 
Severely Handicapped (AISH) program -  
we also feature this program beginning with 
Welfare Incomes 2006. The AISH program 
differs from the other social assistance 
programs referenced in this report in that 
clients are provided with a flat rate living 
allowance benefit which is not contingent on 
family size. In addition to the living allowance, 
AISH may provide a $100 Child Benefit for 
each dependent child and Personal Benefits 
for the client and his or her dependent children 
to meet one-time or on-going needs such as a 
special diet and child care. (Personal benefits 
are provided to clients who have $3000 or 
less in non-exempt assets). In April 2009 the 
benefit was increased from $1,088 per month 
to $1,188.


49 Since August 2003, Alberta has passed on 
the full amount of the increase to the NCB 
Supplement.  
 
BC


50 Additional benefits include the annual 
Christmas Supplement ($35 for singles, 
$70 for a family with children and $10 for 
each child) and the annual School Start-up 
Supplement of $84 for the 10 year old and 
$116 for the 15 year old.


51 In July 2004, the BC Family Bonus for a 
one-child family was fully offset by the NCB 
Supplement. Families with one child no longer 
receive any BC Family Bonus. 


52 In July 2005, the BC Family Bonus for a 
two-child family was fully offset by the NCB 
Supplement. Families with two children no 
longer receive any BC Family Bonus. 
 
YK


53 All basic rates were increased in January 2009 
and again in November 2009.


54 Additional benefits include the annual 
Christmas Allowance of $30 per person, the 
Winter Clothing Allowance ($75 for persons 
under 14 years and $125 for persons 14 
years or over), the annual School Supply 
Allowance of $50 for children in grades 1-5 
and $65 for those in grades 6-12, and the 
monthly Territorial Supplementary Allowance 
for persons with a disability ($250 monthly).


55 Yukon reduces social assistance by the full 
amount of the NCB Supplement.


56 In July 2008 Yukon increased the maximum 
Yukon Child Benefit $37.50 to $57.50 per child 
per month. 


 NT
57 The Northwest Territories Income Assistance 


Program generally pays actual costs of 
shelter, fuel and utilities. Public housing 
unsubsidized rents have been used for the 
lone parent with one child and the couple with 
2 children.


58 All clients other than those with a disability 
and seniors must participate in a “productive 
choice” in order to receive income assistance.


59 The rate for a person with a disability may vary.
60 Additional benefits include the Disability 


Allowance of $300 per month. 
61 NWT reduces social assistance by the full 


amount of the NCB Supplement. 
62 The NWT Child Benefit is $27.50 per child per 


month. It was reduced if 2008 net income was 
above $20,921.  
 
NU


63 The majority of Income Support households in 
Nunavut reside in public housing where rents 
range from as low as $60.00 a month up to 
$2,800.00 per month depending on the number 
of family members living in the household 
earning income. Clients in public housing do 
not pay fuel, water, sewage, garbage and/or 
municipal needs. Costs are subsidized by the 
Nunavut Housing Corporation. Clients receive 
invoices for their electricity at a subsidized rate 
which may be included on the assessment. 


64 Applicants living in private accommodation 
must apply for public housing before being 
approved for rent payments. Private rents 
range from $1,000 to $3,000 per month. High 
level approval is required prior to approving 
any rent amounts over $2,500 per month.  
This situation is due to the housing shortage 
in Nunavut. 


65 All clients other than the persons with a 
disability must be in receipt of assistance 
for two months before the regular clothing 
allowance is paid. Clients may only receive 
the seasonal clothing allowance after they 
have been on assistance for six consecutive 
months. 


66 For the first time, we included an average 
monthly fuel payment of $343 provided to 
families in private rentals over and above 
electricity.


67 Additional benefits include the Disability 
Allowance of $175 a month.


68 Nunavut reduces social assistance by the 
amount of the NCB Supplement.


69 The Nunavut Child Benefit is $27.50 per child 
per month. It was reduced if 2008 net income 
was above $20,921.
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Table 3:  monThly earnInGs eXempTIon leVels as of JanUary 2009
proVIsIons for applIcanTs anD recIpIenTs1


 single person 
considered employable


single person with  
a Disability


lone parent,  
one child


couple,  
Two children


newfounDlanD 
anD laBraDor


100% of income up 
to $75.00 plus 20% of 
income in excess of 


$75.00


100% of income up 
to $150, plus 20% of 


income in excess of $150


100% of income up to 
$150 plus 20% of income 


in excess of $150


$100% of income up to 
$150 plus 20% of income 


in excess of $150


PrinCe eDwarD 
iSlanD


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


$75 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


$125 of net earned 
income plus 10% of the 


balance


noVa SCotia2


applicants:  
no exemption


recipients:  
30% of net wages


*families can earn  
up to $3,000


applicants:  
no exemption


recipients: $150 from 
supported employment 


plus 30% of net  
wages remaining3


*families can earn  
up to $3,000


applicants:  
no exemption 


recipients: 30% of  
net wages 


*families can earn  
up to $3,000


applicants: 
no exemption 


recipients: 30% of  
net family wages 


*families can earn  
up to $3,000


new BrunSwiCK4


applicants:  
no exemption


recipients: $3005


applicants:  
no exemption


recipients: $2506


applicants:  
no exemption


recipients: $2007


applicants:  
no exemption


recipients: $200


QueBeC $2008 $1009 $20010 $30011


ontario12


applicants:  
no exemption for first 3 
months on assistance


recipients: 50% of net 
earnings after 3 months 
of continuous assistance


50% of net earnings in 
addition to a monthly 


$100 work-related 
Benefit for each eligible 


adult family member 
who is working13


applicants: no 
exemption for the first 3 
months on assistance


recipients: 50% of 
net earnings after 3 


months of continuous 
assistance13


applicants: no 
exemption for the first 3 
months on assistance


recipients: 50% of 
net earnings after 3 


months of continuous 
assistance13


manitoBa14


applicants:  
$200 of net earnings 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% of net 
earnings over $200 


applicants:  
$200 of net earnings 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% of net 
earnings over $200


applicants:  
$200 of net earnings 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% of net 
earnings over $200 


applicants:  
$200 of net earnings  


for each earner 


recipients: after one 
month, $200 of net 


earnings plus 30% net 
earnings over $200, for 


each earner 
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Table 3:  monThly earnInGs eXempTIon leVels as of JanUary 2009
proVIsIons for applIcanTs anD recIpIenTs1


 single person 
considered employable


single person with  
a Disability


lone parent,  
one child


couple,  
Two children


SaSKatCHewan15 no earnings exemption 
(tea clients)


$100 plus 25% of the next 
$500 for a maximum of 


$225 (SaP clients)


no earnings exemption 
(tea clients)


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 


employment 
Supplement16 


no earnings exemption 
(tea clients)


Clients with earnings 
over $125 are eligible 
for the Saskatchewan 


employment 
Supplement16


alBerta
$230 of net income plus 


25% of the remaining 
net income 


$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining 


net income


$230 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining 


net income


$115 of net income plus 
25% of the remaining 
net income (for each 


working adult)


alBerta-assured 
income for 
the Severely 
Handicapped 
(aiSH) program


not applicable


the first $400 of net 
employment income 


is exempt and any 
amount above $400, 


and up to $1,500, is 50% 
exempt to a maximum 


of $950.


not applicable not applicable


BritiSH ColumBia no earnings exemption 


applicants: no 
exemption for first 3 


months 


recipients: $500 


no earnings exemption no earnings exemption


YuKon 


applicants: $100 


recipients: 50% of 
earned gross income for 
first 36 months, then the 


exemption is 25%


applicants: $100 


recipients: 50% of 
earned gross income for 
first 36 months, then the 


exemption is 25%17 


applicants: $150 


recipients: 50% of 
earned gross income for 
first 36 months, then the 


exemption is 25% 


applicants: $150 


recipients: 50% of 
earned gross income for 
first 36 months, then the 


exemption is 25% 


nortHweSt 
territorieS


$200 plus additional 15% 
of the remaining earned 


income


$200 plus additional 15% 
of the remaining earned 


income


$400 plus additional 15% 
of the remaining earned 


income


$400 plus additional 15% 
of the remaining earned 


income


nunaVut $200 $200 $400 $400
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1 Unless otherwise noted, the earnings 
exemptions levels apply to both those 
applying for and receiving social assistance. 
 
NS


2 Additional special needs such as transportation, 
child care and clothing may be provided based 
on need. Families can earn up to $3,000 
annually without these earnings affecting basic 
income assistance payments. This program 
considers income earned from working in the 
seasonal harvesting of field produced crops 
like berries, vegetables and apples, and the 
harvesting of Christmas trees and making of 
Christmas wreaths.


3 Nova Scotia’s provision applies to persons 
with a disability participating in supported 
employment. 
 
NB


4 New Brunswick has two types of wage 
exemptions. The regular Wage Exemption 
amounts are shown in the above table. The 
Extended Wage Exemption (EWE) provides 
higher exemptions to clients during their 
transition to self sufficiency. A client may only 
receive one type of exemption at any time. 
The EWE, which is limited to a maximum 
of two years, exempts a percentage of net 
income based on the household type. Singles 
and families with no children may receive an 
exemption of up to 30% of net earned income 
for the first six months, 25% of net income 
for the next six months, then the appropriate 
flat rate wage exemption for the remaining 12 
months. Families with children may receive 
an exemption of up to 35% of income for the 
first six months, 30% of income for the next 
six months, then the regular flat rate wage 
exemption for the remaining 12 months. 


5 This is for a single person receiving Interim 
Assistance. 


6 This is for a single person with a disability 
receiving Extended Benefits.


7 This is for a family receiving Transitional 
Assistance. 
 


 QC
8 This is for a person in the Social Assistance 


program with no limitations to employment.
9 This is for a person in the Social Solidarity 


program.
10 This is for a person in the Social Assistance 


program with temporary limitations to 
employment. 


11 This is for a couple in the Social Assistance 
program regardless of the type of limitations  
to employment. 
 
ON


12 Apart from the earnings exemption, Ontario 
provides other employment-related benefits 
to clients. Ontario Works provides the 
Full-time Employment Benefit to clients 
to help with expenses associated with 
beginning full-time employment. Eligible 
clients receive a maximum of $500 in 
any 12-month period. Similarly, the Other 
Employment and Employment Assistance 
Activities Benefit assists clients beginning or 
changing employment or in an employment 
assistance activity. Expenses include work 
wear, grooming costs, licensing fees, etc. 
Eligible recipients receive a maximum of 
$253 in a 12-month period. There is also the 
Employment Related Expenses Benefit. It 
is provided to support participants as they 
progress toward sustainable employment. 
This benefit is also offered to eligible Ontario 
Disability Support Program recipients who are 
participating in Ontario Works employment 
assistance activities. The maximum average 
that is provided for each eligible participant 
is $250 per month, with a maximum advance 
of $500. Where a participant is eligible for 
the mandatory Other Employment and 
Employment Assistance Activities Benefit,  
that benefit is accessed first.


 13 Disability-related work expenses up to 
a maximum of $300 per month can be 
deducted, as well as up to $600 per child 
for informal child care costs, and the entire 
amount of licensed child care costs (Ontario 
Works and the Ontario Disability Support 
Program). 
 


 MB
14 Manitoba also provides the Rewarding Work 


Allowance (RWA) to all employed non-disabled 
adults on income assistance. The RWA is 
$100.00 for non-disabled people working more 
than 80 hours or 10 days in a month, or $50 
for those working less. Employed disabled 
persons receive similar benefits. 
 
SK


 15 Employable clients can be on either 
Saskatchewan Assistance Plan (SAP) or 
Transitional Employment Allowance (TEA), 
depending on assessment. Employable 
singles, lone parents or couples with children 
are eligible for earnings exemptions if they are 
on SAP.


16 Saskatchewan provides the Saskatchewan 
Employment Supplement (SES) to low-income 
parents who work for pay, are self-employed 
or receive child or spousal support. 
 
YK


 17 Effective July 2005, persons who qualified 
for the Territorial Supplementary Allowance 
(payable to persons with a disability and the 
elderly) were eligible for an additional annual 
earned income exemption of $3,900.
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Table 4:  comparIson of 2009 Welfare Incomes WITh afTer-TaX  
loW Income cUT-offs (lIco)


 2009 Welfare Income aT lIco poverty Gap 2009 Welfare Income 
as % of aT lIco


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable $9,593 $15,579 -$5,986 62%


Person with a disability $11,123 $15,579 -$4,456 71%


lone Parent, one Child $19,297 $18,960 $337 102%


Couple, two Children $22,339 $29,455 -$7,116 76%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable $6,906 $15,384 -$8,478 45%


Person with a disability $9,067 $15,384 -$6,317 59%


lone Parent, one Child $16,531 $18,725 -$2,194 88%


Couple, two Children $24,045 $29,089 -$5,044 83%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable $6,359 $15,579 -$9,220 41%


Person with a disability $9,197 $15,579 -$6,382 59%


lone Parent, one Child $14,992 $18,960 -$3,969 79%


Couple, two Children $20,967 $29,455 -$8,488 71%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable $3,773 $15,579 -$11,806 24%


Person with a disability $8,665 $15,579 -$6,914 56%


lone Parent, one Child $16,171 $18,960 -$2,790 85%


Couple, two Children $19,775 $29,455 -$9,680 67%


QUeBec


Single employable $7,312 $18,421 -$11,109 40%


Person with a disability $10,881 $18,421 -$7,540 59%


lone Parent, one Child $17,583 $22,420 -$4,837 78%


Couple, two Children $22,614 $34,829 -$12,215 65%
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Table 4:  comparIson of 2009 Welfare Incomes WITh afTer-TaX  
loW Income cUT-offs (lIco)


 2009 Welfare Income aT lIco poverty Gap 2009 Welfare Income 
as % of aT lIco


onTarIo


Single employable $7,501 $18,421 -$10,920 41%


Person with a disability $12,905 $18,421 -$5,516 70%


lone Parent, one Child $17,372 $22,420 -$5,048 77%


Couple, two Children $22,695 $34,829 -$12,134 65%


manIToBa


Single employable $6,815 $18,421 -$11,606 37%


Person with a disability $9,423 $18,421 -$8,998 51%


lone Parent, one Child $14,829 $22,420 -$7,592 66%


Couple, two Children $21,476 $34,829 -$13,353 62%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable $8,780 $15,579 -$6,799 56%


Person with a disability $10,902 $15,579 -$4,677 70%


lone Parent, one Child $17,923 $18,960 -$1,037 95%


Couple, two Children $24,001 $29,455 -$5,454 81%


alBerTa


Single employable $7,241 $18,421 -$11,180 39%


Person with a disability $9,433 $18,421 -$8,988 51%


Person with a disability/
aiSH


$14,297 $18,421 -$4,124 78%


lone Parent, one Child $15,749 $22,420 -$6,671 70%


Couple, two Children $22,101 $34,829 -$12,728 63%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable $7,778 $18,421 -$10,644 42%


Person with a disability $11,392 $18,421 -$7,029 62%


lone Parent, one Child $16,899 $22,420 -$5,521 75%


Couple, two Children $21,179 $34,829 -$13,650 61%
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE


Table 5:  COMPARISON OF 2009 WELFARE INCOMES 
WITH MARKET BASKET MEASURE (MBM)


 2009 Welfare Income 2009 MBM* Poverty Gap 2009 Welfare Income 
as % of 2009 MBM*


NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR


Single Employable $9,593 $14,968 $5,375 64%


Person with a Disability $11,123 $14,968 $3,845 74%


Lone Parent, One child $19,297 $19,458 $161 99%


Couple, Two Children $22,339 $29,936 $7,597 75%


PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND


Single Employable $6,906 $15,852 $8,946 44%


Person with a Disability $9,067 $15,852 $6,785 57%


Lone Parent, One child $16,531 $20,607 $4,076 80%


Couple, Two Children $24,045 $31,703 $7,658 76%


NOVA SCOTIA


Single Employable $6,359 $15,044 $8,685 42%


Person with a Disability $9,197 $15,044 $5,847 61%


Lone Parent, One child $14,992 $19,557 $4,566 77%


Couple, Two Children $20,967 $30,088 $9,121 70%


NEW BRUNSWICK


Single Employable $3,773 $14,373 $10,600 26%


Person with a Disability $8,665 $14,373 $5,708 60%


Lone Parent, One child $16,171 $18,685 $2,514 87%


Couple, Two Children $19,775 $28,745 $8,970 69%


QUEBEC


Single Employable $7,312 $14,158 $6,846 52%


Person with a Disability $10,881 $14,158 $3,277 77%


Lone Parent, One child $17,583 $18,405 $822 96%


Couple, Two Children $22,614 $28,316 $5,702 80%


 * Estimated
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Table 5:  COMPARISON OF 2009 WELFARE INCOMES 
WITH MARKET BASKET MEASURE (MBM)


 2009 Welfare Income 2009 MBM* Poverty Gap 2009 Welfare Income 
as % of 2009 MBM*


ONTARIO


Single Employable $7,501 $15,633 $8,132 48%


Person with a Disability $12,905 $15,633 $2,729 83%


Lone Parent, One child $17,372 $20,323 $2,952 85%


Couple, Two Children $22,695 $31,267 $8,572 73%


MANITOBA


Single Employable $6,815 $13,795 $6,980 49%


Person with a Disability $9,423 $13,795 $4,372 68%


Lone Parent, One child $14,829 $17,933 $3,105 83%


Couple, Two Children $21,476 $27,589 $6,114 78%


SASKATCHEWAN


Single Employable $8,780 $14,368 $5,588 61%


Person with a Disability $10,902 $14,368 $3,466 76%


Lone Parent, One child $17,923 $18,679 $756 96%


Couple, Two Children $24,001 $28,736 $4,735 84%


ALBERTA


Single Employable $7,241 $15,491 $8,250 47%


Person with a Disability $9,433 $15,491 $6,057 61%


Person with a Disability/
AISH


$14,297 $15,491 $1,194 92%


Lone Parent, One child $15,749 $20,138 $4,389 78%


Couple, Two Children $22,101 $30,982 $8,881 71%


BRITISH COLUMBIA


Single Employable $7,778 $15,032 $7,255 52%


Person with a Disability $11,392 $15,032 $3,640 76%


Lone Parent, One child $16,899 $19,542 $2,643 86%


Couple, Two Children $21,179 $30,065 $8,886 70%


 * Estimated
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 6:  2009 Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe  
of aVeraGe afTer-TaX Incomes


 2009 Welfare Income average aT Income 2009 Welfare Income as %  
of average aT Income


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable $9,593 $25,166 38%


Person with a Disability $11,123 $25,166 44%


lone Parent, one Child $19,297 $27,773 69%


Couple, two Children $22,339 $37,599 59%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable $6,906 $26,870 26%


Person with a Disability $9,067 $26,870 34%


lone Parent, one Child $16,531 $26,169 63%


Couple, two Children $24,045 $34,591 70%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable $6,359 $25,868 25%


Person with a Disability $9,197 $25,868 36%


lone Parent, one Child $14,992 $32,485 46%


Couple, two Children $20,967 $36,395 58%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable $3,773 $25,968 15%


Person with a Disability $8,665 $25,968 33%


lone Parent, one Child $16,171 $27,873 58%


Couple, two Children $19,775 $35,593 56%


QUeBec


Single employable $7,312 $26,870 27%


Person with a Disability $10,881 $26,870 40%


lone Parent, one Child $17,583 $34,891 50%


Couple, two Children $22,614 $37,198 61%
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Table 6:  2009 Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe  
of aVeraGe afTer-TaX Incomes


 2009 Welfare Income average aT Income 2009 Welfare Income as %  
of average aT Income


onTarIo


Single employable $7,501 $32,686 23%


Person with a Disability $12,905 $32,686 39%


lone Parent, one Child $17,372 $41,910 41%


Couple, two Children $22,695 $43,113 53%


manIToBa


Single employable $6,815 $31,783 21%


Person with a Disability $9,423 $31,783 30%


lone Parent, one Child $14,829 $32,686 45%


Couple, two Children $21,476 $39,804 54%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable $8,780 $30,580 29%


Person with a Disability $10,902 $30,580 36%


lone Parent, one Child $17,923 $33,889 53%


Couple, two Children $24,001 $44,015 55%


alBerTa


Single employable $7,241 $41,609 17%


Person with a Disability $9,433 $41,609 23%


Person with a Disability/
aiSH


$14,297 $41,609 34%


lone Parent, one Child $15,749 $45,720 34%


Couple, two Children $22,101 $51,435 43%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable $7,778 $34,691 22%


Person with a Disability $11,392 $34,691 33%


lone Parent, one Child $16,899 $36,295 47%


Couple, two Children $21,179 $43,614 49%
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 7:  2009 Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of meDIan afTer-TaX Incomes


 2009 Welfare Income 2009 median Income* Welfare Income as %  
of median Income*


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable $9,593 $20,006 48%


Person with a Disability $11,123 $20,006 56%


lone Parent, one Child $19,297 $30,086 64%


Couple, two Children $22,339 $81,538 27%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable $6,906 $21,111 33%


Person with a Disability $9,067 $21,111 43%


lone Parent, one Child $16,531 $31,815 52%


Couple, two Children $24,045 $76,892 31%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable $6,359 $23,444 27%


Person with a Disability $9,197 $23,444 39%


lone Parent, one Child $14,992 $31,876 47%


Couple, two Children $20,967 $80,975 26%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable $3,773 $20,988 18%


Person with a Disability $8,665 $20,988 41%


lone Parent, one Child $16,171 $29,615 55%


Couple, two Children $19,775 $77,097 26%


QUeBec


Single employable $7,312 $21,346 34%


Person with a Disability $10,881 $21,346 51%


lone Parent, one Child $17,583 $34,517 51%


Couple, two Children $22,614 $76,227 30%
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Table 7:  2009 Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of meDIan afTer-TaX Incomes


 2009 Welfare Income 2009 median Income* Welfare Income as %  
of median Income*


onTarIo


Single employable $7,501 $22,667 33%


Person with a Disability $12,905 $22,667 57%


lone Parent, one Child $17,372 $35,008 50%


Couple, two Children $22,695 $78,591 29%


manIToBa


Single employable $6,815 $23,229 29%


Person with a Disability $9,423 $23,229 41%


lone Parent, one Child $14,829 $33,708 44%


Couple, two Children $21,476 $78,601 27%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable $8,780 $24,028 37%


Person with a Disability $10,902 $24,028 45%


lone Parent, one Child $17,923 $32,511 55%


Couple, two Children $24,001 $84,137 29%


alBerTa


Single employable $7,241 $30,515 24%


Person with a Disability $9,433 $30,515 31%


Person with a Disability $14,297 $30,515 47%


lone Parent, one Child $15,749 $42,447 37%


Couple, two Children $22,101 $97,891 23%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable $7,778 $24,437 32%


Person with a Disability $11,392 $24,437 47%


lone Parent, one Child $16,899 $35,509 48%


Couple, two Children $21,179 $76,411 28%
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 7:  2009 Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of meDIan afTer-TaX Incomes


 2009 Welfare Income 2009 median Income* Welfare Income as %  
of median Income*


yUKon


Single employable $15,369 $29,942 51%


Person with a Disability $18,402 $29,942 61%


lone Parent, one Child $25,489 $38,927 65%


Couple, two Children $35,340 $96,755 37%


norThWesT TerrITorIes


Single employable $17,316 $33,176 52%


Person with a Disability $21,518 $33,176 65%


lone Parent, one Child $26,450 $33,718 78%


Couple, two Children $33,522 $107,684 31%


nUnaVUT


Single employable $43,826 $31,641 139%


Person with a Disability $46,066 $31,641 146%


lone Parent, one Child $48,873 $21,776 224%


Couple, two Children $52,380 $67,130 78%


* Estimated
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Table 8:  ToTal Welfare Incomes oVer TIme 
In 2009 consTanT Dollars (1986-1998)


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable $5,910 $5,804 $5,882 $5,969 $6,119 $6,041 $6,041 $5,910 $3,476 $1,653 $1,658


Person with a Disability $11,584 $11,588 $11,440 $11,574 $11,411 $11,409 $11,161 $11,391 $11,820 $11,762


lone Parent, one Child $16,671 $16,327 $16,582 $17,064 $17,563 $17,349 $17,345 $16,964 $17,109 $17,485 $17,799


Couple, two Children $20,848 $20,018 $20,232 $20,123 $20,066 $19,806 $19,803 $19,373 $19,484 $19,973 $20,500


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable $10,977 $10,721 $10,792 $10,976 $11,016 $10,928 $9,863 $7,648 $7,015 $6,976 $6,910


Person with a Disability $12,460 $12,464 $12,492 $12,533 $12,417 $12,285 $11,817 $10,924 $10,697 $10,588


lone Parent, one Child $16,985 $16,455 $16,677 $17,058 $17,187 $17,065 $16,802 $16,044 $15,390 $14,778 $14,630


Couple, two Children $25,881 $25,033 $25,286 $25,841 $25,765 $25,531 $25,139 $24,175 $22,550 $22,516 $22,302


noVa scoTIa


Single employable $8,068 $9,098 $8,797 $8,550 $8,303 $8,150 $8,148 $7,971 $7,878 $5,853 $5,798


Person with a Disability $11,941 $11,993 $12,021 $11,757 $11,539 $11,724 $11,503 $11,337 $11,144 $11,038


lone Parent, one Child $15,825 $16,207 $16,383 $16,530 $16,426 $16,138 $16,349 $16,026 $15,795 $15,525 $15,535


Couple, two Children $20,525 $21,537 $20,976 $20,820 $20,493 $20,188 $20,185 $19,747 $20,914 $21,050 $21,112


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable $3,976 $4,407 $4,452 $4,537 $4,413 $4,350 $4,383 $4,303 $4,287 $4,259 $4,219


Person with a Disability $11,373 $11,319 $11,189 $11,088 $11,006 $8,711 $8,671 $8,620 $8,681 $8,642


lone Parent, one Child $13,797 $13,480 $13,563 $13,600 $13,560 $13,561 $14,041 $14,563 $14,489 $14,588 $14,939


Couple, two Children $16,627 $15,850 $15,884 $16,198 $16,251 $16,234 $16,720 $17,312 $17,193 $17,472 $18,150


QUeBec


Single employable $4,186 $5,481 $7,844 $8,313 $8,425 $8,438 $8,276 $8,096 $7,978 $7,728 $7,617


Person with a Disability $9,769 $10,243 $10,712 $10,918 $10,907 $11,097 $10,862 $10,943 $10,906 $11,002


lone Parent, one Child $15,872 $14,663 $15,798 $14,919 $16,558 $17,128 $17,484 $17,115 $16,678 $16,028 $16,011


Couple, two Children $22,206 $20,194 $20,080 $21,004 $21,242 $21,711 $21,499 $21,032 $20,571 $19,621 $19,810


onTarIo


Single employable $8,945 $9,718 $10,713 $11,171 $11,434 $11,392 $11,419 $10,613 $8,763 $8,644 $8,548


Person with a Disability $13,984 $15,044 $15,593 $15,762 $15,665 $15,696 $15,357 $15,134 $14,875 $14,734


lone Parent, one Child $17,874 $19,071 $21,441 $22,247 $22,510 $22,431 $22,474 $20,951 $17,601 $17,326 $17,158


Couple, two Children $23,649 $25,005 $28,728 $29,674 $29,978 $29,838 $29,650 $27,517 $23,264 $22,904 $22,677
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 8:  ToTal Welfare Incomes oVer TIme 
In 2009 consTanT Dollars (1999-2009)


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable $1,651 $2,204 $3,833 $9,292 $9,054 $8,904 $8,764 $9,343 $9,591 $9,476 $9,593


Person with a Disability $11,650 $11,475 $11,286 $11,065 $10,767 $10,577 $10,399 $10,948 $11,160 $11,010 $11,123


lone Parent, one Child $18,051 $17,989 $18,021 $17,886 $17,572 $17,444 $17,297 $18,725 $19,277 $19,072 $19,297


Couple, two Children $20,987 $21,005 $21,301 $21,299 $21,028 $20,986 $20,929 $22,055 $22,226 $22,034 $22,339


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable $6,789 $6,954 $6,840 $6,826 $6,850 $6,785 $6,643 $6,680 $6,747 $6,692 $6,906


Person with a Disability $10,392 $10,463 $10,264 $10,246 $8,957 $8,853 $8,642 $8,714 $8,847 $8,792 $9,067


lone Parent, one Child $14,366 $14,680 $14,661 $14,846 $14,836 $14,804 $14,653 $15,699 $16,192 $16,081 $16,531


Couple, two Children $21,911 $22,690 $22,697 $22,968 $22,875 $22,856 $22,677 $23,384 $23,502 $23,337 $24,045


noVa scoTIa


Single employable $5,629 $5,487 $5,636 $5,937 $5,781 $5,697 $5,796 $6,299 $6,409 $6,318 $6,359


Person with a Disability $10,844 $10,565 $9,725 $10,090 $9,818 $9,663 $9,511 $9,423 $9,324 $9,167 $9,197


lone Parent, one Child $15,459 $15,225 $14,333 $14,149 $13,929 $13,864 $13,808 $14,730 $15,108 $14,896 $14,992


Couple, two Children $20,475 $20,755 $21,648 $20,608 $20,350 $20,324 $20,345 $20,978 $20,996 $20,765 $20,967


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable $4,145 $4,041 $3,948 $3,864 $3,765 $3,703 $3,663 $3,658 $3,666 $3,698 $3,773


Person with a Disability $8,493 $8,575 $8,665 $8,764 $8,813 $8,662 $8,547 $8,508 $8,490 $8,521 $8,665


lone Parent, one Child $15,164 $15,075 $15,079 $14,969 $14,727 $14,634 $14,598 $15,510 $15,853 $15,916 $16,171


Couple, two Children $18,674 $18,737 $18,961 $18,970 $18,756 $18,732 $18,779 $19,379 $19,339 $19,434 $19,775


QUeBec


Single employable $7,661 $7,532 $7,506 $7,612 $7,522 $7,530 $7,426 $7,374 $7,284 $7,165 $7,312


Person with a Disability $11,019 $10,897 $10,899 $10,936 $10,811 $10,826 $10,752 $10,802 $10,773 $10,662 $10,881


lone Parent, one Child $15,950 $15,527 $15,582 $15,787 $15,661 $15,714 $16,457 $17,343 $17,512 $17,283 $17,583


Couple, two Children $19,721 $19,526 $19,795 $20,182 $20,104 $20,273 $22,133 $22,704 $22,459 $22,201 $22,614


onTarIo


Single employable $8,398 $8,183 $7,990 $7,817 $7,610 $7,622 $7,490 $7,401 $7,391 $7,374 $7,501


Person with a Disability $14,476 $14,102 $13,762 $13,457 $13,094 $13,101 $12,889 $12,755 $12,704 $12,685 $12,905


lone Parent, one Child $16,860 $16,495 $16,179 $15,869 $15,490 $15,577 $15,448 $16,295 $16,867 $16,733 $17,372


Couple, two Children $22,291 $21,838 $21,446 $21,049 $20,559 $20,608 $20,634 $21,143 $21,605 $21,279 $22,695
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Table 8:  ToTal Welfare Incomes oVer TIme 
In 2009 consTanT Dollars (1986-1998)


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


manIToBa


Single employable $8,875 $9,310 $9,541 $9,604 $9,667 $9,502 $8,875 $8,694 $8,068 $7,022 $6,955


Person with a Disability $10,114 $10,096 $10,107 $12,214 $11,031 $10,983 $10,744 $10,588 $10,407 $10,308


lone Parent, one Child $15,565 $15,253 $15,358 $15,433 $16,723 $15,211 $15,134 $14,798 $14,583 $14,333 $14,197


Couple, two Children $24,482 $26,137 $26,942 $27,380 $27,724 $25,525 $25,941 $25,365 $23,064 $21,505 $21,081


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable $7,429 $7,538 $7,481 $7,439 $7,582 $7,957 $7,955 $7,145 $7,669 $6,920 $6,876


Person with a Disability $12,217 $11,959 $11,707 $11,494 $11,372 $11,367 $11,121 $11,268 $10,088 $10,077


lone Parent, one Child $17,098 $17,001 $16,850 $16,622 $16,354 $16,156 $16,145 $15,791 $15,561 $15,295 $14,158


Couple, two Children $25,093 $24,299 $23,938 $23,576 $23,559 $23,222 $23,293 $22,791 $22,459 $20,984 $20,913


alBerTa


Single employable $10,572 $7,451 $7,223 $8,011 $7,943 $7,492 $6,578 $6,435 $6,341 $6,268 $6,294


Person with a Disability 
- Si


$9,189 $8,882 $9,516 $9,337 $9,062 $9,038 $8,866 $8,737 $8,624 $8,628


Person with a Disability 
- aiSH


lone Parent, one Child $17,196 $15,466 $15,110 $16,072 $15,931 $15,356 $14,433 $14,105 $13,891 $13,749 $13,893


Couple, two Children $26,886 $23,655 $22,969 $25,380 $25,064 $24,211 $22,982 $22,681 $22,351 $22,058 $22,198


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable $7,552 $8,388 $8,683 $8,333 $8,853 $8,870 $9,097 $8,929 $8,149 $8,009 $7,931


Person with a Disability $11,535 $12,049 $11,978 $12,378 $12,449 $12,755 $12,525 $12,345 $12,135 $12,020


lone Parent, one Child $15,454 $16,782 $17,220 $17,245 $17,808 $17,829 $18,238 $17,891 $17,632 $17,267 $17,103


Couple, two Children $22,283 $21,923 $22,301 $22,297 $23,158 $23,212 $23,838 $23,385 $23,045 $22,525 $22,311


yUKon


Single employable $8,973 $10,934 $11,181 $11,194 $11,053 $10,850 $10,844 $10,609 $10,454 $14,134 $13,972


Person with a Disability $12,218 $12,413 $12,373 $12,220 $11,993 $11,988 $12,590 $12,414 $16,069 $15,917


lone Parent, one Child $17,968 $19,718 $20,115 $20,295 $20,188 $19,827 $19,822 $19,391 $19,109 $23,024 $22,806


Couple, two Children $28,398 $29,923 $29,947 $30,451 $30,480 $29,932 $29,921 $29,271 $28,846 $33,349 $33,033
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Table 8:  ToTal Welfare Incomes oVer TIme 
In 2009 consTanT Dollars (1999-2009)


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


manIToBa


Single employable $6,833 $6,659 $6,503 $6,363 $6,196 $6,331 $6,219 $6,107 $5,978 $6,445 $6,815


Person with a Disability $10,213 $10,011 $9,772 $9,556 $9,298 $9,374 $9,194 $9,246 $9,261 $9,360 $9,423


lone Parent, one Child $13,944 $13,928 $14,426 $14,642 $14,409 $14,322 $14,198 $14,961 $15,045 $14,787 $14,829


Couple, two Children $20,711 $20,558 $20,738 $20,710 $21,043 $21,818 $21,762 $22,129 $21,727 $21,383 $21,476


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable $7,065 $7,066 $7,060 $6,950 $6,914 $6,830 $7,123 $8,960 $7,777 $8,144 $8,780


Person with a Disability $10,322 $10,248 $10,224 $10,014 $9,917 $9,892 $9,507 $9,806 $10,026 $10,508 $10,902


lone Parent, one Child $14,620 $14,645 $14,650 $14,396 $14,010 $13,894 $14,148 $16,479 $15,719 $16,463 $17,923


Couple, two Children $21,653 $21,534 $21,615 $21,272 $20,875 $20,831 $20,661 $22,693 $21,182 $22,693 $24,001


alBerTa


Single employable $6,183 $6,026 $5,885 $5,759 $5,608 $5,513 $5,398 $5,721 $5,190 $5,442 $7,241


Person with a Disability 
- Si


$8,692 $9,097 $8,887 $8,696 $8,618 $8,576 $8,393 $8,926 $8,659 $8,803 $9,433


Person with a Disability 
- aiSH


$13,158 $13,093 $13,417 $14,297


lone Parent, one Child $14,003 $13,821 $13,594 $13,309 $13,241 $13,281 $13,176 $14,799 $14,060 $14,137 $15,749


Couple, two Children $22,058 $21,903 $21,522 $21,063 $20,900 $20,949 $20,842 $22,907 $20,847 $20,772 $22,101


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable $7,792 $7,653 $7,555 $7,391 $7,173 $7,050 $6,901 $6,776 $7,556 $7,793 $7,778


Person with a Disability $11,809 $11,597 $11,445 $11,193 $10,920 $10,726 $11,391 $11,188 $11,415 $11,416 $11,392


lone Parent, one Child $16,816 $16,574 $16,461 $15,680 $15,219 $15,060 $14,910 $15,660 $16,652 $16,859 $16,899


Couple, two Children $21,949 $21,643 $21,542 $20,851 $20,130 $19,956 $19,740 $20,153 $20,810 $21,079 $21,179


yUKon


Single employable $13,754 $13,472 $14,435 $14,241 $13,870 $13,624 $13,327 $13,079 $12,794 $13,738 $15,369


Person with a Disability $15,637 $15,291 $16,214 $15,977 $15,551 $15,281 $15,757 $16,255 $15,906 $16,786 $18,402


lone Parent, one Child $22,775 $22,245 $23,067 $22,682 $22,115 $21,852 $21,198 $21,602 $21,404 $22,962 $25,489


Couple, two Children $32,453 $31,741 $32,431 $32,163 $31,401 $31,171 $30,937 $30,677 $29,825 $32,223 $35,340
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Table 8:  ToTal Welfare Incomes oVer TIme 
In 2009 consTanT Dollars (1986-1998)


 1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


norThWesT TerrITorIes


Single employable $15,496 $15,486 $15,150 $14,833 $9,785 $9,669


Person with a Disability $17,507 $17,499 $17,119 $17,160 $12,453 $12,383


lone Parent, one Child $27,913 $27,902 $27,295 $26,782 $23,645 $23,766


Couple, two Children $33,826 $33,861 $33,125 $32,489 $31,660 $32,018


nUnaVUT


Single employable


Person with a Disability


lone Parent, one Child


Couple, two Children


Table 8:  ToTal Welfare Incomes oVer TIme 
In 2009 consTanT Dollars (1999-2009)


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


norThWesT TerrITorIes


Single employable $10,731 $10,468 $10,500 $13,426 $14,238 $14,082 $14,549 $14,286 $15,275 $17,353 $17,316


Person with a Disability $13,418 $13,085 $13,311 $17,299 $18,285 $18,028 $18,467 $18,127 $19,434 $21,574 $21,518


lone Parent, one Child $25,299 $24,704 $24,324 $24,645 $24,093 $23,781 $24,211 $24,558 $19,742 $26,489 $26,450


Couple, two Children $33,988 $33,215 $32,642 $33,119 $32,506 $32,344 $33,816 $33,288 $32,163 $33,627 $33,522


nUnaVUT


Single employable $12,805 $12,511 $12,244 $11,927 $11,715 $11,707 $11,728 $15,789 $39,649 $41,172 $43,826


Person with a Disability $15,448 $15,077 $14,743 $14,422 $14,256 $14,204 $14,170 $18,186 $41,971 $43,442 $46,066


lone Parent, one Child $34,643 $33,805 $33,058 $32,369 $23,751 $23,647 $23,683 $28,351 $46,118 $46,761 $48,873


Couple, two Children $42,154 $41,169 $40,301 $39,186 $38,686 $38,666 $38,296 $42,241 $51,658 $51,324 $52,380
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Table 9:  percenTaGe chanGe In Welfare Incomes In 2009 
consTanT Dollars, selecTeD years


% 
change 


2008-2009


% 
change 


1986-1992


%  
change 


1992-1997


%  
change 


1999-2009


%  
change 


1986-2009


%  
change 


1989-2009


%  
change 


1996-2009


%  
change 


1997-2009


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable 1.2% 3.5% -73.0% 481.1% 62.3% 65.3% 176.0% 480.2%


Person with a Disability 1.0% 2.1% -4.5% -4.0% -2.4% -5.9%


lone Parent, one Child 1.2% 5.4% -0.4% 6.9% 15.8% 18.2% 12.8% 10.4%


Couple, two Children 1.4% -3.7% -0.5% 6.4% 7.2% 11.6% 14.7% 11.8%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable 3.2% 0.4% -36.7% 1.7% -37.1% -35.6% -1.6% -1.0%


Person with a Disability 3.1% -14.6% -12.8% -27.2% -17.0% -15.2%


lone Parent, one Child 2.8% 1.2% -14.0% 15.1% -2.7% 0.5% 7.4% 11.9%


Couple, two Children 3.0% -0.4% -12.6% 9.7% -7.1% -3.9% 6.6% 6.8%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable 0.6% 2.9% -29.5% 13.0% -21.2% -30.1% -19.3% 8.6%


Person with a Disability 0.3% -5.2% -15.2% -23.0% -18.9% -17.5%


lone Parent, one Child 0.6% 3.8% -5.5% -3.0% -5.3% -7.5% -5.1% -3.4%


Couple, two Children 1.0% -0.2% 2.7% 2.4% 2.2% -2.6% 0.3% -0.4%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable 2.0% 11.0% -3.5% -9.0% -5.1% -14.4% -12.0% -11.4%


Person with a Disability 1.7% -21.7% 2.0% -23.8% 0.5% -0.2%


lone Parent, one Child 1.6% -1.7% 7.6% 6.6% 17.2% 20.0% 11.6% 10.8%


Couple, two Children 1.8% -2.3% 7.5% 5.9% 18.9% 24.8% 15.0% 13.2%


QUeBec


Single employable 2.1% 101.3% -8.3% -4.5% 74.7% 33.4% -8.3% -5.4%


Person with a Disability 2.1% -0.1% -1.3% 11.4% -0.6% -0.2%


lone Parent, one Child 1.7% 4.3% -3.2% 10.2% 10.8% 19.9% 5.4% 9.7%


Couple, two Children 1.9% -4.3% -7.6% 14.7% 1.8% 12.0% 9.9% 15.3%
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Table 9:  percenTaGe chanGe In Welfare Incomes In 2009 
consTanT Dollars, selecTeD years


% 
change 


2008-2009


% 
change 


1986-1992


%  
change 


1992-1997


%  
change 


1999-2009


%  
change 


1986-2009


%  
change 


1989-2009


%  
change 


1996-2009


%  
change 


1997-2009


onTarIo


Single employable 1.7% 27.8% -24.4% -10.7% -16.1% -22.8% -14.4% -13.2%


Person with a Disability 1.7% -5.6% -10.9% -7.7% -14.7% -13.2%


lone Parent, one Child 3.8% 25.9% -23.0% 3.0% -2.8% -8.9% -1.3% 0.3%


Couple, two Children 6.7% 26.8% -23.6% 1.8% -4.0% -9.2% -2.4% -0.9%


manIToBa


Single employable 5.7% 8.9% -27.4% -0.3% -23.2% -26.8% -15.5% -2.9%


Person with a Disability 0.7% -14.8% -7.7% -6.8% -11.0% -9.5%


lone Parent, one Child 0.3% 7.4% -14.3% 6.3% -4.7% -2.8% 1.7% 3.5%


Couple, two Children 0.4% 13.2% -22.4% 3.7% -12.3% -17.8% -6.9% -0.1%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable 7.8% 2.1% -8.7% 24.3% 18.2% 16.5% 14.5% 26.9%


Person with a Disability 3.8% -12.2% 5.6% -10.8% -3.2% 8.1%


lone Parent, one Child 8.9% -4.4% -6.5% 22.6% 4.8% 5.4% 15.2% 17.2%


Couple, two Children 5.8% -6.1% -10.9% 10.8% -4.4% -1.2% 6.9% 14.4%


alBerTa


Single employable 33.1% -24.9% -21.1% 17.1% -31.5% -2.8% 14.2% 15.5%


Person with a Disability 
- Si


7.2% -7.6% 8.5% 2.7% 8.0% 9.4%


Person with a Disability 
- aiSH


6.6%


lone Parent, one Child 11.4% -7.4% -13.7% 12.5% -8.4% 1.8% 13.4% 14.5%


Couple, two Children 6.4% -6.8% -12.0% 0.2% -17.8% -6.6% -1.1% 0.2%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable -0.2% 17.2% -9.5% -0.2% 3.0% -7.3% -4.6% -2.9%


Person with a Disability -0.2% -2.0% -3.5% -1.2% -7.7% -6.1%


lone Parent, one Child 0.2% 15.2% -3.0% 0.5% 9.4% 0.7% -4.2% -2.1%


Couple, two Children 0.5% 3.9% -2.7% -3.5% -5.0% -3.4% -8.1% -6.0%







 aPPenDiCeS  | a-29


national CounCil of welfare


Table 9:  percenTaGe chanGe In Welfare Incomes In 2009 
consTanT Dollars, selecTeD years


% 
change 


2008-2009


% 
change 


1986-1992


%  
change 


1992-1997


%  
change 


1999-2009


%  
change 


1986-2009


%  
change 


1989-2009


%  
change 


1996-2009


%  
change 


1997-2009


yUKon


Single employable 11.9% 23.2% 27.9% 11.7% 71.3% 40.6% 47.0% 8.7%


Person with a Disability 9.6% 31.5% 17.7% 50.6% 48.2% 14.5%


lone Parent, one Child 11.0% 12.4% 14.1% 11.9% 41.9% 29.3% 33.4% 10.7%


Couple, two Children 9.7% 7.3% 9.4% 8.9% 24.4% 18.1% 22.5% 6.0%


norThWesT TerrITorIes


Single employable -0.2% 61.4% 16.7% 77.0%


Person with a Disability -0.3% 60.4% 25.4% 72.8%


lone Parent, one Child -0.1% 4.6% -1.2% 11.9%


Couple, two Children -0.3% -1.4% 3.2% 5.9%


nUnaVUT


Single employable 6.4%


Person with a Disability 6.0%


lone Parent, one Child 4.5%


Couple, two Children 2.1%
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Table 10: peaK year anD 2009 Welfare Incomes


peak year peak amount 2009 amount
Dollar change  


from peak  
to 2009


percentage 
change from  
peak to 2009


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable 2009 $9,593 $9,593 $0 0.0%


Person with a Disability 1997 $11,820 $11,123 -$697 -5.9%


lone Parent, one child 2009 $19,297 $19,297 $0 0.0%


Couple, two Children 2009 $22,339 $22,339 $0 0.0%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable 1992 $11,016 $6,906 -$4,110 -37.3%


Person with a Disability 1992 $12,533 $9,067 -$3,466 -27.7%


lone Parent, one child 1992 $17,187 $16,531 -$656 -3.8%


Couple, two Children 1986 $25,881 $24,045 -$1,836 -7.1%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable 1989 $9,098 $6,359 -$2,739 -30.1%


Person with a Disability 1991 $12,021 $9,197 -$2,823 -23.5%


lone Parent, one child 1991 $16,530 $14,992 -$1,539 -9.3%


Couple, two Children 2001 $21,648 $20,967 -$681 -3.1%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable 1991 $4,537 $3,773 -$764 -16.8%


Person with a Disability 1989 $11,373 $8,665 -$2,708 -23.8%


lone Parent, one child 2009 $16,171 $16,171 $0 0.0%


Couple, two Children 2009 $19,775 $19,775 $0 0.0%


QUeBec


Single employable 1993 $8,438 $7,312 -$1,126 -13.3%


Person with a Disability 1994 $11,097 $10,881 -$216 -1.9%


lone Parent, one child 2009 $17,583 $17,583 $0 0.0%


Couple, two Children 2006 $22,704 $22,614 -$90 -0.4%
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Table 10: peaK year anD 2009 Welfare Incomes


peak year peak amount 2009 amount
Dollar change  


from peak  
to 2009


percentage 
change from  
peak to 2009


onTarIo


Single employable 1992 $11,434 $7,501 -$3,933 -34.4%


Person with a Disability 1992 $15,762 $12,905 -$2,858 -18.1%


lone Parent, one child 1992 $22,510 $17,372 -$5,138 -22.8%


Couple, two Children 1992 $29,978 $22,695 -$7,283 -24.3%


manIToBa


Single employable 1992 $9,667 $6,815 -$2,852 -29.5%


Person with a Disability 1992 $12,214 $9,423 -$2,791 -22.9%


lone Parent, one child 1992 $16,723 $14,829 -$1,894 -11.3%


Couple, two Children 1992 $27,724 $21,476 -$6,248 -22.5%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable 2006 $8,960 $8,780 -$180 -2.0%


Person with a Disability 1989 $12,217 $10,902 -$1,314 -10.8%


lone Parent, one child 2009 $17,923 $17,923 $0 0.0%


Couple, two Children 1986 $25,093 $24,001 -$1,092 -4.4%


alBerTa


Single employable 1986 $10,572 $7,241 -$3,331 -31.5%


Person with a Disability - Si 1991 $9,516 $9,433 -$83 -0.9%


Person with a Disability - 
aiSH


2009 $14,297 $14,297 $0 0.0%


lone Parent, one child 1986 $17,196 $15,749 -$1,447 -8.4%


Couple, two Children 1986 $26,886 $22,101 -$4,785 -17.8%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable 1994 $9,097 $7,778 -$1,319 -14.5%


Person with a Disability 1994 $12,755 $11,392 -$1,363 -10.7%


lone Parent, one child 1994 $18,238 $16,899 -$1,338 -7.3%


Couple, two Children 1994 $23,838 $21,179 -$2,659 -11.2%
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Table 10: peaK year anD 2009 Welfare Incomes


peak year peak amount 2009 amount
Dollar change  


from peak  
to 2009


percentage 
change from  
peak to 2009


yUKon


Single employable 2009 $15,369 $15,369 $0 0.0%


Person with a Disability 2009 $18,402 $18,402 $0 0.0%


lone Parent, one child 2009 $25,489 $25,489 $0 0.0%


Couple, two Children 2009 $35,340 $35,340 $0 0.0%


norThWesT TerrITorIes


Single employable 2008 $17,353 $17,316 -$37 -0.2%


Person with a Disability 2008 $21,574 $21,518 -$57 -0.3%


lone Parent, one child 1993 $27,913 $26,450 -$1,463 -5.2%


Couple, two Children 1999 $33,988 $33,522 -$466 -1.4%


nUnaVUT


Single employable 2009 $43,826 $43,826 $0 0.0%


Person with a Disability 2009 $46,066 $46,066 $0 0.0%


lone Parent, one child 2009 $48,873 $48,873 $0 0.0%


Couple, two Children 2009 $52,380 $52,380 $0 0.0%
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Table 11: loWesT year anD 2009 Welfare Incomes


low year low amount 2009 amount
Dollars change 


from low amount 
to 2009


percentage 
change from low 


to 2009


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable 1989 $5,804 $9,593 $3,789 65.3%


Person with a Disability 2005 $10,399 $11,123 $724 7.0%


lone Parent, one child 1989 $16,327 $19,297 $2,970 18.2%


Couple, two Children 1997 $19,373 $22,339 $2,965 15.3%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable 2005 $6,643 $6,906 $263 4.0%


Person with a Disability 2005 $8,642 $9,067 $425 4.9%


lone Parent, one child 1999 $14,366 $16,531 $2,165 15.1%


Couple, two Children 1999 $21,911 $24,045 $2,134 9.7%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable 2000 $5,487 $6,359 $872 15.9%


Person with a Disability 2008 $9,167 $9,197 $30 0.3%


lone Parent, one child 2005 $13,808 $14,992 $1,183 8.6%


Couple, two Children 1995 $19,747 $20,967 $1,220 6.2%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable 2006 $3,658 $3,773 $115 3.1%


Person with a Disability 2007 $8,490 $8,665 $174 2.1%


lone Parent, one child 1989 $13,480 $16,171 $2,691 20.0%


Couple, two Children 1989 $15,850 $19,775 $3,925 24.8%
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Table 11: loWesT year anD 2009 Welfare Incomes


low year low amount 2009 amount
Dollars change 


from low amount 
to 2009


percentage 
change from low 


to 2009


QUeBec


Single employable 2008 $7,165 $7,312 $147 2.1%


Person with a Disability 1989 $9,769 $10,881 $1,112 11.4%


lone Parent, one child 1989 $14,663 $17,583 $2,920 19.9%


Couple, two Children 2000 $19,526 $22,614 $3,088 15.8%


onTarIo


Single employable 2008 $7,374 $7,501 $127 1.7%


Person with a Disability 2008 $12,685 $12,905 $220 1.7%


lone Parent, one child 2005 $15,448 $17,372 $1,924 12.5%


Couple, two Children 2003 $20,559 $22,695 $2,136 10.4%


manIToBa


Single employable 2007 $5,978 $6,815 $837 14.0%


Person with a Disability 2005 $9,194 $9,423 $228 2.5%


lone Parent, one child 2000 $13,928 $14,829 $901 6.5%


Couple, two Children 2000 $20,558 $21,476 $918 4.5%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable 2004 $6,830 $8,780 $1,950 28.6%


Person with a Disability 2005 $9,507 $10,902 $1,396 14.7%


lone Parent, one child 2004 $13,894 $17,923 $4,029 29.0%


Couple, two Children 2005 $20,661 $24,001 $3,341 16.2%


alBerTa


Single employable 2007 $5,190 $7,241 $2,051 39.5%


Person with a Disability 2005 $8,393 $9,433 $1,041 12.4%


Person with a Disability - 
aiSH


2007 $13,093 $14,297 $1,204 9.2%


lone Parent, one child 2005 $13,176 $15,749 $2,572 19.5%


Couple, two Children 2008 $20,772 $22,101 $1,329 6.4%
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Table 11: loWesT year anD 2009 Welfare Incomes


low year low amount 2009 amount
Dollars change 


from low amount 
to 2009


percentage 
change from low 


to 2009


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable 2006 $6,776 $7,778 $1,001 14.8%


Person with a Disability 2004 $10,726 $11,392 $666 6.2%


lone Parent, one child 2005 $14,910 $16,899 $1,989 13.3%


Couple, two Children 2005 $19,740 $21,179 $1,439 7.3%


yUKon


Single employable 1986 $8,973 $15,369 $6,396 71.3%


Person with a Disability 1994 $11,988 $18,402 $6,414 53.5%


lone Parent, one child 1986 $17,968 $25,489 $7,521 41.9%


Couple, two Children 1986 $28,398 $35,340 $6,942 24.4%


norThWesT TerrITorIes


Single employable 1998 $9,669 $17,316 $7,647 79.1%


Person with a Disability 1998 $12,383 $21,518 $9,135 73.8%


lone Parent, one child 2007 $19,742 $26,450 $6,709 34.0%


Couple, two Children 1997 $31,660 $33,522 $1,862 5.9%


nUnaVUT


Single employable 2007 $39,649 $43,826 $4,177 10.5%


Person with a Disability 2007 $41,971 $46,066 $4,095 9.8%


lone Parent, one child 2007 $46,118 $48,873 $2,755 6.0%


Couple, two Children 2007 $51,324 $52,380 $1,056 2.1%
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Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1989 To 1998


 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


lone Parent


Provincial $14,504 $14,485 $14,644 $15,252 $15,046 $15,035 $14,708 $14,494 $15,296 $15,247


federal $1,823 $2,097 $2,420 $2,311 $2,303 $2,310 $2,255 $2,615 $2,189 $2,553


total $16,327 $16,582 $17,064 $17,563 $17,349 $17,345 $16,964 $17,109 $17,485 $17,799


Couple


Provincial $16,779 $16,749 $16,208 $16,506 $16,280 $16,268 $15,915 $15,683 $16,623 $16,550


federal $3,238 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,801 $3,350 $3,951


total $20,018 $20,232 $20,123 $20,066 $19,806 $19,803 $19,373 $19,484 $19,973 $20,500


prInce eDWarD IslanD


lone Parent


Provincial $14,633 $14,755 $14,635 $14,873 $14,765 $14,498 $13,797 $13,181 $12,615 $12,116


federal $1,823 $1,922 $2,423 $2,314 $2,299 $2,304 $2,248 $2,208 $2,163 $2,514


total $16,455 $16,677 $17,058 $17,187 $17,065 $16,802 $16,044 $15,390 $14,778 $14,630


Couple


Provincial $21,794 $21,803 $21,925 $22,205 $22,005 $21,604 $20,717 $19,142 $19,166 $18,351


federal $3,238 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $25,033 $25,286 $25,841 $25,765 $25,531 $25,139 $24,175 $22,550 $22,516 $22,302


noVa scoTIa


lone Parent


Provincial $14,385 $14,287 $14,113 $14,121 $13,852 $14,062 $13,791 $13,591 $13,358 $13,009


federal $1,823 $2,096 $2,417 $2,305 $2,287 $2,287 $2,235 $2,205 $2,167 $2,526


total $16,207 $16,383 $16,530 $16,426 $16,138 $16,349 $16,026 $15,795 $15,525 $15,535


Couple


Provincial $18,299 $17,493 $16,905 $16,932 $16,663 $16,650 $16,288 $17,506 $17,700 $17,161


federal $3,238 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $21,537 $20,976 $20,820 $20,493 $20,188 $20,185 $19,747 $20,914 $21,050 $21,112
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1999 To 2009


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


lone Parent


Provincial $15,059 $14,788 $14,550 $14,268 $13,888 $13,655 $13,400 $13,871 $14,118 $13,951 $14,105


federal $2,993 $3,200 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,192


total $18,051 $17,989 $18,021 $17,886 $17,572 $17,444 $17,297 $18,725 $19,277 $19,072 $19,297


Couple


Provincial $16,263 $15,851 $15,594 $15,288 $14,881 $14,635 $14,365 $14,839 $15,085 $14,910 $15,080


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $20,987 $21,005 $21,301 $21,299 $21,028 $20,986 $20,929 $22,055 $22,226 $22,034 $22,339


prInce eDWarD IslanD


lone Parent


Provincial $11,420 $11,504 $11,190 $11,227 $11,152 $11,014 $10,755 $10,846 $11,033 $10,959 $11,339


federal $2,946 $3,176 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,193


total $14,366 $14,680 $14,661 $14,846 $14,836 $14,804 $14,653 $15,699 $16,192 $16,081 $16,531


Couple


Provincial $17,186 $17,535 $16,990 $16,958 $16,728 $16,505 $16,113 $16,169 $16,361 $16,213 $16,786


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $21,911 $22,690 $22,697 $22,968 $22,875 $22,856 $22,677 $23,384 $23,502 $23,337 $24,045


noVa scoTIa


lone Parent


Provincial $12,497 $12,041 $10,862 $10,531 $10,245 $10,074 $9,911 $9,876 $9,949 $9,774 $9,799


federal $2,962 $3,184 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,193


total $15,459 $15,225 $14,333 $14,149 $13,929 $13,864 $13,808 $14,730 $15,108 $14,896 $14,992


Couple


Provincial $15,751 $15,600 $15,941 $14,597 $14,202 $13,973 $13,782 $13,763 $13,855 $13,641 $13,708


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $20,475 $20,755 $21,648 $20,608 $20,350 $20,324 $20,345 $20,978 $20,996 $20,765 $20,967







a-38 | welfare inComeS 2009


nCw


Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1989 To 1998


 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


neW BrUnsWIcK


lone Parent


Provincial $11,657 $11,479 $11,222 $11,310 $11,329 $11,807 $12,376 $12,320 $12,448 $12,435


federal $1,823 $2,083 $2,378 $2,250 $2,231 $2,235 $2,188 $2,169 $2,141 $2,504


total 13,480 13,563 13,600 13,560 13,561 14,041 14,563 14,489 14,588 14,939 


Couple


Provincial $12,611 $12,402 $12,283 $12,691 $12,708 $13,184 $13,854 $13,785 $14,122 $14,199


federal $3,238 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $15,850 $15,884 $16,198 $16,251 $16,234 $16,720 $17,312 $17,193 $17,472 $18,150 


QUeBec


lone Parent


Provincial $13,058 $13,919 $12,735 $14,469 $15,049 $15,390 $15,056 $14,837 $14,030 $13,561


federal $1,605 $1,879 $2,184 $2,089 $2,079 $2,094 $2,059 $1,842 $1,997 $2,450


total $14,663 $15,798 $14,919 $16,558 $17,128 $17,484 $17,115 $16,678 $16,028 $16,011 


Couple


Provincial $17,053 $16,692 $17,180 $17,774 $18,276 $18,055 $17,663 $17,405 $16,488 $15,902


federal $3,141 $3,388 $3,824 $3,468 $3,435 $3,445 $3,369 $3,166 $3,133 $3,908


total $20,194 $20,080 $21,004 $21,242 $21,711 $21,499 $21,032 $20,571 $19,621 $19,810 


onTarIo


lone Parent


Provincial $17,249 $19,336 $19,808 $20,181 $20,121 $20,156 $18,684 $15,367 $15,132 $14,607


federal $1,823 $2,105 $2,439 $2,329 $2,309 $2,318 $2,267 $2,234 $2,195 $2,551


total $19,071 $21,441 $22,247 $22,510 $22,431 $22,474 $20,951 $17,601 $17,326 $17,158 


Couple


Provincial $21,767 $25,371 $25,839 $26,417 $26,313 $26,115 $24,059 $19,856 $19,555 $18,726


federal $3,238 $3,357 $3,835 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,459 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $25,005 $28,728 $29,674 $29,978 $29,838 $29,650 $27,517 $23,264 $22,904 $22,677 
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1999 To 2009


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


neW BrUnsWIcK


lone Parent


Provincial $12,216 $11,896 $11,609 $11,351 $11,043 $10,845 $10,701 $10,657 $10,694 $10,794 $10,978


federal $2,948 $3,179 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,121 $5,193


total $15,164 $15,075 $15,079 $14,969 $14,727 $14,634 $14,598 $15,510 $15,853 $15,916 $16,171 


Couple


Provincial $13,950 $13,582 $13,254 $12,959 $12,608 $12,382 $12,215 $12,163 $12,198 $12,310 $12,516


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $18,674 $18,737 $18,961 $18,970 $18,756 $18,732 $18,779 $19,379 $19,339 $19,434 $19,775 


QUeBec


lone Parent


Provincial $12,976 $12,338 $12,111 $12,169 $11,977 $11,925 $12,560 $12,489 $12,353 $12,161 $12,391


federal $2,974 $3,190 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,192


total $15,950 $15,527 $15,582 $15,787 $15,661 $15,714 $16,457 $17,343 $17,512 $17,283 $17,583 


Couple


Provincial $14,996 $14,372 $14,088 $14,172 $13,957 $13,923 $15,569 $15,488 $15,318 $15,077 $15,355


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $19,721 $19,526 $19,795 $20,182 $20,104 $20,273 $22,133 $22,704 $22,459 $22,201 $22,614 


onTarIo


lone Parent


Provincial $13,874 $13,300 $12,708 $12,250 $11,806 $11,787 $11,551 $11,442 $11,708 $11,611 $12,179


federal $2,986 $3,195 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,192


total $16,860 $16,495 $16,179 $15,869 $15,490 $15,577 $15,448 $16,295 $16,867 $16,733 $17,372 


Couple


Provincial $17,566 $16,684 $15,739 $15,039 $14,411 $14,257 $14,070 $13,927 $14,465 $14,155 $15,436


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $22,291 $21,838 $21,446 $21,049 $20,559 $20,608 $20,634 $21,143 $21,605 $21,279 $22,695 







a-40 | welfare inComeS 2009
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Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1989 To 1998


 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


manIToBa


lone Parent


Provincial $13,431 $13,273 $13,049 $14,462 $12,955 $12,864 $12,585 $12,402 $12,190 $11,695


federal $1,823 $2,085 $2,384 $2,261 $2,256 $2,270 $2,214 $2,181 $2,144 $2,502


total $15,253 $15,358 $15,433 $16,723 $15,211 $15,134 $14,798 $14,583 $14,333 $14,197 


Couple


Provincial $21,797 $23,459 $23,465 $24,163 $21,999 $22,406 $21,907 $19,656 $18,155 $17,131


federal $4,339 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $26,137 $26,942 $27,380 $27,724 $25,525 $25,941 $25,365 $23,064 $21,505 $21,081 


sasKaTcheWan


lone Parent


Provincial $15,178 $14,750 $14,197 $14,044 $13,869 $13,859 $13,558 $13,360 $13,133 $11,637


federal $1,823 $2,100 $2,425 $2,310 $2,287 $2,287 $2,233 $2,201 $2,163 $2,521


total $17,001 $16,850 $16,622 $16,354 $16,156 $16,145 $15,791 $15,561 $15,295 $14,158 


Couple


Provincial $21,060 $20,455 $19,660 $19,998 $19,697 $19,758 $19,333 $19,051 $17,634 $16,962


federal $3,238 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $24,299 $23,938 $23,576 $23,559 $23,222 $23,293 $22,791 $22,459 $20,984 $20,913 


alBerTa


lone Parent


Provincial $13,770 $13,140 $13,788 $13,762 $13,194 $12,271 $12,005 $11,829 $11,724 $11,508


federal $1,696 $1,970 $2,284 $2,170 $2,162 $2,161 $2,100 $2,062 $2,025 $2,386


total $15,466 $15,110 $16,072 $15,931 $15,356 $14,433 $14,105 $13,891 $13,749 $13,893 


Couple


Provincial $20,288 $19,359 $21,341 $21,378 $20,561 $19,320 $19,096 $18,819 $18,585 $18,126


federal $3,367 $3,610 $4,040 $3,686 $3,650 $3,662 $3,585 $3,533 $3,472 $4,072


total $23,655 $22,969 $25,380 $25,064 $24,211 $22,982 $22,681 $22,351 $22,058 $22,198 
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1999 To 2009


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


manIToBa


lone Parent


Provincial $11,006 $10,756 $10,955 $11,024 $10,725 $10,532 $10,301 $10,108 $9,887 $9,665 $9,636


federal $2,938 $3,171 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,193


total $13,944 $13,928 $14,426 $14,642 $14,409 $14,322 $14,198 $14,961 $15,045 $14,787 $14,829 


Couple


Provincial $15,987 $15,403 $15,031 $14,699 $14,895 $15,467 $15,198 $14,914 $14,587 $14,259 $14,217


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $20,711 $20,558 $20,738 $20,710 $21,043 $21,818 $21,762 $22,129 $21,727 $21,383 $21,476 


sasKaTcheWan


lone Parent


Provincial $11,674 $11,474 $11,179 $10,778 $10,326 $10,105 $10,251 $11,626 $10,560 $11,341 $12,730


federal $2,947 $3,171 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,192


total $14,620 $14,645 $14,650 $14,396 $14,010 $13,894 $14,148 $16,479 $15,719 $16,463 $17,923 


Couple


Provincial $16,929 $16,380 $15,907 $15,261 $14,727 $14,480 $14,097 $15,477 $14,042 $15,570 $16,742


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $21,653 $21,534 $21,615 $21,272 $20,875 $20,831 $20,661 $22,693 $21,182 $22,693 $24,001 


alBerTa


lone Parent


Provincial $11,176 $10,753 $10,227 $9,798 $9,665 $9,601 $9,390 $10,054 $9,012 $9,125 $10,668


federal $2,827 $3,068 $3,367 $3,511 $3,576 $3,680 $3,786 $4,745 $5,047 $5,011 $5,081


total $14,003 $13,821 $13,594 $13,309 $13,241 $13,281 $13,176 $14,799 $14,060 $14,137 $15,749 


Couple


Provincial $17,214 $16,633 $15,707 $14,956 $14,659 $14,505 $14,187 $15,600 $13,616 $13,558 $14,747


federal $4,844 $5,271 $5,814 $6,108 $6,241 $6,444 $6,656 $7,307 $7,231 $7,214 $7,354


total $22,058 $21,903 $21,522 $21,063 $20,900 $20,949 $20,842 $22,907 $20,847 $20,772 $22,101 







a-42 | welfare inComeS 2009
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Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1989 To 1998


 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


BrITIsh colUmBIa


lone Parent


Provincial $14,960 $15,121 $14,816 $15,490 $15,523 $15,921 $15,625 $15,398 $15,071 $14,549


federal $1,823 $2,099 $2,428 $2,318 $2,306 $2,316 $2,266 $2,234 $2,196 $2,554


total $16,782 $17,220 $17,245 $17,808 $17,829 $18,238 $17,891 $17,632 $17,267 $17,103 


Couple


Provincial $18,684 $18,818 $18,382 $19,598 $19,686 $20,303 $19,927 $19,637 $19,175 $18,360


federal $3,238 $3,483 $3,915 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $21,923 $22,301 $22,297 $23,158 $23,212 $23,838 $23,385 $23,045 $22,525 $22,311 


yUKon


lone Parent


territorial $17,895 $18,010 $17,855 $17,859 $17,518 $17,505 $17,124 $16,875 $20,828 $20,252


federal $1,823 $2,105 $2,439 $2,329 $2,309 $2,318 $2,267 $2,234 $2,196 $2,554


total $19,718 $20,115 $20,295 $20,188 $19,827 $19,822 $19,391 $19,109 $23,024 $22,806 


Couple


territorial $26,865 $26,691 $26,688 $26,920 $26,406 $26,386 $25,813 $25,438 $29,999 $29,082


federal $3,058 $3,256 $3,763 $3,560 $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $3,350 $3,951


total $29,923 $29,947 $30,451 $30,480 $29,932 $29,921 $29,271 $28,846 $33,349 $33,033 


norThWesT TerrITorIes


lone Parent


territorial $25,603 $25,584 $25,028 $24,548 $21,449 $21,211


federal $2,310 $2,318 $2,267 $2,234 $2,196 $2,554


total $27,913 $27,902 $27,295 $26,782 $23,645 $23,766 


Couple


territorial $30,300 $30,326 $29,667 $29,081 $28,803 $28,829


federal $3,526 $3,535 $3,458 $3,408 $2,857 $3,189


total $33,826 $33,861 $33,125 $32,489 $31,660 $32,018 
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1999 To 2009


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


BrITIsh colUmBIa


lone Parent


Provincial $13,825 $13,376 $12,990 $12,062 $11,535 $11,270 $11,013 $10,807 $11,493 $11,737 $11,707


federal $2,991 $3,198 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,193


total $16,816 $16,574 $16,461 $15,680 $15,219 $15,060 $14,910 $15,660 $16,652 $16,859 $16,899 


Couple


Provincial $17,224 $16,488 $15,834 $14,841 $13,982 $13,605 $13,176 $12,937 $13,669 $13,955 $13,920


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,351 $6,564 $7,216 $7,140 $7,124 $7,259


total $21,949 $21,643 $21,542 $20,851 $20,130 $19,956 $19,740 $20,153 $20,810 $21,079 $21,179 


yUKon


lone Parent


territorial $19,782 $19,045 $19,596 $19,064 $18,431 $18,063 $17,301 $16,749 $16,245 $17,840 $20,297


federal $2,993 $3,200 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,193


total $22,775 $22,245 $23,067 $22,682 $22,115 $21,852 $21,198 $21,602 $21,404 $22,962 $25,489 


Couple


territorial $27,728 $26,586 $26,723 $26,153 $25,253 $25,031 $24,472 $23,751 $22,968 $25,221 $28,138


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,139 $6,465 $6,926 $6,856 $7,002 $7,202


total $32,453 $31,741 $32,431 $32,163 $31,401 $31,171 $30,937 $30,677 $29,825 $32,223 $35,340 


norThWesT TerrITorIes


lone Parent


territorial $22,306 $21,504 $20,854 $21,027 $20,409 $19,992 $20,313 $19,705 $14,583 $21,367 $21,258


federal $2,993 $3,200 $3,471 $3,618 $3,684 $3,789 $3,898 $4,853 $5,159 $5,122 $5,193


total $25,299 $24,704 $24,324 $24,645 $24,093 $23,781 $24,211 $24,558 $19,742 $26,489 $26,450 


Couple


territorial $29,264 $28,060 $26,935 $27,108 $26,359 $26,342 $27,540 $26,867 $26,076 $27,050 $26,639


federal $4,725 $5,155 $5,707 $6,011 $6,148 $6,002 $6,275 $6,420 $6,087 $6,577 $6,884


total $33,988 $33,215 $32,642 $33,119 $32,506 $32,344 $33,816 $33,288 $32,163 $33,627 $33,522 







a-44 | welfare inComeS 2009
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Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1989 To 1998


 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998


nUnaVUT


the territory of nunavut was created on april 1,1999. Prior to then it was part of the northwest territories.
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national CounCil of welfare


Table 12: feDeral/proVIncIal/TerrITorIal share of Welfare Incomes for a lone 
parenT WITh one chIlD anD a coUple WITh TWo chIlDren, 1999 To 2009


 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


nUnaVUT


lone Parent


territorial $31,650 $30,604 $30,105 $29,201 $20,520 $20,103 $19,785 $23,498 $41,033 $43,187 $46,716


federal $2,993 $3,200 $2,953 $3,168 $3,231 $3,544 $3,898 $4,853 $5,085 $3,574 $2,157


total $34,643 $33,805 $33,058 $32,369 $23,751 $23,647 $23,683 $28,351 $46,118 $46,761 $48,873 


Couple


territorial $37,430 $36,014 $36,591 $35,320 $34,750 $34,535 $33,860 $37,554 $47,717 $49,620 $52,380


federal $4,725 $5,155 $3,710 $3,866 $3,936 $4,132 $4,436 $4,687 $3,941 $1,704 $0


total $42,154 $41,169 $40,301 $39,186 $38,686 $38,666 $38,296 $42,241 $51,658 $51,324 $52,380 
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Table 13: Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of The afTer-TaX lIcos, 1992–2000


 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable 39% 39% 39% 38% 22% 11% 11% 11% 14%


Person with a Disability 74% 73% 73% 72% 73% 76% 76% 75% 74%


lone Parent, one child 93% 92% 91% 90% 90% 92% 94% 95% 95%


Couple, two Children 68% 67% 67% 66% 66% 68% 70% 71% 71%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable 72% 71% 64% 50% 46% 45% 50% 49% 50%


Person with a Disability 81% 81% 80% 77% 71% 70% 77% 75% 76%


lone Parent, one child 92% 91% 90% 86% 82% 79% 87% 86% 88%


Couple, two Children 89% 88% 86% 83% 77% 77% 86% 84% 87%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable 53% 52% 52% 51% 51% 38% 37% 36% 35%


Person with a Disability 75% 74% 75% 74% 73% 72% 71% 70% 68%


lone Parent, one child 87% 85% 86% 85% 83% 82% 82% 82% 80%


Couple, two Children 70% 69% 69% 67% 71% 72% 72% 70% 71%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable 28% 28% 28% 28% 27% 27% 27% 27% 26%


Person with a Disability 71% 71% 56% 56% 55% 56% 56% 55% 55%


lone Parent, one child 72% 72% 74% 77% 76% 77% 79% 80% 80%


Couple, two Children 55% 55% 57% 59% 58% 59% 62% 63% 64%


QUeBec


Single employable 46% 46% 45% 44% 43% 42% 41% 42% 41%


Person with a Disability 59% 59% 60% 59% 59% 59% 60% 60% 59%


lone Parent, one child 74% 77% 78% 76% 74% 72% 71% 71% 69%


Couple, two Children 61% 62% 62% 60% 59% 56% 57% 57% 56%
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Table 13: Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of The afTer-TaX lIcos, 2001–2009


 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single employable 25% 60% 58% 57% 56% 60% 62% 61% 62%


Person with a Disability 72% 71% 69% 68% 67% 70% 72% 71% 71%


lone Parent, one child 95% 94% 93% 92% 91% 99% 102% 101% 102%


Couple, two Children 72% 72% 71% 71% 71% 75% 75% 75% 76%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single employable 44% 44% 44% 44% 43% 43% 44% 43% 45%


Person with a Disability 67% 67% 58% 58% 56% 57% 58% 57% 59%


lone Parent, one child 78% 79% 78% 79% 78% 84% 86% 86% 88%


Couple, two Children 78% 79% 78% 79% 78% 80% 81% 80% 83%


noVa scoTIa


Single employable 36% 38% 37% 37% 37% 40% 41% 41% 41%


Person with a Disability 62% 65% 63% 62% 61% 60% 60% 59% 59%


lone Parent, one child 76% 75% 74% 73% 73% 78% 80% 79% 79%


Couple, two Children 73% 70% 69% 69% 69% 71% 71% 70% 71%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single employable 25% 25% 24% 24% 24% 23% 24% 24% 24%


Person with a Disability 56% 56% 57% 56% 55% 55% 55% 55% 56%


lone Parent, one child 80% 79% 78% 77% 77% 82% 84% 84% 85%


Couple, two Children 64% 64% 64% 64% 64% 66% 66% 66% 67%


QUeBec


Single employable 41% 41% 41% 41% 40% 40% 40% 39% 40%


Person with a Disability 59% 59% 59% 59% 58% 59% 58% 58% 59%


lone Parent, one child 69% 70% 70% 70% 73% 77% 78% 77% 78%


Couple, two Children 57% 58% 58% 58% 64% 65% 64% 64% 65%
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Table 13: Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of The afTer-TaX lIcos, 1992–2000


 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000


onTarIo


Single employable 62% 62% 62% 58% 48% 47% 46% 46% 44%


Person with a Disability 86% 85% 85% 83% 82% 81% 80% 79% 77%


lone Parent, one child 100% 100% 100% 94% 78% 77% 77% 75% 74%


Couple, two Children 86% 86% 85% 79% 67% 66% 65% 64% 63%


manIToBa


Single employable 52% 52% 48% 47% 44% 38% 38% 37% 36%


Person with a Disability 66% 60% 60% 58% 57% 57% 56% 56% 54%


lone Parent, one child 75% 68% 68% 66% 65% 64% 63% 62% 62%


Couple, two Children 80% 73% 74% 73% 66% 62% 61% 60% 59%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable 49% 51% 51% 46% 49% 44% 44% 45% 45%


Person with a Disability 74% 73% 73% 71% 72% 65% 65% 66% 66%


lone Parent, one child 86% 85% 85% 83% 82% 81% 75% 77% 77%


Couple, two Children 80% 79% 79% 77% 76% 71% 71% 74% 73%


alBerTa


Single employable 43% 41% 36% 35% 34% 34% 34% 34% 33%


Person with a Disability 51% 49% 49% 48% 47% 47% 47% 47% 49%


Person with a Disability  
- aiSH


lone Parent, one child 71% 69% 64% 63% 62% 61% 62% 63% 62%


Couple, two Children 72% 70% 66% 65% 64% 63% 64% 63% 63%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable 48% 48% 49% 49% 44% 44% 43% 42% 42%


Person with a Disability 67% 68% 69% 68% 67% 66% 65% 64% 63%


lone Parent, one child 79% 80% 81% 80% 79% 77% 76% 75% 74%


Couple, two Children 66% 67% 68% 67% 66% 65% 64% 63% 62%
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Table 13: Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of The afTer-TaX lIcos, 2001–2009


 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009


onTarIo


Single employable 43% 42% 41% 41% 41% 40% 40% 40% 41%


Person with a Disability 75% 73% 71% 71% 70% 69% 69% 69% 70%


lone Parent, one child 72% 71% 69% 69% 69% 73% 75% 75% 77%


Couple, two Children 62% 60% 59% 59% 59% 61% 62% 61% 65%


manIToBa


Single employable 35% 35% 34% 34% 34% 33% 32% 35% 37%


Person with a Disability 53% 52% 51% 51% 50% 50% 50% 51% 51%


lone Parent, one child 64% 65% 64% 64% 63% 67% 67% 66% 66%


Couple, two Children 60% 59% 60% 63% 63% 64% 62% 61% 62%


sasKaTcheWan


Single employable 45% 45% 44% 44% 46% 57% 50% 52% 56%


Person with a Disability 66% 64% 64% 63% 61% 63% 64% 67% 70%


lone Parent, one child 77% 76% 74% 73% 75% 87% 83% 87% 95%


Couple, two Children 73% 72% 71% 71% 70% 77% 72% 77% 81%


alBerTa


Single employable 32% 31% 30% 30% 29% 31% 28% 30% 39%


Person with a Disability 48% 47% 47% 47% 46% 48% 47% 48% 51%


Person with a Disability  
- aiSH


71% 71% 73% 78%


lone Parent, one child 61% 59% 59% 59% 59% 66% 63% 63% 70%


Couple, two Children 62% 61% 60% 60% 60% 66% 60% 60% 63%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single employable 41% 40% 39% 38% 37% 37% 41% 42% 42%


Person with a Disability 62% 61% 59% 58% 62% 61% 62% 62% 62%


lone Parent, one child 73% 70% 68% 67% 67% 70% 74% 75% 75%


Couple, two Children 62% 60% 58% 57% 57% 58% 60% 60% 61%
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Table 14: Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of The mBm*, 2000 To 2009


 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009* 


neWfoUnDlanD anD laBraDor


Single Person employable 16% 27% 66% 65% 64% 62% 64% 66% 64% 64%


Person with a Disability 81% 80% 79% 77% 76% 74% 75% 77% 74% 74%


lone Parent, one Child 98% 98% 98% 97% 96% 94% 99% 102% 98% 99%


Couple, two Children 75% 75% 76% 75% 75% 74% 76% 77% 74% 75%


prInce eDWarD IslanD


Single Person employable 46% 45% 45% 46% 45% 43% 43% 43% 42% 44%


Person with a Disability 69% 67% 67% 60% 59% 56% 56% 57% 55% 57%


lone Parent, one Child 74% 74% 75% 76% 75% 74% 77% 80% 78% 80%


Couple, two Children 75% 74% 76% 77% 76% 74% 74% 76% 74% 76%


noVa scoTIa


Single Person employable 38% 39% 41% 41% 40% 40% 43% 43% 42% 42%


Person with a Disability 73% 67% 70% 69% 68% 66% 64% 63% 61% 61%


lone Parent, one Child 81% 76% 76% 75% 75% 74% 77% 79% 76% 77%


Couple, two Children 72% 75% 72% 71% 71% 71% 71% 71% 69% 70%


neW BrUnsWIcK


Single Person employable 30% 29% 28% 28% 28% 27% 26% 26% 26% 26%


Person with a Disability 64% 64% 64% 66% 64% 63% 60% 61% 59% 60%


lone Parent, one Child 86% 85% 84% 85% 84% 82% 84% 88% 85% 87%


Couple, two Children 70% 70% 70% 70% 70% 69% 68% 70% 68% 69%


QUeBec


Single Person employable 58% 57% 58% 58% 57% 56% 54% 54% 51% 52%


Person with a Disability 84% 82% 83% 83% 83% 81% 79% 79% 76% 77%


lone Parent, one Child 92% 90% 93% 93% 92% 95% 98% 99% 94% 96%


Couple, two Children 75% 75% 77% 78% 77% 83% 83% 82% 79% 80%


*Estimated
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Table 14: Welfare Incomes as a percenTaGe 
of The mBm*, 2000 To 2009


 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009* 


onTarIo


Single Person employable 55% 53% 52% 51% 51% 50% 48% 49% 47% 48%


Person with a Disability 95% 91% 89% 88% 88% 86% 83% 84% 81% 83%


lone Parent, one Child 85% 82% 81% 80% 80% 79% 82% 86% 82% 85%


Couple, two Children 73% 71% 70% 69% 69% 69% 69% 71% 68% 73%


manIToBa


Single Person employable 52% 50% 49% 48% 49% 48% 46% 45% 47% 49%


Person with a Disability 78% 75% 73% 72% 72% 70% 69% 69% 68% 68%


lone Parent, one Child 84% 85% 86% 86% 85% 84% 86% 86% 83% 83%


Couple, two Children 80% 80% 80% 82% 84% 83% 83% 81% 78% 78%


sasKaTcheWan


Single Person employable 53% 52% 52% 52% 51% 54% 66% 57% 57% 61%


Person with a Disability 77% 75% 74% 74% 74% 72% 72% 73% 74% 76%


lone Parent, one Child 85% 83% 82% 81% 80% 82% 93% 88% 89% 96%


Couple, two Children 81% 79% 79% 78% 78% 78% 83% 77% 79% 84%


alBerTa


Single Person employable 43% 41% 40% 39% 39% 38% 39% 35% 35% 47%


Person with a Disability-Si 65% 62% 60% 60% 60% 59% 61% 58% 57% 61%


Person with a Disability- 
aiSH


89% 87% 86% 92%


lone Parent, one Child 76% 73% 71% 71% 72% 71% 77% 72% 70% 78%


Couple, two Children 78% 75% 73% 73% 74% 73% 78% 69% 67% 71%


BrITIsh colUmBIa


Single Person employable 53% 52% 51% 50% 49% 48% 46% 52% 52% 52%


Person with a Disability 80% 78% 77% 76% 75% 79% 76% 78% 76% 76%


lone Parent, one Child 88% 87% 83% 82% 81% 80% 82% 88% 86% 86%


Couple, two Children 75% 74% 72% 70% 70% 69% 69% 71% 70% 70%


*Estimated
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Table 15: 2009 loW Income cUT-offs (1992 Base) afTer TaX


size of  
family unit


community size


rural areas
Urban areas


less than 30,0001 30,000 to 99,999 100,000 to 499,999 500,000 and over


1 person 12,050 13,791 15,384 15,579 18,421


2 persons 14,666 16,785 18,725 18,960 22,420


3 persons 18,263 20,900 23,316 23,610 27,918


4 persons 22,783 26,075 29,089 29,455 34,829


5 persons 25,944 29,692 33,124 33,541 39,660


6 persons 28,773 32,929 36,736 37,198 43,984


7 or more 
persons


31,602 36,167 40,346 40,854 48,308


1. Includes cities with a population between 15,000 and 30,000 and small urban areas (under 15,000).
Reference: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/75f0002m2010005-eng.htm


m a r K e T  B a s K e T  m e a s U r e  
( 2 0 0 8  B a s e )


the market Basket measure (mBm) includes the 
costs of food, clothing, footwear, transportation, 
shelter and other expenses for a reference family  
of two adults aged 25 to 49 and two children 
(aged 9 and 13). it provides thresholds for a finer 
geographic level than the low income cut-off 
(liCo), allowing, for example, different costs for rural 
areas in the different provinces. During 2009 and 
early 2010, it underwent a comprehensive review of 
both content and methodology (HrSDC 2010). this 
review process led to a rebased series of thresholds 
(mBm 2008 base), revised historically to 2000, the 
beginning of the mBm time series. 


the national Council of welfare calculated the 
2008 mBm for its household types by using the 
equivalency factor provided in the mBm literature. 
these amounts were then estimated for 2009 using 
the Consumer Price index.


Due to the rebasing of the mBm to 2008, the figures 
that appear in this report may not be comparable 
to what appeared in earlier reports.
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Table 16: 2008 mBm ThresholDs By Type of famIly


2008 mBm  
(2008 base)


reference family:  
2 adults + 2 children single adult with no child single adult + 1 child


St.John's Cma $29,753 $14,877 19,339$


Charlottetown Ca $31,649 $15,825 $20,572


Halifax Cma $30,062 $15,031 $19,540


Saint John Cma $28,619 $14,310 $18,602


montreal $28,091 $14,046 $18,259


toronto Cma $31,129 $15,565 $20,234


winnipeg Cma $27,444 $13,722 $17,839


Saskatoon Cma $28,469 $14,235 $18,505


Calgary Cma $31,007 $15,504 $20,155


Vancouver Cma $30,038 $15,019 $19,525


Reference: http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/75f0002m2010005-eng.htm
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manDaTe


The National Council of Welfare was established by the Government Organization Act in 1969, as an arm’s length 
advisory body to the federal government. It advises the Minister of Human Resources and Social Development on 
matters concerning poverty, the realities of low-income Canadians and related programs and policies.


The Council consists of members drawn from across Canada and appointed by the Governor-in-Council. All 
members serve in their personal capacities rather than as representatives of organizations or agencies. Council 
membership over the years has reflected expertise in a wide range of social development and social security issues. 
Members have also reflected varied backgrounds, from education and social work to voluntary sector organization 
and policy analysis, including experience living in poverty.


Reports by the National Council of Welfare deal with a wide range of issues on poverty and social policy in Canada, 
including income security programs, welfare reform, medicare, poverty lines and poverty statistics, the retirement 
income system, taxation, labour market issues, social services and legal aid.







 
 
Pour vous procurer des exemplaires en français de publications du Conseil, écrivez  
au Conseil national du bien-être social, 9e étage, 112, rue Kent, ottawa (ontario) 
K1a 0J9. Vous pouvez les demander par courrier électronique info@ncw-cnb.gc.ca 
ou les consulter sur notre site web www.ncw-cnb.gc.ca.
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His Honour the Honourable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 
 
May It Please Your Honour: 
 
 
I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of the Department of Family 
Services and Consumer Affairs of the Province of Manitoba for the year 2010/11. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
Gord Mackintosh 
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November 2011 


The Honourable Gord Mackintosh  
Minister of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
357 Legislative Building 
 
Sir:  


I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for the Department of Family Services and 
Consumer Affairs for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2011. 


I am pleased to advise you of progress made by the Department in important areas including consumer 
protection, child and family services, early learning and child care, emergency preparedness and poverty 
reduction. 


In order to better assist Manitobans dealing with emergencies, the Department developed a Disaster 
Recovery (DIRE) program. The program, with enhanced comptrollership safe guards, allows the 
Department to make expedited emergency payments to Manitobans who have been forcibly dislocated from 
their homes due to flooding and other emergencies. 


On May 11, 2010, the Manitoba government launched a five-year consumer protection plan entitled Let’s 
Make a Better Deal tm. The plan will see fairer business practices and remedies for consumers and 
businesses along with enhanced consumer education measures to support informed decision-making.  


Maximum rates for payday loans – the lowest in Canada – came into force on October 18, 2010, as well as 
payday lenders licensing requirements. 


In addition, changes to The Consumer Protection Act were made to ban negative option marketing. The 
changes mean that companies can no longer use a consumer’s failure to respond to an offer of goods or 
services as an agreement to pay for the product. Penalties for a breach of the Act were increased and the 
courts can now order restitution where consumers have suffered losses as a result of a breach of the Act. 


A Payday Borrowers’ Financial Literacy Fund was also established in February 2011. The Fund will support 
financial literacy initiatives for Manitoba consumers. 


Significant amendments to The Residential Tenancies Act and related 
regulations came into effect in 2010/11. One of these allows landlords to collect 
a pet damage deposit when they permit a tenant to keep a pet in a rental unit. 
Changes also give the Residential Tenancies Branch the ability to impose 
administrative penalties on landlords and tenants for failing to comply with 
orders made under sections of the Act or for contravening those sections. As 
part of Manitoba’s plan for stronger consumer protection, many Residential 
Tenancies related forms were rewritten in a plain language format and expanded 
to include enhanced information for landlords and tenants. For the convenience 
of clients, these forms were also made available on the Branch’s website in fill 
and print format.  


A three-year Independent Tenant Advisor Program pilot project began in 
Winnipeg the fall of 2010. The independent advisor will help tenants file claims 
and prepare for hearings at the Residential Tenancies Branch and Commission. 
The project will be expanded in 2011 to include landlords who have smaller 
property portfolios.   


 
 
Deputy Minister of                                                                                                               Winnipeg, Manitoba, CANADA 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs                                                                                                                 R3C 0V8 







Amendments to The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Act were also passed in June 2010. These 
allowed for the consolidation of the caisses populaires system, merged the two guarantee corporations into 
the Deposit Guarantee Corporation of Manitoba, and provided flexibility for Manitoba credit unions/caisses 
populaires and the Credit Union Central to continue outside Manitoba. 


Reducing poverty, while continuing to provide supports to low-income Manitobans, remain important 
priorities for the Department. The Department provides leadership in ALL Aboard, Manitoba’s poverty 
reduction and social inclusion strategy. For the first time this year, an ALL Aboard report is included in this 
report.   


The Department continued the implementation of Rewarding Work, its strategy to work with Employment 
and Income Assistance (EIA) participants to help remove the barriers that can keep them from working. The 
Rebound Initiative continued to help workers displaced by the recent economic downturn and the 
Department continued to provide benefits to assist people to move from EIA to employment. The Rewarding 
Work Rent Allowance provided a monthly benefit for one year to non-disabled adults without children, living 
in private rental housing, who moved from EIA to work. Get Started!, a one-time payment, provided 
assistance with job related expenses for those leaving EIA for employment. The Rewarding Work Health 
Plan provided non-insured health benefit coverage, including drug, dental and optical benefits, for up to two 
years, for single parents and persons with disabilities who leave EIA for employment. The Rewarding Work 
Allowance, provided assistance with work-related expenses. 


The Department also began its implementation of the 68 recommendations of the Manitoba Ombudsman’s 
Report on the Employment and Income Assistance Program. As of March 31, 2011, new policy and plain 
language materials on common-law relationships were developed, a departmental Investigations Specialist 
was hired, and a number of policies were clarified.  


In this year, the Department completed several important child and family services information technology 
projects, including enhancements to the Child and Family Services Applications to embed risk assessments 
within the case management system and to provide front line staff with direct links from the case 
management system to online legislation, regulations, standards and forms. 


The Department also continued to work in collaboration with the Child and Family Services (CFS) Authorities, 
and Agencies, and the federal government, to develop a harmonized funding model to provide equitable 
funding for all CFS Agencies, regardless of funding source. Along with this, the Department worked with 
Indian and Northern Affairs Canada and First Nations CFS Authorities on the implementation of an on-reserve 
prevention framework, which will complement Differential Response/Family Enhancement initiatives.   


Manitoba also remained committed to building and strengthening the early learning and child care system. 
Major improvements in the past year included launching a new Online Child Care Registry in the City of 
Brandon, and in the Westman, Parkland, Northern and Interlake regions, allowing families to find licensed 
child care more efficiently, and allowing facilities to more effectively manage their wait lists. 


In May 2010, Manitoba enacted Canada’s first legislated Child Care Safety Charter, which was 
accompanied by support to help facilities develop safety plans and codes of conduct. 


A fund for pension plans and retirement supports for child care workers was established, which includes 
matching RRSP contributions for family child care providers; and a retirement benefit for child care workers. 


In this year’s report, I am also pleased to include a new section on Manitoba’s Policy on Access to 
Government: Publications, Events and Customer Service and to report on our work to enhance citizens’ 
access to public information, events and services. 


Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Grant Doak 







       


Novembre 2011 
 
Monsieur,  
 
J’ai l’honneur de vous présenter le Rapport annuel du ministère des Services à la famille et de la 
Consommation pour l’exercice terminé le 31 mars 2011. 
 
Je suis heureux de vous informer sur les progrès du ministère dans des domaines importants comme la 
protection du consommateur, les services à l’enfant et à la famille, l’apprentissage des jeunes enfants et 
la garde d’enfants, les mesures d’urgence et la lutte contre la pauvreté. 
 
Afin d’aider les Manitobains et les Manitobaines aux prises avec une situation d’urgence, le ministère a 
mis sur pied un programme d’aide aux sinistrés. Le programme, qui est assorti d’exigences de contrôle 
améliorées, permet au ministère de verser rapidement des indemnités d’urgence aux résidents du 
Manitoba qui sont obligés de quitter leur domicile en raison d’inondations ou d’autres situations 
d’urgence. 
 
Le 11 mai 2010, le gouvernement du Manitoba a lancé un plan quinquennal de protection du 
consommateur, qui s’intitule « Pour de meilleures conditions du marché ». Le plan vise à rendre les 
pratiques commerciales les plus loyales possible et à ce que des solutions raisonnables soient proposées 
aux consommateurs et aux entreprises, ainsi qu’à développer les mesures d’éducation du consommateur 
pour favoriser la prise de décisions éclairées.  
 
Les taux d’intérêt maximaux applicables aux prêts de dépannage – les plus bas au Canada – sont 
entrées en vigueur le 18 octobre 2010, de même que des exigences et des pratiques loyales en matière 
de prêt.  
 
De plus, des modifications ont été apportées à la Loi sur la protection du consommateur afin d’interdire la 
commercialisation par abonnement par défaut. Les modifications font en sorte que les entreprises ne 
peuvent plus considérer l’absence de réponse d’un consommateur à une offre de bien ou de service 
comme un consentement du consommateur à payer le bien ou le service. Les amendes légales en cas 
de contravention à cette loi ont augmenté et les tribunaux sont désormais en mesure d’accorder des 
indemnités aux consommateurs qui ont subi des dommages dans des situations de la sorte. 
 
Le Fonds manitobain de littératie financière des emprunteurs a été créé 
en février 2011. Le Fond vise à financer les initiatives de littératie financière 
destinées aux consommateurs du Manitoba. 
 
En outre, des modifications importantes à la Loi sur la location à usage 
d’habitation et à des règlements d’application ont pris effet en 2010-2011. 
Entre autres, les locateurs peuvent désormais exiger d’un locataire un dépôt 
pour les dommages attribuables à un animal de compagnie s’ils autorisent le 
locataire à garder un tel animal dans son unité locative. Les modifications 
permettent aussi à la Direction de la location à usage d’habitation d’imposer 
des sanctions administratives aux locateurs et aux locataires qui n’observent 
pas un ordre qui leur est donné en vertu d’un article de la Loi ou pour 
contravention à l’un ou l’autre des articles de la Loi. Dans le cadre du plan du 
Manitoba pour l’amélioration de la protection du consommateur, de nombreux 
formulaires relatifs à la location à usage d’habitation ont été vulgarisés et de  
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l’information y a été ajoutée à l’intention des locateurs et des locataires. Pour simplifier la vie des clients, 
les formulaires sont aussi offerts sur le site Web de la Direction dans un format qui leur permet de les 
remplir sur support informatique et de les imprimer.  
 
À l’automne 2010, le ministère a aussi mis en place à Winnipeg le programme de conseillers 
indépendants des locataires, un projet pilote d’une durée de trois ans. Les conseillers indépendants 
aideront les locataires à remplir des demandes et à se préparer à des audiences devant la Direction et la 
Commission de la location à usage d’habitation. Le projet sera élargi en 2011 dans le but d’inclure les 
locateurs qui ont de petits portefeuilles immobiliers. 
 
En juin 2010, la Loi sur les caisses populaires et les credit unions a aussi connu des modifications. Les 
nouvelles dispositions législatives permettent le regroupement des caisses populaires, fusionnent les 
deux sociétés de garantie existantes pour former la Société d’assurance-dépôts du Manitoba et 
assouplissent les règles entourant l’existence des credit unions et des caisses populaires du Manitoba et 
de la Credit Union Central à l’extérieur du Manitoba. 
 
La réduction de la pauvreté ainsi que le maintien de l’aide aux Manitobains et aux Manitobaines à faible 
revenu demeurent des priorités importantes du ministère. À cet égard, le ministère fait preuve de 
leadership en mettant en œuvre la stratégie manitobaine de réduction de la pauvreté et d’inclusion 
sociale Tout le monde à bord. Pour la première fois, le rapport annuel du ministère comprend un compte 
rendu sur la stratégie Tout le monde à bord. 
 
Le ministère a poursuivi la mise en œuvre de Travail profitable, une stratégie qui vise à aider les 
prestataires d’aide à l’emploi et au revenu à éliminer les obstacles à leur intégration au marché du travail. 
L’initiative Rebond a continué d’aider les travailleurs touchés par le récent ralentissement économique, et 
le ministère a continué de verser des allocations à des prestataires de l’aide à l’emploi et au revenu pour 
les aider à passer de l’aide sociale au marché du travail. Des allocations de logement de la stratégie du 
Travail profitable ont été offertes pour aider les adultes non handicapés sans enfant qui louent des 
logements non subventionnés à payer leur loyer lorsqu’ils passent de l’aide sociale au marché du travail. 
Le ministère a également versé des prestations Nouveau départ, des prestations uniques offertes aux 
personnes qui passent de l’aide sociale au marché du travail afin de leur permettre de payer certains 
coûts liés à un nouvel emploi. Le régime de soins médicaux de la stratégie du Travail profitable a offert 
aux chefs de famille monoparentale et aux personnes handicapées qui passent de l’aide sociale au 
marché du travail des prestations d’assurance maladie complémentaires, comme des assurances 
médicaments, soins dentaires et soins de la vue, et ce, jusqu’à deux ans après que les prestataires 
auront quitté le système d’aide sociale. L’allocation de la stratégie du Travail profitable a été versée à 
certains prestataires pour les aider à couvrir des dépenses liées à un emploi. 
 
En outre, le ministère a commencé à mettre en application les 68 recommandations du rapport de 
l’ombudsman du Manitoba sur le Programme d’aide à l’emploi et au revenu. En date du 31 mars 2011, le 
ministère avait terminé l’élaboration de nouveaux documents vulgarisés sur les politiques relatives aux 
conjoints de fait, embauché un spécialiste provincial des enquêtes et avait clarifié diverses politiques.  
 
Au cours de l’exercice, le ministère a réalisé plusieurs projets importants de technologie de l’information à 
l’intention de la Division des services d’aide à l’enfant et à la famille. Il a notamment amélioré des 
applications de cette division pour intégrer des évaluations du risque dans le système de gestion de cas 
et fournir aux agents de première ligne des liens directs du système de gestion de cas vers les lois et les 
règlements, les normes et les formulaires en ligne. 
 
Le ministère a également continué de travailler de concert avec les régies et les offices de services à 
l’enfant et à la famille, ainsi qu’avec le gouvernement fédéral, pour élaborer un modèle de financement 
harmonisé qui permettra de verser un financement équitable à tous les offices de services à l’enfant et à 
la famille, quelle que soit la source des fonds. Parallèlement à ce travail, le ministère a collaboré avec le 
ministère des Affaires autochtones et du Développement du Nord du Canada et avec les régies de  







services à l’enfant et à la famille des Premières nations pour mettre en œuvre un cadre de prévention 
dans les réserves qui viendra appuyer les initiatives d’approche différentielle et de renforcement des 
familles. 
 
Le Manitoba demeure déterminé à développer et à consolider le système d’éducation des jeunes enfants 
et de garde d’enfants. Cet exercice, le ministère a apporté des améliorations importantes au système en 
lançant un nouveau registre en ligne des services de garde d’enfants à Brandon, dans l’ouest de la 
province et dans les régions des Parcs, du Nord et d’Entre-les-Lacs pour aider les familles à trouver des 
services de garde autorisés et en permettant aux établissements de mieux gérer leurs listes d’attente. 
 
En mai 2010, le Manitoba a adopté la Charte sur la sécurité des enfants en garderie, la première charte 
du genre au Canada qui soit prévue par une loi. La Charte est assortie d’une aide aux établissements 
dans l’élaboration de plans de sécurité et de codes d’éthique. 
 
Un fonds pour les régimes de pension et les prestations de retraite pour les travailleurs de garderie a été 
créé. Il prévoit des contributions de contrepartie pour les cotisations à REER à l’intention des travailleurs 
de garderies familiales et des prestations de retraite pour les travailleurs de garderie. 
 
Dans le présent rapport annuel, je suis également heureux de vous présenter une nouvelle partie de la 
Politique manitobaine sur l’accès aux publications, aux activités et aux services du gouvernement, de 
même que nos travaux en vue d’améliorer l’accès du public à l’information, aux activités et aux services.  
 
Le tout respectueusement soumis. 
 
 
 
 
 
Grant Doak 
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REPORT STRUCTURE 
 
The Annual Report is organized in accordance with the Department of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs appropriation structure as set out in the Main Estimates of Expenditure of the Province of Manitoba 
for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2011. 
 
The report includes information at the Main and Sub-Appropriation levels related to the Department's 
objectives, actual results, financial performance and variances. A five-year adjusted historical table of 
staffing and expenditures is provided. In addition, expenditure and revenue variance explanations are 
provided. 
 
 
VISION, MISSION, GOALS AND GUIDING PRINCIPLES 
 
Vision 
 
The Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs is committed to improving the quality of life for 
Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market inclusion of all citizens. We 
promote a fair, efficient and informed marketplace for business and consumers that contributes to a 
competitive Manitoba economy. We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted 
and valued, and live with dignity and security. We work with the community to support Manitoba children, 
families and individuals to achieve their fullest potential. 
 
Mission 
 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs supports citizens in need to achieve fuller participation in society 
and greater self-sufficiency and independence. We help keep children, families and communities safe 
and secure and encourage the well-being of all citizens. We also strive to strengthen the protection 
mechanisms in place for Manitoba citizens, businesses and consumers.  


Our Mission is accomplished through the: 


• provision of support for those in financial need;  
• provision of services and supports that assist individuals to improve their attachment to the labour 


market;  
• provision of supports and services for adults and children with disabilities;  
• provision of early learning and child care services and supports;  
• provision of child protection and related services;  
• provision of assistance to people facing family violence, sexual exploitation and family disruption;  
• provision of services and supports to promote the healthy development and well-being of children and 


families;  
• maintenance of regulatory frameworks that provide consumer protection and promote fair business 


practices;  
• maintenance of regulatory frameworks for rent increases and tenant and landlord rights and related 


dispute resolution mechanisms;   
• maintenance of regulatory frameworks for insurers and distributors of insurance products, 


cooperatives and credit unions/caisses populaires; 
• provision of an independent Commission to hear appeals concerning benefit decisions under the 


Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation's Personal Injury Protection Plan and advisers to assist 
claimants with such appeals;  


PREFACE 
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• maintenance of registries for births, deaths and marriages, business and corporate names, and 
information and interests in land and personal property;  


• fostering and development of community capacity by engaging the broader community to participate 
in and contribute to decision-making; and 


• respectful and appropriate delivery of programs and services.  
 
Goals 
 
The Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs has established the following goals for its 
programs and services: 


• to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income;  
• to increase participation in the labour market and community;  
• to increase the self-sufficiency, independence and inclusion in society for children and adults with a 


disability;  
• to increase the safety and well-being of persons who are vulnerable or at risk;  
• to improve the healthy development of children, families and communities;  
• to foster consumer and business confidence in the marketplace through the administration of fair and 


effective regulatory frameworks; 
• to provide reliable and accurate registries for births, deaths and marriages, business and corporate 


names and information and interests in land and personal property; 
• to assist consumers and businesses, and landlords and tenants in resolving their disputes;  
• to improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the Department; and 
• to increase community capacity and opportunities for community involvement and input.  
 
Guiding Principles 
 
The Department's work is guided by the following principles:  


• diversity is valued, individual difference is supported, respected and developed to encourage both 
independence and interdependence;  


• opportunities are provided for equal access to valued outcomes, self-determination, meaningful 
involvement and valued roles; 


• community capacity exists to sustain and build upon achievements; and  
• dispute resolution is fair, impartial and accessible.  
 
OVERVIEW  
 
The Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs is organized into five divisions. The 
Administration and Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative and information 
systems support to the Department. Two of the Department’s divisions, Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance, and Child and Family Services, focus on policy and program 
development, budgeting, setting standards, monitoring, quality assurance and evaluation. The 
Community Service Delivery Division is responsible for the integrated delivery of the Department’s 
programs and services. 
 
The Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division facilitates the resolution of disputes between consumers 
and businesses, and tenants and landlords and hears and assists claimants with appeals of Manitoba 
Public Insurance Corporation decisions related to bodily injury claims. The Division also administers 
legislation for the incorporation and registration of business names; licensing of trust and loan 
corporations, credit unions and caisses populaires; licensing companies and individuals involved in the 
sale of insurance; and maintains registries of vital events and of interests in land and personal property.  
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The Policy and Planning Branch provides executive support to the Minister and Deputy Minister. In 
addition, the Social Services Appeal Board, a quasi-independent body, as well as the Public Utilities 
Board, a quasi-judicial administrative tribunal, report to the Minister of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs. 
 
Effective March 1, 2010, the Government of Manitoba centralized responsibility for the delivery of human 
resource services and the associated staff to the Civil Service Commission, with the goal of improving 
service delivery to all departments and employees. For additional information on this realignment, see the 
Civil Service Commission’s 2010/11 Annual Report. 
 
The Department also supports Cross-Department Coordination Initiatives (CDCI), a partnership with the 
departments of Health; Housing and Community Development; and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors. In 
partnership with the Regional Health Authorities and the community, CDCI identifies and reviews policy 
issues, and service delivery approaches with respect to housing and supports for the seniors population, 
individuals with mental health issues, and individuals who are homeless or at risk of being homeless. The 
work of the unit is focused on creating a range of adequate and affordable housing options, with related 
health and social service supports, through the development and coordination of program and service 
delivery mechanisms. Using a horizontal management approach, and working in collaboration with 
government and community partners, CDCI proposes enhancements, improvements and alternatives to 
housing policy and support services for these specific populations. 
 
ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was launched in May 2009. 
ALL Aboard formalizes the government’s commitment to poverty reduction, builds on that commitment 
and moves forward in a focused, strategic manner. The strategy is structured around four pillars: Safe, 
affordable housing in supportive communities; Education, jobs and income support; Strong, healthy 
families; and Accessible, coordinated services. ALL Aboard is co-chaired by the Minister of Family 
Services and Consumer Affairs and the Minister of Housing and Community Development.  
 
The Department’s Organization Chart and maps that illustrate the regional service delivery structure 
follow this Overview.   
 
The statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs are as follows: 
 
The Adoption Act 
The Business Names Registration Act 
The Business Practices Act 
The Cemeteries Act 
The Change of Name Act 
The Charities Endorsement Act 
The Child and Family Services Act 
The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
The City of Winnipeg Act (passenger carrier agreements) 
The Community Child Care Standards Act 
The Condominium Act 
 (except for tenant complaints that would then fall under The Residential Tenancies Act) 
The Consumer Protection Act 
The Cooperatives Act 
The Corporation Capital Tax Act 
The Corporations Act 
The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Act 
The Electronic Commerce and Information Act (Part 5) 
The Emergency 911 Public Safety Answering Point Act (Appeals) 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act 
The Funeral Directors and Embalmers Act  
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The Gas Allocation Act 
The Greater Winnipeg Gas Distribution Act  
The Highways Protection Act (Appeals) 
The Housing and Renewal Corporation Act (clause 44(k)) 
The Hudson’s Bay Company Land Register Act 
The Insurance Act 
The Insurance Corporations Tax Act 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act 
The Landlord and Tenant Act 
The Life Leases Act 
The Liquor Control Act 
The Manitoba Evidence Act (Parts II and III) 
The Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation Act 
 (s. 174.1 to 174.4 (Claimant Adviser Office) and  
 s. 175 to 185 (Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission) 
The Manitoba Water Services Board Act (Appeals) 
The Marriage Act 
The Municipal Act 
The Parents Maintenance Act (Section 10) 
The Partnership Act 
The Personal Investigations Act 
The Personal Property Security Act 
The Prearranged Funeral Services Act 
The Professional Home Economists Act 
The Public Health Act 


(Responsible for the Bedding and Other Upholstered or Stuffed Articles Regulation,  
M.R. 78/2004) 


The Public Utilities Board Act 
The Real Property Act 
The Registry Act 
The Religious Societies’ Lands Act 
The Residential Tenancies Act 
The Social Services Administration Act 
The Social Services Appeal Board Act 
The Special Survey Act  
The Surveys Act (Part I) 
The Title to Certain Lands Act (R.S.M. 1990, c. 259) 
The Trade Practices Inquiry Act 
The Vital Statistics Act 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
 
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act and The Social Services Administration Act, require the 
Minister to report annually to the Legislature. These reporting requirements for 2010/11 are met by this 
Annual Report.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(Separate annual reports are issued by Vital Statistics, Companies Office and The Property Registry.) 
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Rural/Northern Regional 
Social Service Delivery Structure 


(at March 31, 2011) 


*   Human Resource Services provided by the Civil Service Commission 
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Rural/Northern Regional 
Social Service Delivery Structure 
(at March 31, 2011) 
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Winnipeg Regional  
Social Service Delivery Structure 


(at March 31, 2011) 
 
 
 


 
 


Community Area Pairings 
 
        Downtown /  


Point Douglas 
        Seven Oaks / Inkster 
        River East / Transcona 
        St. Boniface / St. Vital 
        River Heights / Fort Garry 
        St. James-Assiniboia /  
        Assiniboine South 
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FAMILY SERVICES AND CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
Performance Measurement 
 
The following section provides information on key performance measures for the Department for the 
2010/11 reporting year. All Government of Manitoba departments include performance measures in their 
Annual Reports which are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with 
meaningful and useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and its 
citizens. 
 
For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit 
www.manitoba.ca/performance. 
  
Your comments on performance measures are valuable to us. You can send comments or questions to 
mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 
  



http://www.manitoba.ca/performance�
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Reducing the incidence and depth of poverty 
 
What is being measured? Why is it 


important to 
measure 
this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2010/11 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? Performance 


measure 
Component 
of the 
measure 


Dependency on 
Income Assistance 


Per cent of 
population 
(excluding 
First Nations 
people  
on reserve)  
receiving 
income 
assistance.1  


A low 
percentage 
may show 
positive 
results for the 
provincial 
economy and 
government 
policies. 


5.4%  
(2001/02)2 


5.1% 
(2010/11) 


The percentage of 
the population in 
Manitoba receiving 
income assistance is 
below the Canadian 
average.   
 
 
 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Using the Market Basket Measure (MBM)3 in 2009 (the most recent year for which data is available), 9.7 per cent of 
Manitobans were living in low income (excluding First Nations people on reserve). For children, the rate living in low-
income families was 11.6 per cent. Since 2000, the rate of change in the per cent of children living in low income 
reflects a decrease of 23 per cent; for single-parent families, the decrease in the rate was 41 per cent. The percentage 
of Manitobans living in low income increased between 2008 and 2009. Comparing provinces in 2009, Manitoba had 
the fourth lowest rate of all persons and children living in low income. Further, Manitoba had the fifth lowest incidence 
of low income for single-parent families.  
 
For more detail on Manitoba’s strategy for poverty reduction and social inclusion, see ALL Aboard – Manitoba’s 
Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy in this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________ 
1   Source:  2010/11 population data from the Manitoba Health and Healthy Living Population Report; 2001/02 population data from 


the Manitoba Health Population Report and EIA caseload data. 
2   Previous Annual Reports excluded 2001/02 Municipal Assistance recipients and cited this figure as 5.2 per cent. The figure in this 


report (5.4 per cent) has been revised to include Municipal Assistance recipients. 
3   In Annual Reports released prior to 2008/09, Low-Income Cut-Offs (LICOs) were used to report on low income. MBM thresholds, 


used in this report, are based on the cost of a “basket of goods and services” that includes food, clothing and footwear, shelter, 
transportation and a range of other items, such as personal care, household equipment and supplies, telephone services, 
educational and recreational items and reading materials. MBM provides an advantage over using LICOs since they account for 
cost of living differences across Canada.  
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Expanding early learning and child care 
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2010/11 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Component 
of the  
measure 


Availability of child 
care 


Per cent of 
children age 
12 and under 
for whom 
there is a 
regulated 
child care 
space.  


The availability 
of regulated 
child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of 
how Manitoba 
is progressing 
with respect to 
access to 
supports for 
children, 
families and 
communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
12.4% (2000/01) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
21.0% (2000/01) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
6.0% (2000/01) 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
16.4% 
(2010/11) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
23.9% 
(2010/11) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
10.1% 
(2010/11) 


There has been an 
increase in this 
indicator from 2001 
for all categories. 
 
Although there was 
an increase in the 
number of licensed 
child care spaces in 
all categories, the 
estimated growth in 
the number of 
children in Manitoba 
increased at a 
greater pace in 
2010/11.  Therefore, 
the “overall” and 
“preschool” indicators 
decreased since 
2009/10, while the 
“school age” indicator 
increased slightly.4 
 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
In April 2008, Manitoba launched Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care. In 
the first three years of Family Choices, initiatives to strengthen early learning and child care were introduced, including 
a commitment to fund 3,500 more spaces, building new program sites, a Workforce Stability Strategy, an age-
appropriate curriculum framework, new safety measures and more. 
 
Since 1999, over 10,650 more child care spaces have been approved for funding. In 2009/10, there were 29,382 
licensed spaces in Manitoba; in 2010/11, the number of spaces increased to 29,811.   
 
Funding for the Inclusion Support Program, which encourages meaningful participation of children with additional 
support needs in child care, has increased by 158 per cent since 1999. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
___________________ 
4   Until December 2010, labour force estimates had been based on population data from the 2001 Census. As of January 2011, the 


estimates have been adjusted to reflect population data from the 2006 Census.  
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Enhancing services and supports for persons with disabilities 
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2010/11 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Components 
of the 
measure 


Supported Living 
Supports 


Active 
caseload of 
people 
assisted by 
the 
Supported 
Living 
Program (this 
includes 
individuals 
who received 
some type of 
funded 
service as 
well as 
individuals 
who received 
assistance 
through case 
management 
activities). 


An increase to 
this measure 
demonstrates 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in 
the community. 


Total 
3,527  
(1999/00) 


Total 
5,094  


Since 1999, the 
Supported Living 
total active caseload 
has increased by 
44.4%.   
 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Since 1999, individuals funded for Residential Services increased by 95.2 per cent (from 1,680 to 3,279). There was a 
2.1 per cent increase (3,212 to 3,279) in the number of individuals funded for Residential Services in the last year.  
 
These supports allowed over 5,094 adults with a mental disability to safely live and more fully participate as active 
members of the community. 
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Supporting the well-being of children and families 
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2010/11 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Components 
of the 
measure 


Child Protection Children in 
care as a 
percentage of 
children in 
Manitoba 
ages 17 and 
under. 


The number of 
children in 
care, as a 
percentage of 
the total child 
population, 
may indicate 
the extent to 
which families 
are struggling 
to care and 
provide safety 
for their 
children.  


1.9%  
(2000/01) 


3.4% 
(2010/11) 
 


The rate of children 
in care has increased 
since the base year.   
 
The annual growth 
rate decreased from 
5.7% in 2009/10 to 
3.4% in 2010/11.   


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
The number of children in care may be due to the composition and growth rate of Manitoba’s population, societal 
changes, breakdowns in families, community and other supports for families and changes in definitions.   
 
As part of the Changes for Children Initiative, Manitoba has begun implementing a Differential Response/Family 
Enhancement approach to child welfare. This early intervention and prevention approach will assist the child welfare 
system by providing services where immediate child protection concerns or the apprehension of a child is not 
warranted, but where families are struggling with challenges that, if left unaddressed, could result in children being at 
risk in the future. The intent of this prevention-focused approach is to intervene early in a supportive manner so that 
the more intrusive and potentially adversarial child protection response may not be required. By intervening early, 
before children’s safety is at risk, we can help to preserve and strengthen families and prevent children from coming 
into care. Child safety remains paramount and safety assessments will continue to be utilized at initial contact. In all 
situations where there is an immediate or high probability that children are at risk, these families will continue to 
receive a child protection response as required in legislation. 
  
Evidence-based, structured decision-making (SDM®) risk assessment tools developed by the Children’s Research 
Centre in Wisconsin, USA were selected for implementation/testing. These tools are already in use in Ontario and 
British Columbia, as well as several states in the USA and Australia.   
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Client perceived fairness and effectiveness – Residential Tenancies Branch 
 
What is being measured and using 
what indicator? 


Why is it 
important to 
measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 
(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 
2010/11 
result or 
most recent 
available 
data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Performance 
measure 


Components 
of the 
measure 


Client perceived 
fairness and 
effectiveness with 
decisions of the 
Residential 
Tenancies Branch  
 


Rate of 
appeals of 
decisions 
under The 
Residential 
Tenancies 
Act. 


To ensure that 
the Branch’s 
hearing 
processes and 
decisions 
continue to be 
fair and 
effective. 


3,198 orders 
were issued 
under Parts 1 – 
8 of The 
Residential 
Tenancies Act 
(landlord and 
tenant disputes) 
in 2005/06 of 
which 568 
(17.8%) were 
appealed.  
 
Orders were 
issued for 469 
cases under Part 
9 of the Act (rent 
regulation 
matters) in 
2005/06 of which 
98 (20.9%) were 
appealed. 


3,612 orders 
were issued 
under Parts 1 
– 8 of The 
Residential 
Tenancies 
Act (landlord 
and tenant 
disputes) in 
2010/11 of 
which 708 
(19.6%) were 
appealed.  
 
Orders were 
issued for 
594 cases 
under Part 9 
of the Act 
(rent 
regulation 
matters) in 
2010/11 of 
which 132 
(22.2%) were 
appealed. 


The appeal rate for 
both types of orders 
is consistent with the 
baseline. 


 
Comments/Recent Actions/Report Links 
 
 
Nil 
 
  







16 


SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are required to 
integrate into their annual reporting processes information about their progress made at incorporating 
sustainable development into their activities.  
 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs (FSCA) recognizes that bringing sustainable development 
principles and guidelines into departmental activities and planning cycles will take place incrementally. In 
2010/11, the Department made significant progress in developing and participating in more sustainable, 
environmentally-friendly work processes and activities.  
  
Departmental staff participated in the annual Commuter Challenge, a Canada-wide event that 
encourages daily commuters to leave their cars at home and use alternative and active forms of 
transportation. In 2010, 204 departmental staff registered to take part in the event, up from 112 in 2009. 
 
The Department continued to make progress in reducing fuel consumption and usage. In 2010/11, the 
Department added three fuel-efficient hybrid vehicles to its fleet, reducing fuel costs and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Departmental staff who are assigned fleet vehicles continue to use ethanol-blended gasoline 
where available. Also, by updating vehicles and continuing with fuel efficiency guidelines and an “Idle 
Free” approach, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s fleet vehicle fuel consumption decreased 
1.25 per cent over the 2009/10 levels while the mileage increased seven per cent over the past fiscal 
year.  
 
In 2010/11, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program collected and 
processed 19 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.   
 
The Community Service Delivery Division continued a pilot project to use web-conferencing to share 
information with staff in rural and northern regions. It is anticipated that this will decrease travel time, 
vehicle fuel consumption and costs associated with staff meetings.   
 
The Manitoba Child Care Program (MCCP) ensured that early learning and child care construction 
projects adhered to the Manitoba Green Building Policy to be eligible for capital funds. Consistent with the 
policy, large projects must meet or exceed the internationally-recognized LEED (Leadership in Energy 
and Efficiency Design) Green Building Rating System Silver standard. Projects under the required square 
footage must outline cost effective green building principles in their design. Further, MCCP encouraged 
child care groups to form as many community and/or school partnerships as possible to enhance 
community strength and take advantage of economies of scale. 
 
FSCA also works with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation (MIT) on other accommodation projects 
within the Department to ensure the Green Building Policy is adhered to. 
 
The non-profit organizations, Resource Conservation Manitoba and Time to Respect Earth’s Ecosystems 
(RCM/TREE), have been regular interveners in Manitoba Hydro Electricity, Centra Gas and Manitoba 
Public Insurance (MPI) applications before the Public Utilities Board (PUB), bringing sustainable 
development perspectives to these three files. PUB has encouraged Demand Side Management 
initiatives in both Hydro Electricity and Centra Gas, and was instrumental in the development of the 
furnace replacement program for low-income earners, which not only conserves fossil fuel but also 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions. The PUB also changed the declining block rate for electrical 
consumption, to an inverted block rate, in an effort to encourage conservation.   
 
In regulating water utilities, the PUB has encouraged the collapsing of declining block rates where larger 
volume users paid less per unit used for higher volumes. Many municipal utilities have already eliminated 
these, many have decreased the gap, and many others are making proposals to do so. The PUB has also 
encouraged utilities to support environmentally friendly initiatives.    
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Regarding sewer utilities, the PUB has been receptive to applications for rates to support better sewage 
treatment, thereby reducing the impact on the environment. 
 
The Property Registry (TPR) installed video conferencing capabilities in the Winnipeg and District Offices, 
reducing the need for staff to travel for training and meeting events. Not only does this help the 
environment, but also saves travel/accommodation time and money. TPR also designated an area in its 
building for bike storage so that bike-riding staff will have a safe and dry area for their bikes. 
 
Progress continues to be made in the area of recycling. In 2010/11, the Department continued to use the 
Waste Stream Services recycling program in most of its buildings across the province, which included 
mini-bins for desk side refuse, desk side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for 
aluminum, plastic, and non-confidential paper. This program endorses the continued use of Government 
Records Boxes for destruction of confidential paper. There is a commitment to maintaining this program in 
the future. 
 
“Green” products and recycled materials continue to be purchased where available including the 
purchase of recycled copy paper.  
 
As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the Department remains committed to 
developing strategies and policies to facilitate the integration of sustainable development principles and 
guidelines into its ongoing activities. 
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ALL Aboard – Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy 
 
In 2009, Manitoba announced ALL Aboard, the province’s first comprehensive poverty reduction and 
social inclusion strategy. The strategy invests in programs that work to reduce poverty and increase social 
inclusion. ALL Aboard is supported by four pillars: 


- safe, affordable housing in supportive communities 
- education, jobs and income support 
- strong, healthy families 
- accessible, co-ordinated services 


 
The goal of the strategy is to continuously reduce poverty and increase social inclusion. More detail about 
the strategy can be found online at http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/allaboard/. 
 
Public Engagement 


When ALL Aboard was launched, the Province committed to engaging Manitobans to help shape the plan 
of action and get feedback on how to measure progress. Manitoba hosted more than twenty engagement 
sessions and heard from over 600 Manitobans. 
 
Themes that emerged included: 


- impacts of lack of secure, affordable housing;  
- barriers to overcoming poverty and social exclusion (such as: difficulty accessing educational 


opportunities and appropriate training, illiteracy, limited transportation, child care issues, and 
mental health issues);  


- need for more intensive case management services for people with multiple barriers;  
- need to promote high school graduation; 
- impact of Employment and Income Assistance, in particular shelter rates; 
- links among crime prevention, safe communities, and healthier families;  
- the need for a shift from reactive to proactive health care services, with an increased emphasis 


on mental health and addictions services, and food security; 
- domestic violence and its impact across all pillars;  
- need for increased programming for youth and adults;  
- barriers to accessing services, poor service provision, lack of awareness of services, and difficulty 


in navigating through systems; and 
- increased, sustained, long-term funding for community-led organizations and support for services 


provided at the community level, in small-scale local organizations with respectful and 
well-trained service providers. 
 


Through all of the consultation sessions, and particularly two separate roundtables that focused on 
measurement, participants offered many suggestions for indicators to measure the progress of the 
strategy. 
 
PILLAR ONE: SAFE, AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN SUPPORTIVE COMMUNITIES 
Objectives: 
• All Manitobans have access to safe, adequate and affordable housing. 


• People living in Manitoban communities and neighbourhoods are well supported, leading to greater 
social inclusion.  



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/allaboard/�
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Actions to Date:  


HOMEWorks! Manitoba’s Long-Term Housing Strategy 
Through the HOMEWorks! Two-Year Investment Plan, Manitoba, with the financial assistance of the 
Government of Canada, contributed $378 million for housing initiatives in Winnipeg and across the 
province to increase the supply of quality, affordable housing for low-income Manitobans. 
 
Neighbourhoods Alive! 
Neighbourhoods Alive! (NA!) provides communities with the support they need to rebuild neighbourhoods. 
A total commitment of more than $60 million has been made over 10 years across the province.   
 
HOMEWorks! Homeless Strategy 
The HOMEWorks! Homeless Strategy was launched in May 2009 to provide a range of affordable 
housing with appropriate housing, health, and social supports for individuals with mental health and 
homelessness issues. The strategy is based on a housing first approach which advocates that individuals 
are better able to address their mental and physical health, addictions and social issues from the safety 
and security of their own home. Coordination of services is an additional area of focus. 
 
Other new or enhanced programs and initiatives under pillar one include: 


- Expansion of Lighthouse Programs - providing funding for schools, friendship centres and other 
community facilities for recreational, educational or social after-hour activities for youth 


- Expansion of SafetyAid - a program to help make the homes of older, low income Manitobans 
safer places 


- Enhancements to Manitoba Shelter Benefit 
- The Winnipeg Regeneration Strategy 


 
PILLAR 2: EDUCATION, JOBS AND INCOME SUPPORT 
Objectives: 
• We aim to have Manitobans develop the knowledge and skills to plan and manage their learning and 


working lives, and be prepared to participate in the labour market.   


• We aim to ensure that Manitobans have financial security through work, and access to income 
supports as needed. 


Actions to Date:  
Rewarding Work   
Rewarding Work is a four-year strategy launched in 2007 to address poverty by giving people hope and 
dignity through employment. The following Rewarding Work initiatives have been implemented since 
May 2009: 


- Recreational Opportunities for Children (ROC), launched December 2009, is a pilot project that is 
helping low-income families participate in recreational activities.   


- Rebound, launched in July 2009, helped workers hurt by the economic downturn. Rebound was a 
strategy to assist low-income workers to develop their skills in order to secure employment and 
achieve economic self sufficiency.   


- In July 2009 there were improvements to the Manitoba Shelter Benefit for Employment and 
Income Assistance (EIA) participants. In addition, 2009 saw an increased allowance for persons 
with disabilities receiving EIA who live with a family member. 


For more information on Rewarding Work and the many initiatives that have been launched since 2007, 
please go to: http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/rewardingwork/index.html.  
  



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/rewardingwork/index.html�
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Let’s Make a Better Dealtm  
In May 2010, the province launched Let’s Make a Better Dealtm, a five-year strategy that aims to provide 
greater fairness for families and level the playing field for business as part of an overhaul of consumer 
protection measures.   
 
Adult Literacy  
In March 2011, the Province announced it increased funding to Manitoba adult literacy and adult learning 
centre programs by $700,000 annually, bringing total funding support to almost $20.6 million.   
 


Other new or enhanced programs and initiatives under pillar 2 include: 


- Increase to Northern Allowance (EIA) 
- Increases to property and personal tax credits  
- Enhancements to Bright Futures (a program that provides funding to community-based programs 


that address barriers facing at-risk students) 
- Increased funding to ACCESS Programs (programs that provide post-secondary educational 


opportunities to Manitoba residents from under-represented groups) 
- Student Success grants (grants for students in undergraduate programs who have unmet 


financial needs beyond combined bursary and maximum student loan amounts) 
- MB4Youth Program Enhancements (the Manitoba Mentors program for students in grades 9 to 


12 as well as a second initiative for youth who face multiple barriers) 
- Student Success Initiative (provides additional supports to students at risk of leaving school)  
- Manitoba Start (a new information and referral centre that refers new immigrants to settlement 


and employment services) 
 
PILLAR THREE: STRONG, HEALTHY FAMILIES 


Objective: 
• Manitoban children and families are emotionally and physically healthy, safe and secure, socially 


engaged and responsible, and have access to supports that allow them to reach their full potential.   


Actions to Date:  
Family Choices:  Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care  
In April 2008 Manitoba launched Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and 
Child Care with a focus on increased child care spaces, child care sites and supports for the early 
learning and child care workforce.   
   
Tracia’s Trust 
Manitoba is a national leader in protecting children and youth from sexual exploitation. Tracia’s Trust is a 
joint strategy among Manitoba, police, service agencies, and Aboriginal organizations to combat sexual 
exploitation. 
   
Investments in Addiction Services and Prevention 
In October 2010, the Addictions Foundation of Manitoba opened seven additional residential 
adult-treatment beds in the Willard Monson House Residential Facility in Ste. Rose du Lac. In 
March 2011, the Province officially opened Breezy Point, a new ten-bed women’s treatment centre 
for addictions and mental health, operated by the Behavioural Health Foundation located in Selkirk.   
 
Other new or enhanced programs and initiatives under pillar three include: 


- Fetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD) 
- Family Violence Prevention Program 
- Support for physical activity programs for youth 
- Reclaiming Hope: Manitoba’s Youth Suicide Prevention Strategy  
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PILLAR FOUR: ACCESSIBLE, CO-ORDINATED SERVICES 


Objective: 
• To ensure that Manitoba government services are coordinated and integrated across departments 


and that Manitobans can access information and supports that are responsive to their needs. 


Actions to Date:  
MYTEAM  
In June 2009, the province launched a four-year, $2.4 million pilot project called Manitoba Youth 
Transitional Employment Assistance Mentorship (MYTEAM) that offers youth leaving foster care more 
support, including education, employment training and housing, to help them live independently as adults.   
 
Consolidated Specialized Services for Children and Youth with Disabilities  
The Province announced an investment of $16.7 million for a new site offering integrated, seamless, 
specialized services for young people with disabilities and special needs. The one-stop rehabilitation 
centre will be located at 1147 Notre Dame Avenue.   
 
Living in Manitoba: A Resource Guide for Women and Disabilities 
On March 8, 2011, the Province unveiled a new publication, Living in Manitoba: A Resource Guide for 
Women and Disabilities that provides information to help women with disabilities find resources, and 
access programs and services. The resource guide can be found online at: 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/msw/publications/womens_disability_guide.pdf. 
 
Hard copies of the disability guide are available by calling the Manitoba Status of Women office at 
204-945-6281 or 1-800-263-0234.   
 
Other new or enhanced programs and initiatives under pillar four include: 


- ServiceLink (online tool to identify client eligibility for benefits and services) 
- ACCESS Centres (primary health care and other government services, like child protection and 


financial assistance, are better integrated and co-located) 
- Announcement of the Mental Health Crisis Response Centre  


 
  



http://www.gov.mb.ca/msw/publications/womens_disability_guide.pdf�
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MANITOBA POLICY ON ACCESS TO GOVERNMENT:  
Publications, Events and Customer Service (MPAG) 
 
The MPAG policy is the Government of Manitoba’s commitment to offer citizens with disabilities equal 
access to the public information, events and services and customer service it provides. Its aim is to 
eliminate barriers faced by Manitobans with disabilities in their dealings with the Provincial Government.  
 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs (FSCA) is committed to meeting the needs of people with 
disabilities. The Department designated a Disability Access Coordinator (DAC) to oversee the 
implementation of the MPAG within FSCA. A working group representing all divisions was created, which 
planned a strategic approach to meeting MPAG obligations. There are three main areas of focus. 
 
Strategic Direction 1: Investigate, Analyse and Improve Current Conditions 
 
1.1 Audit FSCA buildings for accessibility 


Progress in 2010/11: 
An informal accommodation review was completed on most FSCA occupied buildings. 
 
Four FSCA leases came up for renewal: approval was granted to complete a market search for new 
space that meets government accommodation standards for the one building where accessibility 
concerns were identified.   
 
1.2 Inventory current publications/materials/website/practices 


Progress in 2010/11: 
All FSCA publications are being inventoried; this began in 2010/11 and will be completed in 2011/12. 
FSCA’s “Creating Public Documents” policy was adopted in 2010/11. It includes a requirement to include 
the MPAG statement that the document is available in alternate formats. Training on this new policy will 
occur in fall 2011. 
 
FSCA websites were evaluated for accessibility. The compliance level/benchmark for the Manitoba 
Government is the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C), level AA. All FSCA websites were W3C 
compliant. 
 
1.2.1 Compile and make available a list of suppliers/resources that can aid FSCA staff when 


making services, events and information available 


Progress in 2010/11: 
Work was undertaken to develop an FSCA Intranet site to provide information to staff regarding MPAG, 
reasonable accommodation and disability resources. A launch date of fall 2011 is anticipated. 
 
Strategic Direction 2: Track and Review 
 
2.1  Formal tracking of disability access related requests including: type; frequency; costs; 


source (division and client type) 


Progress in 2010/11: 
The Department received two disability related requests for government access and both requests were 
resolved successfully.  
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2.2  Annual review of Operating Plan and report on progress 


Progress in 2010/11: 
In July 2010, the FSCA Executive Management Committee approved the first Operating Plan of the 
Disability Access Working Group. The Operating Plan includes the strategic directions listed here as well 
as outputs and indicators to monitor success.  
 
Strategic Direction 3: Staff Orientation 
 
3.1  Develop orientation materials 


Progress in 2010/11: 
An MPAG Training Module was developed. 
 
3.2 Delivery of department-wide orientation sessions 


Progress in 2010/11: 
Activities in 2010/11 focused on developing and planning for training to be delivered in 2011/12. MPAG 
training will be included in the New Employee Orientation course.  







24 


 
The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act 


The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in April 2007. This law 
gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about significant and serious matters 
(wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and strengthens protection from reprisal. The Act builds on 
protections already in place under other statutes, as well as collective bargaining rights, policies, 
practices and processes in the Manitoba public service.  


Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an act or omission 
that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross mismanagement; or, knowingly 
directing or counselling a person to commit a wrongdoing. The Act is not intended to deal with routine 
operational or administrative matters.  


A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a reasonable belief 
that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed is considered to be a disclosure under the Act, 
whether or not the subject matter constitutes wrongdoing. All disclosures receive careful and thorough 
review to determine if action is required under the Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual 
report in accordance with Section 18 of the Act.  


The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services and Consumer Affairs, 
the Companies Office, The Property Registry and the Vital Statistics Agency for fiscal year 2010/11: 
 
 


Information Required Annually  
(per Section 18 of The Act) 


 
Fiscal Year 2010/11  


The number of disclosures received, 
and the number acted on and not 
acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a)  


NIL 


The number of investigations 
commenced as a result of a 
disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b)  


NIL 


In the case of an investigation that 
results in a finding of wrongdoing, a 
description of the wrongdoing and 
any recommendations or corrective 
actions taken in relation to the 
wrongdoing, or the reasons why no 
corrective action was taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c)  


NIL 
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MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT  
 
 
MINISTER’S SALARY 
Objectives  
• To provide overall policy direction and central support services for the Department. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides overall policy direction to the Department pertaining to program and financial matters and 


central support services for the provision and delivery of services by the Department.    


 
09-1A Minister’s Salary 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


    FTE     


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
37 


 
1.00 


 
37 


 
  


      


EXECUTIVE SUPPORT  
Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 
 


Objectives 
• To provide leadership to the Department on program matters, policy development and resolution of 


policy issues. 


• To advise the Minister on all policy and program matters related to departmental services. 


• To manage the activities of the Department. 


Responsibilities 
• Interprets and implements government policy through the delivery of departmental programs. 


• Ensures effective and efficient management of departmental programs. 


• Safeguards the public interest through enforcement of legislation and regulations. 


 
09-1B Executive Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


    FTE     


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
  686 


 
10.00 


 
689 


 
(3) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 


 
    60 


 
- 


 
62 


 
(2) 


 


  


MINISTER AND EXECUTIVE SUPPORT 
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Objective 
• To ensure that Manitobans have access to a fair, impartial and informal appeal process for decisions 


relating to the various social services and programs administered by the Department.  


Responsibilities  
• Hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various financial assistance programs, 


licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons with disabilities, private adoption agencies and 
residential care facilities under the provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


• Convenes hearings throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the legislation and 
provides a written decision within 15 working days of the hearing. 


• Acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in legislation, issues arising 
out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board by the Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 
• Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, the Appeal Board 


has produced its annual report separate from the Department of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs' annual report. The Social Services Appeal Board's independent report includes: 


 
- a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
- an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
- financial information; 
- statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
- a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
- samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 


 
The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2010/11 can be obtained at the Appeal 
Board’s office at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8; telephone (204) 945-3003 or 
online at www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html. 


 
  


SOCIAL SERVICES APPEAL BOARD 



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html�
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The Public Utilities Board is an independent quasi-judicial regulatory body operating under the authority of 
the Manitoba Legislature. 


Responsibilities  
The Board is responsible for the regulation of public utilities, as are defined under The Public Utilities 
Board Act. Public utilities include: 


• Centra Gas Manitoba Inc. - natural gas distribution 
• Stittco Utilities Man Ltd. - propane distribution 
• Swan Valley Gas Corporation - natural gas distribution 
• Water and Sewer Utilities - excluding the City of Winnipeg and the Manitoba Water 


Services Board 
 


With respect to The Crown Corporations Public Review and Accountability and Consequential 
Amendments Act, the Board is also responsible for the rate regulation of compulsory driver and vehicle 
insurance premiums charged by Manitoba Public Insurance, and electricity rates charged by Manitoba 
Hydro. 
 


In addition to the general and rate regulation of the above noted public utilities, the Board, pursuant to 
The Gas Pipe Line Act, is responsible for assuring natural gas and propane are distributed to Manitoba 
consumers in a safe manner. 
 
Other legislation that assigns either regulatory or adjudicative responsibilities to the Board is: 


• The Greater Winnipeg Gas Distribution Act 
• The Gas Allocation Act 
• The Prearranged Funeral Services Act 
• The Cemeteries Act 
• The Manitoba Water Services Board Act (Appeals) 
• The Highways Protection Act (Appeals) 
• The Consumer Protection Act (maximum rates for cashing government cheques) 
• The City of Winnipeg Act (passenger carrier agreements) 
• The Municipal Act 
• The Emergency 911 Public Safety Answering Point Act (Appeals) 


 
Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
The Board convened 15 oral public hearings over 56 days and 1 pre-hearing conference day. As a result 
of those oral public hearings and approximately 100 paper-based proceedings, which included public 
notices, the Board issued 163 formal Orders (177 in 2009/10): 
 


Hearings 2010/11 2009/10 
Water and Sewer Utilities 65 70 
Natural Gas Utilities and Propane 17 15 
The Highways Protection Act 3 2 
Manitoba Hydro  65 67 
Manitoba Public Insurance 10 11 
The Cemeteries Act 2 3 
The Prearranged Funeral Services Act 0 3 
Disconnection 0 1 
Government Cheque Cashing Fees* 1 0 
Shuttle Service (Avion) 0 5 
Total 163 177 


 * Hearings normally held every three years


THE PUBLIC UTILITIES BOARD 
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The Board also issued 174 annual licences: 


 2010/11 2009/10 
Direct Purchase of Natural Gas   


 Brokers 10 10 


The Cemeteries Act   


 Cemeteries, renewal 11 11 
 Columbariums 20 19 
  Initial licensing 1 1 
 Mausoleums 5 5 
 Crematories 19 17 
 Sales- Owners 11 11 
  Agents 72 106 
  Agent Transfer 1 1 
  140 171 
The Prearranged Funeral Services Act   


 Renewal 24 24 
 Initial licensing - - 


  
24 24 


Total licences issued 174 205 
 
The Board dealt with public inquiries and complaints related to public utilities and engaged in discussions 
with natural gas brokers and firms within the bereavement industry in order to resolve customer concerns. 
 
The Board also supervised the Service Disconnection and Reconnection policies and procedures of 
Centra Gas Manitoba Inc., Swan Valley Gas Corporation and Stittco Utilities Man Ltd. In this regard, the 
Board received and resolved a number of customer complaints. 
 
During the 2010/11 year, the Board received five appeals. Three decisions were handed down, including 
two appeals carried over from the previous year, and four were pending hearing and resolution as of 
March 31, 2011. 
 
09-1D The Public Utilities Board, Direct Expenditures 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 830 7.23 681 149 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 471  667 (196) 


 
2 


1. The shortfall is primarily due to staff overlap for succession training and retirement severance.   
2. The surplus is primarily due to reduced use of external consultants, the deferral of the Hydro hearings, restrained travel and   
    deferred purchase of equipment. 
  







29 


HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 
 
 


Effective March 1, 2010, the Government of Manitoba realigned responsibility for the delivery of human 
resource services and the associated staff to the Civil Service Commission, with the goal to improve 
service delivery to all departments and employees. For additional information on this realignment, see the 
Civil Service Commission’s 2010/11 Annual Report. 
  


HUMAN RESOURCE SERVICES 
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Objectives  
• To provide leadership, coordination and support on policy issues that affect the Department and 


impact on the delivery of social services to Manitobans and on web-related communications that 
support or enhance the Department’s program and service delivery systems.  


• To lead intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities involving the Department. 


• To provide leadership and coordination on access to information and protection of privacy policy. 


Responsibilities  
• Undertakes strategic planning, social policy research and analysis. Provides project management 


services and policy development and coordination support. Conducts program and data reviews and 
provides program evaluation expertise. Provides a variety of analytical and corporate supports to 
executive and divisional management and provides support for legislative debate and Estimates 
review. Undertakes interprovincial comparisons and prepares policy papers.  


• Co-chairs ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. 


• Represents the Department in intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral discussions 
related to a broad range of social issues. 


• Supports the Minister and Deputy Minister as Provincial/Territorial Co-Chairs of the Federal/ 
Provincial/Territorial Social Services Forum.  


• Coordinates the Department’s policy development, staff training, and responses related to requests 
for access to information under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The 
Personal Health Information Act.   


• Develops, manages and coordinates all web support services for the Department. 
 
09-1E Policy and Planning 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
     
FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
 


 
1,101 


 
18.00 


 
1,102 


 
(1) 


 
 


Total Other Expenditures 210  158 52  1 


1. The variance is primarily due to office costs. 
 
Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 


• Provided analysis of existing and emerging policy and program-related social services issues, trends 
and research in support of departmental strategic and program planning, and policy development. 


• Provided project management support for the development and implementation of cross-divisional 
and interdepartmental policy initiatives.   


• Negotiated an extension to the $8.9 million Canada-Manitoba Labour Market Agreement for Persons 
with Disabilities until March 31, 2013. The agreement will see Canada share the costs of provincial 
labour market programs and services designed to improve the employment situation of persons with 
disabilities in Manitoba. 


POLICY AND PLANNING 
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• Provided executive support and project management services to the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion Ministers’ Committee. Acted as co-chair of the Intergovernmental Working Group 
for ALL Aboard and provided leadership on poverty-related issues across government. 


• Coordinated departmental strategic planning and performance management activities. 


• Coordinated program evaluations and reviews. 


• Provided support for executive correspondence, and briefing materials for legislative debate, the 
budget process and Estimates review. 


• Developed and coordinated the Department’s Annual Report. 


• Coordinated timely and accurate departmental responses to requests for access to information 
consistent with the requirements of The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and 
The Personal Health Information Act. 


• Acted as Provincial/Territorial (P/T) co-chair for the Support Committee of Officials responsible for 
coordinating the Forum of Federal/Provincial/Territorial (F/P/T) Ministers and Deputy Ministers of 
Social Services. Represented the Department on three policy-focused FPT Committees which are 
examining issues related to Persons with Disabilities, Children and Youth at Risk and Poverty. 


• Participated on a number of intra- and interdepartmental committees. 


• Coordinated a policy network for departmental policy and program staff to share information and best 
practices.  


• Developed, managed and coordinated all web support services for the Department and for ALL 
Aboard. Ensured that all websites and portals meet the Office of Information Technology standards 
and provide the public with helpful, user-friendly information.   


 
Freedom of Information (FIPPA) Requests 
 2009/10 2010/11 
FSCA Divisions Total Percentage Total Percentage 
Administration & Finance 44 25% 50 20% 
Child & Family Services 47 27% 69 27% 
Community Service Delivery 48 27% 17 7% 
Disability Program and Employment and 
Income Assistance 6 3% 17 7% 
Manitoba Housing* 15 9% 0 0% 
Consumer & Corporate Affairs* 6 3% 41 16% 
Policy & Planning 1 1% 58 23% 
Transfers to other departments 8 5% 0 0% 
TOTAL Applications 175 100% 252 100% 
     


Type of Applicant Total Percentage Total Percentage 
Private Citizen 97 55% 98 39% 
Political Party 67 38% 111 44% 
Organization 8 5% 25 10% 
Media 3 2% 18 7% 
TOTAL Applications 175 100% 252 100% 


*   Manitoba Housing included in FSCA FIPPA statistics from April 1, 2009 to November 4, 2009. Consumer & Corporate Affairs 
    applications are included in these statistics from November 4, 2009 forward.  
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• ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 
 
Divisional Goals  
• To maintain an active comptrollership and administrative support function by ensuring that financial 


and administrative policies, services and reporting systems are developed and administered 
effectively. 


• To provide technical expertise in the development and maintenance of computer systems in support 
of departmental programs and services. 


• To improve the Department’s accountability framework. 


Divisional Responsibilities 


• Provides centralized financial, administrative and information technology support services to the 
Department. This is accomplished through the Division’s three branches: 


- Financial and Administrative Services 
- Innovation, Information and Technology 
- Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


 
The Division is also responsible for coordinating the implementation of Integrated Service Delivery. The 
goal of Integrated Service Delivery is to reduce service fragmentation and to provide citizens with 
improved access to coordinated services. As part of Integrated Service Delivery, the Department 
continues to deliver the majority of its services through a single division - Community Service Delivery. 


 
Through Winnipeg Integrated Services, the Department continues to work collaboratively with the 
Department of Health and the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority to integrate social services and health 
services, including primary care, at the community level. With its partners, the Department continues to 
develop community access centres that will provide integrated health and social services within 
community areas. 


FINANCIAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES  
Objectives  
• To maintain an active comptrollership function that safeguards and protects the Department’s 


financial and physical assets and ensures that financial and administrative policies, services and 
reporting systems are developed, maintained and effectively administered to meet the financial 
control, accountability, and reporting needs of the Department. 


• To provide central financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 


• To provide a broad range of operational, administrative and project management support services to 
the operating divisions.  


Responsibilities 


• Plans, organizes and evaluates departmental financial administration and management activities 
which include comprehensive budget Estimates planning and support services, financial forecasting 
and reporting, disbursements and revenue accounting, appropriation control and the provision of 
functional direction on financial and administrative policies and operational procedures and practices 
to divisional staff. 


• Manages the French Language Services policy throughout the Department and for a number of 
outside agencies that deliver services on the Department’s behalf.  


ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE DIVISION 
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• Provides project management support for the planning and implementation of integration initiatives 
within the Department. 


• Coordinates accommodation planning activities. 


 
09-1F Financial and Administrative Services 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,068 32.00 1,967 101 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 384  383 1 


 
 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 


• Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the Department's fiscal status, to executive 
management and central government. 


• Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program management 
issues and ensured that control and accountability systems were in place. 


• Provided ongoing coordination of the Department's annual Estimates exercise, including the 
production of the Supplementary Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates 
briefing material. 


• Continued to review and improve departmental financial and administrative control procedures as part 
of ongoing comptrollership activities. Continued participation in central government’s Comptrollership 
Change Management Initiative.  


• Participated in a number of cross-government audits and comptrollership reviews performed by 
Internal Audit and Consulting Services and the Department of Finance, respectively. 


• Participated in the implementation of central government’s Governance, Risk and Compliance tool for 
the assignment of financial and human resource roles within the corporate SAP environment. 


• Coordinated and developed financial guidelines and internal controls to assist with the tracking of 
emergency social assistance expenditures, in particular the 2011 flood. 


• Continued to implement changes and refinements as part of Integrated Service Delivery. 


• Centralized support for accommodation projects and planning activities. 


• Coordinated French Language Services within the Department and for a number of external agencies 
which deliver services on behalf of the Department.   


• Provided administrative support to the Vulnerable Persons' Hearing Panel, which included the 
coordination and tracking of attendance, and scheduling of hearings. 


INNOVATION, INFORMATION AND TECHNOLOGY  
Objectives  
• To provide information technology leadership and expertise, consulting services and solutions to the 


Department and related clients to promote the efficient use of information in support of the 
Department’s business strategy and goals. 


• To provide strategic and tactical information technology planning, analysis and ongoing support to the 
users of existing systems.   
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Responsibilities 


• Plans long-term information systems strategies, facilitates the annual departmental information 
technology plan and develops detailed project plans in support of new initiatives. 


• Reviews and revises information systems-related procedures and policies in support of the strategic 
information technology direction of government. 


• In collaboration with Business Transformation and Technology, assists divisions and branches in 
designing and implementing effective technical solutions to meet their business needs. 


• Ensures the security of departmental information technology assets and the continuity of services. 


• Refines the manner in which the Department manages and utilizes information and communications 
technologies. 


 
09-1G Innovation, Information and Technology 


 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,425 11.50 2,759 (334) 


 
 
Total Other Expenditures 1,790 


 
2,219 (429)  1 


1. The surplus is primarily due to reduced IBM Mainframe costs and deferred IT spending due to expenditure management  
controls. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Enhanced the Child and Family Services Application (CFSA) system, the Social Allowances 


Management Information Network (SAMIN), and the Integrated Financial and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) system. 


• Provided ongoing support to users of existing systems. 


• Continued to develop and enhance the Department’s Strategic Information Technology plan. 


AGENCY ACCOUNTABILITY AND SUPPORT UNIT 
Objectives 
• To ensure that agencies that receive funding from the Department are operating under a clear and 


effective accountability framework. This includes regular and appropriate financial reporting. 


• To build the capacity of the Department to effectively monitor agency financial performance, and to 
take corrective action when necessary. 


• To support agency and board development by providing advice and assistance on agency operations 
and financial management. 


• To mitigate the administrative burden on agencies by coordinating departmental requirements with 
the requirements of other Manitoba government departments and agencies, as well as with other 
jurisdictions. 


• To bring a more systematic approach to the planning, implementation and response to internal and 
external audits of the Department. 


• To collaborate with program and service delivery staff to ensure that departmental programs are 
relevant and delivered effectively.  
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Responsibilities 
• Leads negotiations of Service Purchase Agreements. 


• Develops and enhances Financial Reporting Requirements. 


• Monitors agency compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 


• Analyzes the financial performance of agencies, investigates areas of concern and performs 
operational reviews. 


• Develops the capacity of the Department to link financial performance and program performance of 
agencies. 


• Develops the capacity of agencies to meet Service Purchase Agreement terms and conditions, 
including Financial Reporting Requirements. 


• Coordinates the development of an annual audit plan through the Audit Advisory Committee and 
monitors the implementation of audit recommendations. 


• Conducts quality assurance/process reviews of departmental programs in co-operation with program 
and service delivery staff. 


 
09-1H Agency Accountability and Support Unit 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 


FTE Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


 
933 


 
16.00 


 
1,147 


 
(214) 1 


 


Total Other Expenditures 
 


170 
  


367 
 


 (197) 2 


1. The variance is primarily due to vacant positions. 
2. The variance is primarily due to lower than anticipated operating costs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• In 2010/11, there were 205 active Service Purchase Agreements with agencies and the Branch 


started negotiations with 5 new external service providers. This is in addition to four Contribution 
Agreements with the Child and Family Services Authorities. 


• Facilitated 16 general training sessions and 14 specific sessions on board governance throughout the 
province to agencies in all program areas. The sessions covered the general roles and 
responsibilities of non-profit boards, legal duties and liabilities and a discussion of governance versus 
management responsibilities. In addition, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit conducted 
orientations on Service Purchase Agreements and Financial Reporting Requirements 


• Conducted financial reviews on ten agencies primarily in response to non-compliance with Financial 
Reporting Requirements. 


• On a consultative basis, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit provided extensive knowledge 
and support to agencies that needed to improve their financial management practices. 


• Developed a new policy on the use of working capital advances. 


• Worked on the plan for the quality assurance review of the Employment and Income Assistance 
Program. 


• Continued to monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with Financial Reporting 
Requirements. 


• Continued to monitor the implementation of recommendations made by the Office of the Auditor 
General and Internal Audit and Consulting Services.  
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Divisional Goals 
• To contribute to a dynamic Manitoba economy by creating certainty in the marketplace through the 


administration of a legal and policy framework within which consumers, non-profit organizations and 
businesses can operate. 


• To maintain registries of information for the protection of individual and property rights. 


• To assist consumers and businesses in resolving their disputes. 


• To provide quality service through the responsible use of fiscal resources.  


• To collect fee and tax revenue. 


• To promote and enhance consumer and business knowledge and skills. 


• To anticipate, identify and monitor marketplace issues and recommend appropriate action. 


Divisional Responsibilities 
The Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division facilitates the resolution of disputes between consumers 
and businesses, tenants and landlords, and hears and assists claimants with appeals of Manitoba Public 
Insurance Corporation decisions related to bodily injury claims. The Division also: administers legislation 
for incorporation and registration of businesses; licences trust and loan corporations, credit unions and 
caisses populaires; licences companies and individuals involved in the sale of insurance; and maintains 
registries of vital events and of interests in land and personal property. (Separate annual reports are 
issued by Vital Statistics, Companies Office and The Property Registry.) 


ADMINISTRATION AND RESEARCH 
Administration and Research is comprised of two units; the Assistant Deputy Minister’s office and 
Research and Planning. 


Objectives 
• To provide advice and support to the Minister and Deputy Minister on issues related to the Division. 


• To provide leadership to the Division. 


• To provide divisional financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and 
established financial administration policies and procedures. 


• To provide policy development and research services as required. 


Responsibilities 
• Provides overall direction to the Consumer and Corporate Affairs Division; 


• Assesses the need for new or amended legislation and co-ordinates the development of legislation 
and other responses to marketplace problems; 


• Investigates marketplace issues and assesses alternative responses to them; and 


• Provides support for the Division’s financial systems and budget processes. 


CONSUMER AND CORPORATE AFFAIRS DIVISION 
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Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Supported the Minister in connection with the development of a five-year consumer protection plan, 


Let’s Make a Better Dealtm and the introduction of Bills in the Legislature, including The Consumer 
Protection Amendment Act (Negative Option Marketing and Enhanced Remedies), The Credit Unions 
and Caisses Populaires Amendment Act and The Condominium Amendment Act (Phased 
Condominium Development).  


• Policy work undertaken:  


- Preparation of a consultation paper on condominium issues and analysis of the results; 
- Comprehensive review of The Condominium Act; 
- Together with the Residential Tenancies Branch, provided policy advice on various issues 


regarding the rental housing market; 
- Developed components of a home warranty act.  


 
09-2A Administration and Research 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 459 6.88 486 (27) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 236  219 17 


 
 


CONSUMER PROTECTION OFFICE 
Objectives 
• To investigate consumer complaints and attempt to resolve disputes between consumers and 


businesses. 


• To take action as appropriate to enforce legislation. 


• To license/register/grant certifications or authorizations to vendors and individuals engaged in direct 
selling, collection agencies and collectors, hearing aid dealers, charitable fundraisers and 
manufacturers or renovators of stuffed articles. 


• To identify problems and issues in the marketplace and make recommendations to amend legislation 
as required. 


• To inform and educate consumers, businesses, service groups, consumer groups and student 
organizations regarding their rights and responsibilities as well as potential risks in the marketplace. 


• To ensure there is a level playing field in the marketplace for consumers and businesses. 


• To develop and administer consumer protection legislation for Manitobans. 


• To consult on current issues with other departments, agencies and organizations in Manitoba, 
Canada and other countries. 


Responsibilities 
The Consumer Protection Office functions fall into six main areas: 
 


- Investigation and dispute resolution 
- Licensing and registration 
- Special investigations  
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- Information/education 
- Administration/legislative review 
- Oversight and management of the Financial Literacy Fund 


 
09-2B Consumer Protection Office  


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,171 19.00 1,267 (96) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 280  246 34 


 
 


Total Grants 174  150 24 1 


1. The variance is primarily due to increased grants to Community Financial Counselling Services and Consumers Association of 
    Canada. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
Investigation and Dispute Resolution 


The Consumer Protection Office responded to requests for information, advice and assistance as follows: 


• Over 10,200 new calls or email messages and over 750 in-person inquiries were received. These 
include businesses who contacted the Consumer Protection Office to determine their obligations 
under the legislation, and consumers who sought information or assistance with a specific situation. 


• 1,082 formal written complaints were handled, with automotive and payday lender complaints 
registering the highest numbers. 70 files were carried over from the previous year.  


• Approximately $300,827 in cash settlements or adjustments was obtained for consumers. 


ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS 
Complaint Type 2010/11 2009/10 
Automotive 145 189 
Payday Lender1 135 -- 
Home Improvements 120 227 
Electronic Sales, Service and Manufacturing 
(including cellular phones)2 


118 -- 


Collections3 92 -- 
Personal Goods and Service 46 129 
Financial 44 237 
Home Furnishings And Accessories: 37 90 
Direct Sales4 34 -- 
Other5 311 430 
Total 1,082 1,302 
1   This is a new category for 2010/11. In previous years, Payday Lender complaints were included in the Financial category.  
2   This is a new category for 2010/11. In previous years, Electronic Sales, Service and Manufacturing complaints (including cellular  
 phones) were included in the Personal Effects and Services and Home Entertainment categories.  
3   This is a new category for 2010/11. In previous years, Collections complaints were included in the Financial category.  
4   This is a new category for 2010/11. In previous years, Direct Sales were included in the Financial category. 
5   Other complaints include buying clubs, prepaid purchase cards, bedding and stuffed articles, phishing and other scams, hearing  
   aids, professional services, charitable organizations, travel, retail, and internet transactions. 
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Licensing and Registration 
The Consumer Protection Act regulates vendors and direct sellers, collection agents and collectors 
through licensing and bonding requirements. Additionally, licences are issued to hearing aid dealers, 
registrations are issued to manufacturers and renovators of stuffed articles, and authorizations are 
granted to charitable fundraisers. 


• 9,621 licences, registrations and authorizations were issued in 2010/11. 


• In addition to administering existing licensing programs, the Consumer Protection Office issued 85 
payday lender licences as a result of the payday lending regulation effective October 18, 2010. 


• The City of Winnipeg ceased issuing permits to charitable fundraisers in 2009/10 resulting in the 
Consumer Protection Office taking on the responsibility of endorsing the applicants from the City of 
Winnipeg effective January 1, 2010. 


• Bonds are required under the licensing requirements for vendors engaged in direct sales and for 
collection agents. Where companies fail or refuse to honour obligations to consumers, the bonds 
provide fair and effective recourse. The Director demands forfeiture of the bond of a collection agent 
as the result of unsatisfied complaints. 


• The Inspection program for Manitoba registrants under the Bedding and Other Upholstered and 
Stuffed Articles Regulation of The Public Health Act was completed in 2010/11 with the final 29 of the 
total 64 locations inspected in 2010/11. 


• Staff conducted licensing inspections at a number of trade shows, fairs and exhibitions. 
 
Licences, Registrations and Authorizations 
Type 2010/11 2009/10 
Collection Agent 69 68 
Collectors 3,920 4,193 
Vendors 175 175 
Direct Seller 2,487 2,170 
Hearing Aid Dealers 68 67 
BOUSA1 2,344 2,316 
Charities Authorized 
Payday Lenders2  


473 
85 


280 
0 


Total 9,621 9,269 
1   Bedding and Other Upholstered and Stuffed Articles  
2   This is a new category for 2010/11 


 
Special Investigations 


While voluntary compliance with statutes is often obtained through mediation, there are instances where 
investigations of breaches of the various Acts are necessary. Following investigation, some matters are 
referred to the Justice Department for prosecution or for other court action as appropriate. The Crown 
may also seek redress in court for consumers who have been victimized. As alternatives to prosecution, 
investigations may result in obtaining assurances of voluntary compliance, orders to freeze assets, or 
injunctions prohibiting certain actions. 
 
In 2010/11, the Consumer Protection Office forwarded 12 matters concerning six companies and 
proprietors to the Department of Justice for consideration. As a result, 10 charges were laid, including five 
charges under The Business Practices Act and five charges related to licensing infractions under The 
Consumer Protection Act. 
 
Information/Education 


The information/educational activities of the Consumer Protection Office fall into formal and informal 
categories. Many of the calls and emails received are from businesses or consumers who are looking for 
information regarding their respective rights and obligations. This informal information sharing is typically   
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accompanied by sending out written material, directing the caller to the Consumer Protection Office 
website, or directing them to other agencies that may be able to assist with related issues. Formal 
presentations and outreach activities are also important functions. In 2010/11, staff made 24 
presentations to more than 1,000 people including members of consumer groups, seniors, students, and 
agencies. Topics included the role of the Consumer Protection Office, consumer protection legislation, the 
rights and responsibilities of consumers and businesses, identity theft, and scams.  


• The Consumer Protection Office, in partnership with other departments and organizations, completed 
a consumer tips calendar for distribution to consumers. There were 32,000 copies of the calendar 
distributed to various seniors' organizations and consumer groups and individuals.  


• News releases continued to be used as a proactive measure. Nine news releases were issued and 
contained timely information about current issues in the marketplace. They informed consumers and 
businesses of their rights and responsibilities and offered information on steps to take to prevent 
problems. 


 
Administration/Legislative Review 


The administration/legislative review program effectively manages the internal operation of the Consumer 
Protection Office, including the management of financial and human resources. All staff participate in the 
business planning, policy reviews and legislative reviews of the Acts administered. 


• On May 11, 2010, the Manitoba government embarked upon Let’s Make a Better Dealtm, the 
provincial five-year plan for stronger consumer protection. The plan is based on fair business 
practices for consumers and businesses; remedies that are fair, timely, and accessible; consumer 
education that supports knowledge and skill development to inform decision-making; and a balanced 
approach that protects consumers but does not stifle business creativity. This plan is being led by the 
Consumer Protection Office, other areas, such as the Residential Tenancies Branch and the Public 
Utilities Board, are also responsible for specific initiatives. 


• The Business Practices Amendment Act (Disclosing Motor Vehicle Information) received assent in 
June 2008. The legislation requires disclosure of information to consumers when they purchase or 
lease a vehicle. Consultation continued in 2010/11 towards the development of regulations for 
introduction in 2011/12. 


• The Consumer Protection Amendment Act (Payday Loans) came into force on October 18, 2010, 
setting the maximum interest rate that can be charged for a payday loan and prescribing lending 
practices and requirements for lenders. Consumer Protection Office staff members conducted 
inspections of payday lenders to observe lending practices, identified breaches, worked with 
companies towards compliance, and educated consumers about the new legislation. 


• Changes to The Personal Investigations Act took effect January 31, 2011 that provide stronger 
protection against identity theft by allowing individuals to place a security alert on their file with credit 
bureaus. The alert requires a credit grantor to take steps to verify a credit applicant’s identity before 
any new credit is provided. 


• Changes were made to The Consumer Protection Act that effectively ban negative option marketing 
and increased penalties for breaches of the Act. The changes mean that companies cannot use a 
consumer’s failure to respond to the offer of goods or services as an agreement to pay for the 
product. With the amendments, the courts can now consider the issue of compensation where the 
consumer has suffered a loss. 


• The Consumer Protection Office released a public consultation paper on fair and clear contracts for 
cellular phones. Feedback from consumers and industry was used to help develop better consumer 
protection legislation. 
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• Staff participated in the Federal/Provincial/Territorial Consumer Measures Committee. The 
Committee provides a forum for national co-operation to improve the marketplace for Canadian 
consumers through the harmonization of laws, regulations and practices and through actions to raise 
public awareness. Topics of discussion in 2010/11 included travel industry regulation and 
compensation funds, motor vehicle information disclosure, and prepaid purchase cards. 


Financial Literacy Fund 


In February 2011, the Province of Manitoba established the Payday Borrowers’ Financial Literacy Fund. 
All payday lenders that are licensed in Manitoba pay an annual levy of $500 for each licensed location. 
The Fund will be used to provide borrowers and potential borrowers with information to help them make 
sound financial decisions. The Fund will support financial literacy initiatives that help consumers obtain 
the necessary skills, knowledge and information to make better financial choices. 
 


FINANCIAL LITERACY FUND 


 2010/11 2009/10 


Revenue $42.5 N/A 


Grants $0.0 N/A 


Funds remaining on March 31 $42.5 N/A 
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LET’S MAKE A BETTER DEALTM 
Progress Report to March 31, 2011 


On May 11, 2010, the Manitoba government embarked upon Let’s Make a Better DealTM, the provincial 
five-year plan for stronger consumer protection. The plan is based on fair business practices for 
consumers and businesses; remedies that are fair, timely, and accessible; consumer education that 
supports knowledge and skill development to inform decision-making; and a balanced approach that 
protects consumers but does not stifle business creativity. This plan is being led by the Consumer 
Protection Office. Other areas are also responsible for specific initiatives. The following describes some of 
the key Let’s Make a Better DealTM initiatives: 
 


Initiative Progress 
Payday Loan Protection The Consumer Protection Amendment Act (Payday Loans) came into force on 


October 18, 2010, setting the maximum interest rate that can be charged for a 
payday loan and prescribing lending practices and licensing requirements for 
lenders. Consumer Protection Office staff members conducted inspections of 
payday lenders to observe lending practices, identified breaches, worked with 
companies towards compliance, and educated consumers about the new 
legislation. 


Payday Lenders 
Financial Literacy Fund  


In February 2011, the Payday Borrowers’ Financial Literacy Fund was 
established. All payday lenders that are licensed in Manitoba pay an annual 
levy of $500 for each licensed location. The Fund will support financial literacy 
initiatives that help consumers obtain the necessary skills, knowledge and 
information to make better financial choices. 


Fair Cell Phone 
Contracts Consultation 


The Consumer Protection Office released a public consultation paper on fair 
and clear contracts for cellular phones. Feedback from consumers and 
industry was used to help develop better consumer protection legislation. 


Independent Tenant 
Advisor  


The Independent Tenant Advisor was established in the fall of 2010 as a 
three-year pilot project to help guide tenants through the hearing and dispute 
resolution process. This tenant advisor office assists with information or 
guidance about client’s cases and is available at the Residential Tenancies 
Branch before hearings, by appointment or on a drop-in basis. The advisor is 
also available to assist people who are involved with appeals at the Residential 
Tenancies Commission. 


Negative Option 
Marketing Ban   


Changes were made to The Consumer Protection Act that effectively ban 
negative option marketing. The changes mean that companies cannot use a 
consumer’s failure to respond to the offer of goods or services as an 
agreement to pay for the product. 


Security Alerts:  Identity 
Theft Protection 


Legislation came into effect January 31, 2011 that provides stronger protection 
against identity theft. These changes to The Personal Investigations Act allow 
a consumer who believes their credit information has been compromised to tell 
a credit bureau to place a security alert on their file. The alert requires a credit 
grantor to take steps to verify a credit applicant’s identity before any new credit 
is provided. 


Code of Ethics for 
Funeral Directors  


A mandatory and enforceable code of ethics for Funeral Directors is now in 
effect. 


Consultation with 
Stakeholders:  
Disclosure on Vehicle 
Condition and History 
in Sales 


Consultation with industry and consumer representatives continued in 2010/11 
towards the development of regulations regarding the disclosure of information 
by dealers to consumers when they purchase or lease a vehicle.  


Public Disclosure of 
Non-Compliant Dealers  


As of June 17, 2010 Manitoba Public Insurance publishes the names and 
locations of individuals and businesses that have received administrative 
sanctions under The Drivers and Vehicles Act from the Registrar of Motor 
Vehicles. 
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Initiative Progress 


Enhanced Remedies 
under The Consumer 
Protection Act 


Amendments were made to increase the maximum fine for breach of the Act 
and to enable the Court to order restitution upon a conviction.  


Condominium Owner 
Protection 


The Condominium Amendment Act (Phased Condominium Development) was 
passed to facilitate the development of condominium projects in phases and 
provide added protection for unit owners in phased developers.   
 
The comprehensive review of The Condominium Act continued, including 
release of a consultation paper and analysis of responses. 


User-Friendly forms 
for tenants and 
landlords 


Most forms under The Residential Tenancies Act were changed to include 
more information and use plain language. 


Reviews of Limits on 
Government Cheque 
Cashing Fees 


The Public Utilities Board reviewed the maximum rates that can be charged to 
cash a government cheque and ordered that the rates remain unchanged.   


Guide for Newcomers This resource guide was developed to provide information to new immigrants 
on consumers’ issues, including banking, credit, shopping, automobiles and 
transportation, housing, utilities, and protecting yourself from identity theft and 
scams. 
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RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES BRANCH 
Objectives 
• To create a rental marketplace that serves landlords and tenants fairly. 


• To help landlords and tenants solve rental problems. 


• To educate tenants and landlords to help them make well-informed, responsible decisions. 


• To administer the province’s rent regulation program. 


• To administer The Residential Tenancies Act, The Life Leases Act and certain provisions of  
The Condominium Act. 


• To identify issues and trends in the rental marketplace and recommend legislative change where 
appropriate. 


Responsibilities 
• Provides information to landlords, tenants and others on The Residential Tenancies Act,  


The Life Leases Act and The Condominium Act. 


• Investigates complaints of non-compliance with legislation. 


• Mediates disputes between landlords and tenants. 


• Makes decisions on disputes between tenants and landlords about: 
 


- deposits 
- repairs 
- terms and conditions of a tenancy agreement or life lease 
- the right to continue in occupancy, including termination for non-payment of rent and noise and disturbance  
- claims for compensation 
- privacy 
- non-payment of utilities 
- life lease entrance fees  


• Makes decisions on landlords' applications for rent increases above the guideline and tenants' 
objections to any rent increases and applications for approval of a rehabilitation scheme. 


• Administers the Security Deposit Compensation Fund. 
 
The Branch has offices in Winnipeg, Brandon and Thompson. 
 
09-2C Residential Tenancies Branch 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,919 60.00 4,372 (453) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 940  991 (51) 
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Activities/ Highlights in 2010/11  
Front End Dispute Resolution  


Client Services Officers provide dispute resolution services. They work with tenants and landlords to 
resolve their concerns as quickly as possible. Resolving disputes through mediation remains a priority for 
the Branch. In 2010/11, close to 4,900 complaints were resolved informally. Client Services Officers 
resolved an additional 2,651 disputes through formal mediated agreements, which are enforceable. 
 
Investigation/Enforcement 


Investigation Officers are responsible for investigating breaches of the legislation and enforcing 
compliance. Investigation Officers compile information from landlords and tenants, inspect rental units 
and issue orders necessary to obtain compliance (e.g. orders to make repairs or allow access to the 
rental unit). 


Disputes related to repairs increased in 2010/11. Investigation/Enforcement Officers work with landlords 
to resolve repair matters, issuing orders to repair if necessary. Tenants can also be ordered to pay rent to 
the Branch to enforce compliance with orders. In 2010/11, more than 95 per cent of repair cases were 
resolved without redirecting rent to the Branch.  
 
Mediation/Adjudication 


Mediation/Adjudication Officers are responsible for the formal dispute resolution activities of the Branch. 
Mediation Officers attempt to resolve disputes before the date set for the determination hearing. When 
mediation is not successful, Adjudication Officers hear evidence from landlords and tenants and issue 
written orders that are enforceable in the Courts (e.g. order to pay money, order to move out of a rental 
unit). These orders include reasons, so that parties understand how a particular decision was reached. 


The Branch continues to offer its Safety Net program. The program’s main purpose is to help people with 
special needs who are being evicted. These include clients with mental or physical disabilities, the elderly 
and infirm, single parents or families with children. Mediation Officers ensure that these tenants 
understand what is happening and connect them with social services agencies that can assist them. The 
program may also be used when a building is closed down by the health authorities. 


Demand for the services of the Branch’s Mediation/Adjudication unit continued to be strong in 2010/11. 
Landlords and tenants filed 1,162 claims for compensation. Of these, 19 per cent were successfully 
resolved through mediation. The Branch received 1,935 applications for orders of possession. Of these 
applications, 34 per cent were resolved through mediation.  


Rent Regulation 


Rent Regulation Officers are responsible for matters relating to rent increases, including applications to 
increase rent above the annual rent increase guideline, tenant objections to rent increases, and 
applications for approval of a rehabilitation scheme. Rent Regulation Officers review submissions from 
landlords and tenants and issue rent setting orders.  


Landlords who upgrade and reinvest in their properties or whose costs increase by more than the 
guideline can apply for rent increase above the guideline or approval of rehabilitation schemes of 
residential complexes. In 2010/11, 316 above guideline applications and 58 rehabilitation applications 
were received. Strong demand also continued for rent status reports as many rental properties were sold 
to new owners. Anyone who is considering the purchase of a rental property can apply to the Branch for a 
rent status report. The report can alert prospective purchasers to potential rent increase problems 
because it provides information on a property’s rent history. The Branch received 157 of these requests in 
2010/11. 


Information/Education 


Client Services Officers provide information to clients who contact the Branch by phone, in-person or by 
e-mail. The Branch’s Winnipeg office has an Interactive Voice Response System. Callers may choose to 
speak to a Client Services Officer or listen to recorded information segments about rent increases,  
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security deposits, landlord and tenant responsibilities and repairs. The Branch provides fact sheets and 
other resource material to clients and publishes “Open Doors”, a quarterly newsletter. The Branch also 
has a very detailed website which includes its Policies and Procedures Guidebook, fill and print forms and 
a security deposit interest calculator. The website also includes the Branch’s Orders System, which 
provides information on the orders the Branch issues, except for rent regulation orders. Clients can 
access the system by subscription or by individual search at branch offices. Branch staff makes formal 
presentations to various stakeholder groups about the legislation. Information displays are also set up at 
various events. 


Demand for general information continues to be strong. The Branch’s client services staff handled close 
to 64,000 calls during the fiscal year and responded to 4,599 email requests for information. In 2010/11, 
8,183 people visited branch offices to request information or file a formal complaint. 


Public education through presentations and information displays continued. The Branch made 
44 presentations to 809 participants. The Branch also had displays at 10 events and had the opportunity 
to speak with approximately 1,600 people at these venues. Staff also held informal drop-in information 
sessions at a community service agency. 


The Branch produced several new fact sheets to provide information to clients about changes to the 
legislation. The Branch also partnered with other organizations to produce a consumer tips calendar for 
distribution to consumers. 


There was increased outreach to new immigrants and agencies that work with these individuals. Some of 
the Branch’s resource materials were translated into Arabic, Somali, Spanish and Swahili.  


Administration/Legislation and Policy Development 


The Administration staff manages the internal operation of the Branch, which includes the management of 
financial and human resources. Staff is also responsible for the review of existing legislation and policy 
and the development of new initiatives in these areas.   
 
Significant amendments to The Residential Tenancies Act and the related regulations came into effect in 
2010/11. The key changes were: 


- Landlords are allowed to collect a pet damage deposit when they choose to permit a tenant to keep a 
pet in a rental unit. 


- The Branch has clear authority to determine claims relating to a guarantor’s liability under a 
guarantee agreement that relates to a residential tenancy agreement. 


- The Branch can impose administrative penalties on landlords and tenants for failing to comply with 
orders made under specified sections of the Act or for contravening those sections. 


- Provisions set out how landlords can discount rent if they are offering a rent discount to a new tenant 
after regaining possession of rental units in complexes with three or fewer units. 


- The period of notice required when a landlord terminates a tenancy for renovations is now based on 
the vacancy rate in the area where the rental unit is located; when the vacancy rate is less than 
2 per cent, 5 months’ notice is required; when the rate is between 2 per cent and 2.9 per cent, the 
notice is 4 months; if the rate is 3 per cent or higher, 3 months’ notice is required. 


- Compensation for moving costs was increased from a maximum of $350 to a maximum of $500. Late 
payment fees were increased from $5.00 for the first day, $1.00 per day thereafter to a maximum of 
$65.00 to $10.00 for the first day, $1.00 per day thereafter to a maximum of $100.00. The allowable 
charge for an NSF cheque was also increased from $20.00 to $40.00. 


- As part of Manitoba’s plan for stronger consumer protection, Let’s Make a Better Dealtm, most 
regulation forms were revamped in plain language format with enhanced information for landlords and 
tenants. For the convenience of clients, these forms were made available on the Branch’s website in 
fill and print format. 


Consultation with stakeholders about issues affecting residential tenancies continues. 


Review and refinement of business processes and technical solutions to improve service delivery also 
continues. 
  







47 


The staff is also responsible for the administration of the Security Deposit Compensation Fund. 
Unclaimed deposit and rent refunds are deposited into the Compensation Fund. The purpose of the fund 
is to return security deposits to tenants when landlords fail to comply with orders to refund the money. 
When the balance in the fund is more than $30,000, the excess balance can be used to offset the costs of 
providing educational programs for landlords and tenants.   


Independent Tenant Advisor Program 


A three-year pilot project to have an independent advisor provide assistance to tenants began in 
Winnipeg the fall of 2010. The independent advisor helps tenants file claims and prepare for hearings at 
the Residential Tenancies Branch and Commission. The project will be expanded in 2011 to include 
landlords who have smaller property portfolios. 
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Parts 1 - 8 of The Residential Tenancies Act 
CASE LOAD 


Case Type 2010/11 2009/10 
Failure of Landlord/Tenant to Meet Obligations1 18 29 
Hearings 


• Claims 
• Order of Possession 
• Determination 


 
1,162 
1,935 


59 


 
1,487 
1,752 


38 
Non-payment of Utilities 125 199 
Notices to Vacate  8 11 
Repairs 774 712 
Security Deposits2 487 490 
Tenancy Agreements  3 2 
Other3 154 122 
Total Cases Opened 4,725 4,842 
Total Cases Closed4 4,821 4,626 
Intakes Resolved5 4,873 5,509 
Total Cases Closed and Intakes Resolved 9,694 10,135 
1 This category includes disputes over locks and doors, privacy, seizure of tenants’ property, non-payment of rent, disturbance, 


withholding of services, unauthorized charges or fees. 
2 The number of security deposit cases for 2009/10 was incorrectly reported in the 2009/10 Annual Report. Correcting that figure 


resulted in reductions to the figures for Total Cases Opened, Total Cases Closed and Total Cases Closed and Intakes 
Resolved. 


3 This category includes disputes involving assignment and subletting, mobile homes, entitlement to collect rent, change of 
landlord and abandonment of rental unit. 


4 These figures include cases carried over from the previous fiscal year which were closed during the reporting period. 
5 An Intake is a client’s request for assistance that does not result in a formal case file being opened. Most are resolved informally 


at the first stage of contact.   


 
Part 9 of The Residential Tenancies Act 
CASE LOAD 
Case Type 2010/11 2009/10 
Application for Above the Guideline Rent Increase1 316 332 
Application for Approval of a Rehabilitation Scheme - Complex 58 46 
Application for Approval of a Rehabilitation Scheme – Specified Unit 139 133 
Application for Laundry Increase 12 26 
Application for Rent Status Report2 157 171 
Application for Tenant Requested Improvement 11 50 
Application for Withdrawal of Service 12 14 
Life Lease Rent Review 6 4 
Tenant Objection to Guideline, or less, Rent Increase 50 92 
Unauthorized Rent Increases 669 1,1762  


Total Cases Opened  1,430 2,044 
Total Cases Closed3 1,693 1,771 
1 The rent increase guideline for 2009 was 2.5 per cent, 1.0 per cent for 2010 and 1.5 per cent for 2011. 
2 A new computer program to track rent increases was introduced in 2009/10. The number of rent increases flagged for review  


(compliance) by the system increased temporarily as a result.  
3 These figures include cases carried over from the previous fiscal year, which were closed during the reporting period. 


  







49 


FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS REGULATION BRANCH 


The Financial Institutions Regulation Branch administers legislation related to insurance companies, trust 
and loan corporations, credit unions, caisses populaires and cooperatives. 
 


The mandate of the Branch is to: 


• Provide a legislative and regulatory framework to promote the orderly growth and development of 
cooperatives, credit unions and caisses populaires, and the insurance industry in Manitoba. 


• Protect the public while facilitating the transaction of the business of insurance. 


• Regulate and license private insurance companies. 


• License hail insurance agents, hail insurance adjusters and accident and baggage insurance agents. 


• Oversee the Insurance Council of Manitoba in its role to license and supervise the activities of all 
other insurance agents and adjusters. 


• Issue business authorizations to trust and loan corporations to do business in Manitoba. 


• Provide a legislative and regulatory framework to safeguard the funds gathered from the public and 
ensure the prudent investment of those funds. 


• Protect members of cooperatives, credit unions and caisses populaires through the administration of 
The Cooperatives Act, The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Act and corresponding regulations. 


• Monitor the financial and operational performance of the Deposit Guarantee Corporation of Manitoba 
and the Credit Union Central of Manitoba.  


• Maintain a registry for cooperatives, credit unions and caisses populaires, assist with the 
incorporation of such entities and provide advice on statutory matters including issuing securities to 
members. 


• Review existing legislation and recommend changes where appropriate. 
 
In addition, the Branch collects tax under The Insurance Corporations Tax Act and under the regulations 
of The Fires Prevention and Emergency Response Act on behalf of the Office of the Fire Commissioner. 
 
09-2D Financial Institutions Regulation Branch 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 717 9.40 749 (32) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 158  216 (58) 


 
1 


1. The variance is primarily due to under expenditures of professional services.  


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 


Amendments to The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Act were passed in June 2010 that allowed 
for the consolidation of the caisses populaires system; the merger of the two guarantee corporations into 
the Deposit Guarantee Corporation of Manitoba; and provided flexibility for Manitoba credit 
unions/caisses populaires and the Central to continue outside Manitoba.   


• The Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires Regulation was amended twice to complement the Act 
changes and to enhance or strengthen the capital adequacy requirements.  
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• Consultation continued for possible amendments to The Insurance Act and The Cooperatives Act. 


• Mediated disputes between consumers and insurance companies and between members and their 
cooperative, credit union or caisses populaire with 89 complaint files processed. 


• Reviewed the annual returns from 53 federal and extra-provincial trust and loan corporations 
operating in Manitoba and reviewed areas of concern with the primary regulators from the 
incorporating jurisdictions. 


• Licensed 250 insurance companies to transact insurance in Manitoba. 


• Licensed 178 hail insurance agents, 542 accident and baggage insurance agents and 71 hail 
adjusters. 


• Reviewed and approved 53 business authorizations for federal and extra-provincial trust and loan 
corporations operating in Manitoba. 


• Collected the premium tax under The Insurance Corporations Tax Act ($74.5 million). 


• Collected the tax under The Fires Prevention and Emergency Response Act ($6.4 million). 


• Monitored stakeholders’ satisfaction by surveying each insurance company and one of every three 
consumers who came into contact with the Branch as a result of the mediation role. The result was a 
satisfaction rate of 81 per cent.  


Credit Unions and Caisses Populaires 
Following are the consolidated statistics from the credit union and caisses populaires systems operating 
in Manitoba at December 31, 2010: 
 


Credit Unions 2010 2009 


Total Assets $17.4 billion $15.9 billion 
Total Deposits $16.2 billion $14.8 billion 
Total Loans $14.5 billion $13.5 billion 
Members* 574,000 566,000 
Number of credit unions/locations 41/185 44/184 
*  Figures provided by Credit Union Central are rounded  


 
 


Caisses Populaires 2010 2009 


Total Assets $868 million $811 million 
Total Deposits $793 million $733 million 
Total Loans $704 million $667 million 
Members 30,500 29,600 
Number of caisses populaires/locations 1/26 4/27 
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Cooperatives 
As at March 31, 2011, there were 367 cooperatives with over 464,000 active members operating in 
Manitoba categorized as follows: 
 


Classification of Cooperatives 2010/11 2009/10 
Housing 56 56 
Consumer 58 58 
Day-care 42 41 
Community Service 33 32 
Utility 41 38 
Marketing 30 32 
Recreational and Community Clubs 34 33 
Farmers Markets 8 8 
Agriculture/Producer 14 14 
Cattle Feeders 9 9 
Employment 25 25 
Fishing 8 11 
Communications and Transportation 9 9 
 
Total 


 
367 


 
366 


 


During 2010/11, 17 new cooperatives were incorporated or revived while 16 cooperatives were dissolved 
or discontinued. 


Insurance 
Summary comparisons of licensing and complaint activities performed by the Branch and Insurance 
Council of Manitoba are as follows: 
 


LICENSING OF INSURANCE COMPANIES 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 
Federal 202 201 
Provincial 48 48 


Total 250 249 
 
 


LICENCES ISSUED BY SUPERINTENDENT OF INSURANCE OFFICE 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 
Hail Agents 178 197 
Accident and Baggage Agents 542 550 
Miscellaneous Agents 4 4 
Agents Sub-Total 724 751 
Hail Adjusters 71 56 
Special Brokers Licences 4 4 
Agent Licences Cancelled or Denied by 
Superintendent of Insurance Nil Nil 


Total 799 811 
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LICENCES ISSUED BY INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 
Life Agents 2,937 2,853 
General Agents 3,712 3,399 
Accident and Sickness Agents 2,420 2,303 
Automobile Agents 1 2 
Sub-total Agents 9,070 8,557 
   
Adjusters 100 82 
Assistant Adjusters 24 21 
Sub-total Adjusters 124 103 


Total 9,194 8,660 
 
 


LICENCES CANCELLED, SUSPENDED, REVOKED OR REFUSED 
BY INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 
Agent Found Unsuitable Fined & Assessed Cost 0 41 
Adjuster Found Unsuitable 1 0 
Suspension, fines and costs 2 1 
Fines and costs 8 10 


Total 11 15 
1   The 2009/10 figure has been restated to include agent licences refused.    


 
INSURANCE AGENT AND ADJUSTER LICENSING EXAMINATIONS 


BY INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 
 WRITTEN PASSED FAILED 
 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 
Life  357 501 240 314 117 187 
General 29 30 10 10 19 20 
Accident & Sickness 11 12 11 11  1 
Sub-total Agents 397 543 261 335 136 208 
Adjusters 16 22 9 10 7 12 


Total 413 565 270 345 143 220 
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ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS – PART ONE 
 


LIFE 
ACCIDENT & 
SICKNESS 


ANNUITIES –
R.R.S.P.'S 


PERSONAL LINES/ 
TENANTS & 


HOMEOWNERS 
Description 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 
Claims 3 1 15 21 0 0 11 22 
Application 
Rejected/ 
Renewal 
Refused 


0 0 0   0 0 0 4   6 


Premium 
Payments 


6 4 0   3 0 0 1   3 


Selling Tactics 0 1 0   1 1 2 0   0 
Sales Promotion 
and Advertising 


0 1 0   0 0 0 0   0 


Miscellaneous 3 2 1   1 2 2 3   0 


Totals 12 9 16 26 3 4 19 31 


 
ANALYSIS OF COMPLAINTS – PART TWO 


 


COMMERCIAL TRAVEL FARM 


MISCELLANEOUS 
LINES – LIVESTOCK, 


BAGGAGE, 
WARRANTIES, 


EXTENDED AUTO 
COVERAGE, ETC. 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 2010/11 2009/10 
Claims 2 1 3 4 2 0 0 2 
Application 
Rejected/ 
Renewal 
Refused 


1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 


Premium 
Payments 


0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 


Sales 
Promotion and 
Advertising 


0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 


Miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 
Totals 3 2 3 4 4 0 5 7 
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COMPLAINT STATISTICS - INSURANCE COUNCIL OF MANITOBA 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 
Number of Complaints Opened 75 116 
Number of Complaints Dealt With 91 115 
Number of Complaints Outstanding at March 31  16 32 


 


NEW COMPLAINTS PER COUNCIL 


Description 2010/11 2009/10 
Adjusters Council 6 6 
General Council 21 41 
Life Council 48 69 


CLAIMANT ADVISER OFFICE – AUTOMOBILE INJURY 
COMPENSATION APPEALS  
Objectives 
• To assist persons who wish to appeal a decision made by the Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation 


(MPIC) in relation to bodily injury claims to the Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission 
(AICAC).   


Responsibilities 
• Advise claimants about the meaning and effect of the provisions of The Manitoba Public Insurance 


Corporation Act, the regulations and decisions made under the Act. 


• Carry out an investigation, including obtaining an expert opinion, respecting an appeal of an MPIC 
internal review decision to the AICAC. 


• Communicate with or appear before the Commission on behalf of a claimant.  


 
09-2E Claimant Adviser Office 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 761 11.60 805 (44) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 176  270 (94) 


 
1 


1. The variance is primarily due to reduced utilization of legal and professional services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• 136 new files were opened involving 141 internal review decisions and 175 appeal issues. 


• All new appeal files were triaged to initiate prompt action on the file. 


• Quarterly meetings were held by the Director with each claimant adviser to review file investigation 
progress.   
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File Analysis 
 


Closed Files 2010/11 2009/10 
No appealable issue 44 64 
Appeal allowed 8 12 
Appeal denied 14 21 
Settlement (No hearing) 24 4 
New decision from MPIC 13 21  
Withdrawn after review 54 60 
Total 157 182 
   
Status Of Open Files 2010/11 2009/10 
Claimant application incomplete 8 16 
CAO awaiting Indexed File 29   7 
Active files 308 318 
Total 345 341 
   
Status of Active Files   
Files under active review 278 182 
Files awaiting review 30 136 
Total 308 318 


 
Appeals 2010/11 2009/10 
Appeal Hearing dates scheduled 45 40 
Pre-Hearing dates 14 43 
Total 59 83 


 
 
• Since the office opened on May 16, 2005, claimant advisers have recovered approximately 


$1,533,800 in benefits for appellants. During 2010/11, $620,900 was recovered. This does not 
include the value of ongoing benefits that continue to be paid based on the appeal decision, new 
decision or resolution agreement. 


• The Claimant Adviser Office has processed and closed 157 appeal files in the 2010/11 fiscal year. 
Clients have completed and returned 39 Client Service Satisfaction Forms out of the 157 closed files, 
a return rate of 25 per cent.  


 
Service Measures  Excellent Good Average Fair Poor Yes No 
Satisfaction with service 32 2 0 0 4   
Accessibility to office and services  26 6 1 1 2 
Phone calls returned promptly  31 3 0 1 2 
Knowledge of the staff 30 3 0 0 4 
Efficiency of service 27 3 1 1 4 
Would you recommend our service to 
others?  


     35 3 
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AUTOMOBILE INJURY COMPENSATION APPEAL COMMISSION 


General 
• The Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission (the Commission), now in its 17th full year 


of operation, is a specialist tribunal established under The Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation Act 
(the Act) to hear appeals of internal review decisions concerning benefits under the Personal Injury 
Protection Plan (PIPP) of the Manitoba Public Insurance Corporation (MPIC), a “no-fault” insurance 
program. 


• The Commission has ten full-time staff comprised of a chief commissioner, two deputy chief 
commissioners, a director of appeals, three appeals officers, a secretary to the chief commissioner 
and two administrative assistants. In addition, there are 24 part-time commissioners who sit on 
appeal panels as required. 


• In 2010/11, 159 individuals filed appeals respecting 192 MPIC internal review decisions. This 
compares with 172 individuals filing appeals respecting 223 MPIC internal review decisions in the 
2009/10 fiscal year. Many of the appeals heard during the 2010/11 fiscal year related to injuries 
sustained in prior years. As each year passes, many of the files increase in terms of the volume of 
documents and time required by the Commission to review the files. This is due in part to the fact that 
when injuries are relatively serious and the insurer's initial liability is not disputed, a claimant may be 
in receipt of income replacement, medical treatment or other coverage from MPIC for an extended 
period; in these cases it is only when the insurer decides to terminate benefits that the appeal 
process is initiated. 
 


09-2F Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 795 6.40 917 (122) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 239  295 (56) 


 
1 


1. The variance is primarily due to under expenditures of legal services, office supplies, and other operating expenditures. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 


• In 2010/11, the Commission held 81 hearings and 48 pre-hearing meetings or case conferences as 
compared to 120 hearings and 72 pre-hearings or case conferences in 2009/10. Management of 
appeals by case conference continues to be an important part of the Commission’s hearing schedule.  
Over the last three fiscal years, the Commission noted that many appeals require additional case 
management by a Commissioner. Case conferences assist in determining the status of appeals, 
resolving parties’ impediments to scheduling a hearing date, and scheduling hearings. Appellants 
were successful in whole or in part in 27 per cent of the appeals heard by the Commission during 
2010/11. 


• A decision of the Commission is binding, subject only to a right of appeal to the Manitoba Court of 
Appeal on a point of law or a question of jurisdiction, and then only with leave of the court. There 
were five applications for leave to appeal in the 2010/11 year. The Court of Appeal denied leave in 
four cases. One matter was withdrawn. Of the three applications for leave to appeal that were filed in 
previous fiscal years, two were concluded in the 2010/11 fiscal year. Of the two, one application for 
leave was deemed abandoned by the Court of Appeal. A Notice of Discontinuance was filed in the 
second application. The Commission filed a stated case in the 2009/10 fiscal year. The Court of 
Appeal issued its decision in the 2010/11 fiscal year. In the Commission’s 17 years of operation, the 
Court of Appeal has granted leave to appeal in a total of 12 cases from the 1,414 decisions decided 
by the Commission.   
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• Due to staff changes, volume and complexity of appeals, files were indexed within 17 weeks of the 
receipt of MPIC’s file and additional material (compared to 12 weeks in 2009/10 and 15 weeks in 
2008/09). 


• Hearing dates were scheduled within 9 weeks from the time the parties were ready to proceed to a 
hearing (this remained unchanged from 9 weeks in 2009/10 and 9 weeks in 2008/09). 


• The average time from the date a hearing concluded to the date the Commission issued an appeal 
decision was 5.5 weeks (compared to 4.9 weeks in 2009/10 and 7 weeks in 2008/09). 


RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES COMMISSION 


The Residential Tenancies Commission is a quasi-judicial, specialist tribunal that hears appeals from 
decisions and orders of the Director under The Residential Tenancies Act. 
 
The Residential Tenancies Commission consists of: 


• The Chief Commissioner - a full-time position; appointed for up to a five-year term, located in 
Winnipeg. 


• Deputy Chief Commissioners - one full-time position appointed for up to a four-year term and 
eighteen part-time positions appointed for up to a four-year term, from Winnipeg, Thompson and 
Brandon. The Deputy Chief Commissioner may exercise the powers and perform the duties of the 
Chief Commissioner. 


• Panel members - forty-one panel members from Winnipeg, The Pas, Thompson and Brandon – 
approximately half representing the views of the landlords; the others the views of the tenants. 


 
Some appeals are heard only by the Chief Commissioner or a Deputy Chief Commissioner and some 
appeals are heard by a panel of three, consisting of one landlord and one tenant representative and 
either the Chief Commissioner or a Deputy Chief Commissioner as the neutral Chairperson. The neutral 
Chairperson also casts the deciding vote if there is a tie. Hearings outside of Winnipeg are held at the 
nearest judicial district. 
 
The Residential Tenancies Commission decisions made under Parts 1 – 8 of The Residential Tenancies 
Act can be appealed to the Court of Appeal, but only on a question of law or jurisdiction. A Court of 
Appeal judge must grant leave or permission to appeal. Section 179 of The Residential Tenancies Act 
dealing with rent regulation states that “No appeal lies from a decision or order of the commission made 
in a matter arising under Part 9.” The Residential Tenancies Commission's decision here is final.  
 
09-2G Residential Tenancies Commission 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 811 6.50 863 (52) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 194  205 (11) 
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ACTIVITY SUMMARY 
April 1, 2010 – March 31, 2011 


 
 Received Processed 
Activity   
Abandonment 0 0 
Claim For Security Deposit or Less 33 18 
Claim 164 138 
Claim and Order of Possession 210 170 
Determination 10 8 
Disputes 0 0 
Distraint and Lockout 0 0 
Enforcement 0 1 
Order of Possession 6 4 
Repairs 25 18 
Utilities 2 2 
Rent Regulation 136 116 
Total 586 475 
   
Appeals1   
Landlord initiated  201 
Tenant initiated  276 
Other Party initiated  0 
Multiple Party initiated  109 
Total  586 
   
Decisions2   
Orders upheld  140 
Orders varied  182 
Orders rescinded/overturned  47 
Orders withdrawn/settled  87 
Orders cancelled  6 
Pending  3 
Orders denied 
Rejected 


 9 
1 


Total  475 
1   Total Appeals represents the number of Appeals received within the fiscal period. 
2   Total Decisions represents the number of Appeals processed where Orders have been issued and files closed within the fiscal  
    period. 
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ACTIVITY SUMMARY 
April 1, 2010 – March 31, 2011 


 
Winnipeg Appeal Hearings  493 
Other Appeal Hearings:   


Beausejour 
Brandon 


 5 
11 


Dauphin  1 
Flin Flon  1 
Portage la Prairie  7 
Selkirk  5 
Steinbach   2 
Thompson  4 


Total Appeal Hearings  5291 


 
Court of Appeal Received Outcomes2 
Applications for Leave to Appeal 25  
Denied  25 
Pending  2 
Granted  0 
New Commission Hearing to be held  0 
Adjourned Sine Die  0 
Withdrawn  1 
Settled  0 
Abandoned  0 


Court of Appeal Hearings   
Pending  0 
1   Total Appeal Hearings represents the actual number of hearings which took place within the fiscal period. 
2   Outcome describes the status of the applications received in the fiscal period and any applications pending from the prior fiscal 
   period. 
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Divisional Goals  
• To enhance opportunities for children and adults with disabilities, in Manitoba, to attain increased 


self-sufficiency, independence and participation in society. 


• To harmonize the major aspects of programs, legislation, policies and practices, providing leadership 
in the development of solutions to better integrate supports for children and adults with disabilities. 


• To continue to develop and implement a framework to establish and strengthen effective, inclusive, 
community partnerships and consultation processes. 


• To continue to develop clear roles, responsibilities and effective working relationships within the 
Division, Department, and other government departments. 


• To help Manitobans in regaining their independence by supporting their transition from income 
assistance to employment. 


• To ensure that no Manitoban lacks the goods and services essential to health and well-being, by 
providing income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


Divisional Responsibilities  
• Provides program coordination, direction and funding for services to children with disabilities; for 


supported living services for adults with a mental disability; for vocational rehabilitation services for 
adults with a physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for employment support services 
and financial assistance programs. 


• Provides centralized supports in the areas of program and financial management, policy and strategic 
initiative development, legislation and information systems business support services. 


• Administers the substitute decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act. 


• Responsible for the development, maintenance and interpretation of legislation for income assistance 
programs; policy and program development; new initiatives and public communications such as 
program brochures, fact sheets and the income assistance policy manual. 


 
The Division includes the following program areas: 


- Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  
- Disability Programs 
- Employment and Income Assistance Programs 
- Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
- Finance and Administration 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  
Objectives  
• To work in conjunction with divisional branches and the Community Service Delivery Division in 


providing effective leadership, coordination, direction and support for the Department’s programs for 
persons with disabilities and employment and income assistance participants. 


• To research, design, develop and evaluate policies and practices that shape the programs and 
services available to persons with disabilities and low-income Manitobans.  


DISABILITY PROGRAMS AND EMPLOYMENT AND  
INCOME ASSISTANCE DIVISION 
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• To take the lead role in Access and Privacy coordination work across the Division and in the 
coordination of Division-wide requests for information. 


• To provide research, consultation and/or strategic planning support for the Division and the 
Department.  


• To pursue innovative solutions and initiatives which improve services for persons with disabilities, 
low-income individuals and families, and reflect the vision, mission and goals of the Division and the 
Department. 


• To provide financial management services in accordance with governing legislation and established 
financial administration policies and procedures.  


Responsibilities  
• Provides central program and policy direction for divisional programming. 


• Provides program analysis, policy and strategic initiatives development. 


• Provides business support services for adult and children’s information systems. 


• Develops pilot projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for program participants. 


• Provides financial management, central administration and support services. 
 


09-3A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,468 23.00 1,983 (515) 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,815  2,683 132 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to vacancy management. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to programs in the 


Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance (DPEIA) Division. Staff represented the 
Division in a variety of intergovernmental, interdepartmental and inter-sectoral working groups and 
committees.  


• Continued the development and enhancement of the Integrated Financial Client and Case Tracking 
(inFACT) computer system, an information management system which will improve participant and 
financial tracking of program expenditures for the Supported Living Program, Children’s Special 
Services and the Provincial Special Needs Program. 


• In conjunction with Community Living – Manitoba, Community Living – Winnipeg, the Office of the 
Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner, the Community Service Delivery Division, the Public Trustee and 
the Supported Living Program, coordinated the ongoing implementation of the recommendations from 
the 2007 Report on the Examination of the Implementation and Impact of The Vulnerable Persons 
Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA). 


• Coordinated statistical analysis and reporting on Disability Programs’ caseloads to assist with policy 
development, planning and service delivery. 
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• Coordinated and assisted in the development of Supporting Persons with Disabilities: The Online 
Training Calendar which provides information and links to upcoming workshops, training and other 
professional development opportunities related to providing supports to persons with disabilities. The 
training calendar focuses on sessions provided by the Department and by community partners, such 
as The Agency Guide to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 


• Coordinated access and privacy requests for the Division. 


• Participated in program and policy development for the Manitoba Developmental Centre.  


• Coordinated the Division’s annual Estimates exercise, including the production of the Supplementary 
Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates briefing material. Provides ongoing 
management and reporting of the Division’s fiscal status to divisional and executive management. 


DISABILITY PROGRAMS  
Objectives  
• To provide program direction and funding for supported living programs for adults with a mental 


disability. 


• To provide supports and services to families caring for children who have developmental and/or 
physical disabilities. 


• To provide leadership and direction to the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), a joint initiative of the 
departments of Education; Family Services and Consumer Affairs; Health; and Healthy Living, Youth 
and Seniors.  


• To provide leadership and direction in services to the population impacted by autism, through an 
interdepartmental committee including Education; Health; Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors; and 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs. 


The Branch is divided into the following areas: 


- Supported Living – Responsible for the planning, development, maintenance, overall direction 
and management of programs and resources that support and enhance the quality of life for 
adults with a mental disability living in the community. Responsible for the review and 
development of policies associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services 
and Residential Care Licensing. 


- Children’s Programs – Responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers. Children’s Programs include two components: 
Children’s Special Services and Interdepartmental Initiatives.   


Responsibilities  
• Provides leadership and support to Community Service Delivery staff, external agencies and other 


service partners in promoting effective and efficient program administrative practices in the delivery of 
support services for adults and children with a physical and/or mental disability. 


• Provides financial management, which includes: developing and managing the overall budget, with 
input from the Community Service Delivery division; identifying the resources required to provide 
quality, cost-effective services; allocating financial resources; ensuring that programs are delivered 
within budgeted resources; and ensuring financial accountability for program funds. 


• Interprets policy and legislation to government and non-government service providers. 


• Develops and revises policies and programs in a manner that is consistent with, and responsive to, 
ongoing changes in other programs, the socio-economic environment and the community as a whole. 
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• Provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of adults with a mental 
disability, mental disorder, cognitive impairment or frailty due to aging, who reside in community 
residential care facilities. 


• Monitors and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service rates and the 
ongoing identification of participants’ needs, and ensures that programs are delivered within 
government policy and legislation. 


• Provides training and development opportunities for staff of the Community Service Delivery Division, 
Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, and service providers to 
ensure a working knowledge of programs and policies and quality outcomes for persons who receive 
supports. 


 
09-3B-1 & 2 Disability Programs 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,090 14.50 1,034 56 


 
 


Total Other Expenditures 84  292 (208) 1 


1. The variance is primarily attributed to lower than expected operating costs. 
 


09-3B-3 Supported Living  


 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


Total Supported Living 247,135  229,044 18,091 1 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care. 
 


09-3B-4 Children’s Special Services 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Children’s Special Services 25,681  26,022 (341)   


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
Supported Living 


The Supported Living Program (SLP) offers a range of day and residential services aimed at providing 
adults with a mental disability the opportunity for independence in a community setting to the extent 
possible for each individual. SLP supports that are potentially available include residential services, day 
services and related support services. 


Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in their residential option of choice. The day services provided through 
the SLP include supported employment and follow-up services, services with a vocational focus and 
individualized development services. Additional supports available with funding from the SLP may consist 
of transportation between residential and day programs, respite, crisis intervention and clinical services.  
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• Funding for Supported Living programming increased substantially over the last few years in support 
of the commitment to meet the needs of adults with disabilities and their families. In 2010/11, the 
Department continued to increase funding for the Program to expand supports and services for adults 
with a mental disability. These supports, which included residential, respite, and day services, as well 
as case management activities such as counselling and referral, allowed 5,094 adults with a mental 
disability to safely live and participate as full and active members of the community.   


• SLP collaborated with the Community Service Delivery Division in the design and delivery of training, 
including an Orientation to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act and staff 
training on protection from abuse and neglect. 


• In 2010/11, SLP continued to build the skills and professional qualifications of service providers who 
support adults with a mental disability. 


- Over 4,275 agency staff received sponsorship in training and educational events that were 
delivered in critical skill and knowledge areas such as non-violent crisis intervention, first aid, 
principles of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, person-centered 
planning, protection from abuse and neglect, personal outcome measures, emergency measures, 
Foundations in Disability and Community Support and Supervisory Skills.  


- In support of advancing the Human Resource Strategy and the expansion of a qualified 
professional workforce, agency staff were subsidized in accredited certificate and diploma level 
education programs offered through classroom (29 enrolled), recognition of prior learning (23 
enrolled),and web-based delivery models.  


- Service providers were provided with recruitment resources (posters, brochures, access to 
website) for use in enhancing awareness of disability support work as an employment and career 
opportunity.  


• Disability Programs, working in partnership with the Disability Issues Office and other jurisdictions 
who work with vulnerable adults, co-chaired the Inter-jurisdictional Working Group on the 
development of a Protection Strategy for Vulnerable Adults. Work is continuing on an implementation 
action plan. 


• Disability programs worked on amendments to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability 
Act to strengthen offense and penalty clauses. 


• Disability Programs began work on The Adult Abuse Registry Act. The purpose of the Act is to 
register the identity of individuals found to have abused or neglected a vulnerable person. When 
implemented, the registry will provide further protection for vulnerable persons when employers or 
volunteer organizations use the registry as a screening tool.  


• In partnership with the departments of Health and Justice, Disability Programs participated in the 
management of a Provincial Special Needs Program for individuals who present a serious risk to 
themselves or the community, but who would not otherwise be eligible for the SLP or Community 
Mental Health Services. 


• By the end of 2010/11, the Provincial Special Needs Program was serving 129 participants, 107 of 
whom were receiving program funding. The remaining 22 participants received case management 
supports with no direct program funding attached.  


• Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 204 licensed adult residential care facilities, with a total of 
1,284 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with standards. Staff also provided consultation 
and support to designated licensing authorities for approved facilities. In 2010/11, the designated 
authorities (Family Services and Consumer Affairs Regional Managers and Regional Health 
Authorities) issued 962 letters of approval for homes with three beds or less, representing a total of 
1,781 bed spaces. 


• Residential Care Licensing continues to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire Prevention Office 
and the Office of the Fire Commissioner to address the fire and life safety needs for individuals 
residing in approved homes (three beds and under) as applicable fire and building codes evolve.  
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• Six of the eleven Regional Health Authorities have accepted the delegated licensing responsibility for 
approved homes for their program (Mental Health). Residential Care Licensing staff provide training 
and policy interpretation, as required. 


• In 2010/11, through the Life Safety Initiative, Residential Care Licensing continued to implement a 
strategy to increase the life safety for individuals and staff providing support by providing funding for 
sprinkler installation and other health and safety related equipment in residential and day program 
settings. 


• In partnership with the Community Service Delivery Division and community representatives, the SLP 
participated in the transition of residents from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to community 
residences that are managed by Supported Living agencies. 
 


Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Accommodation 
as at March 31 


Accommodation 
2008/09* 


Active Files 
2009/10 


Active Files 
2010/11 


Active Files 


Foster Homes and Private Licensed Residential Care 
Facilities 759 821 857 
Parental Homes 1,232 1,269 1,316 
Agency-Managed Residential Care Facilities 1,388 1,486 1,581 
Extended Family 208 205 211 
Independent Living with Supports 722 761 775 
Independent Living 186 147 142 
Alternate Care (e.g. Hospitals, Personal Care Homes) 148 145 147 
In the Company of Friends 58 60 65 


Total 4,701 4,894 5,094 
*   The 2008/09 numbers have been corrected. 
 
Supported Living 
Total Active Caseload by Type of Day Activity 
as at March 31 


Day Activity 
2008/09* 


Active Files 
2009/10 


Active Files 
2010/11 


Active Files 
Competitive Employment 232 240 267 
Supported Employment and Follow-Up Services 379 387 401 
Services with a Vocational Focus 1,582 1,648 1,629 
Personal Development Services 1,127 1,198 1,254 
In the Company of Friends 58 60 65 
Attending School 531 470 561 
Retirement Program 155 162 184 
Program Request Pending 637 729 733 


Total 4,701 4,894 5,094 
*   The 2008/09 numbers have been corrected. 
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Residential Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
Winnipeg 1,716 1,797 1,850 
Eastman 208 222 236 
Interlake 225 227 227 
Central  309 310 309 
Westman 405 407 410 
Parkland 156 146 145 
Northern 115 103 102 


Total 3,134 3,212 3,279 
 
In the Company of Friends* 
Individuals Participating in Program 
as at March 31 


 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
Number of Participants 58 60 65 
*  Individualized funding program where participants purchase their own supports such as residential and day activities. 
 
Respite Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Winnipeg 


 
483 


 
523 


 
493 


Eastman 156 157 162 
Interlake 77 66 66 
Central  142 152 152 
Westman 112 121 112 
Parkland 41 43 42 
Northern 49 46 48 
 
Total 


 
1,060 


 
1,108 


 
1,075 


 
Crisis Intervention 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Winnipeg 


 
48 


 
37 


 
50 


Eastman 27 40 29 
Interlake 37 68 33 
Central  29 40 29 
Westman 27 44 19 
Parkland 1 11 0 
Northern 3 2 1 


Total 172 242 161 
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Day Services 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Winnipeg 


 
1,552 


 
1,621 


 
1,699 


Eastman 335 336 347 
Interlake 212 220 226 
Central  340 353 337 
Westman 323 320 323 
Parkland 139 135 129 
Northern 101 95 89 


Total 3,002 3,080 3,150 
 
Day Services – Special Rate 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Winnipeg 


 
880 


 
970 


 
1,052 


Eastman 113 120 152 
Interlake 43 46 54 
Central  66 78 79 
Westman 145 144 144 
Parkland 37 36 39 
Northern 46 41 44 
 
Total 


 
1,330 


 
1,435 


 
1,564 


 
Day Services – Transportation 
Individuals Funded by Region 
as at March 31 
 
Region 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Winnipeg 


 
1,363 


 
1,421 


 
1,460 


Eastman 304 301 313 
Interlake 150 153 165 
Central  294 308 302 
Westman 341 365 370 
Parkland 102 99 94 
Northern 74 73 77 


Total 2,628 2,720 2,781 
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Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 
 2008/09 


Facilities/Beds 
2009/10 


Facilities/Beds 
2010/11 


Facilities/Beds 
Licensed 208 1,336 206 1,323 204 1,284 
Approved 868 1,579 906 1,680 962 1,781 


Total 1,076 2,915 1,112 3,003 1,166 3,065 
*  The number of licensed beds dropped during the 2010/11 year due to the closure of a mental health facility.   
 
Annual Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 2008/09 2009/10* 2010/11 


Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 240 135 207 
Referred to Police or RCMP 48 76 50 


Person Charged under the Criminal Code 6 7 4 
*  Totals have been restated to correct an error which occurred during the database migration from the former electronic database 
    to the current Excel format. 
 
Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 
April 1, 2010 – March 31, 2011 


 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Winnipeg 0 83 16 18 10 20 147 


Eastman 0 5 3 0 0 2 10 


Interlake 0 2 1 1 0 0 4 


Central 0 6 8 4 3 2 23 


Westman 0 7 3 1 5 2 18 


Parkland 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 


Northern 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 


Total 0 103 31 27 20 26 207 
*  Represents acts of omission. 
 
Children’s Programs 
Children’s Programs is responsible for policy and program development to support children with 
disabilities, their families and caregivers.   


Children’s Programs continued to play a lead role in promoting the development and delivery of appropriate 
services for children with disabilities through collaboration and consultation with programs involved in serving 
children and families, including the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, the Child Protection Branch, the Manitoba 
Child Care Program and the departments of Education; Health; and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors.   


Children’s Special Services 
Children’s Special Services is a non-statutory, voluntary program that provides assistance to birth, 
adoptive or extended families caring for children who have developmental and/or lifelong, physical 
disabilities. Program staff in six regional offices throughout the province and six community areas in 
Winnipeg provide case management support and individualized services that address the unique needs 
and circumstances of eligible children and their families. Services and supports are intended to 
strengthen families and reduce stress so that costly out-of-home placement is prevented or delayed.  
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Children’s Special Services also provides grant funding to external agencies to deliver specialized 
services including clinical outreach, augmentative and adaptive communication devices, and 
occupational, physical, and speech and language therapies. 


Family Support Services 


Children’s Special Services provides families who have children with a developmental and/or lifelong 
physical disability with a variety of supports that reflect the unique circumstances of each family and the 
needs of their child. Staff use a family-centred approach to assist families with identifying and accessing 
the resources, both formal and informal, that they require. These supports include the provision of 
individualized services such as respite care, child development, supplies, equipment, transportation and 
home/vehicle modifications. The purpose of providing family supports is to reduce stress encountered by 
families so they are better able to address the needs of their children with disabilities in their own homes 
and communities. 


Children’s Special Services delivers Family Support Services through regional offices, staffed by the 
Department’s Community Services Delivery Division, and supports these services and staff by providing 
financial and program guidelines, consultation, training, research and evaluation. 
 
Children’s Special Services  
Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) Group A 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
Winnipeg 2,344 2,544 2,533 
Eastman 459 468 473 
Interlake 290 262 294 
Central  487 474 516 
Westman 538 533 549 
Parkland 173 166 169 
Northern 241 220 212 
URIS Group A 36 35 38 


Total 4,568 4,702 4,784 
 
Funding to External Agencies 


Children’s Special Services provides funding and consultation, and establishes reporting requirements for 
external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as augmentative and adaptive communication 
devices, auditory-verbal therapy, clinical outreach and assistive technology clinics in rural settings. 
Funded non-government agencies include: the Society for Manitobans with Disabilities; Rehabilitation 
Centre for Children; St. Amant Centre; Community Respite Services; Central Speech and Hearing Clinic; 
Open Access Resource Centre; and Canadian National Institute for the Blind.  


Children’s Special Services works closely with the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, Manitoba Child Care 
Program, Child Protection Branch, voluntary sector, Regional Health Authorities, hospitals, schools and 
agencies. As well, Children’s Programs staff work collaboratively with the provincial departments of 
Education; Health; and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors, to coordinate programs and activities that 
promote and support the development of children with disabilities and their families. 


Unified Referral and Intake System 


The Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) provides funding and policy direction to assist community 
programs, such as schools, child care programs, recreation programs and respite services, to safely 
support children with special health care needs.  
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In 2010/11, responsibility for the ongoing financial, program and policy management of URIS Group B 
was transferred to the Department of Health. (Uris Group B refers to children who require health care 
routines that may be delegated to non-health care personnel trained and monitored by a registered 
nurse). 
 
Applied Behavioural Analysis 


Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) provides early intensive behavioural intervention therapy for young 
children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder. ABA is delivered by St. Amant in partnership with 
Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment and includes Pre-school and School-age Programs. 


In 2010/11, the Pre-school Program provided therapy to 107 children while the School-age Program 
served 93 children through a combination of school and home-based therapy. 


Number of Children Served (ABA Programs) 


 2008/09 2009/10 
 


2010/11 


Pre-School Program* 
School-Age Program 


86 
68 


99 
75 


 
107 
93 


*  The number of Pre-School children served includes both full-year and part-year programs. 
 
Outreach Therapy for Children  


The Outreach Therapy for Children (OTC) program is delivered as a joint venture by the Society for 
Manitobans with Disabilities (SMD), the Rehabilitation Centre for Children (RCC), and St. Amant. SMD 
delivers occupational therapy, physiotherapy, and speech and language therapy to pre-school children in 
Winnipeg and delivers speech and language services to pre-school children in rural and northern 
Manitoba. RCC delivers occupational therapy to pre-school children and some school age children in 
rural and northern Manitoba. St. Amant provides therapy services to children living in the St. Amant 
catchment area. Services are provided to children who are eligible for the Children’s Special Services 
program. 


The goal of the OTC program is to utilize a collaborative, consultative approach in which therapy is 
provided in the child’s natural setting. Therapists work with the child’s parents or caregivers so that they 
become the primary provider of therapy services and integrate that therapy into the child’s and the 
family’s daily routines. OTC is Family Services and Consumer Affairs’ contribution to the broader 
Children’s Therapy Initiative. 


Children’s Therapy Initiative 


The departments of Health; Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors; Education; and Family Services and 
Consumer Affairs provide funding for children’s occupational therapy, physiotherapy, speech and 
language therapy and audiology services. These therapies are delivered through the Regional Health 
Authorities, school divisions and service agencies. 


The Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI) is intended to provide coordinated regionally-based therapy 
services that assist all children requiring therapy services. The approach delivers existing therapies more 
effectively and efficiently through increased collaboration between stakeholders, and is more responsive 
to children’s individual needs. There are CTIs in every region in the province.   


It is estimated that the number of children served across the province under the Children’s Therapy 
Initiative reached 49,500 children in 2010/11. 
  







71 


EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
Objectives 
• To provide effective leadership, direction, fiscal management and support to ensure the delivery of 


Income Assistance programs, Building Independence projects, Income Supplement, Vocational 
Rehabilitation and Supported Employment programs in accordance with relevant legislation and 
government policy. 


• To develop initiatives that help Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants regain their 
financial independence from income assistance by making the transition to work. 


• To develop initiatives that assist EIA participants in pursuing training and employment opportunities. 


• To develop Vocational Rehabilitation support services for persons with disabilities. 
 
The Branch consists of the following areas: 


- Policy and Program Development – Responsible for the development, maintenance and 
interpretation of legislation for the EIA programs; policy and program development; new 
initiatives; and public communications, such as program brochures, fact sheets and the EIA policy 
manual.  


- Employment and Training Services – Responsible for training and employment initiatives for 
participants receiving income assistance under the Building Independence strategy.  Provides 
program and policy direction and funding for vocational rehabilitation services for adults with a 
physical, mental, psychiatric or learning disability; and for Supported Employment programming. 


- Quality Assurance and Program Support – Responsible for program standards and quality 
assurance; negotiation of contracts with associations providing health and other services to EIA 
participants; and information technology supports.  


Responsibilities 
• The major objectives of the Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) program are: 


- to assist Manitobans in regaining their financial independence by helping them to make the 
transition from income assistance to work; and 


- to provide income assistance to Manitobans in need. 


• Financial assistance is provided to persons in need who are eligible for assistance under The 
Employment and Income Assistance Act (the Act), including single parents, aged persons, single 
persons, couples without children, two-parent families, persons with disabilities, persons requiring the 
protection of a crisis intervention facility, and children whose parents are unable to support them. 
Eligibility may also be granted under special case consideration at the discretion of the Minister.  


• Eligibility for assistance is also determined by a needs test, in which the amount of a household’s 
financial resources is compared to the total costs of its basic necessities as defined in the Act and 
Regulations. Certain items and income are not included in the calculation of financial resources.  


• EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports 
to assist Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force. 


• EIA provided assistance to an average monthly caseload of 34,147 in 2010/11, an increase of 
4.0 per cent from the previous year.  


• During 2010/11, 12.6 per cent of the income assistance caseload made use of the work incentive 
provisions of the program. 
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Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• In 2007/08, the Province launched a four-year Rewarding Work strategy to address barriers to 


employment facing income assistance participants. The strategy is based on the following four 
objectives:  


 Enhance Employability – to enhance the employment skills of participants so that they are better 
equipped to obtain and retain sustainable employment; 


 Encourage Work – to support low-income working families and provide incentives for income 
assistance participants to increase their attachment to the labour market; 


 Ease the Transition (to Employment) – to make it easier for people to transition from income 
assistance to work; and 


 Employment Retention – to support and encourage those who are working to stay employed. 


• In 2010/11, the Department saw the continuation of the Rewarding Work initiatives: 


- Assisted EIA participants prepare for employment through the establishment of the Job Seekers 
Allowance; through Get Ready!, a training and education policy allowing people to participate in 
approved training or education; and through JobConnections, a team of specialized staff 
providing intensive case management to address barriers to employment. Single parents with 
children under six experiencing mental health concerns were also supported to address barriers 
to employment through the Parent Wellness Initiative, a partnership with the Canadian Mental 
Health Association - Winnipeg Region.   


- Rebound, launched in 2009/10, is a partnership initiative with Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade, to ensure Manitobans have the skills required to be successful in the labour market. The 
Rebound diversion stream in support of low-income workers affected by the economic downturn, 
ended March 31, 2011. Under this stream, 954 individuals approaching EIA were referred to 
Employment Manitoba and of those, 637 were assisted with an Employment Manitoba living 
allowance while participating in a return-to-work plan. Continued efforts under the Rebound 
transition stream focus on supporting EIA participants in a variety of return-to-work plans. As of 
March 31, 2011, 244 EIA participants have been transitioned from EIA benefits to an Employment 
Manitoba living allowance. 


- Continued benefits to assist people to move from EIA to employment. The Rewarding Work Rent 
Allowance provides a monthly benefit for one year to non-disabled adults without children who 
move from EIA to work, and who live in private rental housing. Get Started! is a one-time payment 
to help with job-related expenses when individuals leave EIA for employment. As well, the 
Rewarding Work Health Plan provides non-insured health benefit coverage, including drug, dental 
and optical benefits up to two years for single parents and persons with disabilities who leave EIA 
for employment.  


- Supported working EIA participants through the Rewarding Work Allowance, a benefit to assist 
with work-related expenses; enhanced work incentives; and Manitoba Works, a wage subsidy 
program in partnership with Employment Manitoba. 


- Continued supporting people on income assistance to save without affecting their EIA benefits. 
Modest savings and assets help people gain independence from EIA. Manitoba Saves! was 
launched with three components, including a new policy allowing eligible EIA participants to save 
in the Government of Canada’s Registered Disability Savings Plan (RDSP) without affecting their 
monthly EIA benefits, a new policy allowing EIA persons with disabilities to receive contributions 
from their families or others without affecting the amount of their monthly EIA benefits, to a 
maximum of $500 per month, and financial literacy training and matched savings programs to 
purchase specific assets. A total of 430 EIA participants and 311 non-EIA individuals participated 
in one of two matched savings programs in 2010/11, and a total of 353 financial literacy 
workshops trained 1,944 participants throughout the province.   
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- Continued to support persons with disabilities in finding employment through the following 
marketAbilities initiatives:  
 The marketAbilities Fund which supports innovative employment partnerships in rural and 


northern regions. 
 Specialized marketAbilities staff help move EIA participants with disabilities into employment.  
 The Rewarding Volunteers benefit that provides persons with disabilities with an additional 


monthly allowance for volunteering regularly. 
 The Stages of Change pilot project which is an innovative, six-step approach to help persons 


with disabilities get ready to work and find good jobs. 
 Better access to the new communication devices program which rents electronic 


communication devices to adults with severely impaired speech to help communicate, and 
which will also assist with finding work, going to school and socializing.  


- Continued a pilot project in two Winnipeg Community Areas and the Parkland and Eastman 
Regions for some families receiving income assistance to support their children’s participation in 
recreational activities. 


• In 2010/11, the Department began to implement its response to the 68 recommendations of the 
Manitoba Ombudsman’s Report on the EIA Program. As of March 31, 2011: 


a) New policy, including plain language materials, on common-law relationships was implemented. 
This includes a 3-month timeframe to address the permanence of a relationship before it is 
considered common law and guidelines to assess a common-law relationship. 


b) A service statement was released to encourage consistent, responsive and quality service 
delivery across Family Services programs. 


c) A departmental Investigations Specialist was hired to develop and implement standard 
investigation policies and practices. 


d) Various EIA policies were clarified concerning applicants without an address, participant action 
plans, and eligibility for the persons with disabilities category. 


e) The Department was also working on developing new plain language brochures on the EIA 
Program, improving and clarifying the EIA intake process, and drafting new policies on just cause 
for leaving or refusing employment. 


• In 2010/11, Vocational Rehabilitation Program activities and highlights include the following: 


- Provided vocational services for 4,014 people with disabilities with 1,335 receiving funded 
vocational supports and services to assist them in accessing education and training opportunities 
to improve employment outcomes. 


- Completed a comprehensive evaluation of Manitoba’s labour market programming supported by 
the Labour Market Agreement for Persons with Disabilities (LMAPD), in partnership with the 
federal government and stakeholders. 
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REWARDING WORK* 
Progress Report to March 31, 2011 


In 2007/08, the Province launched a four-year Rewarding Work strategy to help Employment and Income 
Assistance (EIA) participants and persons with disabilities prepare for and make a smooth transition to work. 
Rewarding Work is also supporting other low-income Manitobans to maintain their financial independence. The 
following describes some of the key Rewarding Work initiatives: 


Initiative Progress 
Rebound Rebound offered people an alternative to welfare. Instead of income 


assistance, eligible individuals were given an allowance to attend training and 
return to work activities which would lead to work. Since July 2009, 881 people 
were given a living allowance instead of welfare. 


Get Ready! Under the Get Ready! policy, people can receive welfare while they upgrade 
their education or attend training which will help them find work. Since 
October 2007, 11,213 people had developed training plans and 4,394 people 
who were in education or training left welfare. 


JobConnections JobConnections is a team of specialized staff who help people get off welfare 
and into work. They provide counselling, job referral and resume writing; 
among many other supports. Since April 2008, staff have worked with 881 
people, of whom 318 went into education or training, 399 have employment 
and 142 left welfare.  


Rewarding Work 
Allowance  


The Rewarding Work Allowance provides $100 each month to non-disabled 
people who are employed full-time, and $50 for those employed part time, to 
help with employment expenses. The benefit was paid to 3,978 households in 
2010/11. 


Enhanced Work 
Incentives 


Work incentives were increased in February 2008 so that anyone who works 
while on welfare keeps the first $200 of earnings plus 30 per cent of earnings 
over $200.  


marketAbilities 
Initiatives 


The marketAbilities fund has funded five partnership projects between 
employers and community stakeholders to help persons with disabilities living 
in rural and northern regions find and keep sustainable employment. Since 
2008, 118 people have been actively involved in these projects and 67 found 
jobs. A marketAbilities team of specialized staff have worked with 1,408 EIA 
participants with disabilities interested in working. Of these, 387 have found 
work. 


Get Started! Get Started! is a one-time benefit for people who leave welfare for work to help 
with unanticipated expenses. The benefit was paid to 1,116 households in 
2010/11 (5.6 per cent increase from 2009/10).   


Rewarding Work 
Health Plan 


The Rewarding Work Health Plan provides non-insured health benefits, 
including drug, dental and optical benefits, for up to two years for single 
parents and persons with disabilities who leave welfare for work. The number 
of households receiving the benefit in 2010/11 was 730 per month (80.7 per 
cent increase from 2009/10). 


Manitoba Saves SEED Winnipeg supports low-income people to save for the future. Since 
2009, 1,944 people have participated in 353 money management workshops, 
208 people have participated in Individual Development Account programs and 
533 people have participated in the Savings Circle program.  


Rewarding 
Volunteers’ Benefit 


The Rewarding Volunteers’ Benefit is an allowance of up to $100 per month for 
people with disabilities on assistance who do volunteer work. The benefit was 
paid to 1,038 households in 2010/11 (53.6 per cent increase from 2009/10). 


Recreational 
Opportunities for 
Children Pilot Project 


Since 2009, the Recreational Opportunities for Children Pilot Project has 
supported 118 children in 70 families engaged in the JobConnections program 
to access recreational opportunities. The intent of the pilot is to improve the 
health and well-being of families to assist them in moving into employment.   


*    As part of Rewarding Work, the Manitoba Child Benefit was introduced and the Manitoba Shelter Benefit was enhanced.  
     See page 79 and 80 for details.   
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09-3C Employment and Income Support 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl.      
No. 


Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,483 31.00 2,104 379 1 


Other Expenditures 795  601 194 2 


Employment and Income Assistance 308,770  293,794 14,976 3 


Health Services 64,143  61,209 2,934 4 


Income Assistance for Persons with  
Disabilities 24,393  24,386 7  
Vocational Rehabilitation 8,867  9,655 (788)  


55 PLUS 5,171  5,382 (211)  


Building Independence 4,060  5,093  (1,033) 5 


Manitoba Child Benefit 3,271  5,154  (1,883) 6 


Manitoba Shelter Benefit 10,132  11,951  (1,819) 7 
Less: Recoverable from Canada-Manitoba 
          Labour Market Agreement (8,034)  (9,089) 1,055 8 


Total Expenditures 424,051  410,240 13,811  
*  The 2010/11 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling  


Appropriation. 
1. The variance is primarily due to higher than expected costs due to workload demands. 
2. The variance is primarily due to higher than expected operating costs. 
3. The variance is primarily attributable to higher than expected caseload. 
4. The variance is primarily due to higher drug and dental costs. 
5. The variance is primarily attributable to funding recoveries through the Labour Market Agreement and delays in start-up.  
6. The variance is primarily due to lower than expected caseload. 
7. The variance is primarily due to lower than expected caseload.  
8. The variance is primarily due to the eligibility of programs under the Labour Market Agreement. 
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Employment and Income Assistance* 
Average Monthly Number of Cases and Participants by Category 
as at March 31 


Category 
2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Cases Participants Cases Participants Cases Participants 


Children 38 63 35 54 37 57 


Single Parents1 7,941 24,603 7,999 24,778 8,078 25,015 


Aged 94 139 87 125 104 155 


Crisis Facility Cases 50 118 48 113 49 109 


General Assistance 4,918 8,655 6,078 10,406 6,253 10,898 


Special Cases 8 9 5 6 3 5 


Disabled1 18,047 22,695 18,577 23,392 19,623 24,515 


Total 31,096 56,282 32,829 58,874 34,147 60,754 
*  EIA continues to implement Rewarding Work, a strategy targeted at increasing self-sufficiency by providing low-income Manitobans 


with increased opportunities to learn, earn and save. As a result of these initiatives many people are involved in money management 
programs, education or training, volunteer activity and employment (see Rewarding Work Progress Report on page 74). The program 
also has supportive policies for people with disabilities, such as physical, mental or intellectual disabilities. The program is actively 
working with community organizations such as Opportunities for Employment, who are assisting people get ready for work. 


1  Adjusted 2008/09 and 2009/10 figures to exclude participants who receive the Rewarding Work Health Plan benefits but do not  
   receive Employment and Income Assistance benefits.  


 
Employment and Income Assistance 
Average Monthly Number of Cases Receiving Rewarding Work Health Plan Benefits 
As at March 31 


Category 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Single Parents 20 235 452 


Persons with Disabilities 21 169 278 


Total 41 404 730 


 
Employment and Income Assistance  
Expenditures by Category ($000) 
as at March 31 


Category 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Children $       179 $       169 $       171 


Single Parents 93,162 93,675 94,538 


Aged 796 710 872 


Crisis Facility Cases 247 319 318 


General Assistance 36,712 44,635 46,563 


Special Cases 1,439 1,659 1,532 


Other 2,476 1,984 1,407 


Disabled 146,274 153,839 163,369 


Total $281,285 $296,990 $308,770 
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Employment and Income Assistance 
Employment Income 
as at March 31 
Average Monthly Number of Participants 
Reporting Employment Income 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Single Parents 990 958 910 


General Assistance 636 777 768 


Persons with Disabilities 2,659 2,644 2,612 


Total 4,285 4,379 4,290 


 
Employment and Income Assistance 
Percentage of Cases in Work Incentive Program 
as at March 31 
Category 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Single Parents1 12.5% 12.0% 11.3% 


General Assistance 12.9% 12.8% 12.3% 


Persons with Disabilities1 14.7% 14.2% 13.3% 
    


Total Caseload 13.8% 13.3% 12.6% 
1   Adjusted 2008/09 and 2009/10 figures to exclude participants who receive the Rewarding Work Health Plan benefits but do not 
   receive Employment and Income Assistance benefits. 


 


Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 


The Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities program provides for additional financial assistance 
for adults with disabilities enrolled under Employment and Income Assistance, in recognition of the 
additional costs associated with living in the community. Program benefits are $105.00 per month. 
 
Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Caseload 
as at March 31 


 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Average Monthly Caseload 17,393 17,944 18,965 


 
Employment and Income Support – Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Expenditures 
($000) 
as at March 31 


 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Total $22,342 $23,067 $24,393 
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Health Services 


• The Health Services program includes the Rewarding Work Health Plan, and provides essential drug, 
dental and optical services and support to EIA participants and children in care.   


• Supplies and services are generally provided in accordance with approved fee schedules negotiated 
with professional health organizations. These agreements specify the types of goods and services 
provided, eligibility criteria, level of payment and related billing procedures. 


• Health Services provided benefits to an average monthly caseload of 36,361 in 2010/11.  Of these 
cases, 8,541 (23.5 per cent) were children in care.   


 


Caseload and Expenditures 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
Average Monthly Number of Cases 33,117 34,396 36,361 
Average Monthly Number of Participants 51,556 53,723 56,549 
Dental $  5,576 $  6,295 $  6,908 
Drugs $51,926 $54,410 $56,508 
Optical $     678 $     709 $     727 
Total Expenditures ($000) $58,180 $61,414 $64,143 


Income Supplement Programs 


The EIA Programs Branch administers three Income Supplement Programs for low-income Manitobans 
who are not in receipt of income assistance. 55 PLUS - A Manitoba Income Supplement provides 
quarterly supplements to low-income persons 55 years of age and over. The Manitoba Child Benefit 
provides monthly supplements to low-income families with children. The Manitoba Shelter Benefit assists 
certain low-income groups in Manitoba with shelter-related costs in the private rental market. 


55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 


The 55 PLUS program has two components. The Senior Component is for persons who are eligible to 
receive certain levels of benefits under the federal Old Age Security programs. The Junior Component is 
for low-income persons 55 years of age and over who are not eligible for federal Old Age Security 
benefits. Eligibility for the Senior Component is determined from a person’s application for the federal 
Guaranteed Income Supplement. An annual application is necessary for the Junior Component. 


During 2010/11, the majority (approximately 66 per cent) of 55 PLUS benefits were provided to 
participants who were single. 
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55 PLUS – A Manitoba Income Supplement 
Caseload and Expenditures        
as at March 31 


Average Quarterly Number 
of Participants 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Senior Component    


Single1 5,770 5,748 5,363 


Married2 2,533 2,130 2,379 


Total 8,303 7,878 7,742 
Junior Component    


Single1 968 942 903 


Married2 820 797 788 


Total 1,788 1,739 1,691 


Program Total 10,091 9,617 9,433 
Total Expenditures ($000)    


Senior Component $4,255 $4,075 $4,020 


Junior Component $1,184 $1,203 $1,151 


Total $5,439 $5,278 $5,171 
1   Single participants include those who have never been married, as well as those who are no longer married (i.e., widowed, 
   divorced, or separated). 
2   For married participants, in some cases both members of a couple receive 55 PLUS and in other cases only one spouse is a 
   participant. 


 
Manitoba Child Benefit  


In January 2008, the Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) replaced and enhanced the former Child Related 
Income Support Program (CRISP). The MCB provides monthly benefits to low-income Manitoba families 
to assist them with the cost of raising their children. A new application is required for each benefit year, 
which runs from July 1 to June 30. 


During 2010/11, MCB benefits were provided to an average of 2,779 families per month, representing an 
estimated 6,948 children. Of these families, approximately 30 per cent were headed by single parents. 
 
Manitoba Child Benefit (MCB) 
Caseload and Expenditures 
as at March 31 


Average Monthly Number of Cases 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Single-Parent Family 640 807 824 


Two-Parent Family 1,490 1,730 1,955 


Total 2,130 2,537 2,779 


Average Monthly Number of Children1 5,325 6,343 6,948 


Total Expenditures ($000) $2,835 $3,075 $3,271 
1   The MCB database does not track the number of children in a family at this time. The number of children in a family is estimated  
    (using historical ratios adjusted to account for the increase in the number of 2-parent and larger families now accessing the  
    benefit). 
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Manitoba Shelter Benefit   


The Manitoba Shelter Benefit (MSB) is intended to help low-income families, seniors and persons with 
disabilities meet shelter related costs in the private rental market. The maximum monthly benefit available 
under the MSB was increased to $210 in January 2009. The MSB was previously administered by the 
Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation and was transferred to the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance Division in 2009/10. Benefits are delivered through Provincial 
Services. 


A flat rate monthly benefit is also available to persons with disabilities and adults without dependent 
children who are receiving Employment and Income Assistance (EIA), and are living in the private rental 
market or in room and board accommodations. For eligible households in receipt of EIA in these case 
categories, the monthly MSB increased by $15 per month in July 2009 to a flat rate of $50 for those in 
private rental accommodation and $30 for those living in board and room accommodation. This increase, 
in combination with the January 2009 enhancements, resulted in increased MSB expenditures. 
 


Fiscal 
Year 


Average No. 
of Recipients 


Per Month 
(Non-EIA) 


Average No. 
of Recipients 


Per Month 
(EIA) 


No. of Active 
Recipients at 


Year End 
(Non-EIA) 


No. of Active 
Recipients at 


Year End 
(EIA) 


Total No. of 
Recipients 
(Non-EIA) 


Total No. of 
Recipients 


(EIA) 


2008/091 1,570 10,491 1,573 11,313 2,406 16,357 
2009/10 1,795 11,599 1,975 12,276 2,653 18,572 
2010/11 1,974 12,343 2,023 12,948 3,009 19,620 


1   2008/09 MSB recipient totals have been restated to reflect a processing correction. 
 


Fiscal Year 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(Seniors) 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(Families) 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(Disabled) 


Average 
Monthly 


Benefit Paid 
(EIA) 


Expenditures Total 
$000 


2008/09 78 151 135 311 $  5,876 
2009/10 107 161 156 42 $  9,098 
2010/11 103 152 156 46 $10,132 


1   2008/09 EIA Average Monthly Benefit Paid has been restated to reflect a processing correction.  
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Building Independence 


• Building Independence supports partnerships that promote job opportunities for EIA participants. It 
also supports projects that enhance the skills and employability of specific target groups. 


• Building Independence initiatives are designed to: 


- reduce barriers to employment by providing tools, such as child care and voice mail services; 
- provide job readiness assessments; 
- provide links to training and employment; and  
- support agencies to work in partnership with the EIA program. 


 
Building Independence 
Number of Participants 
as at March 31 


Program 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
    


Wage Subsidy    


Manitoba Works1 75 76 52 


Employment Enhancement    


Community Home Services Program2 249 209 153 


Northern Affairs Project (positions) 17 19 93 


Job Centre, EIA Intake (referrals) 1,847 1,2234 1,139 


Connect 2 Voice Mail5 867 1,065 1,274 


Other    


Individual Development Accounts (IDA)    


• EIA participants 48 56 75 


• Non-EIA participants 104 136 133 


Community Unemployment Help Centre 1,090  1,345 1,385 
1   Represents new and carryover services for individuals receiving wage subsidy. 2008/09 and 2009/10 have been restated to  
   reflect this change in reporting. 
2   The Department transferred management of the Community Home Services Program to a community agency in July 2010.  
   Starting in 2009/10, the Department modified the manner in which participants are counted, to exclude those individuals who  
   were hired, but did not start work in that year. 
3   The departments of Aboriginal and Northern Affairs, Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade and Family Services and  
   Consumer Affairs are working together to promote the Northern Affairs Project to support more individuals in employment in  
   Northern Manitoba.  
4   Individuals presenting as employment ready or willing and able to participate in a return to work plan were diverted from both  
   EIA Intake and the Job Centre to Employment Manitoba under the Rebound Initiative from July 21, 2009 to January 28, 2011.  
5   In use as of March 31, 2011, and includes EIA participants and low-income individuals.    
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Vocational Rehabilitation 


The Vocational Rehabilitation Program assists eligible adults with a disability to pursue and secure gainful 
employment by providing a spectrum of vocational training, education and support services. 
 
Individual vocational training plans are submitted to the Vocational Rehabilitation Program by Vocational 
Rehabilitation Counsellors who work out of the Community Service Delivery division or grant funded 
agencies. Based on these plans, funds are approved to assist individuals in accessing vocational training 
services. 
 
The objectives of the Vocational Rehabilitation Program are: 


• To provide vocational rehabilitation services to adults with a disability, to enhance their independence 
and ability to contribute socially and economically through employment in the competitive labour 
force. 


• To assist adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disability to prepare for, obtain and 
maintain employment through the provision of assessment, training, education and support services. 


 
Supported Employment 


Effective April 1, 2007, the Department assumed responsibility from Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade for Supported Employment programming which provides people with disabilities the supports 
required to participate in paid employment. In 2010/11, 1,182 people with disabilities received services 
from Supported Employment Agencies. 
 
The objectives of the Supported Employment program are: 


• To enable workers with disabilities to pursue employment opportunities and to physically and socially 
integrate into competitive employment settings. 


• To enable workers with disabilities to receive supports necessary to maintain employment. 


 
Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
 
Physical Disability 


 
777 


 
780 744 


Psychiatric Disability 874 986 899 
Mental Disability 656 679 637 
Learning Disability 348 393 389 
Sight Disability 317 325 334 
Hearing Disability 198 203 194 
    
Total 3,170 3,366 3,197 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Total Active Caseload by Region/Program/Agency 
as at March 31 


Region/Program/Agency 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
 
Winnipeg 


 
1,222  


 
1,305 1,057 


Westman 250 275 296 
Eastman 89 123 146 
Central 62 79 108 
Interlake 39 54 52 
Parkland 49 35 46 
Northern   20 25 25 
Grant Funded Agencies 1,262 1,266 1,228 
Self Directed 15 20 19 
Reaching Equality Employment Services  17 23 26 
Mental Health  145 161 194 
Total 3,170 3,366 3,197 
 
Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation 
Individuals Funded by Disability 
as at March 31 


Disability 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
 
Physical Disability 


 
303 


 
274 257 


Psychiatric Disability 501 439 470 
Mental Disability 298 212 294 
Learning Disability 184 163 193 
Sight Disability 41 27 39 
Hearing Disability 69 83 82 
 
Total 


 
1,396 


 
1,198 1,335 
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Employment and Training Services – Vocational Rehabilitation  
Services Purchased by Type 
as at March 31  


Disability 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 
 
Education – University 


 
183 


 
200 188 


Education – Community College 250 218 202 
Education – Special Colleges 52 67 58 
Education – School 43 34 52 
Education – Out of Province 10 6 8 
Work Assessment/Training1 1,165 1,261 - 


Vocational – Employment and Training 
  Centre - - 1,116 
Vocational – Training-in-Industry - - 61 
Vocational – School-to-Work - - 88 


Transportation 1,270 1,329 1,352 
Special Services 2,109 2,133 2,059 
Other 17  11 3 
 
Total* 


 
5,099 


 
5,259 5,187 


*  Individuals usually access more than one service. As a result, the total number of services provided is greater than the total 
number of individuals funded by disability.  


1   Beginning in 2008/09, funding for Employment and Training Centres changed from per diems to grants. This conversion 
combined several service reporting categories under work assessment/training. For reporting purposes, the work 
assessment/training category has been expanded to clarify the specific services being provided. 


OFFICE OF THE VULNERABLE PERSONS’ COMMISSIONER  


Objective  
• To ensure the rights of individuals with mental disabilities to make decisions affecting their lives are 


respected and protected through the implementation of the substitute decision making provisions of 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA). 


Responsibilities  
• Develops and implements policies and practices related to the substitute decision making provisions 


of the VPA. 


• Conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of substitute decision makers (SDMs) for 
vulnerable persons. 


• Establishes hearing panels to review applications and make recommendations to the Vulnerable 
Persons’ Commissioner as to whether the criteria for the appointment of a SDM are met, as well as 
the terms and conditions of any appointment. 


• Makes decisions on applications and where warranted, appoints SDMs. 


• Provides reasons for decisions upon request. 


• Maintains a register of SDM appointments. 


• Provides advice, consultation and training on the guiding principles and the SDM provisions of the 
Act.  


• Provides information to vulnerable persons, their families and friends and members of the general 
public.  
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09-3D Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner  
 
 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl.  
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 436 5.00 411 25   


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 96  112 (16)   


 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Made decisions on: 


-  107 applications for the appointment of a SDM for a vulnerable person. 
-  37 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a vulnerable person.  
-  52 applications requesting changes during the term of SDM appointments. 


• Issued seven reasons for decision. 


• Maintained a register of SDM appointments for 1,721 vulnerable persons. 


• Reviewed and monitored financial reports of 520 family members and friends who are SDMs for 
property for vulnerable persons. 


• Conducted reviews of 256 vulnerable persons whose appointment of a SDM was expiring to 
determine if the appointment should be renewed. 


• Reviewed and revised all letters and legal documents used in the substitute decision making 
processes; created fact sheets to inform and educate the financial community on the rights of 
vulnerable persons and their SDM where one is appointed; and currently developing online tutorials 
to help SDMs fulfill their responsibility to maintain financial records and submit accounting reports.  


• Provided orientation, training, or informational presentations to approximately 150 vulnerable 
persons, parents of vulnerable persons, community service workers, service providers, educators, 
and panel members. 
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Child and Family Services  
 
 


Divisional Goals  
• To work with Child and Family Services Authorities, child welfare agencies, community-based 


agencies, regional offices, community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and 
protected, assist people affected by family violence and family disruption, and promote the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


• To improve parents’ access to quality and affordable child care that assists in the healthy 
development of children and the social, economic and labour market participation of parents. 


• To support the development and maintenance of healthy relationships among parents, children and 
their extended family networks; address the needs of children in need of protection, including those in 
alternative care, and assist people affected by family violence and family disruption. 


• To assist community organizations and communities to increase their capacity to support the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


• To provide policy, program, financial and other assistance and support to Child and Family Services 
Authorities, service providers and other organizations. 


• To work collaboratively with communities, community organizations, other governments, other 
funders, and other sectors to improve outcomes and results for children and families. 


Divisional Responsibilities  
• Provides central program management of strategic initiatives for Child and Family Services Division 


programs and co-management of strategic initiatives for other divisions within the Department.  


• Provides program, policy and administrative direction and support for services to children in care, 
child protection and adoption services to communities and families in accordance with The Child and 
Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act and The Adoption Act. These 
services are delivered by child and family services agencies and regional offices under the auspices 
of the four Child and Family Services Authorities. As well, the Division provides financial assistance to 
other agencies providing specialized services. 


• Develops service purchase agreements, funding models and quality assurance mechanisms; reviews 
agency business plans as part of Manitoba’s agreement with Indian and Northern Affairs Canada 
regarding the funding of First Nations CFS agencies in Manitoba; and maintains accountability for 
public funds with respect to Divisional programs. 


• Licences and provides program and financial support to child care facilities and provides subsidies on 
behalf of eligible families. 


• Licences, provides program and financial support to residential child care facilities and residential 
child treatment centres and provides subsidies on behalf of eligible families. 


• Provides funding, program and administrative direction and support to a wide continuum of 
community-based agencies which offer services to abused women, their children, and men with 
abusive behaviours. 


• Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of community-based agencies 
offering services to at-risk children and families and provides policy support to the Family Conciliation 
program. 


  


CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES DIVISION 
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Programs and services administered by the Division are directed and supported by four branches: 


- Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
- Child Protection 
- Manitoba Child Care Program 
- Family Violence Prevention Program 


STRATEGIC INITIATIVES AND PROGRAM SUPPORT  
Objectives  


• To provide central program, funding and policy management support for the Division and the 
programs delivered within the Division as well as for Family Conciliation Services. 


• To co-manage implementation of major new initiatives and to ensure collaboration among the 
operational branches in the Division, as well as cooperation with other Divisions within the 
Department and other key departments. 


• To coordinate long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within the Department 
and across government. 


• To ensure fiscal and program accountability by assisting branches to manage financial resources and 
relationships with agencies.  


• To provide recommendations on legislative changes to support government initiatives and priorities. 


• To enhance the quality of divisional programs by conducting program evaluations and providing 
advice to the operational branches on how to incorporate best practice approaches into service 
delivery. 


Responsibilities  
• Develops an annual strategic plan for the Division in consultation with the operational branches. 


• Develops implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing services. 


• Provides and participates in inter-sectoral coordination of strategies for children across government 
departments. 


• Coordinates and manages the financial functions for the Division including the annual Estimates of 
Expenditure, cash flow and variance analysis and maintains accountability for public funds 
administered through the Division. 


• Manages the development and implementation of the funding models for child welfare, residential 
programs and community based programs. 


• Reviews legislation and regulations and makes recommendations on amendments. 


• Conducts or coordinates research and program evaluations and advises operational branches and 
agencies on best practice models. 


• Provides consultation on the development of standards for service delivery. 


• Provides policy support and advice to the branches of the Child and Family Services Division and to 
Family Conciliation Services. 


• Participates in departmental initiatives such as Integrated Service Delivery. 


• Provides ongoing supports including classroom-based and itinerant training to support agencies to 
fulfill the obligation to use the Child and Family Services Applications (Intake Module and Child and 
Family Service Information System). 
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• Supports and directs the development of enhancements to the Child and Family Services 
Applications to increase the safety of children, improve information management and streamline 
administrative recording requirements. 


• Coordinates the Child and Family Services Divisional responses to external reviews and audits. 
 


09-4A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  
 
 
 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,086 34.00 1,669 417 


 
1 


 
 Other Expenditures 1,214  1,041 173 


 
2 


 
 Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-  
    Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 106  484 (378) 


 
3 


 Total Expenditures  3,406  3,194 212 
 
 


1. The variance is primarily due to improving analytical capacity and accountability, child protection standards and data information  
     management requirements. 
2. The variance is primarily due to increased Information Technology operating expenditures. 
3. The variance is primarily due to a delay in receiving the request from a Child and Family Services Authority to mandate a new  
     child and family services agency. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11  
During 2010/11, the Branch engaged in the following key activities: 


• Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare services resulting 
from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in 
cooperation with the four Child and Family Services Authorities: 


- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;  
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;  
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority; and the   
- General Child and Family Services Authority  


• The Authorities and the Department have also worked together in the stabilization of system changes 
directly and through the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing Committee. The Strategic 
Initiatives and Program Support Branch, in collaboration with the Child Protection Branch, continues 
to work with Indian and Northern Affairs Canada and First Nations Authorities on the implementation 
of an on-reserve prevention framework which will complement Differential Response/Family 
Enhancement and to assist agencies in their completion of five-year business plans, as part of 
Manitoba’s agreement with Indian and Northern Affairs Canada regarding the funding of First Nations 
CFS agencies in Manitoba. 


• Continued to participate in the implementation of the Changes for Children: Strengthening the 
Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan in response to the 295 recommendations contained in the 
external reviews commissioned to address concerns about the child welfare system as well as 
recommendations from other reviews and reports. The Manitoba government accepted the 
recommendations of the child welfare reviews and announced an initial investment of $42 million over 
three years in the following priority areas – workload relief, training and prevention. The Action Plan 
work includes responding to recommendations referred from related reports of the Office of the 
Auditor General and the Office of the Children’s Advocate, for a total of 295 recommendations. 


• Continued to support the implementation of the financial initiatives to address the recommendations 
of the external reviews completed in 2006.   
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• Supported service sites to obtain the equipment, training and support necessary to use the Child and 
Family Services Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System; oversaw system 
performance; addressed technology issues; monitored compliance by users; and in cooperation with 
the Authorities, implemented enhancements to the current system as resources allow. 


• Several projects related to the Child and Family Services Applications, were undertaken and/or 
completed in 2010/11. Among the completed projects were a number of technical upgrades 
(replacing aging computer workstations with new models; introducing the 2007 productivity suite of 
word processing and other business applications; installing new versions of the programming and 
connectivity languages; and converting to a virtual server environment), streamlined navigation for 
front line users (direct links to legislation, regulations and standards from within the child welfare case 
management system; introducing the capacity to store documents in secure portable document 
format), improved communication (confidentiality messages; replacing existing online forms with new 
versions) and administrative/quality assurance functions (monitoring usage of the case management 
system). In addition, new projects were undertaken including development of new funding records 
and embedding risk assessments within the case management system; preparing requirements 
specifications for the foster care registry; and a proof of concept assessment of a direct view of 
worker compliance with case management standards in support of accountability.  


• Coordinated and supported the Division’s and, as appropriate, the Department’s responses to 
recommendations made by the Office of the Auditor General, the Office of the Ombudsman, and the 
Office of the Children’s Advocate. 


• Provided support to the Division-wide strategic planning effort, with emphasis on enhancing the 
means to coordinate and collaborate in the management of initiatives, the development of policy, 
analysis of CFSIS/IM data and recommendations from reviews, and in the timely response to issues. 


• Continued to work in collaboration with the Authorities, Agencies and the federal government to 
develop a harmonized funding model to provide equitable funding for all Agencies regardless of 
funding source. The new funding model introduces funding for early intervention and prevention 
services to children and families in Manitoba.  


• Participated in the ongoing implementation of Manitoba’s commitments related to healthy child 
development, with a particular emphasis on the Early Childhood Development strategy and the 
‘Family Choices’ child care strategy. This was done by partnering with Healthy Child Manitoba 
initiatives and with the Manitoba Child Care Program and by encouraging and supporting the ongoing 
development of the Manitoba Children’s Agenda in partnership with the federal government.   


• Participated in the continuing implementation of Integrated Service Delivery and the implementation 
of other government initiatives such as the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion 
Strategy, Housing initiatives, and the Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives (CDCI). 


• Coordinated the financial management and accountability functions for the Division including the 
annual Estimates of Expenditures, cash flow and variance analysis and processing of accounts,  
funding and service purchase agreements. Provided support to programs and agencies in meeting 
their financial management and accountability obligations. Worked with the Agency Accountability 
and Support Unit and the Administration and Finance Division regarding financial and program 
accountability requirements and processes. 


• Provided coordination of policy development consistent with government priorities, departmental and 
divisional objectives and available resources. 


• Worked with the Child Protection Branch and the Child and Family Services Authorities in matters 
such as Differential Response/Family Enhancement, evaluation, quality assurance, governance, 
information technology, accountability and financial management. 


• Assisted Branches in the Child and Family Services Division on legislative and regulatory matters. 
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Family Conciliation Services 


Services offered by Family Conciliation Services are delivered through the Community Service Delivery 
Division.  Family Conciliation Services is also the social services arm of the Court of Queen's Bench, 
Family Division, Manitoba Justice. Policy development and enhancement for Family Conciliation Services 
is the responsibility of the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch, Child and Family Services 
Division. 
 
Family Conciliation Services offers a wide range of dispute resolution services province-wide to families 
disrupted by separation or divorce where the ongoing parenting of children is of primary concern. These 
services are meant to provide families with an alternative to court involvement in resolving their 
court-related child custody and access issues. Other services include the provision of informational/support 
programs for parents, children and extended family members, such as grandparents. Family Conciliation 
Services oversees the development and monitoring of program policies and service standards, training, 
leadership and collaboration in the development of regional service, and consultation and networking with 
stakeholders and the public. It also undertakes relevant research, with support from the Strategic Initiatives 
and Program Support Branch, to enhance policy and program development. 
 
Services to separating/divorcing families are provided to Winnipeg, Eastman, Interlake and Central 
community areas through the office in Winnipeg and to Westman, Parkland, and northern regions through 
Rural and Northern Services, Community Services Delivery Division. These activities involve the provision 
of the following services: 
 
• Information/Referral is an intake service. Individuals and families are assisted in addressing issues 


and identifying possible solutions, informed of community and government services that may be 
appropriate to their situation, and are referred accordingly. They are also assessed for mediation and 
other Family Conciliation services and provided with advice and referrals. 


• Conciliation Counselling is a short-term, separation-related counselling focused on parents’ and 
childrens’ adjustment to family reorganization after separation/divorce. Conciliation counselling is also 
often used for special situations where a quick response may be required or in services such as 
Intake and Grand Relations.  


• Mediation is a structured, short-term intervention to assist families undergoing separation/divorce in 
developing a parenting plan, to maintain a continuing relationship among children, parents, and 
extended family, and to protect children from parental conflict. This is a preferred intervention for 
resolving custody/access conflicts. Parents may also choose to mediate financial issues arising from 
their separation regarding child support, spousal support, and division of marital property. This 
comprehensive co-mediation is offered in the Winnipeg Region, and on a pilot basis in the Eastman 
Region. It is called co-mediation because a lawyer mediator and a family relations counsellor are both 
involved in the process. 


• Court-Ordered Assessments provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional opinions, and 
recommendations to the court concerning the best interests of children in custody, access, and 
guardianship matters. This process serves as a vehicle for the resolution of custody/access/ 
guardianship disputes by providing information that can be used in settlement meetings, lawyer 
negotiations, or litigation as circumstances warrant. It serves parents, children, lawyers, and the court 
by recommending courses of action and available resources that may reduce parental/family conflict, 
which is harmful to children.  


• Brief Consultation Service offers brief consultation for families and children in a shorter time frame, 
focusing on the input of children ages 11 to 17 in custody/access matters that affect them. Additional 
information is provided in a consultative format for issues related to time sharing, child developmental 
needs, parental communication, and other aspects of parenting plans for children of all ages. 


  







91 


• Parent Information Program, “For the Sake of the Children," educates and focuses parents on the 
needs of their children in the context of separation and divorce. It is designed to help all separating 
parents, and is an essential first step to mediation. The program is mandatory for all parties seeking 
custody of or access to children through the court, including grandparents, other family members and 
significant others. 


• Children's Therapeutic Group “Caught in the Middle”, assists children ages 8 to 12 who are 
experiencing trauma, loss, and family reorganization after their parents separate or divorce. This 
10-week session is designed for children living in families experiencing severe parental conflict.  


• Just for Teens, is an information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents have separated.  
This group program is aimed at helping this age group to adjust to their parents’ separation/divorce 
and deals with family changes, feelings and grief, legal questions, questions facing teens and how to 
survive the separation of their parents. Peer support is an important aspect of this service. 


• Grand Relations, a range of services for improving access between children and extended family or 
significant others. These services were developed in response to an amendment in The Child and 
Family Services Act , and includes the  mandatory “For the Sake of the Children” parent information 
program; First Choice – a pilot of an Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a 
court-ordered assessment; and the Grandparent Advisor. Research was also undertaken to identify 
best practices/models of alternative dispute resolution services for Aboriginal people to explore 
options in the possible development of a made-in-Manitoba model. 


- Grandparent Advisor Service was established in December 2006. A Family Conciliation 
Counsellor is dedicated to provide direct service to grandparents who are seeking access with 
their grandchildren, as well as to facilitate a monthly support group to assist them through this 
process. 


- The First Choice Pilot Project provides a confidential hybrid service of assessment, mediation, 
and counselling to help parents or extended family members to resolve their custody and access 
issues without going to trial. The service utilizes gender balanced teams and includes the parties’ 
lawyers in the process. The service involves two stages – assessment and mediation. The parties 
are provided with a preview of what a court-ordered assessment would likely focus on if the case 
proceeded to court. The team makes recommendations regarding custody and access 
arrangements based on the best interests of the children. The service provides an opportunity to 
settle custody and access disputes outside of court using the input of legal counsel. First Choice 
became a confidential service midway through the year, based on a recommendation from the 
initial evaluation of the project in 2009/10. The piloted phase of this project ended on March 31, 
2011, when First Choice gained permanent program status.  


• Staff presentations on children and divorce to community organizations, and participation in various 
community and government committees. Presentations by the Grandparent Advisor to grandparent 
groups and others interested in Grand Relations services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 


In 2010/11, Family Conciliation Services provided the following high quality services: 


• Information and referral – 2,268 clients. 


• Parent Information Program – “For the Sake of the Children” – 6,652 clients. 


• Conciliation counselling services – 5 clients. 


• Mediation services – 380 families 


• Court-Ordered Assessments – 186. 


• Brief Consultation Services – 81 families. 


• Children’s Therapeutic Groups – 26 children. 
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• Grand Relations Services – 37 families regarding access between grandparents and their 
grandchildren, 195 information calls, plus 20 regular attendees at the monthly Grandparent Support 
Group. 


• First Choice Pilot Project – 83 families. 


In addition to these accomplishments, ongoing activities in 2010/11 included: 


• Continued public information and education, through numerous presentations and meetings, to inform 
the public of the needs of divorcing families, and the services provided by Family Conciliation 
Services. 


• Continued education to describe the service to lawyers and the courts, to encourage more 
appropriate referrals and utilization of the service. 


• Continued to review and determine effective educational programming for divorcing/separating 
parents and their children. 


• Undertook an ongoing review and revision of program and operational guidelines, such as the 
updating of the protocol related to the sharing of information between Family Conciliation Services 
and the Child and Family Services agencies, and the Family Conciliation’s Service Standards 
Manual. 


• Modified the First Choice Pilot Project to become a confidential service with the ultimate goal of full 
integration of the program into Family Conciliation Services. 


• Collaborated with the Community Legal Education Association to develop a legal guide for 
grandparents and other family members wishing to seek access to grandchildren. A draft document 
was prepared and a review process by various stakeholders was instituted. 


• Drafted an information session to augment the “For the Sake of the Children” program specifically for 
extended family members such as grandparents who wish access to their grandchildren or to learn 
how to best assist their families during and after parental separation. 


• The “For the Sake of the Children” parent information program was made available in the Eastman 
Region (Steinbach), as well as in the Central Region (Morden), so that clients did not have to travel 
outside their region to participate in the program. 


• Continued to work on the expansion of First Choice Pilot Project services to Westman Region. 


• Expanded comprehensive co-mediation to the Eastman region on a pilot project basis. 


• Developed an online registration tool for the “For the Sake of the Children” program to improve 
access for hard to reach clients, to be tested in 2011/12. 


• Developed/used an assessment tool in a game format called “My Two Homes” to work with young 
children. 


• Participated in an ongoing departmental initiative related to the Plain Language Project and the Public 
Documents Inventory. 


• Worked to update electronic (website) and resources materials such as the new First Choice 
brochure. 


• A Family Group Conference practitioner from Awasis met with Family Conciliation staff to observe 
custody/access mediation as part of alternative Aboriginal dispute resolution planning. 


• Initiated consultation with the Department of Justice on proposed amendments to Family Law 
Statutes – The Protection from Domestic Violence and Best Interests of Children Act – and provided 
input that was later incorporated into law. 


• Provided the “For the Sake of the Children” parent information program directly in the Eastman 
Region to 304 registrants and in the Central Region to 54 registrants. 
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Family Conciliation Service Profile 
 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Type of 
Service 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


Information 
and Referral 1,507 496 12 142 49 2,206 1,464 458 - 141 29 2,092 1,455 521 58 223 11 2,268 


Conciliation 
Counselling 


6 3 1 - - 10 4 1 - - - 5 1 4 - - - 5 


Mediation* 366 77 3 22 14 482 377 77 2 14 17 487 278 72 6 17 7 3801 


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
Report 


133 50 9 6 11 209 132 39 1 3 8 183 129 45 3 4 5 186 


Brief 
Consultation 
Service 


99 - - - - 99 126 - - 1 - 127 80 1 - - - 81 


Children's 
Group 26 - - - 32 58 11 - - - 15 26 26 - - - - 26 


Grand 
Relations 
- Service 


86 - - - - 86 83 - - - - 83 37 - - - - 37 


-  Information 147 - - - - 147 123 - - - - 123 195 - - - - 195 


First Choice 63 - - - - 63 136 - - - - 136 82 1 - - - 832 


Parent 
Education   
Program  


5,561 498 164 84 92 6,399 5,310 511 188 103 90 6,202 5,696 604 207 89 56 6,652 


TOTAL 7,994 1,124 189 254 198 9,759 7,766 1,086 191 262 159 9,464 7,979 1,248 274 333 79 9,913 


*   The decreases in some regional numbers reflect staff shortages due to retirements and challenges related to recruitment in a highly  
     specialized field. 
** Services in the Eastman, Interlake, and part of the Central Region are provided by the Winnipeg Region. The Westman Region provides the  
    balance of services to the Central Region. 
 
1   91 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 
2   The number of cases for the First Choice Service is dependent on court referrals. 


 
Family Conciliation Mediation Referral Sources   


 Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region 
Northern 


(Thompson) Region 
Northern (Norman) 


Region 


Referral Source 


2008/09 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2008/09 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2008/09 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2008/09 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2008/09 


2009/10 


2010/11 


Court 18% 18% 16% 3% 9% 1% -% -% -% 23% 14% 9% -% -% -% 


Lawyer 3% 1% 2% 16% 10% 10% -% -% -% 4% 29% 21% -% 6% -% 


Self 78% 79% 80% 80% 78% 88% 100% 100% 83% 64% 57% 70% 100% 94% 100% 


Other 1% 2% 2% 1% 3% 1% -% -% 17% 9% -% -% -% -% -% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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CHILD PROTECTION  
Objectives  
• To ensure that the community and families provide for the safety and well-being of their children 


under The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act and The 
Adoption Act.   


• To manage, direct and support Branch programs to ensure effective service delivery within available 
budgetary and human resources. 


• To plan and develop a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the Province 
designed to support, supplement, and where necessary, substitute for parental care. This 
responsibility includes administrative, program and funding support for the four Child and Family 
Services Authorities to provide high-quality services in accordance with provincial statutory 
requirements, policy direction and budgetary allocations. 


• To contribute to the promotion of the healthy social development of children, families and 
communities, and in particular, those at risk, through the development and management of a 
continuum of early intervention and prevention services. 


• To provide funding and support to ancillary and related service organizations that provide a range of 
preventative and supportive services to children and families, including minor and single parents. 


 
The Branch’s programs include Quality Assurance, Centralized Services, Investigations/Risk 
Assessment, Intersectoral Activities and Community Supports, Adoption and Post-Adoption Services, 
Provincial licensing and core competency-based training.  


Responsibilities  
• In accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 


and The Adoption Act, the Child Protection Branch oversees a comprehensive continuum of child and 
family services throughout the Province. This includes providing policy direction and support to the 
four Child and Family Services Authorities that administer and provide for the delivery of child welfare 
services through the agencies they mandate. 


• Administers and enforces the statutory provisions of child and family services legislation, and ensures 
the development and establishment of standards of services, practices and procedures to be followed 
with respect to services provided to children and families.   


• Directs, coordinates and evaluates the development of program and service delivery options 
consistent with government and Department objectives and with changing needs. 


• Along with the Chief Executive Officer of each Authority, the Director of the Child Protection Branch 
participates as a member of Standing Committee, which serves as an advisory body to the Authorities 
and the government, and is responsible for facilitating cooperation and coordination in the provision of 
services under The Child and Family Services Authorities Act. 


• Participates with Authorities and stakeholders in the development of strategic plans for the child and 
family services system. 


• Provides funding, program, and administrative support to the Authorities, community-based agencies, 
residential child care facilities and other community resources that provide early intervention and 
prevention programs and services to at-risk children, families, and communities. This includes 
consultation and support to the Manitoba Foster Family Network, Child Care Treatment Centres and 
Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Resources and Voices; Manitoba’s Youth in Care 
Network. 
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• Establishes and maintains relationships with community-based agencies and the Community Service 
Delivery Division to manage and develop a continuum of early intervention and prevention services 
for at-risk children, families and communities within the context of an integrated service delivery 
system. 


• Participates in Federal-Provincial-Territorial Directors of Child Welfare Committee, which aims to 
promote the safety and welfare of Canadian children and families through the facilitation of 
interjurisdictional cooperation and knowledge exchange on child protection and child welfare 
programs, services, policies, legislation and evidence-based practices. 


• Identifies policy development issues; reviews and recommends changes to legislation and 
regulations; and implements approved policies, legislation and regulations. 


• Establishes provincial standards for service delivery in collaboration with the Authorities and monitors 
Authority compliance to provincial child and family services standards. 


• Establishes standards and licensing requirements for child care facilities, issues licences and 
monitors and audits licensed facilities. 


• Licenses and monitors private licensed adoption agencies. 


• Promotes high-quality services delivered by child and family services agencies through consultation, 
training, research and evaluation. 


• Delivers core Child and Family Services Application training. Provides a range of competency-based 
training modules and specialized training for child welfare professionals including caseworkers, 
supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster parents. With the four Authorities, 
plans for the ongoing development and delivery of specialized training.  


• Administers centralized provincial services including the Adoption, Post-Adoption, Paternity and Child 
Abuse Registries, Child and Family Service Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System, 
criminal risk assessments, provincial investigations, provincial residential placements, intake and 
inquiry concerns, and interprovincial queries.  


• Administers and provides funding to the Financial Assistance for Adoption of Permanent Wards 
subsidy. 


 
09-4B Child Protection  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,812 68.00 4,140 672 


 
1 


 
Other Expenditures 2,590  2,209 381 2 
 
Authorities and Maintenance of Children 354,442  327,896 26,546 3 
 
The Family Support Innovations Fund 918  932 (14) 


 


 
Total Expenditures  362,762  335,177 27,585 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily due to improving timelines for services delivered to the public and quality assurance. 
2. The variance is primarily due to increased general operating expenditures such as Accommodation Cost Recovery (ACRS), IT  
     operating, communications and professional services. 
3. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as increased costs for Child  
     Maintenance. 
  







96 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 


• Made significant progress in partnership with the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing 
Committee, to implement the Changes for Children initiative responses to the 295 recommendations 
from the 2006 external reviews and the ongoing stabilization of the child and family services system.  
This work included significant activity to relieve front line workload pressures; improve the CFSIS 
computer system to enhance ease of use and child safety; and implemented Phase 2 of Differential 
Response/Family Enhancement. Since a standard for hotel placement was implemented in 
November 2007, the Foster Care Teams and their agencies have been successful in ensuring that no 
children were placed in hotels except in exceptional circumstances. Work continued on recruiting new 
emergency and longer term placement options to sustain this accomplishment. 


• Continued to develop the online standards manual for child and family services. In 2010/11 new 
manual sections were added on Child Sexual Exploitation, and Absent and Missing Children to 
Volume 1 Agency Standards of the online Child and Family Services Standards Manual. Priorities 
carried over to 2011/12 include the development of new manual sections on Children with Fetal 
Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD), Transition Planning and Family Enhancement Services. 


• Proclaimed in April 2009, amendments to The Child and Family Services Act required all Manitobans 
to report child pornography to a reporting entity, named in regulations as Cybertip.ca. In the first year 
(2009/2010), there was a 126 per cent increase in reporting from Manitobans and 17 reports were 
forwarded to child and family services about either a potential child victim or suspect in Manitoba. In 
year two (2010/2011) the number of reports from Manitoba increased by 10 per cent from the 
previous year and the reports sent to child and family services increased marginally (about 
4 per cent).  
 


A complete copy of the Mandatory Reporting of Child Pornography in Manitoba Report is available 
online at www.Cybertip.ca, or by contacting the Canadian Centre for Child Protection at 
(204) 945-5735. 


• Through the development of a Continuous Quality Improvement framework, the Child Protection 
Branch continued to consult and communicate with the four Authorities on policy and program issues 
and monitored program issues, and assisted the Authorities to further develop their agency relations 
functions including training, consultation, and support. 


• Continued to support the implementation of policy and program initiatives to address the 
recommendations of the external reviews completed in 2006. 


• The 4th Annual Child Abuse Coordinator Conference hosted by the Child Protection Branch, the Child 
and Family Services Authorities and the Joint Training Team was held in February 2011. This year’s 
conference was specific to newer Child Abuse Coordinators and their support staff. The 
pre-conference provided up-to-date information on legislation, regulations, process and 
responsibilities that guide the work of Child Abuse Committees. The conference focused on “Sexual 
Offending Behaviour” and included guest speakers on this topic. The guests, Dr. Lawrence Ellerby, 
Dr. Rothman and staff from Probations spoke about offending behaviour, treatment and outcomes. 
The information was well received and all participants indicated a desire to learn more especially as it 
pertained to youth with offending behaviours.  


Developed or continued with the following partnerships: 


• Continued to represent Manitoba on the Federal/Provincial/Territorial Directors of Child Welfare 
Committee and serve as a co-lead for Aboriginal issues at the table. Effective December 1, 2010, 
Manitoba assumed the role of Provincial/Territorial chair of the committee. 


• The operational testing phase of the National Outcomes Matrix was completed in 2009. The overall 
finding that it is possible to establish cross-jurisdictional indicators of child welfare outcomes was 
presented to the National Directors of Child Welfare in October 2009. The Directors endorsed a next 
phase of the Matrix project to establish a national strategy for evidence-based outcomes 
measurement for child welfare in Canada. The principal activity in this next phase has been to refine   



http://www.cybertip.ca/�
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data collection techniques, in particular by moving to greater specificity in the definition of key 
indicators.  


• Continued to implement Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy; Tracia’s Trust. Twelve regional 
teams operated in areas around the province, addressing the issue of sexual exploitation. Regional 
teams are made up of various stakeholders including law enforcement, child welfare, health, 
education, and Aboriginal partners. This was accomplished by seconding a regional team coordinator 
to implement the three-year strategic plan to address exploitation. 


• Proclaimed the third annual Stop Child Sexual Exploitation Awareness Week during the second week 
of March 2011. In Winnipeg, a one-day forum on offenders was held. “Dear John: It’s Still Rape, Not a 
Date” was well attended by over 350 stakeholders. Representatives from the regional teams also 
attended a one-day regional team meeting the day before the Dear John forum. 


• Continued work on the StreetReach initiative in Winnipeg, which is a partnership with Winnipeg Police 
Service, Child Protection Branch, CFS agencies, and other organizations that are operating as 
outreach services. StreetReach has served more than 500 youth since it became operational in 
July 2009, which has resulted in the stabilization of many vulnerable children identified as high-risk 
victims. 


• Continued to help trafficked or exploited teens escape the streets with the development of 18 new 
safe, transition beds with three community agencies; Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Inc., Ka Ni Kanichihk Inc., 
and New Directions for Children, Youth, Adults and Families – Transition Home. This addition will 
bring the provincial total to 71 specialized beds for at-risk or exploited children and youth. 


• Continued work to launch two children’s advocacy centres in Manitoba – one in Winnipeg and one in 
the Parkland Region. The Children’s Advocacy Centre (CAC) model is a child-focused, community-
based program in which representatives from many disciplines including law enforcement, child 
protection, prosecution, mental health, medical services and victim advocacy work together to better 
serve the needs of children who may have been abused. Worked with partners, the federal 
government and community stakeholders with the goal of opening Winnipeg’s first Advocacy Centre 
in 2011/12. 


• Continued to work on the Manitoba Youth Transitional Employment Assistance and Mentorship 
(MYTEAM) project, a $2.4 million, four-year pilot project to develop more comprehensive supports for 
youth aging out of temporary care of the child welfare system in their transition to independent living.  
Supported community organizations Ka Ni Kanichihk Inc. and Ma-Mow-We-Tak Friendship Centre 
Inc. in Winnipeg and Thompson to begin implementing MYTEAM in 2011/12. 


• Continued partnerships with the Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment Centres and the 
Manitoba Foster Family Network to develop and deliver competency-based training to child and youth 
care and foster parent professionals. 


• Continued participation on the Provincial Advisory Committee on Child Abuse (PACCA), which is an 
independent body that consists of representatives from various government departments and 
community agencies, dedicated to promoting the best service delivery to children in Manitoba who 
may be victims of abuse. 


• Continued to participate with the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing Committee and 
Healthy Child Manitoba to develop and fund FASD initiatives including prevention, diagnostics and 
intervention to prevent and support those living with the effects of FASD, under the Changes for 
Children initiative.     


• Continued working with the Joint Training Team, a decentralized training team with representatives 
from each Child and Family Services Authority and the Child Protection Branch to develop, 
coordinate, implement and evaluate training activities for child and family services staff and foster 
parents.  


• Continued to work with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch and the four Child and 
Family Services Authorities to implement Differential Response/Family Enhancement services.   
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• Provided funding to 34 community agencies, which deliver programs for children and families.  


• Coordinated the review, negotiation, revision and implementation of service purchase agreements 
with funded agencies. 


• Managed funding, community, and agency relations issues and requests regarding funded-agency 
programs and projects. 


• Participated on a number of inter-departmental and inter-governmental committees. 
 


Ongoing supports provided by the Branch included: 


• The delivery of a series of core competency-based training and specialized training modules to case 
workers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and foster parents throughout the 
system. The Branch also continued to provide CFSIS and Intake Module training for the Authorities 
and their agencies.   


• Continued to license and review residential placement resources for children, including group homes, 
emergency shelters, and child care treatment centres. The process to review and process 
applications for residential child care facilities includes an orientation and continues to include the four 
Child and Family Services Authorities and relevant stakeholders. In addition, the Branch processed 
and prioritized referrals to the residential care system and supported the Youth Emergency Crisis 
Stabilization System. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2009/10 2010/11 
   
Licensed Facilities 124 139 
Licensed Beds 711 749 
Funded Beds 259 255 
Training 
Joint Training Team – Provincial Competency-Based Training  1,719 1,492 
Joint Training Team – Specialized Training 5,1581 5,174 
Child and Family Services Application (CFSA) 310 300 
Registries 
  Adoption  
      Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards2 37 39  
      Division 2 – Private Adoptions3 30 10  
      Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions4 62 38  
      Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions5 14 9  
      Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions6 3 3 
  Post-Adoption  
      Post-Adoption Registrations 408 378  
      Post-Adoption Reunions 223 214 
  Child Abuse  
     Child Abuse Registrations (CAR)  241 233  
     Employers/Others Using Registry7 477 972  
     Child Abuse Registry Checks 65,936 65,295 
Others  
     Child Abuse Investigations8 2,773 3,051  
     Criminal Risk Assessments (CRA)9 11,163 14,169  
     Repatriations 8 4  
     Inter-provincial Alerts 539 512  
     Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries 1,645 1,654 


1   Adjusted the 2009/10 figure for the total number of participants to reflect the number of participants for the fiscal year ending  
   March 31, 2010, versus the calendar year ending December 31, 2009. 
2   Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 
3   Child placed by biological parent. 
4   Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba. 
5   Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years. 


6   Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months. 
7   Technical efficiencies now provide improved data and information regarding the number of organizations with access to the  
   registry. The number of organizations using the registry services has increased again in 2010/11 as many organizations are now  
   legislated to have CAR checks completed. Additionally, recent changes in insurance policy requirements have resulted in  
   organizations now requiring CAR checks. 
8   Includes investigations completed by provincial investigator. Increases in cases will vary dependent on factors, such as general  
   reporting, types of cases reported, child pornography reports, newly implemented sexual exploitation investigations. An increase  
   in reports and investigations is not an indication of increased child abuse. 
9   CRA numbers indicate a significant increase, however, this is a result of including Manitoba Child Care usage statistics. Manitoba  
   Child Care is the only external organization that has access to the CRA unit as per its regulations. 
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*  Jewish Child and Family Service includes all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare. 
  


Provincial Caseload by Category 
As at March 31, 2011 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers 
Number of 


Children in Care 


Number of 
Families 


Receiving 
Services 


Number of 
Unmarried 
Adolescent 


Parents TOTAL 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY     


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 718 935 64 1,717 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 659 431 27 1,117 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 370 311 54 735 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 357 288 20 665 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and  
   Community Services 376 354 11 741 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 114 344 11 469 


Sub-Total 2,594 2,663 187 5,444 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY     


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 304 200 7 511 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services  502 155 2 659 
Child and Family Services All Nations  
   Coordinated Response Network 43 369 0 412 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 664 308 24 996 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 158 321 13 492 
Peguis Child and Family Services 204 237 5 446 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 322 188 0 510 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 261 116 14 391 
Southeast Child and Family Services 1,085 558 5 1,648 
West Region Child and Family Services 655 607 17 1,279 


Sub-Total 4,198 3,059 87 7,344 
GENERAL AUTHORITY     


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 155 196  5 356 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 164 508 40 712 
Churchill Child and Family Services 12 8 1 21 
Eastman Region 182 287 3 472 
Interlake Region 75 162 1 238 
Jewish Child and Family Service* 26 180 0 206 
Northern Region 80 108 3 191 
Parkland Region               10 50 0 60 
Winnipeg Region 1,028 1,873 7 2,908 


Sub-Total 1,732 3,372 60 5,164 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY     


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 908 839             15 1,762 
Sub-Total 908 839             15 1,762 
TOTAL 9,432 9,933 349 19,714 
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 
As at March 31, 2011 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers Inuit Métis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status 


Not 
Aboriginal TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0             119 599 0 718 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 141 518 0 659 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 3 367 0 370 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0  1             12 344 0 357 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and  
   Community Services 0 1 39 336 0 376 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 0 0 1 113 0 114 


Sub-Total 0  2 315 2,277 0 2,594 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 14 23 246 21 304 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 3 32 466 1 502 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
   Response Network 0  6 7 24 6 43 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 0 174 489 1 664 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 17 141 0 158 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 0 25 160 19 204 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 0 50 272 0 322 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 0 1 15 245 0 261 
Southeast Child and Family Services 0 2  5 1,078 0 1,085 
West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 28 627 0 655 


Sub-Total 0 26 376 3,748 48 4,198 
GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 17 14 21 103 155 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 22 2 10 130 164 
Churchill Child and Family Services 5 2 0 5 0 12 
Eastman Region 1 23 7 24 127 182 
Interlake Region 0 7 9 17 42 75 
Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 26 26 
Northern Region 0 2 7 30 41 80 
Parkland Region 0 1 1 4 4 10 
Winnipeg Region 2 80 52 121 773 1,028 


Sub-Total  8 154 92 232 1,246 1,732 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 24 695 54 44 91 908 
Sub-Total 24 695 54 44 91 908 


TOTAL 32 877 837 6,301 1,385 9,432 
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Number of Children In Care by Legal Status  
As at March 31, 2011  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 


2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY                         
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 371 132 101 604 379 108 145 632 406 146 166 718 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring  
   Agency 284 25 198 507 344 48 248 640 415 26 218 659 
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 171 31 63 265 204 34 117 355 205 50 115 370 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 203 37 49 289 189 39 65 293 231 62 64 357 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
   and Community Services 171 24 123 318 238 38 138 414 243 37 96 376 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 72 3 21 96 61 1 55 117 85 4 25 114 


Sub-Total 1,272 252 555 2,079 1,415 268 768 2,451 1,585 325 684 2,594 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY             


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 176 53 26 255 185 49 34 268 198 26 80 304 
Anishinaabe Child and Family  
   Services  389 60 34 483 415 51 32 498 447 24 31 502 
Child and Family Services All Nations 
   Coordinated Response Network 0 2 40 42 0 0 41 41 0 0 43 43 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
   Services 493 54 126 673 495 33 122 650 503 56 105 664 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 125 5 28 158 134 8 24 166 116 8 34 158 
Peguis Child and Family Services 114 38 33 185 132 37 29 198 102 23 79 204 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 208 27 71 306 236 7 56 299 273 15 34 322 
Sandy Bay 111 20 172 303 126 59 79 264 120 62 79 261 
Southeast Child and Family Services 661 289 201 1,151 718 238 155 1,111 724 166 195 1,085 
West Region Child and Family  
   Services 398 106 134 638 454 81 156 691 480 94 81 655 


Sub-Total 2,675 654 865 4,194 2,895 563 728 4,186 2,963 474 761 4,198 
GENERAL AUTHORITY             


Child and Family Services of Central  
   Manitoba 34 41 21 96 35 43 23 101 45 58 52 155 
Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 91 4 46 141 90 4 52 146 96 6 62 164 
Churchill Child and Family Services 9 0 4 13 13 4 1 18 8 0 4 12 
Eastman Region 79 57 54 190 81 53 39 173 84 40 58 182 
Interlake Region 36 17 13 66 28 18 19 65 27 25 23 75 
Jewish Child and Family Service 11 4 7 22 14 8 6 28 14 3 9 26 
Northern Region 51 5 25 81 45 7 43 95 45 5 30 80 
Parkland Region 4 2 13 19 6 0 0 6 6 2 2 10 
Winnipeg Region  517 242 252 1,011 514 257 283 1,054 548 211 269 1,028 


Sub-Total 832 372 435 1,639 826 394 466 1,686 873 350 509 1,732 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY             


Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 478 85 154 717 531 110 156 797 589 98 221 908 


Sub-Total 478 85 154 717 531 110 156 797 589 98 221 908 
TOTAL 5,257 1,363 2,009 8,629 5,667 1,335 2,118 9,120 6,010 1,247 2,175 9,432 
1   Voluntary Placement Agreement. 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 
As at March 31, 2011 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 
Foster  


Homes1 
Residential 


Care2 


Other  
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected  
Adoption  
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 488 13 153 0 64 718 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring  
   Agency 207 90 246 0 116 659 
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 267 23 0 0 80 370 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 255 4 89 2 7 357 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family  
   and Community Services 286 15 64 0 11 376 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 56 7 44 0 7 114 


Sub-Total 1,559 152 596 2 285 2,594 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 203 20 71 0 10 304 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 360 46 93 0 3 502 
Child and Family Services All Nations  
   Coordinated Response Network 14 7 21 0 1 43 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family  
   Services 527 5 120 0 12 664 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 117 2 31 0 8 158 
Peguis Child and Family Services 152 2 47 0 3 204 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 253 34 33 0 2 322 
Sandy Bay 102 17 46 0 96 261 
Southeast Child and Family Services 814 120 99 2 50 1,085 
West Region Child and Family Services 493 33 81 0 48 655 


Sub-Total 3,035 286 642 2 233 4,198 
GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central  
   Manitoba 91 12 25 3 24 155 
Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 70 13 60 3 18 164 
Churchill Child and Family Services 7 3 1 0 1 12 
Eastman Region 119 8 46 0 9 182 
Interlake Region 42 4 22 0 7 75 
Jewish Child and Family Services 18 1 5 0 2 26 
Northern Region 51 7 16 0 6 80 
Parkland Region 6 1 3 0 0 10 
Winnipeg Region 580 150 230 20 48 1,028 


Sub-Total 984 199 408 26 115 1,732 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 645 52 168 8 35 908 


Sub-Total 645 52 168 8 35 908 
TOTAL 6,223 689 1,814 38 668 9,432 
1   Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 
2   Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 
3   Includes places of safety.  
4   Includes St. Amant Centre, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities.   
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2010/11 


 Foster & Special Rate Care   


Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total 
Residential 


Care 
Total Days 


of Care 


First Nations of Northern Child and Family 
Services Authority Agencies/Regions      


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 31,254 61,661 92,915 1,613 94,528 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 18,775 109,055 127,830 3,142 130,972 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 15,663 33,642 49,305 652 49,957 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 13,931 45,524 59,455 1,272 60,727 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and   
   Community Services 26,608 45,472 72,080 589 72,669 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family  
   Services, Inc. 237 19,415 19,652 158 19,810 


Sub-Total 106,468 314,769 421,237 7,426 428,663 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and 
Family Services Authority Agencies/Regions      


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 55,575 78,391 133,966 4,279 138,245 
West Region Child and Family Services 59,582 106,565 166,147 1,750 167,897 
Southeast Child and Family Services 41,810 162,486 204,296 5,162 209,458 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 10,264 32,681 42,945 825 43,770 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 46,172 94,078 140,250 2,724 142,974 
Peguis Child and Family Services 24,247 37,237 61,484 194 61,678 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 9,430 74,077 83,507 1,789 85,296 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 23,742 75,125 98,867 1,609 100,476 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network  
   (ANCR) 


571 3,515 4,086 0 4,086 


Sandy Bay 11,563 23,396 34,959 658 35,617 
Sub-Total 282,956 687,551 970,507 18,990 989,497 
General Child and Family Services Authority 
Agencies/Regions      


Winnipeg Child and Family Services Region 82,492 253,612 336,104 24,108 360,212 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 7,965 27,483 35,448 799 36,247 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 6,750 35,854 42,604 3,869 46,473 
Jewish Child and Family Service 408 8,259 8,667 1,014 9,681 
Churchill Child and Family Services 939 3,282 4,221 771 4,992 
Eastman Region 34,143 23,072 57,215 3,990 61,205 
Interlake Region 9,245 12,237 21,482 511 21,993 
Parkland Region 605 2,054 2,659 231 2,890 
Northern Region  - Norman 4,672 15,409 20,081 1,095 21,176 
Northern Region - Thompson 2,999 3,694 6,693 957 7,650 


Sub-Total 150,218 384,956 535,174 37,345 572,519 


Métis Child and Family Services Authority      
Métis Child, Family and Community  
   Services 90,975 194,904 285,879 5,836 291,715 


TOTAL 630,617 1,582,180 2,212,797 69,597 2,282,394 
  


86 94 
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History of Funding ($000s) 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


Service Provider 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority $ 10,638 $ 11,583 $13,344 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 5,298 5,124 5,978 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 7,946 10,982 11,544 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 2,170 2,488 3,281 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 4,314 4,414 6,458 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 4,946 5,923 7,039 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 1,631 1,383 1,979 


Sub-Total $ 36,943 $  41,897 $  49,623 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority $ 28,519 $  31,033 $  36,534 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 8,008 8,269 8,521 
West Region Child and Family Services 11,502 13,367 13,086 
Southeast Child and Family Services 13,368 15,376 16,134 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 2,190 2,346 2,628 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 8,760 9,652 9,975 
Peguis Child and Family Services 3,540 3,705 3,912 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 5,870 6,864 6,601 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 5,758 7,404 8,128 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 367 254 250 
Sandy Bay 1,492 2,107 2,554 


Sub-Total $ 89,374 $100,377 $108,323 
General Child and Family Services Authority/ Agencies/Regional 
Offices    


General Child and Family Services Authority $  7,618 $  7,983 $  8,950 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 51,769 54,833 59,240 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 1,928 2,318 3,159 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 2,183 2,526 2,948 
Jewish Child and Family Service 589 974 1,150 
Churchill Child and Family Services 487 643 511 
Eastman Region 5,591 5,654 4,843 
Interlake Region 1,926 1,975 2,087 
Parkland Region 380 349 366 
Northern Region – Norman 1,850 2,659 2,707 
Northern Region – Thompson 720 689 729 


Sub-Total $  75,041 $  80,603 $  86,690 
Métis Child and Family Services Authority $  25,874 $  30,217 $  42,075 
Directorate Programs $    2,745 $    4,571 $    5,181 
MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL $229,977 $257,665 $291,892 
Treatment Centres – Grants 7,666 7,407 7,733 
Residential Care 23,039 24,265 23,576 
Other Agencies/Programs 11,907 11,612 11,666 
Changes for Children – External Review 12,532 18,934 19,575 


TOTAL  $285,121 $319,883 $354,442 
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MANITOBA CHILD CARE PROGRAM  


Objectives  
• To promote sustainable, accessible, affordable, high-quality early learning and child care (ELCC) that 


supports the positive development of children and their families and to assist child care facilities to 
meet established standards of care.   


• To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents, to promote 
positive developmental care for children, including those with special needs and to support parental 
participation in early learning and child care services.  


Responsibilities  
• Develops legislation, regulations, policies and standards relating to ELCC in Manitoba. 


• Provides funding, program and administrative direction to almost 1,100 community based ELCC 
facilities. 


• Supports safe, accessible and affordable high-quality ELCC. 


• Monitors compliance with standards and regulations. 


• Researches, develops and implements quality enhancement initiatives to improve program quality. 


• Oversees the subsidy program budget, which provides financial assistance to eligible families. 


• Assesses centres’ financial operations and provides grants to eligible facilities. 


• Oversees the Online Child Care Registry and assists families to find and maintain suitable child care. 


• Supports inclusion of children with special needs in ELCC. 


• Reviews regulations, policies and systems to support continuous program development, through the 
Child Care Regulatory Review Committee. 


• Classifies all child care assistants and early childhood educators who work in licensed child care 
centres. 


• Provides competency-based training to enable child care assistants to obtain an Early Childhood 
Educator II classification. 


• Provides an annual training grant to newly licensed family child care providers and currently licensed 
family child care providers and child care assistants who successfully complete a relevant and 
accredited course. 


• Implements the ELCC in Schools Policy in collaboration with the Public Schools Finance Board. 


• Administers the Family Choices Building Fund Program for ELCC centres. 


• Administers various training supports and initiatives for child care assistants, early childhood 
educators and family child care providers. 


• Administers the Recruitment Incentive Grant to attract early childhood educators back to the licensed 
ELCC system. 


• Supports and administers board governance initiatives. 


• Participates on various committees, including the Provincial Healthy Child Advisory Committee, the 
Child Care Regulatory Review Committee, the ELCC Fund Management Committee, and Manitoba 
Advanced Education and Training’s Child Care Education Program Approval Committee. 
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09-4C-1 Child Care 
 
 
 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,235 33.50 1,758 477 1 
 
 Other Expenditures 872  778 94  
 
 Financial Assistance and Grants 118,553  123,775 (5,222) 2 
 
 Total Expenditures 121,660  126,311 (4,651)  
1. The variance is primarily due to severance costs and additional staff required to implement Family Choices. 
2. The variance is primarily due to timing and phasing of various capital projects. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• The total budget for child care was $126.3 million, an increase of $7.3 million, to continue initiatives to 


improve quality, accessibility and affordability.  


• The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to implement Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year 
Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care. Announced on April 28, 2008, the agenda is based on the 
principles of accessibility and universality, affordability and quality and includes: 


- 6,500 more funded child-care spaces 
- Enhanced nursery school spaces funding 
- $37 million Family Choices Building Fund  
- Child-care safety charter  
- Age-appropriate curricula and enhanced program quality 
- Centralized online registry  
- Lowest fees outside Quebec 
- Greater inclusion and diversity 
- More flexible hours  
- Stronger workforce 
- Strategic expansion  
- Stronger parental stewardship 


• The Manitoba Child Care Program continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review 
Committee to improve the ELCC system in Manitoba. 


Affordability 


• Maintained maximum parent fees at rates established in 2002. 


• Provided funding for the Subsidy Program to support an estimated 9,282 children in subsidized child 
care in every four-week period. 


Accessibility and Universality 


• Committed funding for an additional 650 centre spaces. 


• Continued to provide enhanced funding for designated nursery school spaces, which reduces parent 
fees to $5 per session and provides additional resources for higher program quality. 


• Continued nursery school subsidy to support access by more low- and middle-income families 
including stay-at-home parents. 


• Rolled out the new Online Child Care Registry in the city of Brandon, and the Westman, Parkland, 
Northern and Interlake regions. 
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Quality – Workforce Stabilization and Development 


• Continued to provide operating grants to child care centres and family and group child care home 
providers. 


• Continued the Wage Adjustment Fund to assist facilities in raising the wages of early childhood 
educators (ECEs) to at least $15.50 per hour and Child Care Assistants-in-Training to at least $12.25 
per hour. 


• Established funding for pension plans and retirement supports for child care workers including:  
supports for the employer contributions to pension plans up to 4 per cent of employee salary; matching 
RRSP contributions for family child care providers; and a retirement benefit for child care workers. 


• Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign for ECEs. This fund is 
aimed at attracting more students to the field of ECE. 


• Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to further support the continued 
enrolment of students in approved ECE training programs. 


• Continued innovative training options using leading edge technology to video stream courses over the 
internet to students in two rural communities (Portage la Prairie and Steinbach). 


• Continued funding for training supports including the tuition and staff replacement grants to support 
students in full-time day and workplace ECE diploma programs, respectively. 


• Continued to provide the $350 training grant for newly licensed family child care providers, for existing 
providers and child care assistants who successfully complete an approved 40-hour course in a 
recognized ECE training program and for ECE IIs seeking to upgrade their classification to the 
ECE III level. 


• Continued funding for Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to return to the field. 


• Continued the ECE: International Education Qualifications Program and the Manitoba Child Care 
Program’s competency-based training programs. 


• Established the Family Choices Scholarship Fund as an incentive for high school graduates in areas 
with the greatest labour shortage. 


Quality – Learning Environments 


• Continued use of infant and preschool environment rating scales to improve quality by service 
delivery and Manitoba Child Care Program staff. 


• Continued the use of a curriculum framework through information workshops and onsite mentoring to 
help facilities articulate their curriculum. 


• Continued to encourage the inclusion of children with additional support needs in licensed settings. 


• Continued the ELCC in Schools Policy with a focus on the use of surplus school space as a first 
choice location for ELCC. Capital fund priority is given to development of these spaces. 


• Provided capital investments for child care centres not located in schools, including construction and 
renovation costs up to a maximum of $400,000. 


• Brought into force Canada’s first legislated Child Care Safety Charter on May 1, 2010 and provided 
ongoing support to help facilities develop safety plans and codes of conduct. 


• Provided financial supports and assisted child care centres in meeting the requirements for controlling 
visitor access. 


• Continued to offer board governance training sessions through the cross-divisional board governance 
committee. 


• Supported two board governance initiatives to develop alternative governance models that are more 
effective and responsive to communities and families.  
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Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 
2009/10 to 2010/11 


 2009/10 2010/11 
 
Centres 


 
No. of Centres 


 
No. of Spaces 


 
No. of Centres 


 
No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  573 23,111  579 23,488 


Unfunded Non-Profit 29 1,760 28 1,987 


Commercial 33 1,174 31 1,220 


Total 635 26,045 638 26,695 


 
 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Homes 


 
No. of Homes 


 
No. of Spaces 


 
No. of Homes 


 
No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 372 2,563 348 2,423 


Unfunded   96 774 97 693 


Total 468 3,337 445 3,116 


 
 
Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2011 


 Centres Homes Total 


Region 


 
No. of 


Centres 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 
Homes 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 


Facilities 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


Winnipeg 336 16,004 168 1,149 504 17,153 


Westman 77 2,157 75 551 152 2,708 


Eastman 47 1,623 23 148 70 1,771 


Central 


Interlake 


48 


26 


1,526 


808 


15 


42 


113 


292 


63 


68 


1,639 


1,100 


Parkland 25 692 15 96 40 788 


Northern 20 678 10 74 30 752 


Total 579 23,488 348 2,423 927 25,911 
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Commercial Centres 
as of March 31, 2011 
 
Region 


 
Total No. of Facilities 


 
Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 25 1,123 


Other Regions 6 97 


Total 31 1,220 


 
 


Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2010/11 


 
 
Facilities 


 
Number of  


Licensing Orders* 


 
Licence 


Suspensions/Refusals 


Non-profit centres 


Commercial centres 


Homes 


2 


1 


1 


0 


0 


0 


Total 4 0 


*  A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Care Standards Act when serious violations of licensing  
   regulations occur and corrective action must be ordered.
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE 
 


 2009/10 2010/11 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 
Total number of program sites: 1,103 1,083 


• number of child care centres 635 638 
• number of child care homes 468 445 


Program capacity (spaces) 29,382 29,811 
• spaces for preschool children 19,725 19,846 
• spaces for school age children 9,657 9,965 
• change in program capacity (spaces) + 1,046 + 429 
• change in program capacity (%) + 3.7% + 1.5% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years1 173,700 181,500 
• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 77,000 82,900 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 96,700 98,500 


Percentage of Manitoba children for whom there 
was a regulated space 


 
16.9% 


 
16.4% 


• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 25.6% 23.9% 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 10.0% 10.1% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Total number of newly funded child care spaces 
in centres2 752 377 


• spaces for preschool children 513 247 
• spaces for school age children 239 130 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based) 
• infant $28.00 $28.00 
• preschool $18.80 $18.80 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.60 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based) 
• infant $20.40 $20.40 
• preschool $16.40 $16.40 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.60 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $  2.00 $  2.00 
Average number of children receiving 
subsidized child care per 4-week period 9,189 9,282 
Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 


• one parent, one preschool child 
- full subsidy up to $15,593 $15,593 
- partial subsidy up to $27,796 $27,796 


• two parents, two preschool children 
- full subsidy up to $21,371 $21,371 
- partial subsidy up to $45,777 $45,777 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 
• infant space $9,620 $9,620 
• preschool space $3,562 $3,562 
• school age space $1,340 $1,340 
• nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $   450 $   450 


Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through 
parent fees and operating grants per space) $   260 $   260 
1   Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey. Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the Canadian 


Armed Forces and inmates in institutions. Until December 2010, Labour Force estimates had been based on population data from the 2001 
Census. As of January 2011, the estimates have been adjusted to reflect population data from the 2006 Census. 


2   Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces.  
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 2009/10 2010/11 
Parent fees as percentage of 
annual centre revenue3 


• infant space 43% 43% 
• preschool space 58% 58% 
•   school age space 70% 70% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 


• infant space $1,676 $1,676 
• preschool space $1,044 $1,044 
• school age space  $   636 $   636 


QUALITY 
Regulated ratios (centre based) 


• infant  1:4 1:4 
• preschool  1:8 1:8 
• nursery school  1:10 1:10 
• school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  
• infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 
• school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within 
first year of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Minimum training requirement for family child 
care licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Centre staff by classification 
• Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for 


classification) 
1,468 1,561 


• Number of ECE IIIs (post-diploma education 
required for classification) 


  929   949 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as  ECE II or ECE III 


• number of enhanced homes 70 66 
• number of enhanced home spaces 487 495 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs4 + 4.4% + 0.3% 
Change in income for FCC licensees  + 0.9% +0.0% 
Percentage of centres that are non-profit5 95% 95% 
Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 95% 95% 
Number of children served under the Inclusion 
Support Program  1,465 1,484 
Percentage of facilities participating in the 
Inclusion Support Program 


• Centres 60% 59% 
• Homes 12% 12% 


3   Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of eligible families. 
4   Based on salary analysis of Early Childhood Educator IIs in funded full-time centres. 
5   Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community Studies, 


August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care environments. 
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FAMILY CHOICES:  
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care  


Progress Report to March 31, 2011 
 
 


Agenda Commitment Progress 


 6,500 More Child Care 
Spaces Funded by 2013 


• Funding committed for 3,500 child care spaces for children of all 
ages in need of care. 


 Increased Nursery School 
Enrolment 


• Enhanced funding allocated to 23 nursery schools (429 spaces) so 
more children can access an early learning opportunity. 


• Maximum fee of $5 per session maintained with full subsidies for 
qualifying families. 


 Family Choices Building 
Fund 


• Funding approved for 69 projects to renovate, expand or create 
new child care centres, including: 
o 37 that are complete and operating, creating 835 new child 


care spaces 
o 19 brand new child care sites (with 15 already complete and 


operating)  
o 19 in schools with surplus space across the province 


• Grants offered in November 2008 and June 2009 to help facilities 
buy equipment, enhance centre security and complete renovations 
to support high quality environments for children. 


 Child Care Safety Charter • Manitoba becomes the first Canadian jurisdiction with a legislated 
Child Care Safety Charter, passed in June 2008. 


• Resources and supports, including province-wide workshops, 
provided to facilities to help them develop comprehensive safety 
plans and codes of conduct. 


• Weather radios provided for programs. 
•  Financial support provided to assist child care centres in meeting 


the requirements for controlling visitor access. 


 Age Appropriate 
Curricula and Enhanced 
Program Quality 


• Materials developed for use by preschool centres and enhanced 
nursery schools as they define their play-based, early learning 
curricula. 


• Mentorship and support provided by quality-enhancement team.  
• Infant and preschool environment rating scales used to enhance 


program quality.  Use of family child care home-rating scale 
introduced as a self-assessment tool. 


 Centralized Online 
Registry 


• A centralized registry under development to provide parents with 
current, reliable information about child care in their communities. 


• The Online Child Care Registry was launched in the city of 
Brandon, and phased in for the Westman, Parkland, Northern and 
Interlake regions. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress 


 Lowest Fees Outside of 
Quebec 


• Manitoba continues to regulate maximum fees (only Manitoba and 
Quebec do so) and has the lowest fees outside Quebec.   


• Fees across Canada monitored. 


 Greater Inclusion • Program name changed to Inclusion Support Program and 
regulations established to support inclusive programming for 
children. 


• Resources distributed to help facilities write an inclusion policy. 


 Flexible Hours • Currently identifying needs for off-hours and seasonal programs; 
options being explored. 


 Stronger Workforce • Six per cent unit increase provided in operating grants – 
three per cent in July 2008 and three per cent in July 2009. 


• Wage adjustment fund established to support hourly wages of 
$15.50 for Early Childhood Educator IIs and $12.25 for Child Care 
Assistants in training. 


• Workplace training expanded. 
• Annual training grant increased to $350 for Child Care Assistants 


and also extended to Early Childhood Educator IIs. 
• A new recruitment campaign launched – “It’s the small wonders 


that make this career great”. 
• Family Choices Scholarship Fund started as an incentive for high 


school graduates to enrol at University College of the North and 
Collège universitaire de Saint-Boniface (areas with the greatest 
labour shortage). 


• Funding for pension plans and retirement supports for child care 
workers launched December 2010 and includes:  support for the 
employer contributions to pension plans up to 4 per cent of 
employee salary; matching RRSP contributions for family child care 
providers; and a retirement benefit for child care workers. 


 Strategic Expansion • Ongoing research to identify the need for the strategic expansion of 
child care spaces for under-serviced areas. 


 Stronger Parental 
Stewardship 


• Two community groups funded in 2010/2011, four in 2009/2010 
and six in 2008/2009 to support initiatives that enhance board 
governance. 


• Ongoing board orientations available for new child care board 
members and ad hoc training sessions for child care centre boards. 


• Board members from a total of 91 centres across Manitoba 
received board governance training in 2009/10 and 2010/11. 
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FAMILY VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Objectives  
• To promote the elimination of intimate partner violence through the development and support of a 


continuum of community-based services. 


• To provide policy and program direction, as well as funding, to specialized services for women, their 
children, and men caught in the cycle of family violence. These services are delivered by 32 
community-based agencies across the province.   


Responsibilities  
• Provides grants, monitors, and evaluates agencies’ financial operations to ensure accountability for 


public funds and monitor service quality and delivery. 


• Develops and implements policies and program standards for residential counselling and support 
services for women, children and men caught in the cycle of family violence. 


• Provides program consultation and support to external agencies. 


• Networks and advocates for domestic violence services and supports at the local, national and 
international level. 


• Develops initiatives in partnership with government and community members to improve services and 
supports for those impacted by domestic violence (e.g. Workplace Initiative to Support Employees on 
Family Violence). 


• Works with interdepartmental and national partners to examine policy and legislative changes as 
needed. 
 


09-4C-2 Family Violence Prevention 
 
 
 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 492 9.00 637 (145) 1 
 
 Other Expenditures 77  93 (16) 2 
 
 External Agencies 11,678  12,213 (535)  
 
 Total Expenditures 12,247  12,943 (696)  


1. The variance is primarily attributable to position vacancies. 
2. The variance is primarily related to lower general operating expenditures attributed to position vacancies. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Developed a new expanded website providing domestic violence service information for specific 


groups including youth, seniors, persons with disabilities, Aboriginal and newcomer families, and 
individuals in same sex relationships. 


• Developed and launched a new domestic violence awareness campaign in November 2010. The 
“Without Help it Only Gets Worse” campaign material highlights the escalating nature of domestic 
violence and was widely distributed and displayed across Manitoba. A poster identifying “text threats” 
transmitted via cellular phones as a form of violence were distributed to four-hundred high schools 
across the province.   
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• Security cameras and monitors were installed at four women’s resource centres to accommodate 
evening and weekend counselling services. 


• In partnership with Labour and Immigration (Status of Women) and Justice (Victim Services) 
continued to provide domestic violence training to workplaces in the private and public sector under 
the Workplace Initiative to Support Employees (WISE) on Family Violence. 


• Contributed to the development of a resource guide for First Nations shelter directors in Manitoba. 


• Provided technology safety training for domestic violence responders in Brandon, Flin Flon and 
Winnipeg. 


• Provided increased funding to Osborne House, Manitoba’s largest women’s shelter, to support 
additional children’s counselling services ($86.8). 


• Provided funding to the Community Legal Education Association to update the Women in Abusive 
Relationships booklet which provides important legal information for victims of domestic violence 
($10.0) 


• Provided funding to support the Men Are Part of the Solution (MAPS) program which provides 
counselling to men with abusive behaviour in Thompson, Manitoba ($8.1). 


• Continued to provide training opportunities for staff and board members of Family Violence 
Prevention Program (FVPP) funded agencies through the provision of annualized funding for training 
to each agency, and opportunities for free training via the Department’s Board Development Strategy. 


• Continued to develop, implement, and monitor the minimum security standards in all shelters so that 
these facilities are as safe as possible.  


• Continued to contract with a clinical consultant with the capacity to assist FVPP-funded agencies 
across the province as they deal with complex client cases. 


• Continued to provide ongoing consultation with service providers regarding policy issues and specific 
operational matters, and some assistance in complex client issues. 


• Continued the ongoing monitoring of FVPP-funded agencies through annual or semi-annual site visits 
and annual Agency Program Consultations and Agency Adherence Reviews in support of services to 
women, children and men caught in the cycle of violence. 


• Requested agency audit reviews as necessary, and worked closely with agencies to implement 
recommendations. 


• Continued to ensure that all funded agencies have current, signed contracts/Service Purchase 
Agreements and corresponding program standards manuals; and monitored accountability of all 
agencies. 


• Continued to work with key community stakeholders and other relevant government departments to 
identify existing gaps in services and develop local program responses. 


• Continued the focused effort to coordinate family violence policy, protocol, program guidelines and 
relevant legislation within government and with other levels of government. 


Range of Services 
Women’s Resource Centres 


Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and referral, outreach and 
support groups to women affected by domestic violence, as well as educational programs, volunteer 
training and community development activities. Children’s programming for those impacted by domestic 
violence is also available. 


- Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc.   
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- Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
- North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
- Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
- Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc. 
- Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc.  
- The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
- Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 


Women’s Shelters 


Ten Women’s Shelters provide safe, emergency accommodations and supportive counselling to women 
and their children who are victims of family violence. 


- Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
- Nova House Inc. 
- Osborne House Inc. 
- Parkland Crisis Centre Inc.  
- Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
- South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
- The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
- Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 


Information/Crisis Lines 


A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible source of information 
and support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence in their families or in the families of 
someone they are concerned about.   


Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs 


Four Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs offer safe, protective, affordable long-term housing 
and services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have extensive needs. These programs also 
provide comprehensive emotional and practical support including individual and group counselling, 
parenting support and information. Children’s counselling is also available.   


- Alpha House Project Inc. 
- L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
- Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
- Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H. 


Urban Support Programs 


Five Urban Support Programs located in Winnipeg provide individualized counselling, open and closed 
support groups, longer-term counselling services, training to other service providers and public education. 


- Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
- Family Violence Counselling Program - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
- Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - Nor’West Co-op Community Health Centre Inc. 
- A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service - Nor’West Co-op Community 


Health Centre Inc. 
- The Laurel Centre Inc. 


Specialized Programs 


Seven Specialized Programs, including Supervised Access Services, Couples Counselling, the Men’s 
Resource Centre and programs for men and children affected by family violence. 


- Couples Counselling Project - University of Manitoba 
- Men’s Resource Centre - The Laurel Centre 
- Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
- Brandon Access/Exchange Services  
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- Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
- Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
- Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 
 
Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Women * 
Children 
 
Total* 


 
43,749 


114 
 


43,863 


 
46,592 


211 
 


46,803 


 
47,278 


160 
 


47,438 
*  Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 


 
 
Number of Individual Counselling Sessions – Women’s Resource Centres 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
. 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Women  
Children 


 
5,208 


786 


 
5,406 
1,118 


 
5,173 
1,105 


 
Total 


 
5,994 


 
 6,524 


 
6,278 


 
 
Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
Type of Agency 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Shelters 
Women’s Resource Centres 


 
38,725 
2,178 


 
38,738 
2,137 


 
36,542 
1,471 


 
Total 


 
40,903 


 
40,875 


 
38,013 


 
 
Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
Type of Service 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential 
   Non-residential 
 
Children’s Counselling* 
 
Follow-Up Counselling 


 
 


1,433 
569 


 
1,588 


 
690 


 
 


1,336 
688 


 
1,498 


 
501 


 
 


1,278 
882 


 
1,417 


 
592 


 
Total 


 
4,280 


 
4,023 


 
4,169 


*  Children’s Counselling includes residential and non-residential services.   
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Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
Agency 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Osborne House 
Ikwe Widdjiitiwin* 
Other Shelter Crisis Line Calls 


 
6,651 


827 
6,157 


 


 
6,209 


662 
6,054 


 


 
5,555 


675 
5,694 


 
 
Total 


 
13,635 


 
12,925 


 
11,924 


*  Ikwe includes only the provincial toll free 1-877 crisis/information calls.    
 
 
Number of Clients Served by Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
Type of Program 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
212 
140 


 
233 
118 


 
179 
157 


 
Total 


 
352 


 
351 


 
336 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 
 
 
Number of Residential Bednights for Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
Type of Program 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
17,724 
17,760 


 
17,478 
15,957 


 
17,108 
18,003 


 
Total 


 
35,484 


 
33,435 


 
35,111 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 
 
 
Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2008/09 to 2010/11 


 
 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


    
Urban Support  
Specialized  


3,923 
2,002 


2,400* 
2,356 


1,501 
1,568** 


    
*  The reporting process was changed to address the issue of an individual being counted more than once within the same  


program. 
**  New admissions were delayed in two specialized programs to allow for a transfer of administrative responsibilities for these 
     programs to new agencies.  
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History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000s)  
 
Category 


 
2008/09 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


 
$5,258 


80 
717 


1,050 


 
$5,260 


53 
755 


1,055 


 
$5,303 


71 
763 
975 


Shelter Sub-Total 
 
Second Stage 
Urban Support Program 
Women's Resource Centres 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 


7,105 
 


548 
1,710 
1,644 


827 


7,123 
 


553 
1,749 
1,737 
1,042 


7,112 
 


553 
1,234* 
1,737 
1,042 


 
Total 


 
$11,834 


 
$12,204 


 
$11,678 


*  Evolve program funding transferred to Manitoba Health. 
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Divisional Goals  
• To develop and manage an Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) system to better address the needs of 


Manitobans.  


• To continually improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the 
Department. 


Divisional Responsibility 
• Delivers most of the Department’s social services and income assistance programs to eligible 


citizens. 
 
The Division operates through six branches:  
 


- Service Delivery Support  
- Rural and Northern Services  
- Winnipeg Services  
- Provincial Services  
- Manitoba Developmental Centre 
- Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


SERVICE DELIVERY SUPPORT  
Objective  
• To provide policy, cross-program and program expertise to support service delivery management and 


staff in both Rural and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services. 
 
In addition: 


• To provide leadership, coordination and support in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


• To provide continual department-wide services to citizens in the event of a business disruption. 


• To lead the Department’s Workplace Safety and Health program. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides day-to-day policy, cross-program and program expertise to service delivery staff and 


management across the province. 


• Ensures that service delivery staff have up-to-date policy and program information. 


• Supports program and policy development by ensuring that the service needs of citizens as well as 
the field perspective are communicated to the program divisions. 


• Investigates and analyzes case-related and service delivery issues. 


• Coordinates communication between program branches and the regional service delivery system. 


• Assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining working relationships with partner 
agencies that provide services on the department’s behalf. 


• Manages processes for allocating, monitoring and tracking program funding allocated to regions and 
assists regions in the management of program budgets. 


COMMUNITY SERVICE DELIVERY DIVISION 
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• Reviews and evaluates service delivery practices and workloads to support continuous improvement 
in service delivery. 


• Provides business expertise to support integrated information technology initiatives. 


• Identifies and responds to new trends and issues resulting from creating and implementing an 
integrated service delivery system. 


• Provides technical support, “best-practice” guidance, and policy and legislative direction related to 
formal investigations to service delivery staff and management across the province. 


• Responds to divisional requests for access to information and to privacy issues under The Freedom 
of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health Information Act. 


• Coordinates training for divisional staff. 


In addition: 


• Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and coordinates assistance to municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


• Manages the Business Continuity Program and coordinates a department-wide response to all 
hazards including pandemics. 


• Leads the Department to ensure compliance with The Workplace Safety and Health Act and 
Regulations, developing safety program manuals, acting as a direct link to all Workplace Safety and 
Health Committees, and providing ongoing staff training. 


• Liaises with the Department of Labour and Immigration to support agencies and provide immediate 
responses in the event of a serious incident in a workplace. 


 


09-5A Service Delivery Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,340 39.00 2,579 761 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,900  4,479 421 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with the Workplace Safety and Health Unit, and the ongoing Integrated  
    Service Delivery and Support activity. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Facilitated and supported the implementation of recommended changes arising from case reviews, 


inquests, audits and program reviews. 


• Facilitated and supported the involvement of regional operations into policy development processes. 


• Continued a pilot project through JobConnections for testing the Outcomes Assessment that is a core 
tool to support an Integrated Service Delivery Practice Model. 


• Worked in collaboration with the departments of Justice and Health to draft a cross-departmental 
service coordination protocol for citizens who have multiple needs and service requirements. 


• Developed and launched the Family Services Programs Service Statement and Principles that is a 
public document intended to strengthen trust in the Department by establishing core statements 
about how we deliver our programs and services. Established a work plan to develop service 
standards that support the Family Services Programs Service Statement and Principles.  
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• Developed the Family Services Programs privacy notification document How We Protect Your 
Privacy; a public document to inform citizens how their personal information will be collected, shared 
and protected across programs. 


• Assumed the responsibility of responding to divisional requests for access to information and to 
privacy issues under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal 
Health Information Act. 


Policy, Cross-Program and Program Expertise 


• Enhanced the funding process by finalizing and implementing a Children’s Special Services Budget 
Management Strategy tool to prioritize service needs consistently across Winnipeg Services and 
Rural and Northern Services. 


• Continued participation in a national research database tracking prevalence and incidence rates of 
Autism Spectrum Disorders.   


• Continued to provide leadership through an interdepartmental committee including Family Services 
and Consumer Affairs; Education; Health; and Healthy Living, Youth and Seniors, towards 
implementing a five-year plan to help Manitobans with autism and their families, 


• Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division on a 
Service Navigation Information Project aimed at establishing a web-based tool to help people find 
information on services available in Manitoba for people with disabilities. 


• Continued to support the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda on Early 
Learning and Child Care. (For further information regarding Family Choices please refer to the 
specific program section under the Child and Family Services Division.)  


• Supported child care facilities through the development and implementation, including monitoring the 
compliance, of facility-based codes of conduct and safety plans required under the Child Care Safety 
Charter.   


• Continued to support the implementation of tools to evaluate the quality of programs at child care 
facilities: the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition, and the Infant/Toddler 
Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.   


• In collaboration with the Manitoba Child Care Program and other regulatory bodies, reviewed the 
national and provincial Fire and Building Codes related to the expansion and new building of child 
care facilities. 


• Collaborated with external resources to provide ‘Commit to Kids’ program kits and professional 
development training. ‘Commit to Kids’ is a new sexual abuse prevention program to help 
organizations create a safe environment for children. 


• Continued to provide clinical supervision and support to regional behaviour specialists and 
psychologists, including behavioural psychology services, Fetal Alcohol Outreach and Autism 
Community Outreach and child care behaviour specialists. 


• Assumed clinical caseloads in Parkland and Westman regions for adults and children with mental 
disabilities. 


• Continued the ongoing review of psychology, fetal alcohol, and autism clinical support services 
throughout the province. 


• Provided ongoing clinical training programs in behaviour intervention and crisis management to 
agencies and care providers that deliver services to adults and children with mental disabilities 
throughout the province. 


• Participated in meetings with clinical and administrative staff of Winnipeg and Interlake School 
Divisions to determine and clarify issues and mutual expectations related to the eligibility 
requirements for the department’s Supported Living Program.  
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• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, 
updated the eligibility policy outlining the process of determining eligibility for the Supported Living 
Program. 


• Continued to offer support in transitioning individuals from the Manitoba Developmental Centre to 
community placements and in developing community capacity to support individuals with 
complex/multiple needs. 


• Established a Transition Team that supported and monitored the devolution of Dawson Trails 
Opportunities Unlimited Inc., and the successful transition of services for affected Supported Living 
Program participants to the Pulford Community Living Services agency in the community of 
Ste. Anne, Manitoba. 


• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, 
continued to develop procedural guidelines for In the Company of Friends. 


• Participated in planning the implementation of the Provincial Youth Suicide Prevention Strategy. 


• Continued to support the operationalization of Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family 
Services. Refined the communications protocol to ensure the coordination of requests and responses 
among Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family Services and the Child Protection Branch, 
Child and Family Services Division.  


• Presented the findings and recommendations from a workload assessment of Eastman Region, Child 
and Family Services, at an Eastman Region Child and Family Services staff meeting. 


• Collaborated with the Child and Family Services Division and the General Child and Family Services 
Authority in the development of the Division 2 Adoption Manual. 


• Chaired the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Case Recording Working Group, and completed the 
development of a case recording package consistent with Child and Family Services standards. 


• Continued to lead the Winnipeg Child and Family Services monthly Complex Case Review 
Committee through actively organizing cases to be reviewed, chairing meetings and distributing 
information and decisions. 


• Supported the roll-out of Case Management Standards training by partnering with the General Child 
and Family Services Authority Leading Practice Specialists to coordinate and facilitate sessions.   


• Collaborated with the General Child and Family Services Authority in the development of training 
modules pertaining to the General Child and Family Services Authority Practice Model that integrates 
research-based Structured Decision Making® tools and “Signs of Safety” tools and techniques.   


• Assisted in the establishment of an evaluation framework for the Winnipeg Child and Family Services 
Reunification Program and Structured Decision Making® Family Reunification Assessment tool pilot 
project to support changes to the Reunification Program’s new practice model. 


• Continued to participate in the development of a protocol between the Employment and Income 
Assistance and the Supported Living programs to address equipment needs and essential building 
modifications in support of vulnerable persons living in community residences or private homes. 


• In collaboration with Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives and the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance Division, continued to support the implementation of the 
Portable Housing Benefit designed to support Employment and Income Assistance participants with 
mental health concerns in establishing housing stability. 


• Continued to support the Recreational Opportunities for Children pilot project that aims to enhance 
the overall well-being of Employment and Income Assistance families, involved with JobConnections, 
through sustainable recreation at two provincial sites in Winnipeg and the Eastman Region. 
Established two new Recreational Opportunities for Children pilot sites in the Downtown and Point 
Douglas Community Areas and in the Central Region.   







125 


• Continued the Rebound initiative in collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and 
Income Assistance Division and Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, and through the 
support of the new Canada Skills and Transition Strategy and the Canada-Manitoba Labour Market 
Agreement. Rebound is a two-year retraining and support strategy to help low-income workers 
affected by the economic downturn to re-enter the workforce. 


• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, 
continued to review and revise Employment and Income Assistance printed information materials to 
ensure the printed materials are clear, concise, current, and explain the program participants’ 
responsibilities and benefits that may be available to them. 


• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, 
continued to work on revising the Employment and Income Assistance pre-intake orientation process 
and policies to ensure the process is transparent, available online and accessible to all program 
participants.  


• Participated in the ongoing Mental Health Commission of Canada’s Housing Project that focuses on 
acquiring adequate housing for persons with a mental health disability. 


• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, 
developed a policy outlining the provision of appropriate Employment and Income Assistance 
supports for victims of human trafficking or persons who have been identified as victims of 
exploitation. 


• Engaged community partners in a community revitalization project in Point Douglas/Lord Selkirk Park. 
Building on the Lord Selkirk Park Housing Redevelopment/Revitalization initiative, the project is 
bringing government and the community together in the development of a Community Leadership 
Council that will oversee a multi-sectoral plan for the Point Douglas area. At the forefront of the plan 
are anticipated initiatives, such as an integrated service delivery joint case management model, and 
education initiatives supporting early childhood, attendance, and graduation rates. 


• Continued to work with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to 
enhance the collection of data by integrating Vocational Rehabilitation into the Integrated Financial 
and Case Tracking (InFact) application. 


• Continued to work with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division to 
update the Vocational Rehabilitation Program Manual. 


• Continued to work with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division and 
Winnipeg Services staff to develop a Vocational Rehabilitation caseload prioritization strategy. 


• Participated on the Identity Management and Authentication Steering Committee – a 
government-wide initiative to design and administer standards such as identity attributes, credentials, 
and privileges for persons accessing services. 


• Collaborated with representatives from various departments to assist with the coordination of efforts 
for tenants of the White Horse Village Mobile Home Park. Provided coordination and financial 
assistance associated with tenant relocation in view of the failing infrastructure and the landlord’s 
inability to maintain the park as a viable option. 


• Recruited and hired a full-time investigation specialist position in December 2010 to manage 
investigative processes of Family Services programs. 


• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division, 
started to address and implement recommendations outlined in the Ombudsman Report as it relates 
to the Employment and Income Assistance investigative process, including the development of clear 
and concise policy, and implementing changes to standardize data entered in the Investigations 
Tracking System. 


• Explored current training for Employment and Income Assistance investigators to ensure they 
possess all necessary tools for effective job performance. 
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• Continued to update the Manual for the Management of the Direct Service Workforce and the Direct 
Service Workers Orientation Manual for dissemination in the 2011/12 fiscal year. 


• Supported the negotiation process to renew the Direct Service Workers Collective Agreement, and 
continued to support the negotiation process as this workforce’s Collective Agreement expired on 
March 25, 2011. 


Staff Training 


• In collaboration with departmental and system stakeholders, continued to develop, coordinate and 
implement the annual divisional training plan with a strategic focus on community service. 


• Implemented various orientation sessions, training sessions and cross-learning opportunities for 
staff/managers in response to divisional needs and priorities, such as integrated service delivery 
practices. 


• Collaborated with other departmental partners and external resources to offer orientation, training and 
developmental opportunities for a combined total of over 1,320 staff. 


• Assisted in the delivery of community engagement orientation sessions for management and staff in 
service delivery regions and community areas, and as part of corporate orientations for newly-hired 
departmental staff. 


• Continued to prioritize the delivery of Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy and Personal 
Health Information orientation sessions for management and staff in service delivery regions and 
community areas, and as part of corporate orientations for newly-hired departmental staff. 


• In response to an identified need to expand the relational and conflict resolution skills of Family 
Services program staff, piloted the Mandt System® in Winnipeg and in the Central Region through 
the completion of four training sessions. The Mandt System® is an accredited staff development and 
training program. 


• Implemented the first level of the Mandt System® as required training for all service delivery staff to 
support the operationalization of the Family Services Programs Service Statement and Principles, by 
certifying 22 departmental staff as trainers and completing two training sessions for regional staff and 
one training session for Direct Service Workers. 


• Participated as a member of the department-wide Plain Language Working Group, and provided Plain 
Language training to 60 departmental staff. 


• Implemented the first phase of a training strategy for staff working in the Supported Living Program, a 
module entitled Orientation to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act and 
Protection. 


• Provided on-site mentoring support to 88 staff and managers across Winnipeg Services, resulting in 
134 individual staff mentoring sessions in Employment and Income Assistance. The Employment and 
Income Assistance Mentor responded to 294 Employment and Income Assistance related inquiries 
and questions from staff and managers. 


• Collaborated with Rural and Northern Services to pilot the Stages of Change and Motivational 
Interviewing methods training project for 17 staff and managers in Central Region. 


Emergency Social Services 


• Continued to support and coordinate the delivery of Emergency Social Services with regional 
involvement. 


• In collaboration with the Emergency Measures Organization, developed and refined policies and 
procedures for provincial disaster recovery operations. 


• Provided or facilitated Emergency Social Services training to 205 individuals from 12 municipalities 
and to 9 departmental staff. 
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• Provided Disaster Management Training to Winnipeg Integrated Services management. Disaster 
Management Training is the delivery and planning of health and social services for persons who are 
affected by a disaster. 


• Facilitated advanced training in Emergency Management and Emergency Social Services for four 
departmental staff at the Canadian Emergency Management College in Ottawa. Also assisted with 
the federal training at the College (Public Safety Canada).  


• Participated on and contributed to a national committee (Council of Emergency Social Services 
Directors) dealing with the establishment of a national framework on Emergency Social Services, with 
support from the Public Health Agency of Canada, and a review of the National Emergency Stockpile 
System. 


• Participated on and contributed to interdepartmental and multiple agency committees led by the 
Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization on Flood and Forest Fire Annexes to the Manitoba 
Emergency Plan. 


• Led the governmental Emergency Social Services response to the Manitoba Flood and participated 
on the Recovery Steering Committee and working groups. Chaired the provincial Evacuation 
Committee and led the Emergency Social Services planning for flooding and forest fires. 


• Coordinated, facilitated and lead, Emergency Social Services planning with host communities and at 
risk municipalities in anticipation of the Manitoba Flood 2011. 


• Provided additional training to existing staff to increase the Branch’s capacity to respond to an 
emergency or assist with business continuity planning. 


Business Continuity Program 


• Continued to manage and enhance the Business Continuity Program for all functional areas of the 
Department and for critical service vendors. 


• Further prepared the Department through continuity planning and business disruption exercises. 


• Maintained a well-equipped Incident Command Centre in the event of a business disruption.  


Workplace Safety and Health Unit 


• The Workplace Safety and Health Unit led the Department to ensure compliance with The Workplace 
Safety and Health Act (W210) and Regulation (MR217/2006). 


• Developed and maintained all aspects of the Family Services and Consumer Affairs Workplace 
Safety and Health Program, including staff training, safety policies, safe work procedures, incident 
investigations, right to refuse work investigations, risk assessments, ergonomic assessments, 
workplace inspections, responding to improvement orders, and contractor safety. 


• Continued to provide workplace safety and health training, including the fundamentals of workplace 
safety and health, incident investigations, right to refuse work, risk assessments, safe committee 
basics, ergonomic assessments, workplace inspections, and bed bugs. 


• Worked with appropriate teams and committees, such as the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority 
Occupational and Environmental Safety and Health Unit for Winnipeg Integrated Services, and 
regional management and employee teams for Rural and Northern Services.   


• Responded to Improvement Orders issued by the Department of Labour and Immigration, and 
completed assessments to identify potential workplace safety and health hazards.  


• Continued to develop Workplace Safety and Health Program Manuals including site specific Safe 
Work Procedures, such as a Winnipeg Integrated Services manual, in conjunction with the Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority Occupational and Environmental Safety and Health Unit. 


• Developed and maintained a records management system in order to provide records to the 
Manitoba Workplace Safety and Health Division. 
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• Continued to provide guidance, support and training for departmental Workplace Safety Committees:  
17 committees in Rural and Northern Services, and 14 committees in Winnipeg Integrated Services 
in conjunction with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority Occupational and Environmental Safety 
and Health Unit. 


• Worked cooperatively with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority Occupational and Environmental 
Safety and Health Unit to revise the Safety Assessment Form Tool (SAFT) that assesses risk and 
identifies appropriate safe visit plans for staff when working alone in clients’ homes.   


• Coordinated with Manitoba Health to create a safety program. 


Emergency Placement Resources 


- Responded to an Improvement Order issued by the Department of Labour and Immigration in 
January 2011. Completed a risk assessment to identify potential workplace safety and health 
hazards, and completed further inspections and risk assessments of thirteen identified high-risk 
homes. 


- Created Safety Plans to respond to identified high-risk situations and to meet the specific needs 
of high-risk participants. 


- Created Safe Work Procedures which guide workers to perform a task in the safest manner. 
Safe Work Procedures are designed to reduce the risk of injury by identifying potential hazards. 


- Established a compliant Safety Committee and provided training for committees to carry out 
legislated duties in accordance with The Workplace Safety and Health Act. 


- Developed an implementation plan and provided training to staff on specific policies to be used 
in conjunction with the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Program Manual. 


- Established external agency roles and responsibilities in the Emergency Placement Resources 
workplaces and educated agency staff. 


All Nations Coordinated Response Network  


- Worked in cooperation with an All Nations Coordinated Response Network subcommittee to 
develop and complete a safety policy program. 


- Consulted and provided guidance to the All Nations Coordinated Response Network in 
developing a compliant Safety Program. 


RURAL AND NORTHERN SERVICES  
Objective 
• To deliver departmental social services, income assistance and child and family services to eligible 


Manitobans in rural and northern regions of the province (Central, Eastman, Interlake, Northern, 
Parkland and Westman regions). 


 
Major program areas within each region include: 


- Employment and Income Assistance 
- Supported Living 
- Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
- Children’s Special Services 
- Child Care 
- Child and Family Services (only in Eastman, Interlake, Parkland and Northern regions) 
- Family Conciliation (only in Westman, Parkland and Northern regions) 
- Emergency Social Services 
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Responsibilities  
• Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


• Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


• Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


• Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


• Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


• Provides preventative services to families to promote the well-being of the family unit through 
education and community development activities. 


• Delivers child protection services to children who are at risk of abuse or neglect, and provides support 
and protective services to children in care. 


• Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


• Ensures Emergency Social Services plans are in place and provides assistance to local municipalities 
in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


• Engages communities to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on needs, priorities, or issues 
related to service delivery.  
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09-5B Rural and Northern Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 23,841 375.11 24,056 (215) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,043  3,770 273 


 
 


 
Less:  Recoverable from Canada- 
 Manitoba Labour Market 
 Agreement -  (494) 494 


 
 


1 


1. The variance is due to JobConnections being deemed ineligible under the current Labour Market Agreement (LMA). 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Continued with the annual cycle of business planning in each region, which ties in with the annual 


Estimates process and the Department’s strategic planning process. 


• Continued to further integrate the delivery of services to Manitobans eligible for more than one of the 
Department’s programs 


• Initiated the development of service standards for all community service delivery programs. 


• Continued to participate in the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative, by strengthening and 
further enhancing partnerships with agencies and their respective Authorities. 


• Furthered the development and implementation of Differential Response Models for service delivery 
in child welfare. 


• Participated with the General Authority in the development and implementation of the General Child 
and Family Services Authority Practice Model to enhance our service response for families connected 
with Child and Family Services. 


• Continued to train external agency staff on The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
to establish a similar value base for assisting vulnerable persons. 


• Continued to train staff and external partners, where applicable, with respect to legislation, policy and 
procedures to support and enhance service delivery. 


• Continued to support and engage community partners regarding regional social service issues and in 
support of integrated service delivery. 


• Continued to participate in and support the provincial Homelessness Initiative and the 
Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives. 


• Continued to deliver Rewarding Work, a multi-year strategy to help low-income working families 
remain in the workforce and assist Employment and Income Assistance participants in moving from 
welfare to work. 


• Continued to support the Recreational Opportunities for Children pilot project that aims to enhance 
the overall well-being of Employment and Income Assistance families, involved with JobConnections, 
through sustainable recreation at two sites in Winnipeg and two sites in rural Manitoba (in the 
Eastman and Parkland regions). 


• Established a new Recreational Opportunities for Children pilot site in the Central Region. 


• Continued to support the regional development of marketAbilities projects, an initiative under 
Rewarding Work aimed at providing assistance for persons with disabilities to secure employment. 
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• Continued to develop and support the Children’s Therapy Initiative, regional services and early years’ 
coalitions. 


• Continued to deliver an expanded Parent Education Program: For the Sake of the Children under the 
Family Conciliation program. 


• Continued to support the implementation of the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised 
Edition and the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition.   


• Supported the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning 
and Child Care.  


• Participated in planning the Department’s response to the 2011 spring flood and other business 
continuity efforts. 


• Participated in the Department’s Renewal Strategy. 


WINNIPEG SERVICES 
Objective  
• To deliver departmental social services and income assistance to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg, in 


partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority. 


Services are delivered by staff teams in the following community areas: 


-  River East/Transcona 
-  Inkster/Seven Oaks 
-  Point Douglas 
- Downtown 
-  St. Boniface/St. Vital 
-  Fort Garry/River Heights 
-  St. James Assiniboia/Assiniboine South 


 
Major program responsibilities within each community area include: 


-  Employment and Income Assistance  
-  Supported Living 
-  Vocational Rehabilitation Services 
- Children’s Special Services 
- Child Care 
- Emergency Social Services 


 


The Branch also operates three city-wide service units: 


- The Centralized Services and Resources Unit - Responsible for Residential Care Licensing, 
specialized support services, and the Provincial Special Needs Program, as well as for 
coordinating residential placements, day program services, respite, transportation services and 
behaviour specialist services and other resources for vulnerable children and adults across 
community areas. 


- The Employment and Income Assistance Centralized Services and Intake Unit - Promotes job 
opportunities and manages assistance for applicants who do not have a disability and who have 
no dependent children. 


- Family Conciliation Services - Provides referral, court-ordered assessment services, conciliation, 
and mediation services to families in dispute. 
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Responsibilities  
• Provides Employment and Income Assistance to Manitobans in need. 


• Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults with a mental 
disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner possible. 


• Delivers vocational rehabilitation programs to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning 
disability. 


• Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental or physical 
disability. 


• Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and ensures financial 
support for eligible families. 


• Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 


• Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and provides assistance to the City of 
Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


• Engages communities within each community area to share information, consult, and/or collaborate 
on needs, priorities, or issues related to service delivery. 
 


09-5C Winnipeg Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 33,785 524.50 33,335 450 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,979  4,050 929 1 
 
Less: Recoverable from Canada-
 Manitoba Labour Market  
 Agreement -  (541) 541 


 
 


2 


1. The variance is primarily due to increased non-discretionary costs associated with direct service such as the Accommodation 
Cost Recovery System, travel, communications, and Winnipeg Regional Health Authority cost sharing regarding basic operational 
and janitorial services. 


2. The variance is due to JobConnections being deemed ineligible under the current Labour Market Agreement (LMA). 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
Winnipeg Integrated Services infrastructure development, in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional 
Health Authority   


• Continued to provide input into the department’s annual planning process.  


• Continued planning for new Access Centres, as well as planning for locating community area staff 
into their respective areas of St. Vital and Point Douglas. 


• Participated in planning the Department’s response to the 2011 spring flood and other business 
continuity efforts. 


Work process improvements 


• Continued the implementation of integrated front-end processes to ensure that all walk-ins or call-ins 
are seen by on-call professional staff who have been trained in the basics of all the Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority and Family Services and Consumer Affairs core programs at all co-located 
sites. 
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• Continued to implement and train staff from both partner organizations on a service coordination 
protocol to improve service delivery to clients requiring access to multiple services or programs. 


• Initiated the development of service standards for all community service delivery programs. 


• Established a centralized rentals investigations unit in the Employment and Income Assistance 
program to ensure a well coordinated approach with the City of Winnipeg on investigations of rentals 
fraud. 


• Continued to support and engage the community partners regarding health and social services issues 
as part of integrated service delivery. 


• Participated in the Department’s Renewal Strategy. 


PROVINCIAL SERVICES  
Objectives  
• To administer income and housing benefits throughout the province. 


• To administer the delivery of Health Services benefits to Employment and Income Assistance 
participants, Rewarding Work Health Plan participants and children in care.  


Responsibilities  
• Provides assessment and processing of subsidies for the following programs: 


-  Income Benefits: 
o Manitoba Child Benefit 
o 55+ 
o Child Care Subsidy 


-  Housing Benefits: 
o Manitoba Shelter Benefit  
o School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus  
o Rent Supplement Program 
o Rewarding Work Rent Allowance  
o Portable Housing Benefit 


• Provides assessment and authorization for the delivery of Health Services benefits to Employment 
and Income Assistance participants and children in care in accordance with approved fee schedules 
and/or letters of understanding. 


• Provides assessment and authorization for the Rewarding Work Health Allowance for former 
Employment and Income Assistance participants who have secured employment. 


• Provides assessment and authorization for the Primary Caregiver Tax Credit program to participants 
of the Supported Living Program and Children’s Special Services. 


 
09-5D Provincial Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,259 53.50 2,604 (345) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 570  627 (57) 
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Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Provided direct services to over 30,462 citizens across the province. (For further information and 


statistics, please refer to the specific program sections under the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance and Child and Family Services Divisions.)  


• Provided funding for health services for 56,549 Employment and Income Assistance recipients and 
children in care. 


• Continued to build relationships with the community by offering orientation sessions and participating 
in community child care director meetings. 


• Continued to be committed to search for and develop solutions to the challenges presented in 
providing services to Manitobans.  


• Continued to support the Child Abuse Registry through the receipt, recording and processing of fees 
related to Child Abuse Registry self-checks.   


• Continued to participate in the planning of the pilot project to replace the current Child Abuse Registry 
Point of Sale system. 


• Processed approximately 52,265 claims for dental, optical, orthotic or chiropractic services on behalf 
of Employment and Income Assistance participants, Rewarding Work Health Allowance participants 
and children in care. 


MANITOBA DEVELOPMENTAL CENTRE 
Objectives  
• To provide long-term resident-centred care, supervision and developmental programs for adults with 


a mental disability from all regions of Manitoba.  


• To enhance the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Manitoba Developmental Centre 
(MDC) by focusing on resident-centred services and continuous quality improvement. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides long-term residential care and programs in accordance with the vision shared by staff, 


residents, family and the community and in accordance with accepted accreditation standards for 
group living services for residents with developmental disabilities. 


• Provides services to MDC residents including medical, pharmaceutical, nursing, dental, 
physiotherapy, psychiatric, special diet, recreational, psychological and occupational therapy. 


• Provides developmental program supports, including client assessment, communication, literacy, art, 
pottery, music, personal development programs, chaplaincy services and vocational training. 


• Provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in transitioning and 
maintenance of discharged residents in the community. 


• Explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the residents. 


• Provides a variety of recreation and leisure services to adults with developmental disabilities living in 
the Central Region. 


• Maintains positive relationships with families of residents and encourages families to actively 
participate in the residents’ care. 


• Provides orientation, training and ongoing education of staff targeted to MDC’s distinctive 
competencies, the development of leadership consistent with a team-based model of service delivery 
and progressive developments in the operation of MDC. 


• Manages authorized fiscal resources. 
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09-5E Manitoba Developmental Centre  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,689 549.90 30,635 (946) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,621  2,835 (214) 


 
 


 
Less:  Recoverable from other  
           appropriations (298)  (172) (126) 1 


1. The variance is due to a 2010/11 price increase related to the laundry services provided for Boundary Trails Health Centre and 
Eden Mental Health Centre. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an average daily 


population of 277 residents. 


• Completed Individual Planning for all residents as required by The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act. 100 per cent of MDC residents have a current Individual Plan. 


• Partnered with Supported Living agencies in the discharge of five residents to community 
placements. One resident was transferred to the St. Amant Centre. Provided short-term respite 
services for two community residents.   


• Accommodated various student practicums (23 nursing and health care aides, 2 speech, 1 
physiotherapy, 1 recreation and 2 work experiences). 


• One psychiatric nursing assistant took a Leave of Absence to pursue Licensed Practical Nurses 
training and returned to work at MDC. Two Licensed Practical Nurses took educational leave to 
pursue Registered Nurses training and returned to MDC. 


• Continued the commitment to sustainable development. There were approximately 19 metric tonnes 
of product recycled in 2010/11. 


• Developed the Therapeutic Recreation Outreach Network (TRON) and provided service to 25 adults 
with developmental disabilities living in the Central Region. TRON provides specialized recreation 
and leisure opportunities by trained, professional staff. 


• MDC’s Executive Management portfolios and areas of responsibility were restructured from four 
program areas to three areas. 


• Co-chaired the Workforce Planning Committee whose membership included government staff from 
Family Services and Consumer Affairs; Labour Relations Branch, Treasury Board Secretariat; 
Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade; Community and Economic Development Committee 
of Cabinet; and, Civil Service Commission and Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union 
representatives. 


• In 2010, the Department worked with the Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union 
(MGEU) to draft a report that explored future options for the staff and resources at the Manitoba 
Developmental Centre (MDC). The report identified potential services, including specialized on-site 
services, community options and outreach in the Portage la Prairie area. The report provides 
information and options for the recently formed MDC Advisory Committee to consider as it develops a 
long-term vision for MDC. This advisory committee is made up of many stakeholders, such as the 
MGEU, Friends of MDC, a family member of an MDC resident, the Rural Municipality of Portage la 
Prairie, the City of Portage la Prairie, Community Living – Winnipeg, People First of Manitoba, New 
Directions, the Manitoba Public Trustee and Manitoba government representatives. This committee 
will work collectively to provide recommendations for government’s consideration.  
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• Celebrated MDC’s 120 year anniversary by hosting a country fair for residents, their families, and 
present and former MDC staff. 


• In cooperation with the Selkirk Mental Health Centre, entered into an agreement with Circadian 
Technologies, Inc. to determine optimal staff-shift patterns using a proven change management 
process that engages shift workers in the province. 


• Partnered with the Selkirk Mental Health Centre and the Department of Justice to enter into 
government-wide contracts for all food products and ware-washing products. 


• Hired one full-time physiotherapist  


• A Senior Manager was nominated for a Family Services and Consumer Affairs Achievement Award in 
the category of Individual Leadership. 


• In response to the Accreditation Survey, developed a centre-wide program to monitor the completion 
of performance appraisals. 


Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 
1996/97 to 2010/11* 


Fiscal 
Year 


Opening 
Population 


Admissions Discharges 


Deaths 
Closing 


Population New Re-Admission Respite Community St. Amant 
Respite 
Ended 


1996/97 532 4 2 0 6 4 0 10 518 
1997/98 518 2 2 0 11 0 0 15 496 
1998/99 496 0 0 0 6 0 0 8 482 
1999/00 482 0 2 0 3 0 0 14 467 
2000/01 467 3 1 0 5 1 0 11 454 
2001/02 454 1 1 0 2 0 0 9 445 
2002/03 445 3 1 0 12 0 0 15 422 
2003/04 422 3 1 0 6 0 0 11 409 
2004/05 409 2 2 0 5 2 0 11 395 
2005/06 395 2 1 0 8 1 0 15 374 
2006/07 374 2 1 1 10 0 1 11 356 
2007/08 356 1 2 0 12 4 0 10 333 
2008/09 333 0 1 0 9 1 0 10 314 
2009/10 314 1 0 0 15 0 0 13 287 
2010/11 287 0 0 2 5 1 2 15 266 


*  Chart expanded in 2010/11 to identify respite admissions, and to identify discharges as discharges to the community, transfers to  
    St. Amant Centre and end of respite. The changes were made to improve clarity and analysis. 


WINNIPEG CHILD AND FAMILY SERVICES  
Objective 
• To provide a comprehensive continuum of child protection and family support services in Winnipeg in 


accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and The Adoption Act.   


Responsibilities  
• Provides protection services to children at risk of abuse and neglect. 


• Develops and provides basic and specialized placement services to meet the needs of children in 
care. 


• Provides preservation and reunification services to families.  


• Provides adoptive and post-adoptive services to children and families when reunification is no longer 
an option. 


• Partners with the community to provide supportive and preventative services to families.  
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09-5F Winnipeg Child and Family Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2010/11 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2010/11* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 20,032 298.80 17,927 2,105 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,010  1,790 220 


 
  


*  The 2010/11 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as an allocation from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures regarding workforce adjustments, secondments and transition costs under the 
Aboriginal Justice Inquiry–Child Welfare Initiative, extended FTEs due to medical accommodations, WCFS Pension Plan 
deficiency, as well as the Point Douglas D Unit to handle increased workload and focus on new Canadians and immigrants. 


Activities/Highlights in 2010/11 
• In partnership with the General Child and Family Services Authority (GA), introduced the Structured 


Decision Making® system and the “Signs of Safety” practice model. The two models will be combined 
and identified as the GA Practice Model.  


- The Structured Decision Making® system is a model that includes assessments, definitions, and 
policies and procedures which assist caseworkers and other staff in performing intakes, 
investigations, and case planning by providing a consistent approach to obtaining and evaluating 
information.   


- The Structured Decision Making® model and tools are currently being piloted as part of the 
Differential Response pilot through the Family Enhancement Unit. The model and tools will be 
rolled out to all GA staff in the upcoming year with a mentorship strategy for supervisors to enable 
them to assist their social work staff with the transfer of learning. 


- “Signs of Safety” provides a practice approach that expands the investigation of risk to 
encompass ‘signs of safety’, which can be built upon to stabilize and strengthen the child’s and 
family’s situation.   


- “Signs of Safety” has been implemented with the Reunification/Overflow and the Family 
Enhancement service teams. A full roll-out to GA staff is being planned and will take place after 
the Structured Decision Making® system has been fully put into daily practice. 


• Established a Recording Committee to review and revise Winnipeg Child and Family Services 
(WCFS) recording practices with the goal of making recording practices consistent with service 
standards. The committee has completed a final draft that was piloted in five service units. Based on 
these findings, the package will be reviewed and implemented in the upcoming year. 


• Continued involvement in the Differential Response Pilot Project through continued support of the 
work of the Family Enhancement Unit to defer potential of child placements through preventive 
planning with families and their support systems, and participation in the development and 
implementation of an evaluation of the service with the GA and the Child Protection Branch. 


• The Newcomers Unit continued to ensure protection and family support services to families and 
children, who have recently immigrated to Canada, in as holistic and culturally sensitive a manner as 
possible through partnerships developed with collateral organizations. As acknowledgement of their 
dedicated efforts the Newcomer Team received the Department of Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs Excellence in Service Award. 


• Through a dedicated team, WCFS continued to provide Perinatal Services available to all Child and 
Family Services Authorities in Winnipeg to assist young women under the age of eighteen (and their 
partner) who are pregnant and/or parenting children. 
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• To improve services to children in care with a disability, WCFS and Children’s Special Services are 
developing processes to share information and provide consultation services. To support this 
measure, a caseload of children with complex medical needs was developed and assigned to one 
Permanent Ward worker who attends a Centralized Services Team meeting on a regular basis. 


• In partnership with the GA and the WCFS Resources Development Committee, progress continued in 
the creation of new foster care and residential care resources. 


• Participated in joint Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child and Family Services resource manager 
meetings aimed at establishing consistent practices in the management of foster care and family 
support services. 


• The WCFS Parent Training and Recognition Committee hosted the annual events to honour foster 
families and children in their care: the WCFS Foster Parent Appreciation dinner in October 2010 and 
the Kids in Kare picnic in June 2010. 


• Continued to prioritize supports for children who are transitioning from permanent care by approving 
extensions of care to allow for a further period of stability, to support the completion of post-
secondary educational programs, and to prepare for independent living while still receiving the 
support of a formal foster placement. 


• With the support of the GA, initiated an Age of Majority Celebration to formally acknowledge all 
children in care when they turn eighteen years of age. These celebrations will be held quarterly 
throughout the year. 


• Continued management of the Emergency Placement Resources system (including shelters, hotels 
and certain emergency foster home bed spaces) pending transfer to the All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network (ANCR).  


• Decreased reliance on emergency hotel placements for children through enhancements made as part 
of a joint project with Emergency Placement Resources and Macdonald Youth Services’ “Purple 
Martin Program” that targeted the creation of 40 new beds by September 2010. Based on this 
success discussion is underway with New Directions for Children, Youth and Families and the 
Knowles Centre to further augment emergency resources through the development of an additional 
22 beds for high/complex needs youth. 


• Continued to manage all functions of the Family Support Program including a portion of the In-Home 
support services pending the transfer to the All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR). 


• Through the Family Support Training Committee, identified areas where enhanced training is required 
for staff who provide direct service to children and families in their homes. 


• Continued involvement in the provincial adoption forum that identifies service issues and advocates 
for adoption to be considered as an important part of the service continuum. 


• In collaboration with Centralized Services and Resources, WCFS is developing a panel process that 
will provide information and consultation to WCFS Social Workers for youth who are transitioning 
from WCFS care and still need ongoing supports due to a mental disability. 


• Continued to participate on the Winnipeg Integrated Services leadership teams in the Community 
Areas to identify opportunities to advance service integration. Implemented the co-location plan for a 
WCFS service team into the new Health and Social Services Centre at 755 Portage Avenue and the 
new Access Centre at 640 Main Street. 


• In collaboration with the GA Joint Training Coordinator, continued to develop a comprehensive 
training strategy that offers a broad range of training opportunities for managers and staff. 


• Continued to participate on the Advisory Committee of VOICES (Manitoba Youth in Care Network) 
and assisted youth to attend post-secondary education through the Keith Cooper Scholarship Fund. 


• Provided field placement and opportunities for Bachelor of Social Work students from the University 
of Manitoba (Fort Garry and Selkirk Avenue campuses), St. Boniface College and Booth College. 
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• Participated as a member on the Family Services and Consumer Affairs Renewal Committee, and 
actively engaged in the renewal strategies of developing staff learning plans at all levels of the Branch 
and supporting front line social work staff to attend Supervisor Competency Based Training. 


• Maintained a comprehensive internal website for staff that serves as a general communication tool for 
Branch staff to be kept informed of agency resources, planning processes and activities. 


• Continued to support the work and activities of the Staff Engagement Working Group whose purpose 
is to improve morale through improvement strategies related to communication, staff engagement 
and inclusion in decision-making. 


• The WCFS Critical Incident Stress Management Peer Support Team enhanced its communication 
tools through a review and modifications to the information sheet for staff and the development of a 
fact sheet for family and supports of a staff member involved in a critical incident. 


• Continued to support the Diversity and Employment Equity Strategy through recruitment and hiring 
practices, and recruiting and hiring newly graduated social workers.   
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REVENUE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs     
Revenue Summary by Source ($000s) 
For the year ended March 31, 2011 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Actual Actual Increase/ Expl.  Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 
2009/10 2010/11 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2010/11 2010/11 (Decrease) No. 


         


    Taxation     
71,964 72,258 294  


 
Insurance Corporations 
Tax 


72,258  71,000  1,258   


53,661 58,697 5,036 1 Land Transfer Tax 58,697  51,000  7,697  5 
125,625 130,955 5,330  Sub-Total 130,955  122,000  8,955   


         


    Other Revenue     
1,143  1,121  (22)   Automobile Injury Appeals 


Commission Cost Recovery 
1,121  1,303  (182)  


18,180  20,754  2,574  2 Children's Special 
Allowance Recoveries 


20,754  19,922  832   


1,017  1,007  (10)   Claimant Adviser Office 
Cost Recovery 


1,007  1,156  (149)  


1,967  2,471  504  3 Consumer Affairs Fees 2,471  2,109  362 6 
1,378  1,378    Cost Recovery from 


Municipalities 
1,378  1,378    


8,167  6,299  (1,868) 4 Income Assistance Recoveries 6,299  8,710  (2,411) 7 


1,097  1,168  71   Insurance Act Fees and 
Cost Recovery 


1,168  1,160  8   


210  210                     Levy for Local Government 
Welfare Purposes in 
Unorganized Territory 


210  210    


1,386  1,282  (104)   Public Utilities Board Cost 
Recovery 


1,282  1,382  (100)   


250  306 56  Trust and Loan Fees 306  245  61  
1,572  1,450  (122)  Sundry 1,450  1,416  34   


36,367 36,446 1,079  Sub-Total 37,446  38,991  (1,545)  
         


4,507 4,623 116  Government of Canada 4,623 4,507 116  
         


166,499 173,024 6,525  Total Revenue 173,024 165,498 7,526  


1.  The variance is primarily due to an increase in overall average sale price of homes. 
2. The variance is primarily due to the timing of the receipt of revenue from the Child and Family Services Agencies and an increase in the 


number of children in care. 
3. The variance is primarily due to new payday loan licence / registration fees that have been introduced in 2010/11. 
4. The variance is primarily attributable to a decrease in recoveries for OAS/GIS/CPP/CPP/D; Overpayments; Maintenance Orders; and Property 


Liens. 
5. The variance is primarily due to higher than anticipated transfer of land registrations and higher than anticipated increase in overall average 


sale price of homes. 
6. The variance is primarily due to higher than estimated payday loan licence / registration revenue. The number of payday loan licences / 


registrations issued is much higher than estimated. 
7. The variance primarily reflects the Canada Pension Plan/Disability Project (CPP/D) addressing the majority of the backlog of EIA participants 


who may have been eligible to receive federal CPP/D benefits, and the resulting decrease in revenue associated with the retroactive 
assignment of benefits, lower than estimated overpayment recoveries, and lower than anticipated recoveries of maintenance orders.    


FINANCIAL INFORMATION 
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FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND STAFFING SUMMARY TABLE 
 


Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Appropriation ($000s)  
For the years ended March 31, 2007 - March 31, 2011 Actual/Adjusted Expenditures* 


  2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 


Appropriation FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s 
09-1 Administration 


and Finance 
 


98.73 
 


10,369 
 


99.73 
 


11,269 
 


99.73 
 


12,377 
 


99.73 
 


13,095 
 


99.73 
 


11,569 
            


09-2 Consumer 
and Corporate  
Affairs 


 
 


115.28 


 
 


9,486 


 
 


124.78 


 
 


9,782 


 
 


123.78 


 
 


10,732 


 
 


119.78 


 
 


10,808 


 
 


119.78 


 
 


11,030 
            


09-3 Disability 
Programs and 
Employment  
and Income 
Assistance  


 
 
 
 


93.50 


 
 
 
 


548,805 


 
 
 
 


94.50 


 
 
 
 


575,816 


 
 
 
 


77.50 


 
 
 
 


609,466 


 
 
 
 


77.50 


 
 
 
 


663,148 


 
 
 
 


73.50 


 
 
 
 


702,856 
            


09-4 Child and  
Family  
Services 


 
 


148.50 


 
 


329,180 


 
 


148.50 


 
 


370,874 


 
 


148.50 


 
 


420,831 


 
 


148.50 


 
 


463,782 


 
 


144.50 


 
 


500,075 
            


09-5 Community 
Service 
Delivery  


 
 


1,919.21 


 
 


111,798 


 
 


1,854.91 


 
 


120,044 


 
 


1,863.81 


 
 


129,868 


 
 


1,853.81 


 
 


133,334 


 
 


1,840.81 


 
 


131,771 
            


09-6 Costs 
Related to 
Capital Assets  


 
 


 
 


4,510 


  
 


4,768 


  
 


4,423 


  
 


4,257 


  
 


4,095 
            


Total Family 
Services and 
Consumer Affairs 


 
 


2,375.22 


 
 


1,014,148 


 
 


2,322.42 


 
 


1,092,553 


 
 


2,313.32 


 
 


1,187,697 


 
 


2,299.32 


 
 


1,288,424 


 
 


2,278.32 


 
 


1,361,396 
*  Adjusted figures reflect historical data on a comparable basis in those appropriations affected by a reorganization during the years under review. 
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Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
 
Reconciliation Statement 
 


 
 


 
Details 


2010/11 
Estimates 


$000 
 
2010/11 Main Estimates 
 
          Allocation of Funds From: 
                    -  Enabling Appropriations  


 
1,305,433 


 
 


596* 
 


 
20010/11 Estimate 
 


 
1,306,029 


*  Provides for unbudgeted severance costs and workforce adjustments
 


.   
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2011 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2010/11a)  Appropriation 2010/11 2009/10b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-1 Administration and Finance     


$37 (a) Minister's Salary $37 $46 (9) 1 
       


 (b) Executive Support     
689     Salaries and Employee Benefits    686 910 (224) 2 
62     Other Expenditures      60 62 (2)  


       


 (c) Social Services Appeal Board     
365     Salaries and Employee Benefits     326 332 (6)  
83     Other Expenditures     78 81 (3)  


       


 (d) Public Utilities Board     
681     Salaries and Employee Benefits 830 823 7  
667     Other Expenditures      471 469 2  


       


 (e) Policy and Planning     
1,102     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,101 1,379 (278) 3 


158     Other Expenditures      210 195 15  
       


 (f) Financial and Administrative Services     
1,967     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,068 2,022 46  


383     Other Expenditures      384 392 (8)  
       


 (g) Innovation, Information and Technology    
2,759     Salaries and Employee Benefits   2,425 2,455 (30)  
2,219     Other Expenditures   1,790 2,695 (905) 4 


       


 (h) Agency Accountability and Support Unit    
1,147     Salaries and Employee Benefits 933 1,003 (70)  


367     Other Expenditures  170 231 (61) 5 
       


$12,686  Total 09-1 $11,569 $13,095 ($1,526)  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs  
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2011 with comparative figures for the previous year 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2010/11a)  Appropriation 2010/11 2009/10b) (Decrease) No. 


         


 09-2 Consumer and Corporate Affairs     
 (a) Administration and Research     


$486      Salaries and Employee Benefits $459 $476 ($17)  
219      Other Expenditures 236 174 62    6 


           
  (b) Consumers’ Bureau        


1,267      Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,171 1,010 161 7 
246      Other Expenditures 280 238 42 8 
150      Grants 174 150 24  9 


           
  (c) Residential Tenancies Branch        


4,372      Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,919 4,042 (123)  
991      Other Expenditures 940 853 87     


           
  (d) Financial Institutions Regulations Branch       


749      Salaries and Employee Benefits 717 720 (3)  
216      Other Expenditures 158 142 16  


           


  
(e) Claimant Adviser Office – Automobile 


Injury Compensation Appeals       
 


805      Salaries and Employee Benefits 761 776 (15)  
270      Other Expenditures 176 171 5  


           


  
(f) Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal 


Commission      
 


917      Salaries and Employee Benefits 795 804 (9)   
295      Other Expenditures 239 250 (11)  


           
  (g) Residential Tenancies Commission        


863      Salaries and Employee Benefits 811 814 (3)   
205      Other Expenditures 194 188 6   


    
$12,051  Total 09-2 $11,030 $10,808 $222  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs  
 Expenditure Summary ($000s) 


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2011 with comparative figures for the previous year 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2010/11a)  Appropriation 2010/11 2009/10b) (Decrease) No. 


        


 
09-3 


Disability Programs and Employment and  
Income Assistance 


   


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$1,983     Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,468 $1,561 ($93)  
2,683     Other Expenditures 2,815 2,808 7  


           
  (b) Disability Programs        


1,034     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,090 1,180 (90)   
292     Other Expenditures 84 55 29  10 


229,044     Supported Living 247,135 224,702 22,433  11 
26,022     Children's Special Services 25,681 25,157 524   


           
  (c) Employment and Income Support        


2,104     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,483 2,686 (203)  
601     Other Expenditures 795 879 (84)  


293,794     Employment and Income Assistance 308,770 296,045 12,725  12 
61,209     Health Services 64,143 61,414 2,729  13 


24,386 
    Income Assistance for Persons 


with Disabilities 24,393 23,067 1,326  
9,655     Vocational Rehabilitation 8,867 9,245 (378)   
5,382     55 PLUS 5,171 5,278 (107)  
5,093     Building Independence 4,060 3,480 580  14 
5,154     Manitoba Child Benefit 3,271 3,075 196   


11,951     Manitoba Shelter Benefit 10,132 9,098 1,034  15 


(9,089) 
 Less: Recoverable from Canada- 


Manitoba Labour Market Agreem  (8,034) (7,170) (864)  16 
           
  (d) Office of the Vulnerable Persons' Commissioner        


411     Salaries and Employee Benefits 436 482 (46)  
112     Other Expenditures 96 106 (10)  


       
$671,821  Total 09-3 $702,856 $663,148 $39,708  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 


For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2011 with comparative figures for the previous year 
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2010/11a)  Appropriation 2010/11 2009/10b) (Decrease) No. 


        


 09-4 Child and Family Services     
 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support      


$1,669     Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,086 $2,247 ($161)   
1,041     Other Expenditures 1,214 1,190 24   


484 
    Aboriginal Justice Inquiry - Child Welfare 


Initiative 106 484 (378) 
 


17 
          
  (b) Child Protection       


4,140     Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,812 4,676 136   
2,209     Other Expenditures 2,590 2,856 (266)  


327,896     Authorities and Maintenance of Children 354,442 321,410 33,032  18 


932 
    The Family Support Innovations Fund -  


  Mandated Agencies 918 892 26 
 


          
  (c) Family and Community Support        
          
  (1) Child Care        


1,758     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,235 2,193 42  
778     Other Expenditures 872 928 (56)  


123,775   Financial Assistance and Grants  118,553 114,650 3,903  19 
          


  (2) Family Violence Prevention       
637     Salaries and Employee Benefits 492 491 1  
93     Other Expenditures 77 76 1  


12,213     External Agencies 11,678 11,689 (11)   
       


$477,625  Total 09-4 $500,075 $463,782 $36,293  
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Department of Family Services and Consumer Affairs 
Expenditure Summary ($000s) 
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2011 with comparative figures for the previous year 


       
Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2010/11a)  Appropriation 2010/11 2009/10b) (Decrease) No. 


        
 09-5 Community Service Delivery     


 (a) Service Delivery Support     
$2,579     Salaries and Employee Benefits $3,340 $3,575 ($235)   
4,479     Other Expenditures 4,900 4,747 153  


          
  (b) Rural and Northern Services       


24,056     Salaries and Employee Benefits 23,841 23,720 121   
3,770     Other Expenditures 4,043 4,107 (64)  
(494)  Less: Recoverable from Canada-Manitoba 


Labour Market Agreement 
 (515) 515 20 


          
  (c) Winnipeg Services       


33,335     Salaries and Employee Benefits 33,785 33,929 (144)   
4,050     Other Expenditures 4,979 4,413 566  
(541)  Less: Recoverable from Canada-Manitoba 


Labour Market Agreement 
 (558) 558 21 


          
  (d) Provincial Services       


2,604     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,259 2,361 (102)   
627     Other Expenditures 570 579 (9)  


          
  (e) Manitoba Developmental Centre       


30,635     Salaries and Employee Benefits 29,689 31,254 (1,565)   
2,835     Other Expenditures 2,621 2,890 (269)  
(172)  Less: Recoverable from other 


appropriations 
(298) (265) (33)  


          
 (f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services       


17,927     Salaries and Employee Benefits 20,032 21,050 (1,018)   
1,790     Other Expenditures 2,010 2,047 (37)  


       
$127,480  Total 09-5 $131,771 $133,334 ($1,563)  


       
$4,366  09-6 Costs Related to Capital Assets $ 4,095 $4,257 ($162)  


       
$1,306,029  Total Family Services and Consumer 


Affairs 
$1,361,396 $1,288,424 $72,972  
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1. The variance is attributable to a 20 per cent reduction of the Minister’s salary. 
2. The variance is primarily due to costs related to a retirement in 2009/10. 
3. The variance is primarily due to vacancies and costs related to a retirement in 2009/10. 
4. The variance is primarily due to reduced operating costs. 
5. The variance is primarily due to financial reviews and audits. 
6. The variance is primarily due to legal services. 
7. The variance is primarily due to fewer vacancies than in the previous year. 
8. The variance is primarily due to operating expenditures related to Let’s Make a Better Dealtm initiative. 
9. The variance is primarily due to increased grants to Community Financial Counselling Services and 


Consumers Association of Canada. 
10. The variance is primarily due to increased communication expenses and supplies and services. 
11. The variance is primarily due to annualization of services implemented part-year in 2009/10 in addition to 


new volume implemented in 2010/11. 
12. The variance is primarily due to an increase in caseload. 
13. The variance is primarily due to an increase in the volume of prescriptions in the drug program. 
14. The variance is primarily due to additional programming implemented in 2010/11. 
15. The variance is primarily due to annualization of the enhancements implemented July 2009. 
16. The variance is primarily due to additional programming added to the LMA recovery.  
17. The variance is primarily due to the delay in mandating additional child and family service agencies. 
18. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in number of children in care, as well as increased costs 


for Child Maintenance. 
19. The variance is primarily due to increased operating grants due to increased spaces and annualization 


requirements. 
20. The variance is due to Job Connections being deemed ineligible under the current Canada-Manitoba Labour 


Market Agreement.  
21. The variance is due to Job Connections being deemed ineligible under the current Canada-Manitoba Labour 


Market Agreement.  
  
NOTES:  


a) The 2010/11 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates as well allocations from 
an Enabling Appropriation.  


b) The 2009/10 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2010/11 appropriation structure. 
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September 2012 
 
 
 
 
His Honour the Honourable Philip S. Lee, C.M., O.M. 
Lieutenant Governor of Manitoba 
Room 235, Legislative Building 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 
R3C 0V8 
 
Your Honour: 
 
I have the pleasure of presenting the Annual Report of the Department of Family 
Services and Labour of the Province of Manitoba covering the period from April 1, 2011 
to March 31, 2012, which includes the Annual Reports for the Manitoba Women’s 
Advisory Council and the Disabilities Issues Office. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jennifer Howard 
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Honourable Jennifer Howard 
Minister of Family Services and Labour 
 
Minister: 
 
I have the honour of presenting to you the Annual Report for the Department of Family 
Services and Labour for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2012. This report includes the 
Annual Reports for the Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council and the Disabilities Issues 
Office.  


The Department continued its efforts to support the healthy development of Manitoba 
children, families and communities; to increase the safety and well-being of vulnerable 
Manitobans; and to provide fair and safe work places and practices for employees and 
employers alike. 


Working with the federal government and the First Nation Child and Family Services 
Authorities, in 2011/12 the Department implemented an on-reserve Enhanced 
Prevention Framework, and continued its efforts on the Differential Response/Family 
Enhancement initiative that will see earlier, less intrusive supports and services 
provided to families requiring assistance. 
Over the last year, the Department continued to build and strengthen Manitoba’s early 
learning and child care system through the implementation of Family Choices: 
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care. Highlights included a 
commitment of funding for an additional 2,100 child care spaces, and the launch of a 
two-year incentive to increase participation in the province-wide pension plan for child 
care centre workers. Other highlights included continued training and recruitment 
initiatives, new funding supports for rural and northern Manitoba and continued 
investments in capital projects. In addition, the Department made a number of 
enhancements to its disability programs to ensure that sustainable and appropriate 
services continue to be provided to Manitobans with disabilities and, in response to the 
proclamation of The Accessibility Advisory Council Act and Amendments to the 
Government Purchases Act, the Department continued to develop barrier-free 
purchasing policies and guidelines to help ensure that persons with disabilities have 
access to the Government of Manitoba information and services they require.  


The Department also began the development of a comprehensive, multi-year domestic 
violence strategy called Safer Today, Stronger Tomorrow, and launched public 
consultations to gather information on how to improve prevention efforts and services 
for families and individuals affected by family violence.  
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In June 2011, the Department also introduced two significant initiatives designed to 
improve the online information available to Manitoba families. These included the 
expansion of the Online Child Care Registry which allows parents across the province 
to locate and register their children online for child care services, and the launch of the 
ManitobaParentZone.ca website which provides parents with access to trusted, 
evidence-based, Manitoba-focused parenting and child development information 24 
hours per day – seven days per week.   


Following the reorganization announced in January 2012, departmental staff worked 
closely with staff of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade (ETT) to ensure that 
Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants continued to receive program 
benefits and services without disruption as responsibility for the EIA program was 
transferred to ETT. 


In addition, departmental staff played a key role in supporting and assisting over 1,807 
families and 346 individual Manitobans who were affected by the 2011 flood. This 
included coordinating assistance to municipalities and ensuring that emergency social 
services and financial assistance were provided to those in need. 


In addition to these activities, significant work was undertaken to enhance workplace 
safety and fairness across the province. Manitoba’s minimum wage rate was increased 
for the eleventh consecutive year to $10.00 per hour to ensure that lower-income 
Manitobans are compensated fairly. The Department also continued its work with 
employers and workers to reduce the time-loss injury rate in Manitoba. In 2011/12, the 
injury rate was 3.3 per 100 full-time workers representing a reduction in the injury rate of 
41 per cent since 2000. In addition, the Department introduced an amendment to The 
Employment Standards Code which supports the development of voluntary, individual 
flex-time agreements and provides more flexibility to employees and employers in 
adjusting daily hours of work to balance work - life issues.  


Going forward, the Department will continue to support the safety and well-being of 
Manitoba children, families, communities and workplaces, while encouraging economic 
growth and development.   


I would also like to acknowledge the important role our employees and external advisory 
committees play in shaping and ensuring that the services and supports provided by the 
Department meet the many and varied needs of Manitobans across our province.  


Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jeff Parr 
Deputy Minister 
Family Services and Labour 







Overview of 2011/12 Achievements 
 
The Department realized a number of important achievements during the 2011/12 fiscal 
year as it continued its efforts to support the healthy development of Manitoba children, 
families and communities, increase the safety and well-being of vulnerable Manitobans, 
and provide fair and safe work places and practices for employees and employers alike. 
 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care continued to implement Family Choices: 
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care which included: funding 
committed for an additional 2,100 child care spaces to help more families find licensed 
child care spaces; launching a two-year incentive to encourage participation in the 
province-wide pension plan for child care centre workers; continued funding for training 
supports and recruitment incentives for early childhood educators; new funding supports 
for rural and northern Manitoba; and continuing investments in capital projects under the 
Family Choices Building Fund to support the development of more early learning and 
child care spaces. To date, a total of 115 early learning and child care capital projects 
have been supported through Family Choices.  
 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care also expanded the Online Child Care Registry, 
allowing parents across the province to look for and register their children for child care 
services, and child care providers to create and manage online waitlists. Following the 
provision of individualized mentorship support, Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 
also mandated that all preschool centres and nursery schools develop their own 
curriculum statements based on Early Returns: Manitoba’s Early Learning and Child 
Care Curriculum Framework for Preschool Centres and Nursery Schools by 
December 2011. These statements will guide early childhood educators as they design 
play-based, developmentally appropriate interactions, relationships, environments and 
experiences to allow all children to develop to their fullest potential.  
 
The Department also made a number of significant gains in the area of disability 
programs and services. In June 2011, the Department released Thrive! a five-year plan 
for helping Manitobans with autism spectrum disorders and their families. Following the 
announcement, the Department invited representatives from advocacy groups, 
Manitoba Education and Manitoba Health to join them in forming an autism leadership 
group which will serve as a forum to share ideas, identify challenges and help prioritize 
and implement options to address the needs of children, youth and adults affected by 
autism. 
 
To better protect vulnerable persons from abuse and neglect, the Department also 
formulated amendments to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. 
The amendments, proclaimed August 15, 2011, created new offences for which 
individuals could be charged. The Department also initiated work on drafting new 
Regulations that will support The Adult Abuse Registry Act, which received royal assent 
on June 16, 2011. 
 
In addition, the Community Living disABILITY Services program (formerly the Supported 
Living Program) embarked on a strategic redevelopment plan to improve accountability 
and build a foundation for reduced cost growth and the long-term sustainability of the   







program. Over the next few years, this work will focus on improving service and funding 
standards, the development of alternative resources, quality assurance, and the 
establishment of a more proactive and sustainable service delivery system.  
 
The Department also began the development of a comprehensive multi-year domestic 
violence strategy, called Safer Today, Stronger Tomorrow, and launched public 
consultations to gather information on how to improve prevention efforts and services 
for those affected by domestic violence. 
 
The Family Violence Prevention Program (FVPP) provided increased security for staff 
and clients at nine community agencies. FVPP also continued to provide domestic 
violence training in workplaces across Manitoba. Through this initiative, over 650 
participants have received training since 2009. FVPP partnered in the development of 
the SafePet Program, which facilitates the temporary care of pets by Winnipeg Humane 
Society volunteers, helping pet owners leave abusive relationships. New funding was 
provided to two family violence prevention programs:  Man Are Part of the Solution in 
Thompson, which provides counselling to men with abusive behaviours and the 
Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre, which provides workshops on healthy relationships to 
students in north eastern Manitoba. 
 
In 2011/12, the Department also introduced a number of initiatives designed to improve 
the health, safety and outcomes of Manitobans. Through the Manitoba Status of 
Women, and in partnership with Manitoba Health, the Department developed and 
launched a renewed Women’s Health Strategy and administered 80 Training for 
Tomorrow Educational Awards of $1,250 each to encourage women to enter into math, 
science and technology programs at Manitoba’s four colleges. The Department also 
launched the ManitobaParentZone.ca website in June 2011, to provide Manitoba 
parents with trusted, Manitoba-focused, parenting and child development information 
they can access 24 hours per day, seven days per week. The website is an important 
part of the Province’s efforts to help support and strengthen Manitoba families and 
communities. 
 
The Department continued to lead the implementation of ALL Aboard:  Manitoba’s 
Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. In June 2011, The Poverty Reduction 
Strategy Act was passed. As a result, the first annual ALL Aboard Budget Statement 
was tabled in the Legislature in March 2012. The Act also established the ALL Aboard 
Committee, which includes both community members and members of the Provincial 
Cabinet, to give overall direction to the Strategy. 
 
The Disabilities Issues Office responded to the proclamation of The Accessibility 
Advisory Council Act and Amendments to the Government Purchases Act by supporting 
the work of the ministerially appointed Accessibility Advisory Council and continuing to 
work with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation to develop barrier-free purchasing 
policies and guidelines that will ensure that persons with disabilities have access to the 
Government of Manitoba information and services they require. 
 
The Child and Family Services (CFS) Division worked with the CFS Authorities to 
introduce a new federal/provincial harmonized agency funding model, and a system to 
support five-year business plans for CFS agencies. The CFS division and Authorities,   







also implemented Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada’s on-reserve 
child and family services Enhanced Prevention Framework and continue their efforts 
toward the implementation of the Differential Response/Family Enhancement initiative 
which will see earlier, less intrusive supports and services provided to families who 
require assistance.  
 
The CFS division, in partnership with the Authorities and the Federal Government, also 
undertook financial reviews of five child and family services agencies which included a  
a review of financial policies and procedures and reviews of specific risk areas. The 
division also made the First Choice Pilot Project a fully integrated and permanent 
service within Family Conciliation Services and finalized a bilingual electronic guide for 
grandparents and other extended family members seeking access to grandchildren, 
nieces, nephews, etc., as part of their work on the Grand Relations Strategy.  
 
The Community Service Delivery (CSD) Division also realized a number of significant 
achievements during 2011/12. Following the government-wide reorganization 
announced in January 2012, CSD staff ensured that services and supports continued to 
be provided to Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants without 
interruption as program and policy responsibilities for the EIA program were transitioned 
to Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade.  
 
Through its rural and northern services offices, the CSD division also provided 
Emergency Social Services and financial support to over 1,807 families and 346 
individual Manitobans who were affected by the 2011 flood. 
 
The Office of the Fire Commissioner (OFC) also provided emergency response 
planning and operations support to the RM of St. Laurent and to communities affected 
by flooding along Lake Manitoba, the Assiniboine and the Souris Rivers.   
 
The OFC also underwent significant organizational change and growth as a result of the 
OFC/Mechanical and Engineering amalgamation to create Inspection and Technical 
Services Manitoba, which has streamlined and improved client services related to the 
examination and licensing of trades, issuing of permits and the provision of inspection 
services for those working in the engineering, technical safety, construction and building 
codes/standards industries. This initiative will ensure that appropriate standards are 
maintained and enforced with respect to public safety. 
 
The Department also undertook a number of activities to support and enhance 
accountability and governance among its service delivery partners. In 2011/12, the 
Agency Accountability and Support Unit (AASU) led the negotiation of nine 
multi-departmental Service Purchase Agreements through the Streamlining Access for 
Non Profit Organizations pilot project. The AASU also facilitated 9 general training 
sessions and 11 specific sessions on board governance to a wide variety of agencies 
across the province, which presented information on the general roles and 
responsibilities of non-profit boards, legal duties and liabilities and a discussion of 
governance versus management responsibilities. 
 
The Department also undertook a number of initiatives designed to promote safe and 
healthy workplaces, balanced employment practices and harmonious labour/   







management relations. It continued its work with employers and workers to reduce the 
time-loss injury rate in Manitoba.  In 2011/12, the injury rate was 3.3 per 100 full-time 
workers representing a reduction in the injury rate of 41 per cent since 2000. One key 
factor in injury prevention was a 12.56 per cent increase in the number of workplace 
inspections the Department conducted in 2011/12. Workplace safety and health 
legislation was also changed in 2011/12 to prevent workplace injuries. The Operation of 
Mines Regulation was modernized to reflect current best practices, including new 
provisions for safe work procedures and prohibiting the tethering of workers to remote-
controlled machinery (except for fall protection). The Workplace Safety and Health 
Regulation was also updated to strengthen violence prevention provisions, and to 
require specific workplaces to develop and follow a violence prevention policy. 
 
In addition, The Employment Standards Code was amended to introduce voluntary 
individual flex-time agreements, providing more flexibility to employees and employers 
in adjusting daily hours of work to balance work-life issues. This will give employees 
opportunities to spend more time with their families and help employers to better plan 
and schedule work times to meet customer needs. Other amendments included 
providing a "just cause" standard for terminating employment without notice (replacing 
the "wilful misconduct" standard), which is more in line with practices in other provinces. 
Exemption from holiday pay was also extended to climate-controlled agricultural 
workplaces. These changes came into effect on January 1, 2012. 
 
Recognizing that effective enforcement is critical to protecting the rights of employees 
and employers under The Employment Standards Code, Employment Standards 
initiated 2,720 investigations and recovered $1.3 million in wages owed to workers. 
Investigators also conducted 437 proactive investigations to advance labour standards 
rights and obligations in the workplace. 
 
Conciliation and Mediation Services provided assistance in 114 conciliation 
assignments under The Labour Relations Act and disposed of 68 assignments, 
94 per cent of which were finalized without a work stoppage. Assisting employers and 
unions to settle collective agreements with a minimum of strikes and lockouts and 
person-days lost to work stoppages, ensures a stable labour relations climate in 
Manitoba that benefits workers, businesses, and the economy.  
 
Manitoba’s minimum wage was increased for the eleventh consecutive year, to $10.00 
per hour effective October 1, 2011. Amendments made to the Construction Industry 
Minimum Wage Regulation in February 2012 will provide for wage increases for the 
Industrial, Commercial and Institutional, and Heavy Construction Sectors in 2012 and 
2013. A higher minimum wage that is competitive with minimum wages in other 
Canadian jurisdictions increases Manitoba’s ability to attract and retain workers, both for 
entry level jobs and in the construction sector. 
 
The Pension Benefits Act and Regulation were amended to strengthen enforcement 
and appeal processes, through the ability to issue administrative penalties, file orders 
and appropriate documents with the court, register with the Personal Property Registry, 
and a more specific process for hearings and appeals. New provisions also permit the 
minister to enter into a new multi-lateral agreement for the regulation of multi-
jurisdictional pension plans that would provide a clear legal framework for regulating   







these plans. Given the ever increasing complexities around pension plans and their 
regulation, a new multi-lateral agreement has been developed by the Canadian 
Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities for consideration by all Canadian 
governments with pension benefit standards legislation. These changes came into 
effect on January 1, 2012 and will further protect the pension promise of income for life 
for pension plan members and retirees. 
 
Other legislative and regulatory changes made in 2011/12 were:  
− Amendments to The Firefighters and Paramedics Arbitration Act came into force to 


extend the arbitration process to all unionized firefighters, regardless of whether they 
are employed full time. 


− The Manitoba Fire Code was repealed and replaced in order to adopt the new 
National Fire Code of Canada 2010 along with Manitoba-specific amendments, 
which included new requirements for the installation of carbon-monoxide detectors in 
certain buildings such as schools, child care centres, personal care homes, and 
hospitals. 


− The Manitoba Building Code and Manitoba Plumbing Code were repealed and 
replaced in order to adopt new versions of the respective national codes along with 
Manitoba-specific amendments, which included provisions adopting universal design 
principles, new requirements for fire detection in certain residential occupancies, and 
numerous technical updates. 


− The Accessibility Advisory Council Act and Amendments to the Government 
Purchases Act were enacted as a foundation for new legislation to prevent and 
remove barriers to accessibility for Manitobans with disabilities. 







Aperçu des réalisations de 2011-2012 
Le Ministère a beaucoup accompli durant l’exercice 2011-2012 dans les efforts qu’il 
continue d’investir pour favoriser le bon développement des enfants, des familles et des 
collectivités du Manitoba, pour améliorer la sécurité et le bien-être des Manitobains 
vulnérables, et pour faire en sorte que les employés comme les employeurs bénéficient 
de milieux et de méthodes de travail équitables et sûrs. 
 
Apprentissage et garde des jeunes enfants Manitoba a continué de mettre en œuvre 
Choix familiaux : Programme quinquennal du Manitoba pour l’apprentissage et la garde 
des jeunes enfants. Ainsi, des fonds ont été accordés pour 2 100 places de garderie 
supplémentaires afin d’aider plus de familles à trouver des places dans des garderies 
agréées; une mesure d’incitation de deux ans a été prise afin d’encourager à cotiser au  
régime de pension provincial des travailleurs de garderie; le financement d’activités de 
formation et de mesures d’incitation au recrutement d’éducateurs de la petite enfance 
s’est poursuivi; les régions rurales et le Nord du Manitoba ont reçu de nouvelles aides 
financières; et le Fonds de construction de choix familiaux a continué d’investir dans 
des projets d’immobilisations en appui à la création de plus de places de prématernelle 
et de garderie. À ce jour, ce sont en tout 115 projets d’immobilisations dans le secteur 
de l’apprentissage et de la garde des jeunes enfants qui ont été et sont financés par 
l’intermédiaire de Choix familiaux.  
 
Apprentissage et garde des jeunes enfants Manitoba a également élargi le Registre en 
ligne des services de garde d’enfants, ce qui permet aux parents de toute la province 
de chercher des services de garde et d’y inscrire leurs enfants, et aux fournisseurs de 
services de garde de créer et de gérer des listes d’attente en ligne. Après avoir fourni 
un mentorat et un soutien individualisés, Apprentissage et garde des jeunes enfants 
Manitoba a également ordonné que tous les services de garde préscolaire et toutes les 
prématernelles élaborent avant décembre 2011 leurs propres énoncés de programmes 
éducatifs en se fondant sur Des résultats précoces : Cadre d’élaboration d’un 
curriculum des programmes d’apprentissage et de garde des jeunes enfants du 
Manitoba pour les services de garde préscolaire et les prématernelles. Ces énoncés 
guideront les éducateurs de la petite enfance dans la conception d’interactions, de 
relations, d’environnements et d’expériences fondés sur le jeu et appropriés sur le plan 
du développement.  
 
Le Ministère a beaucoup progressé aussi en ce qui concerne les programmes et les 
services destinés aux personnes handicapées. Ainsi, en juin 2011, il a publié S’épanouir!, 
plan quinquennal visant à aider les Manitobains présentant des troubles du spectre 
autistique et leur famille. Après l’annonce, le Ministère a invité des représentants 
d’associations, d’Éducation Manitoba et de Santé Manitoba à se joindre à lui pour former 
un groupe pour le leadership en matière d’autisme qui sera une tribune où l’on échangera 
des idées, cernera les problèmes et aidera à prioriser et à mettre en œuvre des options 
pour répondre aux besoins des enfants, des jeunes et des adultes touchés par l’autisme. 
 
Afin de mieux protéger les personnes vulnérables contre les mauvais traitements et la 
négligence, le Ministère a également formulé des modifications à la Loi sur les 
personnes vulnérables ayant une déficience mentale. Ces modifications, promulguées 
le 15 août 2011, créent de nouvelles infractions dont les auteurs peuvent être inculpés. 







Le Ministère a également entrepris les travaux de rédaction d’un nouveau règlement en 
appui à la Loi sur le Registre des mauvais traitements infligés aux adultes, qui a reçu la 
sanction royale et 16 juin 2011.  
 
De plus, le programme des Services d’intégration communautaire des personnes 
handicapées (anciennement le Programme d’aide à la vie en société) s’est lancé dans 
un plan de redéfinition stratégique afin d’améliorer la reddition de comptes et de poser 
les bases d’une croissance réduite des coûts et de la viabilité à long terme du 
programme. Dans les toutes prochaines années, ce travail se concentrera sur 
l’amélioration des normes de service et de financement, le développement d’autres 
ressources, l’assurance de la qualité et l’établissement d’un système de prestation de 
services plus dynamique et plus durable.  
 
Le Ministère a également commencé à élaborer une stratégie globale pluriannuelle 
contre la violence familiale, appelée Plus en sécurité aujourd’hui, plus forte demain, et 
lancé des consultations publiques afin de déterminer ce qu’il faut faire pour améliorer 
les mesures et les services de prévention pour les personnes touchées par la violence 
familiale. 
 
Le Programme de prévention de la violence familiale (PPVF) a fourni une sécurité 
renforcée au personnel et aux clients de neuf organismes communautaires. Le PPVF a 
aussi continué de proposer en milieu de travail, dans tout le Manitoba, des formations 
relatives à la violence familiale. Grâce à cette initiative, plus de 650 participants ont 
bénéficié d’une formation depuis 2009. Le PPVF s’est associé à l’élaboration du 
Programme d’hébergement des animaux familiers qui facilite le placement temporaire 
de ces animaux auprès de bénévoles de la Société protectrice des animaux de 
Winnipeg, ce qui aide leurs propriétaires à quitter des relations violentes. De nouveaux 
fonds ont été fournis à deux programmes de prévention de la violence familiale : Men 
Are Part of the Solution, à Thompson, qui offre du counseling aux hommes qui ont des 
comportements violents, et le Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre, qui propose aux élèves 
/étudiants du Nord-Est du Manitoba des ateliers sur les relations saines. 
 
En 2011-2012, le Ministère a également mis sur pied plusieurs initiatives visant à 
améliorer la santé et la sécurité des Manitobains. Dans le cadre de Situation de la 
femme Manitoba, et en partenariat avec Santé Manitoba, le Ministère a défini et lancé 
une stratégie renouvelée en matière de santé féminine et attribué 80 bourses d’études 
Une formation pour l’avenir d’un montant de 1 250 $ chacune afin d’encourager les 
femmes à étudier en mathématiques, en sciences et en technologie dans quatre 
collèges du Manitoba. Par ailleurs, le Ministère a lancé en juin 2011 le site Web 
zonedesparentsduManitoba.ca, afin de fournir aux parents manitobains, 24 h sur 24, 
sept jours sur sept, des renseignements fiables, axés sur le Manitoba, sur le rôle de 
parent et sur le développement de l’enfant. Le site Web occupe une place importante 
dans les mesures prises par la province pour aider à soutenir et à renforcer les familles 
et les collectivités manitobaines. 
 
Le Ministère a continué de diriger la mise en œuvre de TOUT LE MONDEÀ bord : 
Stratégie manitobaine de réduction de la pauvreté et de l’inclusion sociale. En juin 2011 
a été adoptée la Loi sur la stratégie de réduction de la pauvreté, ce qui a permis de 
déposer en mars 2012 à l’Assemblée législative le premier énoncé budgétaire annuel 







de TOUT LE MONDEÀ bord. La Loi portait aussi création du Comité de TOUT LE 
MONDEÀ bord, auquel siègent des membres de la collectivité et des membres du 
Cabinet provincial et qui donne à la Stratégie une orientation générale. 
 
Le Bureau des personnes handicapées a réagi à la promulgation de la Loi sur le 
Conseil consultatif de l’accessibilité et modifiant la Loi sur les achats du gouvernement 
en soutenant dans son travail ledit Conseil nommé par le Ministre et en continuant de 
collaborer avec  
Infrastructure et Transports Manitoba afin d’élaborer, en matière d’achats, des 
politiques et des directives propices à l’élimination des obstacles pour faire en sorte que 
les personnes handicapées aient accès à l’information et aux services du 
gouvernement du Manitoba dont elles ont besoin. 
 
La Division des services à l’enfant et à la famille (SEF) a travaillé en collaboration avec 
les autorités des SEF afin de mettre en place un nouveau modèle de financement des 
organismes fédéral-provincial harmonisé et un système visant à appuyer des plans 
d’activités quinquennaux pour les organismes de SEF. La Division et les autorités des 
SEF ont également mis en œuvre l’Approche améliorée axée sur la prévention des 
services à l’enfance et à la famille dans les réserves d’Affaires autochtones et 
Développement du Nord Canada et continué leurs efforts en vue de la mise en œuvre 
de l’initiative d’approche différentielle et de valorisation de la famille dans le cadre de 
laquelle les aides et les services fournis aux familles qui en ont besoin interviendront 
plus rapidement, tout en étant moins envahissants.  
 
La Division des SEF a également entrepris, en partenariat avec les autorités et le 
gouvernement fédéral, l’examen financier de cinq organismes de services à l’enfant et à 
la famille, ce qui comprend un examen des politiques et procédures financières et des 
aspects présentant des risques particuliers. Par ailleurs, la Division a fait du projet pilote 
Premier choix un service permanent, pleinement intégré dans le Service de conciliation 
familiale. Elle a aussi, dans le cadre de son travail sur la Stratégie « grands liens », mis 
la dernière touche à un guide électronique bilingue destiné aux grands-parents et autres 
membres de la famille élargie cherchant à avoir accès à des petits-enfants, neveux, 
nièces, etc.  
 
La Division de la prestation des services dans les communautés (PSC) a beaucoup 
réalisé également en 2011-2012. Après la réorganisation pangouvernementale 
annoncée en janvier 2012, le personnel de la PSC a fait en sorte que les services et les 
aides continuent d’être apportés sans interruption aux participants à l’Aide à l’emploi et 
au revenu (AER) pendant le transfert à Entreprenariat, Formation professionnelle et 
Commerce Manitoba (EFPC) des responsabilités de programme et de politique 
relatives au programme de l’AER.  
 
Par l’intermédiaire de ses bureaux en zone rurale et dans le Nord, la Division de la PSC 
a également fourni des services sociaux d’urgence et une aide financière à plus de 
1 807 familles et 346 Manitobains victimes des inondations de 2011. 
 
Le Bureau du commissaire aux incendies (BCI) a également fourni une aide à la 
planification des interventions d’urgence et aux opérations de secours à la municipalité 







rurale de St-Laurent et à des collectivités touchées par les inondations le long du lac 
Manitoba, de l’Assiniboine et de la Souris.   
 
Par ailleurs, le BCI s’est sensiblement réorganisé et a connu une croissance importante 
à la suite de son regroupement avec la Direction de la mécanique et de la technique 
pour créer Inspection et services techniques Manitoba, ce qui a simplifié et amélioré les 
services à la clientèle en ce qui concerne les examens et certifications professionnels, 
la délivrance de permis et la prestation de services d’inspection pour ceux qui travaillent 
dans les secteurs visés par les codes et normes régissant l’ingénierie, la sécurité  
technique et la construction. Cette initiative garantira que les normes voulues sont 
respectées en ce qui concerne la sécurité du public. 
 
Le Ministère a également entrepris plusieurs activités destinées à soutenir et à 
renforcer la responsabilité et la gouvernance chez ses partenaires de prestation de 
services. En 2011-2012, la Section de la responsabilisation et du soutien des 
organismes (SRSO) a dirigé la négociation de neuf ententes de services 
multiministérielles dans le cadre du projet pilote Streamlining Access for Non Profit 
Organizations. La SRSO a aussi animé, à l’intention de très divers organismes dans 
toute la province, neuf séances de formation générale et 11 séances de formation 
particulière sur la gouvernance des conseils où elle a expliqué les rôles et 
responsabilités généraux, ainsi que les obligations et responsabilités juridiques, du 
conseil des organismes à but non lucratif et présenté une analyse des responsabilités 
sur le plan de la gouvernance par opposition aux responsabilités en matière de gestion. 
 
En outre, le Ministère a pris plusieurs initiatives destinées à promouvoir la sécurité et la 
protection de la santé en milieu de travail, des pratiques équilibrées en matière d’emploi 
et des relations syndicales-patronales harmonieuses. Il a continué de travailler en 
collaboration avec les employeurs et les employés afin de réduire le taux d’accidents 
avec perte de temps au Manitoba. En 2011-2012, le taux d’accidents corporels était de 
3,3 % des employés à plein temps, ce qui représente une réduction de 41 % depuis 
2000. Facteur clé dans la prévention des accidents, le nombre des inspections des lieux 
de travail effectuées par le Ministère a augmenté de 12,56 % en 2011-2012. La 
réglementation de la sécurité et de la protection de la santé en milieu de travail a aussi 
été modifiée en 2011-2012 afin de prévenir les accidents du travail. Le Règlement sur 
l’exploitation minière a été mis à jour afin de tenir compte des pratiques exemplaires 
actuelles. Il comprend maintenant de nouvelles dispositions sur les méthodes de travail 
sécuritaires et l’interdiction d’attacher les travailleurs à des machines télécommandées 
(sauf pour la protection contre les chutes). Le Règlement sur la sécurité et la santé au 
travail a également été mis à jour afin de renforcer les dispositions relatives à la 
prévention de la violence et d’exiger que certains milieux de travail se dotent d’une 
politique en la matière. 
 
De plus, le Code des normes d’emploi a été modifié afin d’y prévoir les horaires 
variables personnalisés qui donnent plus de souplesse aux employés et aux 
employeurs dans l’adaptation des heures de travail quotidiennes afin d’équilibrer travail 
et vie personnelle. Cela permet aux employés de passer plus de temps avec leur famille 
et aide les employeurs à mieux planifier les horaires de travail de manière à répondre 
aux besoins des clients. Parmi les autres modifications apportées, mentionnons la 
norme relative à l’obligation de fournir un « motif valable » pour licencier sans préavis 







(remplace la norme de « faute intentionnelle »), ce qui correspond plus à ce qui se fait 
dans d’autres provinces. L’exception relative à l’indemnité de jour férié a par ailleurs été 
élargie aux milieux de travail agricole dépendant du climat. Ces changements sont 
entrés en vigueur le 1er janvier 2012. 
 
Consciente de ce qu’une réelle application du Code des normes d’emploi est essentielle 
pour protéger les droits des employés et des employeurs, la Direction des normes 
d’emploi a mené 2 720 enquêtes et recouvré 1,3 million de dollars en salaires dus à des 
employés. Les enquêteurs ont également réalisé 437 enquêtes préventives afin de 
veiller au respect en milieu de travail des droits et obligations prévus par les normes du 
travail. 
 
La Direction des services de conciliation et de médiation a fourni une aide dans 
114 dossiers de conciliation attribués en vertu de la Loi sur les relations du travail et 
régler 68 dossiers, dans 94 % des cas sans qu’il y ait cessation de travail. Aider les 
employeurs et les syndicats à s’entendre sur des conventions collectives avec un 
minimum de grèves, de lock-out et de journées-personnes perdues à cause de 
cessations de travail, garantit un climat de relations du travail stable au Manitoba qui est 
dans l’intérêt des employés, des entreprises et de l’économie.  
 
Le salaire minimum manitobain a été augmenté pour la 11e année consécutive et porté 
à 10,00 $ de l’heure à compter du 1er octobre 2011. Les modifications apportées au 
Règlement sur le salaire minimum dans le secteur de l’industrie de la construction en 
février 2012 prévoient des augmentations de salaire dans le secteur industriel, 
commercial et institutionnel et dans celui de la construction lourde en 2012 et 2013. Un 
salaire minimum augmenté qui est compétitif par rapport au salaire minimum dans les 
autres provinces canadiennes aide le Manitoba à attirer et à retenir plus de travailleurs, 
tant pour des emplois de premier échelon que pour des emplois dans le secteur de la 
construction. 
 
La Loi sur les prestations de pension et son Règlement ont été modifiés afin d’en 
renforcer les processus d’application et d’appel, par la capacité d’infliger des sanctions 
administratives, de déposer des ordonnances et les documents voulus auprès de la 
Cour, de s’inscrire auprès du Bureau d’enregistrement relatif aux biens personnels, et 
par un processus plus particulier en ce qui concerne les audiences et les appels. Les 
nouvelles dispositions permettent également au ministre de conclure, pour la 
réglementation des régimes de retraite relevant de plusieurs niveaux de compétence, 
une nouvelle entente multilatérale qui fournisse un cadre juridique clair en ce qui 
concerne la réglementation de ces régimes. Étant donné la complexité toujours 
croissante des régimes de retraite et de leur réglementation, l’Association canadienne 
des organismes de contrôle des régimes de retraite a élaboré une nouvelle entente 
multilatérale qu’elle a soumise à tous les gouvernements canadiens qui réglementent 
les normes en matière de prestations de pension. Ces changements, qui sont entrés en 
vigueur le 1er janvier 2012, renforceront encore la promesse de revenu à vie pour les 
cotisants à ces régimes et les retraités. 
  







D’autres modifications législatives et réglementaires ont été apportées en 2011-2012 :  
− Les modifications à la Loi sur l’arbitrage relative aux pompiers et aux travailleurs 


paramédicaux sont entrées en vigueur afin d’étendre le processus d’arbitrage à tous 
les pompiers syndiqués, qu’ils travaillent à plein temps ou pas. 


− Le Code de prévention des incendies du Manitoba a été abrogé et remplacé afin 
d’adopter le nouveau Code national de prévention des incendies –Canada 2010 
ainsi que des modifications particulières au Manitoba, dont de nouvelles exigences 
relatives à l’installation de détecteurs de monoxyde de carbone dans certains 
édifices, comme les écoles, les centres de garderie, les foyers de soins personnels 
et les hôpitaux. 


− Le Code du bâtiment du Manitoba et le Code de la plomberie du Manitoba ont été 
abrogés et remplacés afin d’adopter les nouvelles versions des codes nationaux 
respectifs ainsi que des modifications particulières au Manitoba, dont des 
dispositions relatives à l’adoption de principes de conception universelle, de 
nouvelles exigences en matière de détection des incendies dans certains locaux 
d’habitation et de nombreuses mises à jour d’ordre technique. 


− La Loi sur le Conseil consultatif de l’accessibilité et modifiant la Loi sur les achats du 
gouvernement a été promulguée comme base de nouvelles mesures législatives 
visant à prévenir et à éliminer les obstacles à l’accessibilité pour les Manitobains 
handicapés. 
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Preface 


Report Structure 


This annual report is organized in accordance with the appropriation structure that 
reflects the department’s authorized votes approved by the Legislative Assembly.  The 
report includes information at the main and sub-appropriation levels relating to the 
department’s objectives and actual results. Financial performance information is 
provided with expenditure and revenue variance explanations and a five-year adjusted 
historical table of departmental expenditures and staffing.    


The Department of Family Services and Labour was created by government 
reorganization in January 2012. At that time, funding and program responsibilities for 
the Employment and Income Assistance Program were transferred to Manitoba 
Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade. Information on the Employment and Income 
Assistance Program can be found in the Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade 2011/12 Annual Report. 


Vision, Mission, Goals and Guiding Principles 


Vision 
The Department of Family Services and Labour is committed to improving the quality of 
life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market inclusion 
of all citizens. We envision a fully accessible province where diversity is respected, 
where people with a range of abilities are valued as full citizens and where individuals 
achieve their full potential with dignity and security. We also envision a province with 
safe and healthy workplaces, balanced employment practices, harmonious labour-
management relations and an effective public and technical safety system to safeguard 
persons and property. We strive for a province where all Manitoba women are equal 
and enjoy full participation in all aspects of social, economic and political life, free from 
exploitation and violence. 


Mission 
Family Services and Labour supports Manitobans in need to achieve fuller participation 
in society and greater self-sufficiency and independence. The department works to help 
keep children, families and communities safe and secure and supports citizen 
development and well-being. The department also promotes and enforces appropriate 
standards and quality services with respect to workplace safety and health, employment 
standards, labour relations, pension plans and public safety. Family Services and 
Labour encourages a more inclusive and accessible society for persons with disabilities 
by promoting full citizenship and removing barriers to participation. The department 
works towards achieving gender equality by advancing the social, economic, legal and 
health status of all women in Manitoba. Family Services and Labour works with the 
community to support Manitoba children, families and individuals to achieve their full 
potential.  
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Our Mission is accomplished by: 
• providing supports and services for adults and children with disabilities. 
• providing early learning and child care services and supports.  
• providing child protection and related prevention services. 
• providing supports and services to people facing family violence, sexual exploitation 


and family disruption, and related prevention strategies. 
• providing services and supports to promote the healthy development and well-being 


of children and families.  
• promoting the establishment, extension and improvement of pension plans and the 


protection of the pension rights provided to employees under existing pension plans. 
• providing conciliation and mediation services to labour and management. 
• providing services to prevent injury and illness in Manitoba workplaces, enforcing 


compliance with The Workplace Safety and Health Act and regulations, and helping 
employers and workers participate in safety and health systems in their workplaces. 


• enforcing established standards relating to terms and conditions of employment and 
providing labour adjustment services to help re-employ and re-train workers affected 
by layoffs due to labour market adjustment and structural change. 


• adjudicating applications or referrals to the Manitoba Labour Board pursuant to The 
Labour Relations Act and other legislation concerning labour-management relations. 


• assisting claimants with respect to workers’ compensation claims. 
• investigating suspicious fires, delivering accredited training in fire prevention, 


emergency response and public safety services, and providing emergency response 
to large-scale provincial incidents. 


• licensing certain trades and providing inspection and regulatory services concerning 
safety aspects of certain mechanical, electrical and other technical equipment. 


• raising awareness of issues affecting women, working in partnership with the 
community and across government to promote gender equality, and identifying the 
needs and concerns of Manitoba women and ensuring they are integrated into 
government programs, policy and legislation. 


• identifying issues affecting persons with disabilities, promoting disability access, 
inclusion and equality, and providing a disability perspective for related legislative, 
policy and program initiatives (through the Disabilities Issues Office in consultation 
with the community). 


• fostering community capacity by engaging the broader community to participate in 
and contribute to decision-making. 


• encouraging fair, respectful, accessible, and appropriate delivery of programs and 
services.   
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Goals 
The Department of Family Services and Labour has established the following goals for 
its programs and services: 
• To increase the self-sufficiency, independence, and inclusion in society for children 


and adults living with disabilities.  
• To increase the safety and well-being of persons who are vulnerable or at risk.  
• To foster the healthy development of children, families and communities. 
• To reduce the incidence and depth of poverty by assisting with the implementation of 


ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. ALL 
Aboard is co-chaired by the Minister of Family Services and Labour and the Minister 
of Housing and Community Development and the Department of Family Services 
and Labour provides staff support for the strategy. 


• To work with Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade to help more Manitobans 
participate in the labour market and community.  


• To provide information to workers and employers about important labour issues, 
including fair treatment on the job, labour-management relations and conciliation, 
mediation and pay equity and enforce legislated standards relating to these issues. 


• To safeguard the rights of employees to benefits promised under employment 
pension plans registered under The Pension Benefits Act and regulations. 


• To assist in averting work stoppages resulting from collective bargaining through the 
utilization of conciliation and mediation services. 


• To promote awareness of the importance of workplace safety and health among 
employers and workers, and the adoption of measures to identify and control 
workplace safety and health hazards and enforce requirements as specified in The 
Workplace Safety and Health Act and its regulations. 


• To assist injured workers and their dependants in understanding the operations of 
the Worker’s Compensation Board and in obtaining the benefits to which they are 
entitled under The Workers Compensation Act in a fair, compassionate and timely 
manner. 


• To safeguard persons and property from fire and life safety hazards through 
education, investigation, inspection and licensing related to mechanical and 
electrical devises, emergency response and code application. 


• To advance substantive equality for all women in Manitoba, by improving their 
social, economic, political, legal and health status, and by contributing to ending 
exploitation and violence against women. 


• To promote the full citizenship of persons with disabilities, guided by the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 


• To improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of the services provided by the 
department.   
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• To continue to manage and enhance the existing Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) 
system to better address the needs of Manitobans. 


Guiding Principles 
• Diversity is valued, individual difference is supported, respected, and developed to 


encourage both independence and interdependence.  
• Opportunities are provided for equal access to valued outcomes, self-determination, 


meaningful involvement and valued roles.  
• Activities and initiatives targeting persons with disabilities are advanced and 


coordinated. 
• Partnerships with community and government stakeholders are promoted. 
• Labour, management and other client groups are consulted equally. 
• Community capacity exists to sustain and build upon achievements. 
• Women and women’s organizations work with the department towards improving the 


status of women and giving voice to their concerns.  
• Healthy labour-management relationships, safe work environments, and balanced 


employment practices are understood to be critical to Manitoba’s future economic 
success.  


Overview 
The department’s programs and services are organized into five divisions: 
• Administration and Finance 
• Labour Programs 
• Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care 
• Child and Family Services 
• Community Service Delivery 


 
Family Services and Labour is responsible for a comprehensive range of social services 
and regulatory programs. Some of these programs and services are delivered directly by 
the department, while others are provided in partnership with a variety of organizations 
and community-based groups. 
 
Administration and Finance Division 
The Administration and Finance Division provides centralized financial, administrative 
and information systems support to the department, including the Agency Accountability 
and Support Unit and the Innovation, Information and Technology Branch. 
 
Also included in the Administration and Finance Division’s appropriation are the 
Disabilities Issues Office, Manitoba Status of Women and the Policy and Planning 
Branch. 
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Disabilities Issues Office 
The Disabilities Issues Office (DIO) supports the Minister responsible for Persons with 
Disabilities in ensuring the development of disability inclusive legislation, policy and 
programs across government. The DIO works with community organizations to identify 
and respond to issues affecting persons with disabilities and to promote disability 
access, inclusion and equality. The DIO’s initiatives are guided by Manitoba’s 
commitment to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with 
Disabilities. 
 
Manitoba Status of Women 
Manitoba Status of Women works to identify the needs and concerns of Manitoba 
women, and to raise awareness of issues affecting women. The division also partners 
with community organizations and other government departments to promote gender 
equality, and brings the concerns and aspirations of women to the provincial 
government to ensure that they are integrated into government programs, policies and 
legislation. 
 
Labour Programs Division 
The Labour Programs Division is responsible for the effective delivery of programs and 
services pertaining to workplace safety and health, employment standards, labour 
relations, pension plans and public safety. 
 
Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division 
The Disability Programs Division provides program coordination, direction and funding 
for services to children with disabilities, and for community living services for adults with 
a mental disability. Disability Programs also oversees the operation of licensed adult 
residential care facilities, ensuring compliance with The Social Services Administration 
Act and the Residential Care Facilities Licensing Regulation. Manitoba Early Learning 
and Child Care oversees the operation of licensed child care facilities in the province, 
administering and enforcing The Community Child Care Standards Act.  
 
Child and Family Services Division 
The Child and Family Services Division works with Child and Family Services 
Authorities, child welfare agencies, community-based agencies, regional offices, 
community access area teams, and others, to keep children safe and protected, and to 
provide assistance to people affected by family violence and family disruption. The 
division focuses on policy and program development, budgeting, setting standards, 
monitoring, quality assurance and evaluation.  
 
Community Service Delivery Division  
The Community Service Delivery Division (CSD) delivers most of the department’s 
social services and the Province’s income assistance programs to eligible citizens. 
Although statutory responsibility and funding for income supports for Employment and 
Income Assistance (EIA) have transferred to Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade, CSD continues to deliver these benefits at the community level.  
 
Manitoba Family Services and Labour and Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade have agreed to maintain the delivery of EIA within Manitoba Family Services and 
Labour’s Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) model, to ensure the continuity and 
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accessibility of the services. Under the ISD model, CSD coordinates and delivers a wide 
range of social programming and supports to the public. A key feature of this model is 
regional coordination where staff and caseloads are aligned to seven community areas 
in Winnipeg and six regions throughout rural and northern Manitoba. EIA services are 
delivered through the majority of these integrated offices (29 of 40 locations).  
 
In addition, the Social Services Appeal Board, a quasi-independent body, reports to the 
Minister of Family Services and Labour.  
 
The department also supports Cross-Department Coordination Initiatives (CDCI), a 
partnership with Manitoba Health, Manitoba Healthy Living, Seniors and Consumer 
Affairs, and Manitoba Housing and Community Development. In partnership with the 
Regional Health Authorities and community service providers, CDCI identifies and 
reviews complex issues that cross jurisdictions and, affect health, social and community 
service delivery. The work is focused on identifying and reviewing issues, proposing 
enhanced, improved, and/or alternative policies and services, and developing and 
coordinating new program and service delivery mechanisms. The primary focus of CDCI 
has been the development of housing and supports for the seniors population, 
individuals with mental health issues and individuals who are homeless or at risk of 
being homeless, under the Aging in Place and Homeless Strategies. With the 
implementation of these strategies completed, CDCI began transitioning these initiatives 
to other departments during 2011/12. 
 
ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy was launched 
in May 2009, and The Poverty Reduction Strategy Act became law in June 2011. 
ALL Aboard formalizes the government’s commitment to poverty reduction, builds on 
that commitment and moves forward in a focused, strategic manner. The strategy is 
structured around four pillars: safe, affordable housing in supportive communities; 
education, jobs and income support; strong, healthy families; and accessible, 
coordinated services. ALL Aboard is co-chaired by the Minister of Family Services and 
Labour and the Minister of Housing and Community Development.  
 
The department’s Organization Chart and maps that illustrate the regional social service 
delivery structure follow this Overview.   
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Statutory Responsibilities 
 
The statutory responsibilities of the Minister of Family Services and Labour are as 
follows: 
 
FAMILY SERVICES ACTS 
 
The Adoption Act 
The Intercountry Adoption (Hague Convention) Act 
The Adult Abuse Registry Act 
The Child and Family Services Act 
The Child and Family Services Authorities Act 
The Community Child Care Standards Act 
The Parents' Maintenance Act [section 10] 
*The Social Services Administration Act 
   [except as it relates to employment and income supports] 
The Social Services Appeal Board Act 
The Social Work Profession Act (not yet proclaimed) 
The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act 
* Under The Social Services Administration Act, responsibility for  Residential Care Facilities  
   Licensing Regulation, M.R. 484/88 R 
 
LABOUR ACTS 
The Accessibility Advisory Council Act 
The Amusements Act [Part II] 
The Buildings and Mobile Homes Act  
The Construction Industry Wages Act 
The Electricians' Licence Act  
The Elevator Act  
The Employment Standards Code  
The Firefighters and Paramedics Arbitration Act  
The Fires Prevention and Emergency Response Act  
The Gas and Oil Burner Act  
The International Labour Cooperation Agreements Implementation Act  
The Labour Relations Act 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act 
The Department of Labour and Immigration Act 
   [except as it relates to immigration services and certain training programs]  
The Pay Equity Act  
The Pension Benefits Act  
The Power Engineers Act  
The Remembrance Day Act  
The Retail Businesses Holiday Closing Act  
The Steam and Pressure Plants Act  
The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act 
The Workers Compensation Act  
The Workplace Safety and Health Act 
 
The Social Services Administration Act, requires the Minister to report annually to the 
Legislature. These reporting requirements for 2011/12 are met by this Annual Report.   
 
(Separate annual reports are issued by the Office of the Fire Commissioner and the 
Social Services Appeal Board.)
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Winnipeg Regional 
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Sustainable Development 
 
Under Section 12(1)(c) of The Sustainable Development Act, provincial departments are 
required to integrate into their annual reporting information about their progress made at 
incorporating sustainable development into their activities.  
 
Family Services and Labour (FSL) recognizes that bringing sustainable development 
principles and guidelines into departmental activities and planning cycles will take place 
incrementally. In 2011/12, the department made progress in developing and 
participating in more sustainable, environmentally-friendly work processes and 
activities.  
  
Departmental staff participated in the annual Commuter Challenge, a Canada-wide 
event that encourages daily commuters to leave their cars at home and use alternative 
and active forms of transportation. In 2011, 147 departmental staff registered to take 
part in the event. The Provincial Services Branch of the Community Service Delivery 
Division has challenged its staff to “walk the world” and record the number of steps to 
motivate staff to be aware of their overall fitness. 
 
The department continued to make progress in reducing fuel consumption and usage. 
As of March 31, 2012, the department had five fuel-efficient hybrid vehicles in its fleet, 
reducing fuel costs and greenhouse gas emissions. Departmental staff who are 
assigned fleet vehicles continue to use ethanol-blended gasoline where available. The 
Manitoba Developmental Centre continues to update vehicles, follow fuel efficiency 
guidelines and promote an “Idle Free” approach.  
 
In 2011/12, the Manitoba Developmental Centre’s award-winning recycling program 
collected and processed nearly 21 metric tonnes of recyclable materials.   
 
The Community Service Delivery Division continued a pilot project to use web-
conferencing to share information with staff in rural and northern regions. It is 
anticipated that this will decrease travel time, vehicle fuel consumption and costs 
associated with staff meetings. 
 
The Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care Program (MELCC) ensured that early 
learning and child care construction projects adhered to the Manitoba Green Building 
Policy to be eligible for capital funds. Consistent with the policy, large projects must 
meet or exceed the internationally-recognized LEED (Leadership in Energy and 
Efficiency Design) Green Building Rating System Silver standard. Other projects under 
the required square footage must outline cost effective green building principles in their 
design. Further, MELCC encouraged child care groups to form as many community 
and/or school partnerships as possible to enhance community strength and take 
advantage of economies of scale. 
 
FSL also continued to work with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation on other 
accommodation projects within the department to ensure the Green Building Policy is 
followed.  
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The department continued to use the Waste Stream Services recycling program in most 
of its buildings across the province, which included mini-bins for desk side refuse, desk 
side blue bins for non-confidential paper, and central bins for aluminum, plastic, and 
non-confidential paper. This program endorses the continued use of Government 
Records Boxes for the destruction of confidential paper. This program will be 
maintained in the future. 
 
Through internal procurement practices, the department continued to play a role in 
promoting environmental sustainability and awareness within the department and 
among vendors, and continued expanding the knowledge and skills of procurement 
practitioners and end-users. “Green” products and recycled materials continue to be 
purchased where available including the purchase of recycled photocopy paper.  
 
As a strong proponent of sustainable development principles, the department remains 
committed to developing strategies and policies that promote a culture of sustainability, 
and to facilitating the integration of sustainable development principles and guidelines 
into its ongoing activities.  
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Manitoba Policy on Access to Government (MPAG): 
Publications, Events and Customer Service  


The MPAG policy is the provincial government’s commitment to offer Manitobans with 
disabilities equal access to public information, events, and customer service. The aim of 
the policy is to eliminate barriers faced by persons with disabilities in their dealings with 
the Government of Manitoba. The responsibility is not to determine a person’s disability, 
but to reasonably accommodate any disability-related needs that a person requests. 


The Disabilities Issues Office guides and monitors the implementation of the MPAG 
across provincial departments. Family Services and Labour (FSL) is committed to 
meeting the needs of persons with disabilities. The department has a designated 
Disability Access Coordinator who coordinates the implementation of the policy within 
FSL. A working group representing all departmental divisions meets on a regular basis 
to discuss strategic directions and activities and to build on progress made in the 
previous year. 
 
Strategic Direction 1: Investigate, Analyze and Improve Current Conditions 
 
1.1 Track accessibility concerns in FSL buildings  


Progress in 2011/12: 
 
Departmental staff can approach the Disability Access Coordinator with concerns about 
building accessibility. Staff can also contact the department’s Accommodation 
Coordinator who works closely with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation and the 
Disability Access Coordinator to address concerns that require renovations. 
 
In 2011/12, the Disability Access Coordinator responded to three concerns regarding 
building accessibility, all of which were remediated through enhanced communication 
and/or slight renovations.  
 
1.2 Inventory current publications/materials/websites 


Progress in 2011/12: 
 
Progress continues to occur with the inclusion of the “active offer” statement on FSL 
public facing information. The active offer states that “the information is available in 
alternate formats, upon request.” Alternate formats include (but are not limited to) large 
print, electronic text, Braille and captioning. Training on the inclusion of the “active offer” 
statement began in 2011, as part of the “New Employees Orientation” and via 
management briefings. 
 
With respect to websites and portals, the compliance level/benchmark for the Manitoba 
government is the World Wide Web Consortium (W3C), level AA. Departmental staff 
continue to monitor websites and portals to ensure that they are compliant with these 
accessibility standards. 
  







16 


1.2.1  Compile and make available a list of suppliers/resources that can aid FSL 
staff when making services, events and information accessible to persons 
with disabilities 


Progress in 2011/12: 
An internal departmental website dedicated to the MPAG was developed. This site 
includes information about the policy, how it can be implemented, and a list of suppliers 
and resources to assist staff in responding to accommodation-related requests. The site 
will be monitored and updated on a regular basis. 
 
Strategic Direction 2: Track and Review 
 
2.1  Formal tracking of disability access related requests 


Progress in 2011/12: 
While no formal accommodation-related requests were brought to the attention of the 
Disability Access Coordinator, disability-related accommodations were informally 
offered by departmental staff and training is underway to inform staff of their 
responsibility to formally track and report on these requests. 
 
2.2  Annual review of Operating Plan and report on progress 
 
Progress in 2011/12: 
The Operating Plan provides strategic direction on the implementation of the MPAG.  
The Disability Access Coordinator and members of the FSL Disability Access Working 
Group continue to rely on the Operating Plan to guide actions and monitor progress. 
 
Strategic Direction 3: Staff Orientation 
 
3.1  Delivery of department-wide orientation and training sessions 


Progress in 2011/12: 
Training workshops about the MPAG were delivered throughout the year to newly-hired 
staff, as part of their orientation to the department. The Disability Access Coordinator is 
collaborating with the Disabilities Issues Office to develop a training course to assist 
staff in responding to requests for accommodations in an effective and timely manner. 
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Minister and Executive Support 


Minister’s Salary 
Objective  
• To provide overall policy direction and central support services for the department. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides overall policy direction to the department pertaining to program and 


financial matters and central support services for the provision and delivery of 
services by the department. 


09-1 A Minister’s Salary 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
37 


 
1.00 


 
37 


 
 


 


Executive Support 
Executive Support includes the offices of the Minister and the Deputy Minister. 


Objectives 
• To provide leadership to the department on budget and administration, program 


matters, policy development and resolution of policy issues. 
• To advise the Minister on all policy, program, and administrative matters related to 


departmental services. 
• To manage the activities of the department. 


Responsibilities 
• Interprets and implements government policy through the delivery of departmental 


programs. 
• Ensures effective and efficient management of departmental programs. 
• Safeguards the public interest through the enforcement of legislation and regulations. 


09-1 B Executive Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits    


 
757 


 
11.00 


 
759 


 
(2) 


 
 


 


Total Other Expenditures 
 


60 
 


 
 


65 
 


(5) 
 


Total Expenditures 817  824 (7)  
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Social Services Appeal Board 


Objective 
• To ensure that Manitobans have access to a fair, impartial and informal appeal 


process for decisions relating to the various social services and programs 
administered by the department.  


Responsibilities  
• Hears appeals for a range of programs and services, including various financial 


assistance programs, licensing of child care facilities, programs for persons with 
disabilities, private adoption agencies and residential care facilities under the 
provisions of The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


• Convenes hearings throughout Manitoba within the time frame specified in the 
legislation and provides a written decision within 15 working days of the hearing. 


• Acts in an advisory capacity to the Minister on matters of policy, changes in legislation, 
issues arising out of hearings and other matters referred to the Appeal Board by the 
Minister. 


Reporting Requirements 
• Since the proclamation of The Social Services Appeal Board Act in February 2002, 


the Social Services Appeal Board has produced its annual report separate from the 
Department of Family Services and Labour’s Annual Report. The Appeal Board's 
independent report includes: 


 
- a brief history of the Appeal Board; 
- an overview of the legislation which grants the right to appeal; 
- financial information; 
- statistics related to the appeal hearings filed during the fiscal year; 
- a description of the Board's advisory responsibilities; and 
- samples of hearings which were conducted during the year. 


 
The Social Services Appeal Board Annual Report for the year 2011/12 can be obtained 
at the Appeal Board’s office at 7th floor-175 Hargrave Street, Winnipeg MB  R3C 3R8, 
by telephone at 204-945-3003 or online at www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html. 
  



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/annual_reports.html�
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Disabilities Issues Office 


The Disabilities Issues Office (DIO) was established in December 2002 in response to 
Full Citizenship: A Manitoba Provincial Strategy on Disability. 


Objectives 
• To support the Minister responsible for Persons with Disabilities in ensuring the 


development of disability inclusive public policy and programs. 
• To identify issues affecting persons with disabilities and to provide a disability lens to 


government initiatives that affect persons with disabilities. 
• To support communication between the disability community and government 


regarding disability policy and program issues. 
• To promote positive attitudes and raise awareness about making Manitoba a more 


inclusive society for persons with disabilities. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Provided administrative and policy support to the Accessibility Advisory Council on 


future accessibility legislation and standards in response to the proclamation of The 
Accessibility Advisory Council Act and Amendments to the Government Purchases 
Act. Members included representatives of persons with disabilities, seniors and other 
stakeholders, such as business and municipalities. 


• Consulted with the Procurement Services Branch of Manitoba Infrastructure and 
Transportation on policies and guidelines for barrier-free purchasing. 


• Worked to apply a disability lens to ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and 
Social Inclusion Strategy, including indicators that measure progress in areas 
affecting persons with disabilities.  


• Promoted the implementation of the Manitoba Policy on Access to Government 
(MPAG). The DIO provided a full-day training session for departmental coordinators 
and initiated an inter-departmental quarterly e-newsletter that provides updates and 
opportunities for idea-sharing. A “Words with Dignity” card was developed to 
promote respectful terms when describing persons with disabilities. Work on the 
development of an accessibility tool kit for front line staff was also initiated. 


• Promoted public awareness of disability access issues through the proclamation of 
June 3 to 9, 2011, as Manitoba Access Awareness Week. Highlights included a 
forum focussing on disability services for newcomer populations, a week-long 
community information display at the Legislative Building, daily training events by 
community organizations and an award ceremony to celebrate community and 
business leadership.  


• Joined the Canadian Centre on Disability Studies in organizing a Manitoba Disability 
Research Forum to bring together individuals who are conducting disability-related 
social research with those who benefit from the results. Presentations focussed on 
the future of data collection on persons with disabilities following the discontinuation 
of the federal Participation and Activity Limitations Survey.   







20 


• Worked with Elections Manitoba to ensure the October 2011 provincial election was 
accessible to persons with disabilities, including the provision of electoral 
information, ballot templates and candidate lists. 


• Celebrated the United Nations (UN) International Day of Disabled Persons, on 
December 3, 2011, with a public forum about the UN Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities and Manitoba highlights of Convention implementation, 
such as progress on Made-in-Manitoba Accessibility Legislation, the introduction of a 
Mental Health Court and Manitoba’s “Housing First” initiatives. 


• Assisted with the preparation and submission of Manitoba’s cross-departmental 
baseline report on the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities. 


• Co-chaired the Inter-Jurisdictional Working Group on a Protection Strategy for 
Vulnerable Adults. Related initiatives include the royal assent on June 16, 2011, 


•  of The Adult Abuse Registry Act, to screen potential employers and volunteers, 
increased protection of adults with intellectual disabilities through changes to The 
Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act, and an expanded mandate 
for the Protection of Persons in Care Office. 


• Participated on the Allan Simpson Memorial Fund steering committee to celebrate 
his life with the documentation of Manitoba’s disability community history and an 
evening celebration of political champions of disability inclusion over the last three 
decades. This celebration was followed by a symposium to address the challenges 
of disability and poverty. 


• Partnered with the Association of Manitoba Municipalities to raise awareness among 
their membership about issues concerning people with disabilities. 


• Provided advice to provincial departments on policy issues and strategies affecting 
Manitobans with disabilities including: employment, income, education, protection 
from abuse, recreation, aging, visitable housing, zoning issues, mental health, 
access to primary health care, intercity bussing, data collection, and the disability 
service needs of specific population groups. 


• Served on an organizing committee for a conference entitled: “Assistive 
Technologies in Libraries and Education,” co-sponsored by the Manitoba Library 
Consortium Inc., Public Library Services, Manitoba Culture, Heritage and Tourism, 
Manitoba Education, and the University of Manitoba Libraries. 


• Participated in the Joint Committee on Disability-Related Employment and Income 
Assistance Issues, as well as a sub-committee established to address gaps in 
service for young adults transitioning from education to independent adulthood and 
employment. 


• Represented Manitoba on the City of Winnipeg’s Access Advisory Committee, the 
Disability Health and Wellness Organizing Committee and in numerous community 
organization and network meetings. 


• Responded to approximately 2,000 individuals and organizations with resource 
information and referrals via the website, by telephone and in person.   







21 


• Worked with officials from the Policy and Planning Branch, Manitoba Bureau of 
Statistics, other provinces, territories, and the federal government on the 
development of a new survey on disability in Canada, to be conducted in Fall 2012. 


09-1 D Disabilities Issues Office 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 452 6.00 457 (5) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 126  167 (41) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 578  624 (46) 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to a delay in expenditures to 2012/13.  
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Human Resource Management 
 
Effective March 1, 2010, the Government of Manitoba realigned responsibility for the 
delivery of human resource services and the associated staff to the Civil Service 
Commission, with the goal of improving service delivery to all departments and 
employees. For additional information on Human Resource Management, please see 
the Civil Service Commission’s 2011/12 Annual Report. 
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Policy and Planning 
Objectives  
• To provide advice, support and information to the Minister, Deputy Minister, senior 


management, divisions and programs on strategic and policy issues, and 
web-related communications that effect and support the department and the delivery 
of social services to Manitobans.  


• To help coordinate and provide policy support for social services related to 
intergovernmental and interdepartmental activities involving the department. 


• To provide policy support and coordination on access to information and protection 
of privacy policy. 


• To provide policy support and coordination in the implementation of ALL Aboard: 
Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy. 


Responsibilities  
• Undertakes strategic planning, social policy research and analysis.  
• Provides project management, policy development and coordination services. 
• Conducts program evaluations and data analyses. 
• Undertakes interprovincial policy comparisons and prepares policy papers.  
• Provides a variety of analytical and corporate supports to executive and divisional 


management. 
• Provides support for legislative debate and Estimates review.  
• Represents the department in interdepartmental, intergovernmental, and 


intersectoral discussions related to a broad range of social issues. 
• Supports the Minister and Deputy Minister as Provincial/Territorial members of the 


Federal/ Provincial/Territorial Social Services Forum.  
• Coordinates departmental responses to information requests under The Freedom of 


Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health Information Act.   
• Develops, manages and coordinates all web support services for the Department, 


including the ManitobaParentZone.ca website. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


• Provided analyses of existing and emerging policy and program-related social 
services issues, trends and research in support of departmental program, and policy 
development. 


• Coordinated and managed the development and implementation of cross-divisional 
and interdepartmental policy initiatives.  
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• Represented Manitoba’s interests in the Federal/Provincial/Territorial (FPT) Social 
Services Forum, participated in the intergovernmental policy research work of three 
F/P/T advisory committees on issues related to Disability, Poverty, and Children and 
Youth at Risk. 


• Continued as Provincial/Territorial co-chair of the FPT Social Services forum until 
January 2012 and led in the design of a new intergovernmental website and Annual 
Status Report to better share information among jurisdictions. 


• Provided analytical and administrative support to the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion Ministers’ Committee. Acted as co-chair of the 
Intergovernmental Working Group for ALL Aboard and provided leadership on 
poverty-related issues across government. 


• Coordinated departmental strategic planning and performance management 
activities. 


• Coordinated program evaluations and reviews. 
• Provided support for executive correspondence, and for briefing materials for 


legislative debate, the budget process and Estimates review. 
• Developed and coordinated the Department’s Annual Report. 
• Coordinated timely and accurate departmental responses to requests for access to 


information consistent with the requirements of The Freedom of Information and 
Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health Information Act. 


• Worked with officials from the Disabilities Issues Office, Manitoba Bureau of 
Statistics, other provinces, territories, and the federal government on the 
development of a new survey on disability in Canada.  


• Coordinated a policy network for departmental staff to share information and best 
practices.  


• Developed and coordinated all web support services for the department and for 
ALL Aboard. Ensured that all websites and portals meet the Office of Information 
Technology standards, including access for persons with disabilities, and provide the 
public with helpful, user-friendly information. 


• Developed and launched the ManitobaParentZone.ca website, which provides 
Manitoba parents with a centralized place to obtain parenting and child development 
information. The website is an important part of the Province’s efforts to help support 
and strengthen Manitoba families and communities. 


• Worked in collaboration with Manitoba Status of Women, Family Violence 
Prevention Program and Manitoba Housing and Community Development to begin 
developing a new Domestic Violence Strategy for Manitoba. Acted as co-lead of the 
Strategy. 
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09-1E Policy and Planning 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
     
FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 
 


 
1,056 


 
18.00 


 
1,179 


 
(123) 


 
 


Total Other Expenditures 272  258 14   


Total Expenditures 1,328  1,437 (109)  


 
 
Freedom of Information (FIPPA) Requests 
 2010/11 2011/12 
FSCA Divisions Total Percentage Total Percentage 
Administration and Finance 50 20% 22 11% 
Child and Family Services 69 27% 57 29% 
Community Service Delivery 17 7% 23 11% 
Disability Programs and  
Early Learning and Child Care* 17 7% 15 8% 
Consumer and Corporate Affairs** 41 16% 6 3% 
Policy and Planning 58 23% 37 19% 
Labour Programs*** 0 0% 23 11% 
Transfers to other departments 0 0% 11 6% 
TOTAL Applications 252 100% 196 100% 
     


Type of Applicant Total Percentage Total Percentage 
Private Citizen 98 39% 63 32% 
Political Party 111 44% 53 27% 
Organization 25 10% 41 21% 
Media 18 7% 39 20% 
TOTAL Applications 252 100% 196 100% 


*   On January 13, 2012, Disability Programs and Employment and Income Assistance Division was renamed Disability Programs 
     and Early Learning and Child Care. 
**  Consumer and Corporate Affairs applications are included in these statistics until January 1, 2012.  
*** For the full year Labour Programs processed a total of 113 applications, 23 of which were received after the January 2012 
     reorganization which resulted in Labour Programs being part of Manitoba Family Services and Labour.  
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Administration and Finance Division 


Divisional Goals 
• To maintain an active comptrollership and administrative support function by 


ensuring that financial and administrative policies, services and reporting systems 
are developed and administered effectively. 


• To provide leadership and expertise for Information, Communications and 
Technology-related planning, policies, financial management and business support 
to the department and external stakeholders. 


• To improve the department’s accountability framework. 


Divisional Responsibilities 
• Provides centralized financial, administrative and information technology support 


services to the department. This is accomplished through the division’s three 
branches: 
- Financial and Administrative Services 
- Innovation, Information and Technology 
- Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Financial and Administrative Services 


Objectives 
• To maintain an active comptrollership function by ensuring that financial and 


administrative policies, services and reporting systems are developed, maintained and 
effectively administered to meet the financial control, accountability, reporting, 
safeguarding and protection of financial and physical assets needs of the department. 


• To provide central financial management services in accordance with governing 
legislation and established financial administration policies and procedures. 


• To provide a broad range of operational and, administrative support services across 
the department.  


Responsibilities 
• Plans, organizes and evaluates departmental financial administration and 


management activities; coordinates comprehensive budget estimates planning and 
support services; responsible for financial forecasting and reporting, disbursements 
and revenue accounting, appropriation control and providing direction on financial 
and administrative policies, and operational procedures and practices to divisional 
staff. 


• Coordinates accommodation projects across provincial sites and provides central 
direction regarding accommodation policies and procedures. 


• Administers the French Language Services policy throughout the department.  
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Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Provided ongoing management reporting regarding the department 's fiscal status, to 


executive management and central government. 
• Provided ongoing identification and monitoring of emerging financial and program 


management issues and ensured that control and accountability systems were in 
place. 


• Provided ongoing coordination of the department’s annual Estimates exercise, 
including the production of the Supplementary Information for Legislative Review 
and the provision of Estimates briefing material. 


• Continued to review and improve departmental financial and administrative control 
procedures as part of ongoing comptrollership activities. Continued participation in 
central government’s Comptrollership Change Management Initiative.  


• Began a review of the department’s Comptrollership for validity and completeness to 
ensure that processes and procedures are in place and operating as intended. 


• Continued participation in a number of cross-government audits and comptrollership 
reviews performed by Internal Audit and Consulting Services and by Manitoba 
Finance. 


• Continued refinement of departmental financial and human resource role 
assignments within the corporate SAP environment and risk mitigation using central 
government’s Governance, Risk and Compliance tool. 


• Continued refinement of program and disaster financial procedures to improve the 
tracking of emergency social assistance expenditures and to enable the department 
to provide more timely support to many evacuees during the 2011 flood.   


• Centralized support for accommodation projects and planning activities. 
• Coordinated French Language Services within the department and for a number of 


external agencies which deliver services on behalf of the department.   
• Provided administrative support to the Vulnerable Persons' Hearing Panel, which 


included the coordination and tracking of attendance, and scheduling of hearings. 


09-1 F Financial and Administrative Services 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,516 23.00 1,451 65 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 411  383 28 


 
 


Total Expenditures 1,927  1,834 93  
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Innovation, Information and Technology 


Objectives 
• To provide information technology leadership and expertise, consulting services and 


solutions to the department and related clients to promote the efficient use of 
information in support of the department’s business strategy and goals. 


• To provide strategic and tactical information technology planning, analysis and 
support to the users of existing systems. 


Responsibilities 
• Plans long-term information systems strategies, facilitates the annual departmental 


information technology plan and develops detailed project plans in support of new initiatives. 
• Reviews and revises information systems-related procedures and policies in support 


of the strategic information technology direction of government. 
• In collaboration with Business Transformation and Technology, assists divisions and 


branches in designing and implementing effective technical solutions to meet their 
business needs. 


• Ensures the security of departmental information technology assets and the 
continuity of services. 


• Refines the manner in which the department manages and utilizes information and 
communications technologies. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Managed the implementation of the new Online Child Care Registry system used 


throughout Manitoba. The system is a web-based tool used by parents to locate and 
register their children for online child care services. The system is also used by 
childcare providers to create and manage online waitlists. 


• Managed a number of enhancement projects for the Child and Family Services 
Application (CFSA) system, the Social Allowances Management Information Network 
(SAMIN) system, and the Integrated Financial and Case Tracking (inFACT) system. 


• Continued to develop and evolve the department’s Strategic Information Technology 
Plan (Roadmap) and conducted an Application Portfolio Management validation 
exercise with each business unit in the department.  


09-1 G Innovation, Information and Technology 


 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 763 10.50 961 (198) 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 1,703 


 
1,715 (12)   


Total Expenditures 2,466  2,676 (210)  


1. The surplus is primarily due to vacancy management.  
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Agency Accountability and Support Unit 


Objectives 
• To ensure that agencies that receive funding from the department are operating 


under a clear and effective accountability framework. This includes regular and 
appropriate financial reporting. 


• To build the capacity of the department to effectively monitor agency financial 
performance, and to take corrective action when necessary. 


• To support agency and board development by providing advice and assistance on 
agency operations and financial management. 


• To mitigate the administrative burden on agencies by coordinating departmental 
requirements with the requirements of other Manitoba government departments and 
agencies, as well as with other jurisdictions. 


• To bring a more systematic approach to the planning, implementation and response 
to internal and external audits of the department. 


• To collaborate with program and service delivery staff to ensure that departmental 
programs are relevant and delivered effectively. 


Responsibilities 
• Leads negotiations of Service Purchase Agreements. 
• Develops and enhances Financial Reporting Requirements. 
• Monitors agency compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 
• Analyzes the financial performance of agencies, investigates areas of concern and 


performs operational reviews. 
• Develops the capacity of the department to link financial performance and program 


performance of agencies. 
• Develops the capacity of agencies to meet Service Purchase Agreement terms and 


conditions, including Financial Reporting Requirements. 
• Coordinates the development of an annual audit plan through the Audit Advisory 


Committee and monitors the implementation of audit recommendations. 
• Conducts quality assurance/process reviews of departmental programs in 


co-operation with program and service delivery staff. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Managed the transfer of agreements to other departments as part of a 


reorganization, leaving Family Services and Labour with 189 active Service 
Purchase Agreements with external agencies. This is in addition to four Contribution 
Agreements with the Child and Family Services Authorities.  


• Lead the negotiation of multi-departmental Service Purchase Agreements for 9 of 
the 35 agencies chosen for inclusion in the Streamlining Access for Non Profit 
Organizations (NPOs) Pilot Project.   
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• Facilitated 9 general training sessions and 11 specific sessions on board 
governance throughout the province to agencies in all program areas. The sessions 
covered the general roles and responsibilities of non-profit boards, legal duties and 
liabilities and a discussion of governance versus management responsibilities. In 
addition, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit conducted orientations on 
Service Purchase Agreements and Financial Reporting Requirements. 


• Conducted financial reviews on ten agencies, either in response to an allegation or 
non-compliance with Financial Reporting Requirements. 


• On a consultative basis, the Agency Accountability and Support Unit provided 
extensive knowledge and support to agencies to assist them to improve their 
financial management practices. 


• Continued to monitor and follow-up with agencies for compliance with Financial 
Reporting Requirements. 


• Continued to monitor the implementation of recommendations made by the Office of 
the Auditor General and Internal Audit and Consulting Services. 


• Worked within the Comptrollership Change Management Initiative to determine 
technical competencies and develop role profiles for positions within the financial 
officer series. 


09-1H Agency Accountability and Support Unit 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 


FTE Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 


 
1,059 


 
16.00 


 
1,147 


 
(88)  


 


Total Other Expenditures 
 


227 
  


367 
 


 (140) 1 
 


Total Expenditures 1,286  1,514 (228)  


1. The variance is primarily due to lower than anticipated operating costs for external audits. 
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Manitoba Status of Women 
The Manitoba Status of Women Division identifies the needs and concerns of Manitoba 
women; raises awareness of issues affecting women; partners with community 
organizations and other government departments to promote gender equality; and 
brings the concerns and aspirations of women to the provincial government to ensure 
they are integrated into government programs, policies and legislation.  


Objectives 
• To support the mandate of the Minister responsible for the Status of Women. 
• To promote gender equality and the equal participation of all women in society. 
• To improve the economic, social, legal and health status of women. 
• To contribute to ending exploitation and violence against women. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Participated in the annual Federal/Provincial/Territorial (FPT) meeting of Ministers 


responsible for the Status of Women. 
• Partnered with other FPT jurisdictions in working with Statistics Canada toward the 


2013 release of an updated version of Measuring Violence Against Women: 
Statistical Trends, which will include new data on the economic costs of violence 
against women.  


• Developed and launched a renewed Women’s Health Strategy in conjunction with 
Manitoba Health. Initiated a pilot project to explore administering a Community 
Networking Grant program to fulfil priorities of the Strategy. 


• Continued collaboration and ongoing horizontal policy development with other 
government departments on a number of cross-departmental strategies regarding 
human trafficking, missing and murdered women and Aboriginal women. 


• Began a community consultation process and collaborated with other government 
departments toward the development of Safer Today, Stronger Tomorrow, 
Manitoba’s multi-year domestic violence strategy. 


• Developed and implemented ongoing government-wide training and a 
cross-governmental network on Gender and Diversity Analysis.  


• Collaborated with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade on an 
international initiative supporting the gender analysis capacity of two regional state 
administrations in the Ukraine. 


• Administered 80 Training for Tomorrow Educational Awards of $1,250 each to 
encourage women to enter into math, science and technology programs at the four 
Colleges in Manitoba (annually). 


• Funded community organizations throughout the province to deliver approximately 
40 Power Up basic computer training courses for women, and provided them with 
newly developed Power Up training guides.   
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Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council works within the Manitoba Status of Women 
Division to represent the issues and concerns of Manitoba women. The council focuses 
on issues that have a social, legal or economic impact on the lives of women and their 
families.  
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council was established through an Order in Council 
in 1980. Since 1987, the function and operation of the Council has been governed by 
The Manitoba Women’s Advisory Council Act.   
The Council has a chair and several community members appointed by the provincial 
government. Members reflect the cultural diversity of Manitoba women and come from 
rural, urban and northern communities. 
The Advisory Council reports to the Minister responsible for the Status of Women.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Participated in the annual meeting for the Coalition of Provincial and Territorial 


Advisory Councils on the Status of Women. 
• Hosted six Council meetings as mandated by The Manitoba Women’s Advisory 


Council Act. 
• Hosted three large-scale community events – December 6th Sunrise Memorial, 


International Women’s Day and Women’s History Month. 
• Hosted a roundtable discussion with women and equality seeking organizations in 


Thompson. 
• Delivered nine Lunch and Learn sessions to approximately 400 individuals on a 


variety of issues of concern to women, including: women in the sex trade; 
technology and personal safety; immigration law for newcomer women; breast 
cancer survivors; women and the web; financial strategies for women; rural women 
in China; women in the workplace, and women and leadership. 


• Raised awareness of women’s issues by partnering with the community to sponsor 
events such as self-esteem workshops for girls and their mentors, and a screening 
of the film Miss Representation on media representations of girls and women. 


• Conducted a review of internal government policies, programs and legislation that 
work toward eliminating domestic violence. 


• Developed and distributed two publications called Women in the Arts: Artists 
Working for Social Change and Women Helping Women in Business. 


• Produced and distributed capacity-building resources such as the Parenting on Your 
Own Handbook, 4 Girls Only! Guide, Living in Manitoba: A Resource Guide for 
Women with Disabilities, and Living in Manitoba: a Resource Guide for Immigrant 
Women.  


• Collaborated with community organizations to support the organization of several 
marches and other community events, such as the annual Take Back the Night 
march and International Women’s Day march.   
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• Compiled and distributed the bi-monthly events calendar and information sheet, 
Council Currents, to over 300 women’s organizations and hosted an online event 
planning calendar. 


• Administered the Babs Friesen Lifetime Achievement Award in conjunction with the 
YM/YWCA, which is awarded to a life-long advocate for women’s equality. 


• Provided administrative services to non-profit women’s organizations, including 
photocopying of newsletters and correspondence, as well as research and project 
support. 


• Consulted and collaborated with equality-seeking organizations locally, provincially 
and nationally with the goal of achieving women’s equality. 


09-1 I Manitoba Status of Women 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 562 9.00 642 (80) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 301  329 (28) 


 
 


 
Total Grants 89  100 (11) 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 952  1,071 (119) 
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Labour Programs Division 
Divisional Goals 
• To reduce the human and economic costs of workplace illnesses and injuries by 


enforcing occupational health and safety requirements, and promoting a safety and 
health culture within workplaces. 


• To achieve socially desirable terms and conditions of employment for the Manitoba 
workforce through the administration of minimum standards and conditions of 
employment. 


• To assist employers and employees in mitigating group layoffs and adjustment 
situations. 


• To provide professional and timely service to workers and their dependants who 
require assistance with their workers compensation claims. 


• To promote and maintain a stable and harmonious labour relations environment, and 
encourage the practice and procedure of collective bargaining between employers 
and unions as the freely designated representatives of employees. 


• To ensure employees’ rights to benefits promised under employment pension plans. 
• To safeguard persons and property from fire and life safety hazards. 


Divisional Responsibilities 
• Provides services to prevent injury and illness in Manitoba workplaces by ensuring 


compliance with The Workplace Safety and Health Act and regulations and by 
helping employers and workers to participate in the internal responsibility safety and 
health systems in their workplaces. 


• Enforces established standards relating to terms and conditions of employment, and 
provides labour adjustment programs to assist in the re-employment and retraining 
of workers affected by layoffs due to labour market adjustment and structural 
change. 


• Advises, assists, and when appropriate, represents claimants who have cause to 
disagree with decisions of the Workers Compensation Board of Manitoba. 


• Provides conciliation and mediation services to labour and management. 
• Administers/Adjudicates applications or referrals to the Manitoba Labour Board 


pursuant to The Labour Relations Act and other labour legislation concerning 
labour/management relations. 


• Promotes the establishment, extension and improvement of pension plans and 
protects the pension rights of employees under existing pension plans, as provided 
under pension benefits legislation. 


• Performs investigations of suspicious fires causing death, injury or property damage.  
• Provides accredited training in fire prevention, emergency response and public 


safety services and provides emergency response to large scale provincial incidents. 
• Provides safety and technical inspection services required by statute.  
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Divisional Administration 
Divisional Administration consists of two units: the Assistant Deputy Minister’s office and 
Financial and Administrative Services. 


Objectives 


• To provide advice and support to the Minister and Deputy Minister on issues related 
to the Labour Programs Division. 


• To provide leadership to the division. 
• To provide divisional financial management services in accordance with governing 


legislation and established financial administration policies and procedures. 
• To ensure consistency, accuracy, effectiveness and timeliness with respect to 


divisional activities by providing centralized support, coordination and other services 
in the following areas: 


− finance and administration; and 
− reporting, planning, comptrollership and accountability.  


Responsibilities 
• Provides overall direction for Labour Programs Division. 
• Provides support to the division in developing and administering corporate financial 


policies, central accounting services, financial monitoring and reporting, monthly 
expenditure reports, forecasts and annual financial reporting that supports the 
division’s programs and initiatives. 


• Provides general operating and administrative support services, records 
management and accommodation planning and coordination for the division. 


• Provides support to the division for the preparation and review of submissions and 
contracts. 


Activities/Highlights of 2011/12 


• Assisted with the preparation of the Departmental Plan, Annual Report and 
Estimates Supplement. 


• Worked with the Comptrollership Unit of Education Shared Services to carry out 
performance of statistical sampling of transactions for year-end compliance and 
verification of year-end reconciliation. 


• Continued the updating of the delegated signing authorities system, to be completed 
in the first quarter of 2012/13. 


• Began documenting standardized financial related policies to be referenced by 
divisional staff. 


• Developed Terms of Reference for the Audit Committee and commenced regular 
quarterly meetings in Fall 2011.   
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09-2 A Financial and Administrative Services 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 353 8.50 482 (129) 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 130  132 (2) 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 483  614 (131) 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily due to staff turnover and timing of salary recoveries related to reorganization. 


Research, Legislation and Policy 
Research, Legislation and Policy provides centralized support to the Labour Programs 
Division through conducting research and analysis, supporting policy development, 
coordinating the division’s legislative initiatives, and providing support services to a 
number of advisory boards and committees. The branch administers the division’s 
responsibilities under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act. 


Objective 


• To ensure consistency, accuracy, effectiveness and timeliness with respect to the 
division’s activities by providing centralized support, coordination and other services 
in research, policy analysis and legislative development. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


• Provided administrative support, research, and analysis to the Labour Management 
Review Committee (LMRC), the Accessibility Advisory Committee, and the Advisory 
Council on Workplace Safety and Health. 


• Coordinated the development and processing of statutory and regulatory initiatives. 
• Collected, developed and disseminated statistical data and other information in 


areas such as work stoppages, provisions of collective agreements, labour 
organizations, union membership, negotiated settlements and wage rates. 


• Responded in a timely manner to requests for information by unions, management, 
labour relations practitioners, the general public, the Minister, Labour Program 
Division branches, the Office of the Fire Commissioner, other departments and 
governments, including requests from the federal government on matters relating to 
the International Labour Organization. 


• Under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act, responded to 113 
applications for access to records. 


• Supported the Labour Programs Division and the Office of the Fire Commissioner in 
developing various projects and initiatives. 


• Assisted in coordinating Estimates, planning processes, and the Annual Report.  
• Participated in meetings and discussions of the Canadian Association of 


Administrators of Labour Legislation to exchange information and share best 
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practices regarding current and emerging labour trends with counterparts in other 
Canadian jurisdictions.  


09-2 B Research, Legislation and Policy 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 596 8.00 578 18 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 61  66 (5) 


 
 


 
Total Grants 155  212 (57) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 812  856 (44) 


 
 


1. The under expenditure is primarily due to the delay in a grant payment to 2012/13. 


Conciliation and Mediation Services 
Conciliation and Mediation Services promotes and maintains harmonious labour- 
management relations in Manitoba by providing conciliation, grievance mediation and 
preventive mediation services to organized labour and management. 


Objectives 
• To administer The Labour Relations Act as it pertains to conciliation and mediation 


services in labour-management disputes and related situations. 
• To provide competent, well-trained conciliators to assist organized labour and 


management in collective bargaining in order to resolve impasses in negotiations 
and thereby minimize work stoppages. 


• To provide competent, well-trained mediators to assist organized labour and 
management when grievance procedures have failed to produce a settlement. 


• To assist public school teachers and school boards in collective bargaining and 
grievance mediation as provided under The Labour Relations Act.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Assisted in 114 conciliation assignments under The Labour Relations Act and 


disposed of 68 assignments during the reporting year, 94 per cent of which were 
finalized without a work stoppage (see Table 1). 


• Managed 443 active joint grievance mediation files, and settled 93 per cent of the 
grievances mediated during the year (see Table 2). 


• Processed 67 expedited grievance mediation files, 93 per cent of which were settled. 
• Assisted in four work stoppages involving 672 bargaining unit workers. 
Continued to participate in the Canadian Association of Administrators of Labour 
Legislation and Association of Labour Relations Agencies conferences, which provide a 
continuous exchange of information with other jurisdictions and opportunities to attend 
seminars on new and improved approaches to preventive mediation and conciliation.   
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Table 1 
Statistics Relating to Conciliation Services 
April 1, 2011 - March 31, 2012 
Assignments in process during reporting year 


Assignments carried over from previous year 47 
Assignments received during the reporting year 53 
Assignments received for First Collective Agreement 5 
Assignments received for Interest Based Negotiations 1 
Assignments received for Preventive Mediation 2 
Assignments received related to The Public Schools Act 6 
Total 114  
Assignments disposed of during reporting year 


Settled in conciliation without work stoppage 64 
Settled following work stoppage 4 
Proceeded to Arbitration under The Public Schools Act 0 
Imposed by Manitoba Labour Board for first collective agreement 0  
Total 68 


  
 


Assignments still active at end of reporting year 46 
Percentage of assignments finalized without stoppages 94% 


 
Table 2 
Statistics Relating to Mediation Services 
April 1, 2011 - March 31, 2012 
Under Section 129(1) (Joint Application) 
 
Cases carried forward 232 
Cases assigned 211 
Total 443 
 
Settled  165 
Not settled  12 
Awaiting mediation 266 
Percentage of settlements achieved 93% 
  
Under Section 130(8) (Expedited Application)  
 


Cases carried forward 11 
Cases assigned 56 
Total 67 
 
Settled  52 
Not settled  4 
Proceeding directly to arbitration 2 
Awaiting mediation  8  
Percentage of settlements achieved 93% 
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09-2 C Conciliation and Mediation Services 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 611 7.00 600 11 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 127  131 (4) 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 738  731 (7) 
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Office of the Superintendent - Pension Commission 
The Office of the Superintendent - Pension Commission safeguards employees’ rights 
to benefits promised under employment pension plans as provided under pension 
benefits legislation. 


Objectives 
• To administer and enforce The Pension Benefits Act (Act) and regulations to 


safeguard the rights of employees to benefits promised under employment pension 
plans registered under the Act. 


• To promote the establishment, extension and improvement of employment pension 
plans registered under the Act. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Processed over 1,400 requests for written notice concerning one-time transfers. 
• Issued over 450 pieces of correspondence related to compliance. 
• Reviewed over 75 pension plan amendments. 
• Reviewed one plan registration, fifteen full plan windups, eight partial plan windups 


and two plan conversions. 
• Reviewed for compliance 375 Annual Information Returns, which detail the contributions 


made to and membership changes under a pension plan over its fiscal year. 
• Reviewed for compliance 93 actuarial valuation reports, which detail the funded and 


solvency position of a defined benefit pension plan and the contribution 
requirements over the next three years. 


• Conducted six Pension Administration Reviews to assess whether the administrative 
systems and practices of pension plans were sufficient to produce legislative 
compliance, and monitored progress on the issues identified in the Reviews’ reports. 


• Responded to approximately 3,000 telephone inquiries relating to pension 
legislation. 


• Participated in, as a presenter, one public education session for organizations involved 
with pension plans, dealing with various aspects of existing legislation and general 
industry information.  


• Participated in, through the Superintendent of Pensions, the activities of the 
Canadian Association of Pension Supervisory Authorities (CAPSA), a national 
association of pension supervisory authorities whose mission is to facilitate an 
efficient and effective pension regulatory system in Canada. 


• Implemented one amendment to The Pension Benefits Act as well as two 
regulations under the Act.   
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09-2 D Office of the Superintendent – Pension Commission 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 410 5.00 412 (2) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 95  150 (55) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 505  562 (57) 


 
 


1.  The under expenditure is primarily due to the delay in expenditures related to advertising and actuarial valuation and lower than 
anticipated legal costs. 


 
The Manitoba Labour Board 
The Manitoba Labour Board is an independent and autonomous specialist tribunal 
which administers and adjudicates responsibilities assigned to it under The Labour 
Relations Act and sections of: 


− The Apprenticeship and Certification Act 
− The Construction Industry Wages Act 
− The Elections Act 
− The Employment Standards Code 
− The Essential Services Act 
− The Pay Equity Act 
− The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act 
− The Public Schools Act 
− The Remembrance Day Act 
− The Victims Bill of Rights 
− The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act  
− The Workplace Safety and Health Act 


 
During the reporting period, the Board was composed of a full-time Chairperson, one 
full-time Vice-Chairperson, six part-time Vice-Chairpersons, and 28 Board members 
equally representing employees and employers. 


Objectives 
• To resolve labour issues in a fair and reasonable manner acceptable to both the 


labour and management community, including the expeditious issuance of 
appropriate orders. 


• To assist parties in resolving disputes without the need of the formal adjudicative 
process. 


• To provide information to parties and the general public pertaining to their dealings 
with the Board or about the Board’s operations.   







42 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Received 401 applications and carried forward 129 files under the following Acts: 
 


The Workplace Safety and Health Act 4 
The Employment Standards Code 92 
The Labour Relations Act 305 
Total filed in reporting year 401 
Cases carried forward (2010/11) 129 
Total applications before the Board*  530 


 
 *The total number of applications before the Board increased 19 per cent over the 


previous year’s total of 445. 
• Disposed of/closed 392 of 530 cases (74 per cent). 
• Scheduled 193 applications for hearing. 
• Resolved or narrowed the issues before the Board in 85 per cent of the cases where 


a board officer was formally appointed or assisted the parties informally through the 
dispute mediation process. 


• Issued 73 Substantive Orders and seven Written Reasons for Decision, the full text 
is posted on the Board’s website. 


• Distributed updates for the “Index of Written Reasons for Decision” to subscribers. 
• Conducted 11 votes within the legislated time frames. 
• Improved the previous year’s median processing time for applications received 


under The Employment Standards Code, notwithstanding a 48 per cent increase in 
the number of applications received under that legislation. The previous year’s 
median processing time for applications received under The Labour Relations Act 
increased modestly, but this reflected the fact that a number of applications either 
involved complex issues or multiple parties, both of which factors will affect when 
hearing dates can be set. 


Further statistics and summaries of significant decisions are available in the separate 
annual report issued by the Manitoba Labour Board.  
09-2 E Manitoba Labour Board 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 1,282 16.50 1,306 (24) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 456  449 7 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 1,738  1,755 (17) 
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Workplace Safety and Health 
The Workplace Safety and Health Division administers and enforces The Workplace 
Safety and Health Act and associated regulations dealing with the health and safety of 
workers. It also provides technical and administrative support to the Minister’s Advisory 
Council on Workplace Safety and Health. The division emphasizes a preventive focus to 
control workplace hazards through education and training, combined with administration 
and enforcement of the Act and regulations.  


Objective 
• To administer and enforce The Workplace Safety and Health Act (Act) and its 


regulations through efforts promoting awareness of the importance of workplace 
safety and health, compliance among employers and workers, and the adoption of 
measures to identify and control workplace safety and health hazards, thereby 
preventing fatalities and reducing workplace injuries and illnesses, and contributing 
to a dynamic provincial economy and improved quality of life for Manitobans. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
1.  Reducing the time-loss injury rate, and significantly reducing the number of 


work-related fatalities and serious injuries. 
• Recorded a time-loss injury rate of 3.3 per 100 full-time workers in 2011, 


representing a decrease of approximately 41 per cent since 2000, and surpassing 
the target rate of 3.5 two years ahead of schedule. 


• Continued working on the (2008-2012) five-year joint workplace injury and illness 
prevention plan that was developed with the Workers Compensation Board (WCB). 
The plan aims to significantly reduce the number of serious injuries and fatalities in 
the province. 


• Conducted 12,838 workplace inspections, a 12.6 per cent increase over 2010/11, 
and issued orders as necessary. 


• Conducted workplace investigations of complaints, serious incidents, rights to refuse 
and discriminatory actions. 


• Provided consultative safety engineering, ergonomic and occupational hygiene 
assistance to clients and internal staff. 


• Prepared specialized reports on hazards and risk control strategies. 
• Conducted pre-development reviews of new projects, installations and processes. 
• Prepared and delivered specialized technical training programs to workers and 


employers.   
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Performance Indicators, Workplace Safety and Health Division 
Effectiveness Measures 
 


Planned Target 
2011/12  


Actual Result 
2011/12 


Expl. No. 


Number of training courses (and participants) 225 (4,000) 302 (6,108)  


Number of inspections conducted 10,500 12,838 1 
Time-loss injury rate 3.2 3.3 2 
1. Target exceeded as a result of the hiring of additional officers and improvements to performance and quality assurance 


processes. 
2. The time-loss injury rate target of 3.2 for 2011 was set as a further objective to surpass the original goal of reducing the rate to 


3.5 by 2012. Performance has exceeded expectations, resulting in the 2012 goal being reached ahead of schedule. 
 
2. Promoting a safety and health culture and encouraging workers and employers 


to assume more responsibility for their own workplace safety and health.  
• Continued working with the WCB on awareness and education initiatives to 


strengthen the culture of safety and health in Manitoba, which includes the provincial 
workplace safety and health public awareness campaign built around the SAFE 
methodology (Spot the hazard, Assess the risk, Find a safer way, Everyday). 


• Continued joint planning with the WCB to encourage the growth of a strong network 
of prevention organizations. 


• Provided a variety of informational material such as newsletters, bulletins, 
guidelines, website material and audiovisual materials to assist in safety and health 
training and communication, continued to develop publications for the amended 
workplace safety and health regulations that took effect in 2007, and updated 
publications affected by the August 2011 changes to the Workplace Safety and 
Health Regulation and changes to the Operation of Mines Regulation taking effect in 
April 2012. 


• Assisted with maintenance of the SAFE Manitoba website (which incorporates all of 
WSH’s publications, resource and contact information), and implementation of new 
online initiatives (i.e. development of the SAFE Work Video Resource Library, and 
launch of the SAFEty & Health Community). Efforts continue to make this website 
the workplace safety and health internet destination for Manitobans. 


• Delivered 302 training courses to employers and workers across the province, 
including custom training/educational sessions and presentations on regulatory 
requirements and general legislative requirements to stakeholder groups. 


• Provided consultation services to industry clients to assist with the effective, ongoing 
function of existing safety and health committees and encourage the formation of 
new committees.  


• Promoted the requirement for workplaces to establish and implement effective safety 
and health programs.  


• Continued to address young worker safety and health issues at the secondary and 
post-secondary level and in youth training facilities by developing and delivering 
youth-targeted programming.   
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• Continued to address farm safety issues through collaboration with governmental 
and non-governmental organizations and the delivery of education to agricultural 
producer organizations. 


• Continued to collaborate with various government departments and agencies to 
address emerging issues, such as pandemic influenza planning, agriculture related 
safety and health concerns and exposure to zoonotic infections; and to address 
various environmental issues, such as radon in buildings, West Nile infection and 
Lyme disease. 


• Conducted occupational-related health surveillance on such matters as lead and 
heavy metal levels in the blood, noise exposure and hearing conservation, 
pesticides and fibrogenic dusts, and consulted with stakeholders regarding chest 
x-ray screening for exposure to fibrogenic dust. 


Advisory Council on Workplace Safety and Health  
Under the authority of The Workplace Safety and Health Act, the Advisory Council on 
Workplace Safety and Health (Advisory Council) reports directly to the Minister of 
Family Services and Labour concerning general workplace safety and health issues, 
protection of workers in specific situations, and appointment of consultants and 
advisors. The Advisory Council reviews The Workplace Safety and Health Act and its 
administration at least once every five years or when requested to do so by the Minister, 
and advises on any other matter concerning workplace safety and health at the 
Minister’s request. 
 
The Lieutenant Governor in Council appoints council members, with equal 
representation from workers, employers, and technical/professional organizations. 
Workplace, Safety and Health provides technical, administrative and financial support to 
the Advisory Council. Members receive remuneration in the form of per diems and 
payment for out-of-pocket expenses. 
 
Where appropriate, the Advisory Council establishes committees to advise the Council 
on specific matters dealing with workplace safety and health. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Provided input for regulatory changes to further protect workers from violence in the 


workplace, including a requirement for specific workplaces to develop and follow a 
violence prevention policy. 


• Recommended 10 proposals, submitted by Manitoba schools, to the schools safety 
promotion program to encourage innovation, education and awareness of SafeWork 
be approved, and that this program be continued.  


• Provided input into, and a recommendation to proceed with, proposals to strengthen 
highway and road construction safety, including measures to improve worker 
visibility, training, signage, enforcement, and public awareness.   
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• Provided input into, and a recommendation to proceed with, proposals to release 
employer safety and health information to the public. 


• Discussed options for enforcement tools to improve compliance with The Workplace 
Safety and Health Act and regulations, with respect to critical and imminent risk 
violations. 


09-2 F Workplace Safety and Health 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 6,668 95.50 7,296 (628)  
 
Total Other Expenditures 1,947  2,149 (202)  
 
Total Grants 10  20 (10) 


 
1 


 
Total Expenditures 8,625  9,465 (840) 


 
 


1.  The under expenditure is primarily due to a grant that was paid from another sub-appropriation. 


Employment Standards 
The Employment Standards Branch is composed of Employment Standards (which 
includes the Labour Adjustment Unit) and the Worker Advisor Office. The Branch 
provides a comprehensive program of client-initiated services, proactive services, and 
labour adjustment services, as well as advocacy services in the case of the Worker 
Advisor Office.   


Objectives 
• To achieve socially desirable terms and conditions of employment for the Manitoba 


workforce through the administration of minimum standards and conditions of 
employment. 


• To protect children from exploitation in the modelling and talent industry, and to 
protect foreign workers and employers through the regulation of recruiters.  


• To increase compliance with The Employment Standards Code, The Construction 
Industry Wages Act and The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act. 


• To promote harmonious employment relationships through the dissemination of 
information, provision of proactive services and resolution of disputes.  


• To assist employers in finding solutions to potential business closures or layoffs and 
support workforce adjustment committees in developing retraining and 
re-employment strategies for workers whose jobs have disappeared or changed. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


• Initiated 2,720 investigations and recovered $1.3 million in wages.  
• Finalized 1,011 claims, or 37 per cent of total claims, using the Quick Resolution 


process in an average of 39 days, reducing the need for time-consuming field 
investigations.   
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• Conducted 1,839 field investigations, facilitating a voluntary resolution in 80 per cent 
of Branch investigations and issuing formal orders for the remaining 20 per cent. 


• Facilitated resolution in 20 cases through an Alternative Dispute Resolution process, 
reducing the number of appeals to the Manitoba Labour Board for resolution. 


• Assessed employers for potential non-compliance using a variety of mechanisms, 
including a three-step enforcement model that strategically ramps up penalties for 
repeat offenders, and analyses of business registrations, license applicants, 
database information, and tips. 


• Conducted 437 proactive investigations to advance labour standards rights and 
obligations in the workplace and to increase compliance with the legislation, 
including investigations targeting nail and skin care companies, rural restaurants and 
construction companies with previous violations, employers that had been denied 
applications to average overtime and employers with Notice to Comply Orders. 


• Posted administrative penalty orders on the provincial website to deter employers 
who repeatedly violate employment legislation, to protect vulnerable employees and 
to raise public awareness. 


• Enacted changes to The Employment Standards Code and regulations, which 
granted flexibility to balance work with home and family needs, clarified repayment 
of monies owed to the employer, and brought termination language in line with 
practices in other provinces. 


• The minimum wage was raised through Order in Council to $10.00 effective 
October 1, 2011. The Construction Industry Minimum Wage Regulation was 
amended through Order in Council to provide wage increases for the Industrial 
Commercial and Institutional and Heavy Construction Sectors in 2012 and 2013. 


• Issued 390 formal Notices to Comply to employers, resulting in 22 Administrative 
Penalty Orders related to non-compliance with minimum standards legislation. 


• Evaluated 78 licence applications, 153 child performer permit applications and 1,757 
employer business registration applications under The Worker Recruitment and 
Protection Act. 


• Processed 2,217 Child Employment Permit applications and continued to work with 
industries to streamline the process for applications with standardized job tasks that 
regularly employ children.  


• Continued public education strategy targeted to help protect vulnerable workers 
through partnerships with education and skill providers for youth and newcomers to 
the province, such as Entry Program, SAFE Workers of Tomorrow, Employment 
Projects of Winnipeg, and Employment Solutions for Immigrant Youth.  


• Maintained strong information sharing partnerships with law enforcement, child 
protection, border security and other government and non-government agencies for 
the administration and enforcement of The Worker Recruitment and Protection Act.  


• Responded to group layoff and adjustment situations within five days of notification 
to the Labour Adjustment Unit, allowing opportunities to explore alternate avenues to 
mitigate the effects of the layoffs prior to public knowledge.   
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• Responded to approximately 45,000 telephone and 5,000 walk-in inquiries. 
• Recorded 370,734 unique visits and 14.2 million page views on the Employment 


Standards website, providing visitors with access to frequently asked questions 24 
hours a day, seven days per week. 


Performance Indicators, Client-Initiated Services 
April 1, 2011 to March 31, 2012 
Claim Resolution Method Percentage of Finalized Claims 


Quick Resolution Process 37 
Field Investigation  59 
Alternate Dispute Resolution  1 


Manitoba Labour Board  2 
Judgement and Collections  1 


09-2 G Employment Standards 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2011/12 


$000 
 


FTE 


Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 2,701 44.60 2,817 (116)  
 
Total Other Expenditures 663  581 82  
 


Total Expenditures 3,364  3,398 (34) 
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Worker Advisor Office 
The Worker Advisor Office, established under Section 108 of The Workers 
Compensation Act, is independent of the Workers Compensation Board (WCB) and 
provides professional and timely service to workers and their dependants who require 
assistance with their workers compensation claims. The Office advises, assists, and, 
when appropriate, represents claimants who have cause to disagree with decisions of 
the WCB. 


Objective 


• To assist injured workers and their dependants in understanding the operations of 
the WCB and in obtaining benefits to which they are entitled under The Workers 
Compensation Act in a fair, compassionate and timely manner. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


• Provided services to over 2,990 individuals. 
• Concluded 91 per cent of inquiries by providing advice only.  
• Closed 242 files, or 41 per cent, through an informal review and resolution process, 


as a result of having no basis for appeal. 
• Resolved 142 files through the WCB appeal system (13 per cent at an early 


intervention level, 40 per cent at the more formal appeal level). 


09-2 H Worker Advisor Office 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2011/12 


$000 
 


FTE 


Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries 538 9.00 659 (121) 1 
 
Total Other Expenditures 136  188 (52) 2 
 
Total Expenditures 674  847 (173) 


 
 


1.  The under expenditure is primarily due to staff turnover and vacancy management. 
2.  The under expenditure is primarily due to reduced number of client medical tests required and reductions in other operating 
     expenditures.  
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Office of the Fire Commissioner 
Operating as a Special Operating Agency, the Office of the Fire Commissioner (OFC) 
provides a critical role in maintaining Manitoba’s public safety network. The OFC 
provides education and training, public safety consultation, building and technical safety 
inspections and administration, fire investigations, fire safety inspection and emergency 
response to incidents too large, technical or complex for municipalities to handle. The 
main objective of the OFC is to provide the citizens of Manitoba with a variety of public 
safety services which meet the current issues facing the province. The OFC provides 
these services under the auspices of eight Acts:   


 
− The Amusements Act  
− The Buildings and Mobile Homes Act 
− The Electricians’ Licence Act 
− The Elevator Act 
− The Fires Prevention and Emergency Response Act (FPERA) 
− The Gas and Oil Burner Act 
− The Power Engineers Act 
− The Steam and Pressure Plants Act 
 


The Agency provides a wide spectrum of mandated services and related activities. No 
one service area of the Agency stands alone; they are all fundamentally interrelated 
with the education and training, municipal support and emergency response areas 
being the unifying and defining components.    
 
During the 2011/12 business year, the OFC underwent significant organizational 
changes and growth as a result of two key events:  


 
− The OFC/Mechanical and Engineering (M&E) amalgamation to create Inspection 


and Technical Services Manitoba (ITSM), and 
− The OFC’s response to an internal audit report conducted by Internal Audit and 


Consulting Services (IACS). 
 


The OFC/ITSM amalgamation has allowed the Government of Manitoba to streamline 
client services related to trades-licensing, permit issuance, and inspection services for 
those working within the engineering, technical safety, construction and building 
codes/standards industries. These services are housed under one organizational 
section and are the responsibility of the Director of ITSM.   
 
In accordance with the 2011/12 Corporate Audit Plan, IACS performed an audit of 
Special Operating Agency compliance with government policy within the OFC. The 
purpose of the review was to assess the OFC’s degree of compliance with applicable 
General Manual of Administration (GMA), Financial Administration Manual (FAM), and 
other policy requirements in relation to the OFC’s Operating Charter (Charter). The 
audit identified several significant areas of concern with respect to the OFC’s control 
environment that resulted in a change of senior management and restructuring of the 
organization.   
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As a result of the events and organizational changes listed above, the OFC revised its 
Charter and 2011/12 Business Plan to support the new organizational structure and 
corresponding funding sources. These changes to the organizational and financial 
frameworks have provided greater oversight and accountability for the Agency.   


Objectives 
• To promote effective and efficient fire control throughout the province by providing 


technical support to fire departments and municipal councils.  
• To safeguard the public by providing emergency response throughout the province 


for incidents that are too large or complex for local and regional emergency 
response resources to handle. 


• To minimize the adverse effects of human-made and natural disasters by providing 
education and training in disaster management and emergency response. 


• To ensure public safety by enforcing compliance with all building, fire and technical 
safety codes and standards. 


• To reduce the effects of fire through the delivery of fire investigation, inspection and 
public education programs. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


• Underwent significant organizational change and growth as a result of the OFC/M&E 
amalgamation to create ITSM. The OFC/ITSM amalgamation has allowed the 
Government of Manitoba to streamline client services related to trades-licensing, 
permit issuance, and inspection services for those working within the engineering, 
technical safety, construction and building codes/standards industries.   


• Implemented a revised Operating Charter which provides for a strengthened 
comptrollership framework under a new organizational structure. 


• Provided technical assistance and support to municipal fire departments and 
councils including emergency response planning and operations. Significant 
achievements in the area of emergency response during 2011/12 included, but was 
not limited to: 
− Supported the RM of St. Laurent and communities affected by flooding along 


Lake Manitoba, the Assiniboine and the Souris Rivers.  
− Supported the municipalities in eastern Manitoba, as well as Manitoba 


Conservation – Fire Program during the wildfire events of October 2011. 
− Provided support to policing Agencies and other Search and Rescue authorities 


involved in Search and Rescue Operations across Manitoba. 
− Hosted the provincial Urban Search and Rescue (USAR) exercise for CANTF-4 


at the James Richardson Airport in February 2012. 
− Co-hosted the National SARSCENE Conference with the National Search and 


Rescue Secretariat, in Winnipeg MB in October 2011.   
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− Hosted the National USAR table top exercise with Public Safety Canada in 
Brandon, Manitoba from February 13-17, 2012, with representation from all five 
National USAR Task Force teams.  


• Provided quality training through the Emergency Services College in programs such 
as Fire Fighting Practices, Emergency Services Instruction, Fire Investigation, Public 
Safety and Building Standards. 


• Continued legislative and regulatory development in the areas of technical and 
building safety including the adoption of the 2010 National Building, Plumbing and 
Fire Codes, and the associated Manitoba Amendments. 


• In partnership with the Assembly of Manitoba Chiefs, implemented risk analyses and 
hazard assessment surveys of fire protection capacity in each of the 63 Manitoba 
First Nation communities. 


• Partnered with the Manitoba Burn Fund, Red River Mutual Insurance, The Manitoba 
Association of Fire Chiefs and Manitoba Conservation to promote fire and life safety 
education and “Wildfire smart” principles to the citizens of Manitoba. 
 


For more information, please refer to the Office of the Fire Commissioner – Special 
Operating Agency Report. Which can be accessed at: 
http://www.firecomm.gov.mb.ca/administration.html.  


 



http://www.firecomm.gov.mb.ca/administration.html�
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Disability Programs and  
Early Learning and Child Care Division 


Divisional Goals  
• To enhance opportunities for children and adults with disabilities in Manitoba to 


attain increased self-sufficiency, independence and participation in society. 
• To harmonize the major aspects of programs, legislation, policies and practices, 


providing leadership in the development of solutions to better integrate supports for 
children and adults with disabilities. 


• To improve parents’ access to quality and affordable child care that assists in the 
healthy development of children and the social, economic and labour market 
participation of parents.  


• To continue to develop and implement a framework to establish and strengthen 
effective, inclusive, community partnerships and consultation processes. 


• To continue to develop clear roles, responsibilities and effective working 
relationships within the division, department, and other government departments. 


Divisional Responsibilities  
• Provides program coordination, direction and funding for services to children with 


disabilities; for community living services for adults with a mental disability; and for 
early learning and child care services. 


• Provides centralized supports in the areas of program and financial management, 
policy and strategic initiative development, legislation, information systems and 
business support services. 


• Administers the substitute decision-making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons 
Living with a Mental Disability Act. 


• Licences and provides program and financial support to child care facilities and 
provides subsidies on behalf of eligible families.  


 
The division includes the following program areas: 


- Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
- Disability Programs 
- Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 
- Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 
- Finance and Administration 


Note: In January 2012, funding and program responsibility for Employment and Income 
Assistance programs were transferred to Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training 
and Trade. Information about Employment and Income Assistance programs can 
be found in the Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade Annual Report for 2011/12. 
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Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Objectives  
• To work in conjunction with divisional branches and the Community Service Delivery 


Division in providing effective leadership, coordination, direction and support for the 
department’s programs for persons with disabilities and early learning and child 
care. 


• To research, design, develop and evaluate policies and practices that shape the 
programs and services available to persons with disabilities and families accessing 
licensed early learning and child care. 


• To take the lead role in Access and Privacy coordination work across the division 
and in the coordination of division-wide requests for information. 


• To provide research, consultation and/or strategic planning support for the division 
and the department.  


• To pursue innovative solutions and initiatives which improve services for persons 
with disabilities and families accessing licensed early learning and child care, and 
reflect the vision, mission and goals of and the department. 


• To provide financial management services in accordance with governing legislation 
and established financial administration policies and procedures.  


Responsibilities  
• Provides central program and policy direction for divisional programming. 
• Provides program analysis, policy and strategic initiatives development. 
• Provides business support services for adult and children’s information systems. 
• Develops pilot projects and strategic initiatives to improve services for program 


participants. 
• Provides financial management, central administration and support services. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Provided research, program analysis, policy development and evaluation support to 


programs in Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care. Staff 
represented the division in a variety of intergovernmental, interdepartmental and 
inter-sectoral working groups and committees.  


• Continued the development and enhancement of the Integrated Financial Client and 
Case Tracking (inFACT) computer system, an information management system 
which will improve participant and financial tracking of program expenditures for 
Community Living disABILITY Services (formerly the Supported Living Program), 
Children’s disABILITY Services (formerly Children’s Special Services) and the 
Provincial Special Needs Program. 


• In conjunction with Community Living – Manitoba, Community Living – Winnipeg, the 
Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner, the Community Service Delivery 
Division, the Public Trustee, and Community Living disABILITY Services, 
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coordinated the ongoing implementation of the recommendations from the 2007 
Report on the Examination of the Implementation and Impact of The Vulnerable 
Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act (VPA). 


• Coordinated access and privacy requests for the division. 
• Participated in program and policy development for the Manitoba Developmental 


Centre and provided support to the Advisory Committee on Long-Term Service 
Delivery at the Manitoba Developmental Centre.  


• Coordinated the division’s annual Estimates exercise, including the production of the 
Supplementary Information for Legislative Review and the provision of Estimates 
briefing material. Provides ongoing management and reporting of the division’s fiscal 
status to divisional and executive management. 


09-3 A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,298 23.00 1,627 (329) 


 
1 


 
Other Expenditures 317  274 43 


 
2 


 
Total Expenditures 1,615  1,901 (286) 


 
 


1. The variance is primarily attributable to vacancy management. 
2. The variance is primarily attributable to higher than anticipated IT costs. 


Disability Programs 


Objectives  
• To provide program direction and funding for community living programs for adults 


with a mental disability. 
• To provide supports and services to families caring for children who have 


developmental and/or physical disabilities. 
• To provide leadership and direction to the Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI), a joint 


initiative of Manitoba Education; Manitoba Family Services and Labour; Manitoba 
Health; and Manitoba Healthy Living, Seniors and Consumer Affairs.  


• To provide leadership and direction in services to the population affected by autism, 
through an interdepartmental committee including Manitoba Education; Manitoba 
Health; Manitoba Healthy Living, Seniors and Consumer Affairs; and Manitoba 
Family Services and Labour. 


The Branch is divided into the following areas: 
- Community Living disABILITY Services – Responsible for the planning, 


development, maintenance, overall direction and management of programs and 
resources that support and enhance the quality of life for adults with a mental 
disability living in the community. Responsible for the review and development of 
policies associated with Day Services, Residential Services, Support Services and 
Residential Care Licensing.  
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- Children’s disABILITY Services – Responsible for policy and program 
development to support children with disabilities, their families and caregivers.  


Responsibilities  
• Provides leadership and support to Community Service Delivery staff, external 


agencies and other service partners in promoting effective and efficient program 
administrative practices in the delivery of support services for adults and children 
with a physical and/or mental disability. 


• Provides financial management, which includes: developing and managing the 
overall budget, with input from the Community Service Delivery Division; identifying 
the resources required to provide quality, cost-effective services; allocating financial 
resources; ensuring that programs are delivered within budgeted resources; and 
ensuring financial accountability for program funds. 


• Interprets policy and legislation for government and non-government service 
providers. 


• Develops and revises policies and programs in a manner that is consistent with, and 
responsive to, ongoing changes in other programs, the socio-economic environment 
and the community as a whole. 


• Provides licensing standards to ensure the safety, health and well-being of adults 
with a mental disability, mental disorder, cognitive impairment or frailty due to aging, 
who reside in community residential care facilities. 


• Monitors and evaluates programs and services, including the adequacy of service 
rates and the ongoing identification of participants’ needs, and ensures that 
programs are delivered within government policy and legislation. 


• Provides training and development opportunities for staff of the Community Service 
Delivery Division, Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care, and 
service providers to ensure a working knowledge of programs and policies and 
quality outcomes for persons who receive supports. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
Community Living disABILITY Services 
Community Living disABILITY Services (CLDS) offers a range of day and residential 
services aimed at providing adults with a mental disability the opportunity for 
independence in a community setting to the extent possible for each individual. CLDS 
supports that are potentially available include residential services, day services and 
related support services. 
Residential services include funding for a range of residential supports to assist adults 
with a mental disability to live in the community in their residential option of choice. The 
day services provided through CLDS include supported employment and follow-up 
services, services with a vocational focus and individualized development services. 
Additional supports available with funding from CLDS may consist of transportation 
between residential and day programs, respite, crisis intervention and clinical services. 
• Funding for CLDS programming increased substantially over the last few years in 


support of the commitment to meet the needs of adults with disabilities and their 
families. In 2011/12, the department continued to increase funding for the Program   
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to expand supports and services for adults with a mental disability. These supports, 
which included residential, respite, and day services, as well as case management 
activities such as counselling and referral, allowed 5,227 adults with a mental 
disability to safely live and participate as full and active members of the community.   


• CLDS collaborated with the Community Service Delivery Division in the design and 
delivery of training, including an orientation to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act and staff training on protection from abuse and neglect. 


• In 2011/12, CLDS continued to build the skills and professional qualifications of 
service providers who support adults with a mental disability. 
- Over 3,930 agency staff received sponsorship in training and educational events 


that were delivered in critical skill and knowledge areas such as non-violent crisis 
intervention, first aid, principles of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental 
Disability Act, person-centred planning, protection from abuse and neglect, 
personal outcome measures, emergency measures, Foundations in Disability and 
Community Support and Supervisory Skills.  


- In support of advancing the Human Resource Strategy and the expansion of a 
qualified professional workforce, agency staff were subsidized in accredited 
certificate and diploma level education programs offered through classroom (21 
enrolled), recognition of prior learning (21 enrolled), and web-based delivery 
models.  


- Service providers were provided with recruitment resources (posters, brochures, 
access to website) for use in enhancing awareness of disability support work as an 
employment and career opportunity.  


• Disability Programs, working in partnership with the Disabilities Issues Office and 
other jurisdictions who work with vulnerable adults, co-chaired the Inter-jurisdictional 
Working Group on the development of a Protection Strategy for Vulnerable Adults.  


• Disability Programs prepared amendments to The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act (VPA) to strengthen offense and penalty clauses. Amendments 
to the VPA, were proclaimed August 15, 2011. 


• In partnership with Manitoba Health and Manitoba Justice, Disability Programs 
participated in the management of the Provincial Special Needs Program for 
individuals who present a serious risk to themselves or the community, but who 
would not otherwise be eligible for CLDS or Community Mental Health Services. 


• By the end of 2011/12, the Provincial Special Needs Program was serving 143 
participants, 117 of whom were receiving program funding. The remaining 26 
participants received case management supports with no direct program funding 
attached.  


• Residential Care Licensing staff inspected 210 licensed adult residential care 
facilities, with a total of 1,310 bed spaces to ensure continued compliance with 
standards. Staff also provided consultation and support to designated licensing 
authorities for approved facilities. In 2011/12, the designated authorities (Manitoba 
Family Services and Labour Regional Managers and Regional Health Authorities) 
issued 1,020 letters of approval for homes with three beds or fewer, representing a 
total of 1,898 bed spaces.   
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• Residential Care Licensing continues to partner with the City of Winnipeg, the Fire 
Prevention Office and the Office of the Fire Commissioner to address the fire and life 
safety needs of individuals residing in approved homes (three beds or fewer) as 
applicable fire and building codes evolve. 


• Residential Care Licensing staff provide training and policy interpretation, as 
required for Regional Health Authorities who have accepted the delegated licensing 
responsibility for approved homes for their program (Mental Health). 


• In 2011/12, through the Life Safety Initiative, Residential Care Licensing continued to 
implement a strategy to increase the life safety of individuals and staff providing 
support by providing funding for sprinkler installation and other health and safety 
related equipment in residential and day program settings. 


• In partnership with the Community Service Delivery Division and community 
representatives, CLDS participated in the transition of residents from the Manitoba 
Developmental Centre to community residences that are managed by CLDS 
agencies. 


09-3 B Disability Programs 


Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,238 14.50 1,109 129 


 
 


 
Other Expenditures 93  301 (208) 1 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 269,048  249,005 20,043 2 
 
Children's disABILITY Services 26,490  26,439 51  
 
Total Expenditures 296,869  276,854 20,015  


1. The variance is primarily attributed to lower than expected operating costs. 
2. The variance is primarily attributable to additional participants in residential care and day services. 
 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 
Total Active Caseload by Region* 
as at March 31  


Region 
2009/10 


Active Files 
2010/11 


Active Files 
2011/12 


Active Files 
Winnipeg 2,560 2,713 2,902 
Eastman 472 488 522 
Interlake 341 350 346 
Central 535 541 548 
Westman 537 540 571 
Parkland 200 215 220 
Northern 133 129 118 
Total 4,778 4,976 5,227 
* Caseload statistics no longer include individuals under the age of 18, who had been included in previous annual reports. 
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Community Living disABILITY Services 
Total Active Caseload by Age Group 
as at March 31, 2012 
Age Group 18-21 22-25 26-35 36-45 46-55 56-65 66+ Total 
Caseload 864 711 1,092 816 856 587 301 5,227 
 
Community Living disABILITY Services 
Number of Individuals on Caseload Receiving Funded Services by Type of Service* 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


Funded Service Type 2009/10 2010/11 
 


2011/12 
Residential Services 3,212 3,279 3,402 
Respite 1,108 1,075 1,077 
Day Services 3,080 3,150 3,258 
Transportation Services 2,720 2,781 2,796 
Crisis Intervention 242 161 156 
In the Company of Friends 60 65 65 
* Individuals may receive more than one type of service. 
 
Age of Majority and Transitional Youth Accessing Services 
as at March 31  


 2009/10 2010/11 
 


2011/12 
Age of Majority Youth Accessing Residential Services 37 27 51 
Transitional Youth Accessing Day Services 119 128 135 
 
Residential Services 
Number of Individuals on Caseload Receiving Funded Services by Residential Subservice Type* 


Residential Subservice Type 
 


2009/10 
 


2010/11 
 


2011/12 
Agency Care Facility 1,867 1,874 1,975 
Agency Managed Host Family Home 34 53 60 
Private Host Family Home 414 417 465 
Independent Living with Supports  761 775 855 
Agency Supports in Family Home 509 413 437 
Other Residential Supports  
(Specialized Supplies and Equipment) 197 228 248 


* Individuals may be funded for more than one type of residential subservice during the year. 
 
Number of Licensed and Approved Residential Care Facilities and Beds 
as at March 31 
 2009/10 


Facilities/Beds 
2010/11* 


Facilities/Beds 
2011/12 


Facilities/Beds 
Licensed 206 1,323 204 1,284 210 1,310 
Approved 906 1,680 962 1,781 1,020 1,898 


Total 1,112 3,003 1,166 3,065 1,230 3,208 
*  The number of licensed beds dropped during the 2010/11 year due to the closure of a mental health facility.   
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Annual Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 
Reports of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 135 207 256 
Referred to Police or RCMP 76 50 59 


Person Charged under the Criminal Code 7 4 4 
 
Reported Allegations of Abuse/Neglect by Region 
2011/12 


 


Region 


Types of Alleged Abuse/Neglect 


Verbal Physical Sexual Emotional Financial Neglect* Total 


Winnipeg 0 68 22 9 10 31 140 


Eastman 0 4 4 12 2 7 29 


Interlake 0 8 5 10 1 0 24 


Central 0 4 3 4 3 1 15 


Westman 0 14 5 17 2 5 43 


Parkland 0 0 1 0 1 2 4 


Northern 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 


Total 0 98 40 52 19 47 256 
*  Represents acts of omission. 
 
Children’s disABILITY Services 
Children’s disABILITY Services is responsible for policy and program development to 
support children with disabilities, their families and caregivers.   
Children’s disABILITY Services continued to play a lead role in promoting the development 
and delivery of appropriate services for children with disabilities through collaboration and 
consultation with programs involved in serving children and families, including the Healthy 
Child Manitoba Office; the Child Protection Branch; Manitoba Early Learning and Child 
Care; Manitoba Education; Manitoba Health; and Manitoba Healthy Living, Seniors and 
Consumer Affairs. 
Children’s disABILITY Services is a non-statutory, voluntary program that provides 
assistance to birth, adoptive or extended families caring for children who have 
developmental and/or lifelong, physical disabilities. Program staff in six regional offices 
throughout the province and six community areas in Winnipeg provide case 
management support and individualized services that address the unique needs and 
circumstances of eligible children and their families. Services and supports are intended 
to strengthen families and reduce stress so that costly out-of-home placement is 
prevented or delayed. 
Children’s disABILITY Services also provides grant funding to external agencies to 
deliver specialized services including clinical outreach, augmentative and adaptive 
communication devices, and occupational, physical, and speech and language 
therapies.   
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Children’s disABILITY Services provides families who have children with a 
developmental and/or lifelong physical disability with a variety of supports that reflect 
the unique circumstances of each family and the needs of their child. Staff use a family 
centered approach to assist families with identifying and accessing the resources, both 
formal and informal, that they require. These supports include the provision of 
individualized services such as respite care, child development, supplies, equipment, 
transportation and home/vehicle modifications. The purpose of providing family supports 
is to reduce stress encountered by families so they are better able to address the needs 
of their children with disabilities in their own homes and communities.   


Children’s disABILITY Services  
Family Support Services and Unified Referral and Intake System (URIS) Group A 
Number of Children Served by Region 
as at March 31 


Region 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 
Winnipeg 2,544 2,533 2,545 
Eastman 468 473 478 
Interlake 262 294 286 
Central  474 516 536 
Westman 533 549 495 
Parkland 166 169 178 
Northern 220 212 208 
URIS Group A 35 38 42 


Total 4,702 4,784 4,768 
 
Funding to External Agencies 
Children’s disABILITY Services provides funding and establishes reporting 
requirements for external agencies that deliver specialized services, such as 
augmentative and adaptive communication devices, auditory-verbal therapy, clinical 
outreach and assistive technology clinics in rural settings. Funded non-government 
agencies include: the Society for Manitobans with Disabilities; Rehabilitation Centre for 
Children; St. Amant; Community Respite Services; Central Speech and Hearing Clinic; 
Open Access Resource Centre; and Canadian National Institute for the Blind.  
Children’s disABILITY Services works closely with the Healthy Child Manitoba Office, 
Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care, Child Protection Branch, voluntary sector, 
Regional Health Authorities, hospitals, schools and agencies. As well, Children’s 
disABILITY Services staff work collaboratively with service delivery agencies, Manitoba 
Education; Manitoba Health; and Manitoba Healthy Living, Seniors and Consumer 
Affairs, to coordinate programs and activities that promote and support the development 
of children with disabilities and their families. 
Applied Behavioural Analysis 
Applied Behavioural Analysis (ABA) provides early intensive behavioural intervention 
therapy for young children diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder. ABA is delivered 
by St. Amant in partnership with Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment and 
includes Pre-school and School-age Programs. 
In 2011/12, the Pre-school Program provided therapy to 122 children while the 
School-age Program served 92 children through a combination of school and home-
based therapy. 
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Number of Children Served (ABA Programs) 
 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 


Pre-School Program* 
School-Age Program 


99 
75 


 
107 
93 


122 
92 


*  The number of Pre-School children served includes both full-year and part-year programs. 
 
Outreach Therapy for Children  
The Outreach Therapy for Children (OTC) program is delivered as a joint venture by the 
Society for Manitobans with Disabilities (SMD), the Rehabilitation Centre for Children 
(RCC), and St. Amant. SMD delivers occupational therapy, physiotherapy, and speech 
and language therapy to pre-school children in Winnipeg and delivers speech and 
language services to pre-school children in rural and northern Manitoba. RCC delivers 
occupational therapy to pre-school children and some school age children in rural and 
northern Manitoba. St. Amant provides therapy services to children living in the 
St. Amant catchment area. OTC services are provided to children who are eligible for 
the Children’s disABILITY Services program. 
The goal of the OTC program is to utilize a collaborative, consultative approach in which 
therapy is provided in the child’s natural setting. Therapists work with the child’s parents 
or caregivers so that they become the primary provider of therapy services and are able 
to integrate the therapy into the child’s and the family’s daily routines. OTC is Manitoba 
Family Services and Labour’s contribution to the broader Children’s Therapy Initiative. 
Children’s Therapy Initiative 
The departments of Manitoba Health, Manitoba Education, and Manitoba Family 
Services and Labour provide funding for children’s occupational therapy, physiotherapy, 
speech and language therapy and audiology services. These therapies are delivered 
through the Regional Health Authorities, school divisions and service agencies. 
The Children’s Therapy Initiative (CTI) is intended to provide coordinated, 
regionally-based therapy services that assist all children requiring therapy services. The 
approach delivers existing therapies more effectively and efficiently through increased 
collaboration between stakeholders, and is more responsive to children’s individual 
needs. There are CTIs in every region in the province.   
It is estimated that the number of children served across the province under the CTI 
reached 45,000 in 2011/12. 
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Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner 


Objective  
• To ensure the rights of individuals with mental disabilities to make decisions 


affecting their lives are respected and protected through the implementation of the 
substitute decision making provisions of The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act (VPA). 


Responsibilities  
• Develops and implements policies and practices related to the substitute decision 


making provisions of the VPA. 
• Conducts preliminary investigations for the appointment of substitute decision 


makers (SDMs) for vulnerable persons. 
• Establishes hearing panels to review applications and make recommendations to the 


Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner as to whether the criteria for the appointment of 
a SDM are met, as well as the terms and conditions of any appointment. 


• Makes decisions on applications and where warranted, appoints SDMs. 
• Provides reasons for decisions upon request. 
• Maintains a register of SDM appointments. 
• Provides advice, consultation and training on the guiding principles and the SDM 


provisions of the VPA.  
• Provides information to vulnerable persons, their families and friends and members 


of the general public. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Made decisions on: 


-  79 applications for the appointment of a SDM for a vulnerable person. 
-  37 applications for the appointment of an emergency SDM for a vulnerable 


person.  
-  60 applications requesting changes during the term of SDM appointments. 


• Issued seven reasons for decision. 
• Maintained a register of SDM appointments for 1,737 vulnerable persons. 
• Reviewed and monitored financial reports of 527 family members and friends who 


are SDMs for property for vulnerable persons. 
• Conducted reviews of 320 vulnerable persons whose appointment of a SDM was 


expiring to determine if the appointment should be renewed. 
• Created fact sheets to inform and educate the financial community on the rights of 


vulnerable persons and their SDM where one is appointed; and currently examining 
options for providing online tutorials to help SDMs fulfill their responsibility to 
maintain financial records and submit accounting reports.  
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• Provided orientation, training, or informational presentations to approximately 200 
vulnerable persons, parents of vulnerable persons, community service workers, 
service providers, educators, and panel members. 


09-3 C Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl.  
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 403 5.00 411 (8)  
 
Other Expenditures  83  112 (29) 1 
 
Total Expenditures 486  523 (37)   


1. The variance is primarily attributed to lower than expected operating costs. 


Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care 


Objectives  
• To promote sustainable, accessible, affordable, high-quality early learning and child 


care (ELCC) that supports the positive development of children and their families, 
and to assist child care facilities to meet established standards of care.   


• To plan and develop innovative means of meeting the child care needs of parents, to 
promote positive developmental care for children, including those with special 
needs, and to support parental participation in ELCC services.  


Responsibilities  
• Develops legislation, regulations, policies and standards relating to ELCC in 


Manitoba. 
• Provides funding, program and administrative direction to almost 1,100 community 


based ELCC facilities. 
• Supports safe, accessible and affordable high-quality ELCC. 
• Monitors compliance with standards and regulations. 
• Researches, develops and implements quality enhancement initiatives to improve 


program quality. 
• Oversees the subsidy program budget, which provides financial assistance to 


eligible families. 
• Assesses centres’ financial operations and provides grants to eligible facilities. 
• Oversees the Online Child Care Registry and assists families to find and maintain 


suitable child care. 
• Supports inclusion of children with additional support needs in ELCC. 
• Reviews regulations, policies and systems to support continuous program 


development, through the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee.  
• Classifies all Child Care Assistants and Early Childhood Educators who work in 


licensed child care centres.   







65 


• Provides competency-based training to enable child care assistants to obtain an 
Early Childhood Educator II (ECE II) classification. 


• Provides an annual training grant to newly licensed family child care providers, and 
currently licensed family child care providers, and Child Care Assistants who 
successfully complete a relevant and accredited course. 


• Implements the requirement for the inclusion of an ELCC facility within new schools 
or those undergoing major renovation under The Public Schools Act, in collaboration 
with the Public Schools Finance Board. 


• Administers the Family Choices Building Fund for ELCC centres. 
• Administers various training supports and initiatives for Child Care Assistants, Early 


Childhood Educators and family child care providers. 
• Administers the Recruitment Incentive Grant to attract Early Childhood Educators 


back to the licensed ELCC system. 
• Supports and administers board governance initiatives. 
• Participates on various committees, including the Provincial Healthy Child Advisory 


Committee, the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee, the ELCC Fund 
Management Committee, and Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy’s Child 
Care Education Program Approval Committee. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Continued to implement Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early 


Learning and Child Care. Announced on April 28, 2008, the agenda is based on the 
principles of accessibility and universality, affordability and quality. It includes: 
- 6,500 more funded child care spaces 
- Enhanced nursery school spaces funding 
- $37 million Family Choices Building Fund  
- Child Care Safety Charter  
- Age-appropriate curricula and enhanced program quality 
- Centralized online registry  
- Lowest fees outside Quebec 
- Greater inclusion and diversity 
- More flexible hours  
- Stronger workforce 
- Strategic expansion  
- Stronger parental stewardship 


• Continued to meet with the Child Care Regulatory Review Committee to improve the 
ELCC system in Manitoba. 


Affordability 
• Provided funding for the Subsidy Program to support an estimated 9,006 children in 


subsidized child care in every four-week period. 
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Accessibility and Universality 
• Committed funding for an additional 2,100 centre spaces. 
• Continued to provide enhanced funding for designated nursery school spaces, which 


reduces parent fees to $5 per session and provides additional resources for higher 
program quality. 


• Continued nursery school subsidy to support access by more low- and middle-
income families including stay-at-home parents. 


• Rolled out the new Online Child Care Registry to the entire province, and introduced 
a new mapping feature to the system. 


Quality – Workforce Stabilization and Development 
• Continued to provide operating grants to child care centres, and family and group 


child care home providers. 
• Continued the Wage Adjustment Fund to assist facilities in raising the wages of 


Early Childhood Educators (ECEs) to at least $15.50 per hour and Child Care 
Assistants-in-Training to at least $12.25 per hour. 


• Continued funding for pension plans and retirement supports for child care workers 
including: funding for the employer contributions to pension plans up to four per cent 
of employee salary; matching RRSP contributions for family child care providers; and 
a retirement benefit for child care workers. 


• Introduced a two-year reimbursement for half of employee contributions to their 
centre’s pension plan, up to two per cent of employee gross salary. 


• Continued funding for the public education and student recruitment campaign for 
ECEs. This fund is aimed at attracting more students to the field of ELCC. 


• Continued to work with Manitoba Advanced Education and Literacy to further 
support the continued enrolment of students in approved Early Childhood Educator 
training programs.  


• Continued innovative training options using leading-edge technology to video stream 
courses over the internet to students in two rural communities (Portage la Prairie 
and Steinbach). 


• Continued funding for training supports including tuition grants and staff replacement 
grants, to support students in full-time day and workplace Early Childhood Educator 
diploma programs. 


• Continued to provide the $350 training grant for newly licensed family child care 
providers, for existing providers and Child Care Assistants who successfully 
complete an approved 40-hour course in a recognized Early Childhood Educator 
training program and for ECE IIs seeking to upgrade their classification to the 
ECE III level. 


• Continued funding for the Recruitment Incentive Grant to encourage trained ECEs to 
return to the field. 


• Continued the Early Childhood Educator: Internationally Educated Qualifications 
program and Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care’s competency-based training 
programs.  
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• Established the Family Choices Scholarship Fund as an incentive for high school 
graduates in areas with the greatest labour shortage. 


Quality – Learning Environments 
• Continued use of infant and preschool environment rating scales to improve quality 


by Community Service Delivery and Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care staff. 
• Continued the use of a curriculum framework through information workshops and 


on-site mentoring to help facilities articulate their curriculum. 
• Continued to encourage the inclusion of children with additional support needs in 


licensed settings. 
• Continued to support the development of child care centres in schools and on school 


property as a first choice location for ELCC. Capital fund priority is given to the 
development of these spaces. 


• Provided capital investments for child care centres not located in schools, including 
construction and renovation costs up to a maximum of $400,000 for each project. 


• Continued to provide ongoing support to ensure compliance with Canada’s first 
legislated Child Care Safety Charter, introduced on May 1, 2010, and provided 
ongoing support to help facilities develop safety plans and codes of conduct. 


• Provided financial supports and assisted child care centres in meeting the 
requirements for controlling visitor access. 


• Continued to offer board governance training sessions through the cross-divisional 
board governance committee. 


• Supported three board governance initiatives to develop alternative governance 
models that are more effective and responsive to communities and families. 


• Provided new funding supports for small early learning and child care centres 
located in rural and northern Manitoba to support their sustainability and help 
improve wages for early childhood educators.  


09-3 D Early Learning and Child Care 
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,159 34.50 1,997 162  
 
Other Expenditures 1,207  1,122 85  
 
Financial Assistance and Grants 125,128  135,098 (9,970) 1 
 
Total Expenditures 128,494  138,217 (9,723)  


1. The variance is primarily due to timing and phasing of various capital projects. 
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Centres and Homes 
Total Facilities and Spaces 
2010/11 to 2011/12 


 2010/11 2011/12 
 
Centres 


 
No. of Centres 


 
No. of Spaces 


 
No. of Centres 


 
No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded  579 23,488 595 24,984 


Unfunded Non-Profit 28 1,987 16 1,316 


Commercial 31 1,220 29 1,268 


Total 638 26,695 640 27,568 


 
 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Homes 


 
No. of Homes 


 
No. of Spaces 


 
No. of Homes 


 
No. of Spaces 


Fully Funded 348 2,423 327 2,282 


Unfunded  97 693 93 764 


Total 445 3,116 420 3,046 


 
 
Fully Funded Centres and Homes 
as of March 31, 2012 


 Centres Homes Total 


Region 


 
No. of 


Centres 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 
Homes 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


 
No. of 


Facilities 


 
No. of 


Spaces 


Winnipeg 350 17,131 165 1,131 515 18,262 


Westman 76 2,225 66 483 142 2,708 


Eastman 48 1,797 19 123 67 1,920 


Central 48 1,594 12 83 60 1,677 


Interlake 26 819 42 304 68 1,123 


Parkland 26 712 14 95 40 807 


Northern 21 706 9 63 30 769 


Total 595 24,984 327 2,282 922 27,266 
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Commercial Centres 
as of March 31, 2012 
 
Region 


 
Total No. of Facilities 


 
Total No. of Spaces 


Winnipeg 25 1,197 


Other Regions 4 71 


Total 29 1,268 


 
 


Licensing Orders, Suspensions, Refusals 
2011/12 


 
 
Facilities 


 
Number of  


Licensing Orders* 


 
Licence 


Suspensions/Refusals 


Non-profit centres 


Commercial centres 


Homes 


2 


1 


1 


0 


0 


1 


Total 4 1 


*  A licensing order is issued under Section 18 of The Community Child Care Standards Act when serious violations of licensing  
   regulations occur and corrective action must be ordered.
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PROGRAM INDICATORS FOR EARLY LEARNING AND CHILD CARE 
 


 2010/11 2011/12 
ACCESSIBILITY & UNIVERSALITY 
Total number of program sites: 1,083 1,060 


• number of child care centres 638 640 
• number of child care homes 445 420 


Program capacity (spaces) 29,811 30,614 
• spaces for preschool children 19,846 20,253 
• spaces for school age children 9,965 10,361 
• change in program capacity (spaces) + 429 + 803 
• change in program capacity (%) + 1.5% + 2.7% 


Number of children in Manitoba 0 to 12 years1 181,500 184,100 
• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 82,900 85,800 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 98,500 98,300 


Percentage of Manitoba children for whom there was a 
regulated space 16.4% 16.6% 


• preschool children (0 to 5 years) 23.9% 23.6% 
• school age children (6 to 12 years) 10.1% 10.5% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Total number of newly funded child care spaces in 
centres2 377 1,496 


• spaces for preschool children 247 633 
• spaces for school age children 130 863 


Maximum daily child care fees (centre based) 
• infant $28.00 $28.00 
• preschool $18.80 $18.80 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.60 


Maximum daily child care fees (home based) 
• infant $20.40 $20.40 
• preschool $16.40 $16.40 
• school age (before school/lunch/after school) $  9.60 $  9.60 


Daily non-subsidized fee per child $  2.00 $  2.00 
Average number of children receiving subsidized child 
care per 4-week period 9,282 9,006 
Subsidization levels based on family net 
income: family examples (centre based) 


• one parent, one preschool child 
- full subsidy up to $15,593 $15,593 
- partial subsidy up to $27,796 $27,796 


• two parents, two preschool children 
- full subsidy up to $21,371 $21,371 
- partial subsidy up to $45,777 $45,777 


Annual operating grant per space (for centres) 
• infant space $9,620 $9,685 
• preschool space $3,562 $3,595 
• school age space $1,340 $1,357 
• nursery school space (6 to 10 sessions/week) $   450 $   454 


Unit Funding Rate (daily revenue generated through parent 
fees and operating grants per space) $   260 $   261 
1   Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey. Does not include persons living on Indian Reserves, full-time members of the 


Canadian Armed Forces and inmates in institutions. Until December 2010, Labour Force estimates had been based on 
population data from the 2001 Census. As of January 2011, the estimates have been adjusted to reflect population data from 
the 2006 Census. 


2   Maximum fees apply to all funded spaces.  
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 2010/11 2011/12 
Parent fees as percentage of annual centre 
revenue3 


• infant space 43% 43% 
• preschool space 58% 58% 
•   school age space 70% 70% 


AFFORDABILITY 
Annual operating grant funding levels for homes 


• infant space $1,676 $1,676 
• preschool space $1,044 $1,061 
• school age space  $   636 $   644 


QUALITY 
Regulated ratios (centre based) 


• infant  1:4 1:4 
• preschool  1:8 1:8 
• nursery school  1:10 1:10 
• school age 1:15 1:15 


Proportion of staff required to be ECE IIs or IIIs  
• infant and preschool centres two-thirds two-thirds 
• school age centre and nursery school one-half one-half 


Minimum training requirement for CCAs within first year 
of employment 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-
hour course 


Minimum training requirement for family child care 
licensees within first year of operation 


Approved 40-hour 
course 


Approved 40-
hour course 


Centre staff by classification 
• Number of ECE IIs (diploma required for classification) 1,561 1,668 
• Number of ECE IIIs (post-diploma education required for 


classification) 
  949 957 


Enhanced Family Child Care Homes (FCC): 
licensee classified as  ECE II or ECE III 


• number of enhanced homes 66 68 
• number of enhanced home spaces 495 507 


Change in wages for trained ECE IIs4 + 0.3% +1.5% 
Change in income for FCC licensees  +0.0% +0.1% 
Percentage of centres that are non-profit5 95% 95% 
Percentage of centre spaces that are non-profit 95% 95% 
Number of children served under the Inclusion Support 
Program  1,484 1,529 
Percentage of facilities participating in the 
Inclusion Support Program 


• Centres 59% 59% 
• Homes 12% 12% 


3   Centre revenue is made up of income from an operating grant and income from parent fees or fee subsidies on behalf of eligible 
families. 


4   Based on salary analysis of Early Childhood Educator IIs in funded full-time centres. 
5   Research from the Childcare Resource and Research Unit at the University of Toronto’s Centre for Urban and Community 


Studies, August 2002, suggests that child care services operated not-for-profit are more likely to deliver higher quality care 
environments. 
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FAMILY CHOICES:  
Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child Care  


Progress Report to March 31, 2012 
 
 


Agenda Commitment Progress 


 6,500 More Child Care 
Spaces Funded by 2013 


• Funding committed for 5,600 child care spaces for 
children of all ages in need of care. 


 Increased Nursery 
School Enrolment 


• Enhanced funding allocated to 51 nursery schools (988 
spaces) so more children can access an early learning 
opportunity. 


• Maximum fee of $5 per session maintained with full 
subsidies for qualifying families. 


 Family Choices 
Building Fund 


• Funding approved for 115 projects to renovate, expand 
or create new child care centres, including: 
o 55 that are complete and operating, creating 1,351 


new child care spaces 
o 55 brand new child care sites (with 24 already 


complete and operating)  
o 35 in schools with surplus space or on school 


property  
• Grants offered in November 2008 and June 2009 to 


help facilities buy equipment, enhance centre security 
and complete renovations to support high quality 
environments for children. 


 Child Care Safety 
Charter 


• Manitoba becomes the first Canadian jurisdiction with a 
legislated Child Care Safety Charter, passed in 
June 2008. 


• Resources and supports, including province-wide 
workshops, provided to facilities to help them develop 
comprehensive safety plans and codes of conduct. 


• Weather radios provided for programs. 
• Financial support provided to assist child care centres 


in meeting the requirements for controlling visitor 
access. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress 


 Age Appropriate 
Curricula and 
Enhanced Program 
Quality 


• Manitoba’s ELCC Curriculum Framework for preschool 
centres and nursery schools completed in April 2009. 
Revised as Early Returns in 2011.  


• Regulatory requirement regarding the curriculum 
statement now in place for preschool centres and 
nursery schools as of December 31, 2011.  


• Mentorship and support provided by quality- 
enhancement team.  


• Infant and preschool environment rating scales used to 
enhance program quality. Use of family child care 
home-rating scale introduced as a self-assessment tool. 


 Centralized Online 
Registry 


• The Online Child Care Registry was launched in the 
Brandon area in October 2010, and later rolled out 
across the entire province in 2011. As of March 31, 
2012, there were more than 9,400 total online 
registrants across the province. 


• Mapping feature added November 2011. 
• Beginning January 2012, Online Child Care Registry 


statistics are posted quarterly on the department’s 
website. 


 Lowest Fees Outside of 
Quebec 


• Manitoba continues to regulate maximum fees (only 
Manitoba, Quebec and Prince Edward Island do so) 
and has the lowest fees outside Quebec.   


• Fees across Canada monitored. 


 Greater Inclusion • Program name changed to Inclusion Support Program 
and regulations established to support inclusive 
programming for children. 


• Resources distributed to help facilities write an inclusion 
policy. 


 Flexible Hours • Currently identifying needs for off-hours and seasonal 
programs; options being explored. 
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Agenda Commitment Progress 


 Stronger Workforce • Six per cent unit increase provided in operating grants – 
three per cent in July 2008 and three per cent in 
July 2009. 


• Wage adjustment fund established to support hourly 
wages of $15.50 for Early Childhood Educator IIs and 
$12.25 for Child Care Assistants in training. 


• Workplace training expanded. 
• Annual training grant increased to $350 for Child Care 


Assistants and also extended to Early Childhood 
Educator IIs. 


• A new recruitment campaign launched – “It’s the small 
wonders that make this career great”. 


• Family Choices Scholarship Fund started as an 
incentive for high school graduates to enrol at University 
College of the North and Université de Saint-Boniface 
(areas with the greatest labour shortage). 


• Funding for pension plans and retirement supports for 
child care workers launched December 2010 and 
includes: support for the employer contributions to 
pension plans up to four per cent of employee salary; 
matching RRSP contributions for family child care 
providers; and a retirement benefit for child care 
workers. 


• Two-year funding to support employee contributions to 
their pension plans (up to two per cent of gross salary) 
launched on October 1, 2011. 


 Strategic Expansion • Ongoing research to identify the need for the strategic 
expansion of child care spaces for areas of greatest 
need. 


• Funding for smaller rural and northern centres was 
implemented effective January 1, 2012. 


 Stronger Parental 
Stewardship 


• Three community groups funded in 2011/12, two in 
2010/11, four in 2009/10 and six in 2008/09 to support 
initiatives that enhance board governance. 


• Ongoing board orientations available for new child care 
board members and ad hoc training sessions for child 
care centre boards. Three orientations were offered in 
Winnipeg in 2011/12. 


• Board members from centres across Manitoba received 
board governance training: 63 centres in 2011/12, 51 
centres in 2010/11, and 51 centres in 2009/10. 
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Child and Family Services Division 
Divisional Goals  
• To work with Child and Family Services Authorities (Authorities), child welfare 


agencies, community-based agencies, regional offices, community access area 
teams, and others, to keep children safe and protected, and to promote the healthy 
development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


• To support the development and maintenance of healthy relationships among 
parents, children and their extended family networks; to address the needs of 
children in need of protection, including those in alternative care; and to assist 
people affected by family violence and family disruption. 


• To assist community organizations and communities to increase their capacity to 
support the healthy development, well-being and inclusion of children and families. 


• To provide policy, program, financial and other assistance and support to 
Authorities, service providers and other organizations. 


• To work collaboratively with communities, community organizations, other 
governments, other funders, and other sectors to improve outcomes and results for 
children and families. 


Divisional Responsibilities  
• Provides central program management of strategic initiatives for Child and Family 


Services Division programs and co-management of strategic initiatives for other 
divisions within the department.  


• Provides program, policy and administrative direction and support for services to 
children in care, and child protection and adoption services to communities and 
families in accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and 
Family Services Authorities Act and The Adoption Act. These services are delivered 
by child and family services agencies and regional offices under the auspices of the 
four Authorities. As well, the division provides financial assistance to other agencies 
providing specialized services. 


• Develops service purchase agreements, funding models and quality assurance 
mechanisms; reviews agency business plans as part of Manitoba’s agreement with 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada regarding the funding of First 
Nations Child and Family Services agencies in Manitoba; and maintains 
accountability for public funds with respect to divisional programs. 


• Licences, provides program and financial support to residential child care facilities 
and residential child treatment centres. 


• Provides funding, program and administrative direction and support to a wide 
continuum of community-based agencies which offer services to abused women, 
their children, and men with abusive behaviours.  


• Provides funding, program and administrative direction to a continuum of 
community-based agencies offering services to at-risk children and families.  


• Provides policy support to the Family Conciliation program.  
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Programs and services administered by the division are directed and supported by three 
branches: 


- Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 
- Child Protection 
- Family Violence Prevention Program 


Strategic Initiatives and Program Support 


Objectives 
• To provide central program, funding and policy management support for the division 


and the programs delivered within the division as well as for Family Conciliation 
Services. 


• To co-manage implementation of major new initiatives and to ensure collaboration 
among the operational branches in the division, as well as with other divisions within 
the department and other key departments. 


• To coordinate long-term strategies for the Child and Family Services Division within 
the department and across government. 


• To ensure fiscal and program accountability by assisting branches to manage 
financial resources and relationships with agencies.  


• To provide recommendations on legislative changes to support government 
initiatives and priorities. 


• To enhance the quality of divisional programs by conducting program evaluations 
and providing advice to the operational branches on how to incorporate best practice 
approaches into service delivery. 


Responsibilities 
• Develops an annual strategic plan for the division in consultation with the operational 


branches. 
• Develops implementation plans for new initiatives or major reforms to existing services. 
• Provides and participates in inter-sectoral coordination of strategies for children 


across government.  
• Coordinates and manages the financial functions for the division including the 


annual Estimates of Expenditure, cash flow and variance analysis and maintains 
accountability for public funds administered through the division. 


• Manages the development and implementation of the funding models for child 
welfare, residential programs and community-based programs.  


• Reviews legislation and regulations and makes recommendations on amendments.  
• Conducts or coordinates research and program evaluations and advises operational 


branches and agencies on best practice models.  
• Provides consultation on the development of standards for service delivery.  
• Provides policy support and advice to the branches of the Child and Family Services 


Division and to Family Conciliation Services.   
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• Participates in departmental initiatives, such as integrated service delivery, corporate 
training, and human resource renewal. 


• Provides ongoing support, including classroom-based and itinerant training to 
agencies to help them fulfill their obligation to use the Child and Family Services 
Applications (Child and Family Service Information System and Intake Module). 


• Supports and directs the development of enhancements to the Child and Family 
Services Applications to increase the safety of children, improve information 
management and streamline administrative recording requirements. 


• Coordinates Child and Family Services Divisional responses to external reviews and 
audits. 


• Coordinates divisional responses to access to information and privacy issues under 
The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health 
Information Act. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Continued to co-manage provincial participation in the restructuring of child welfare 


services resulting from the implementation of the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child 
Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) in cooperation with the four Child and Family Services 
Authorities (Authorities): 
- First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;  
- First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services Authority;  
- Métis Child and Family Services Authority; and  
- The General Child and Family Services Authority  


• Continued to work with the four Authorities directly and through the Office of the 
Child and Family Services Standing Committee. 


• The Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch, in collaboration with the Child 
Protection Branch, continued to work with Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
Development Canada (AANDC) and First Nations Authorities on the implementation 
of an on-reserve prevention framework which will complement Differential 
Response/Family Enhancement, and to assist agencies in their completion of five-
year business plans as part of Manitoba’s agreement with AANDC regarding the 
funding of First Nations Child and Family Services agencies in Manitoba. 
Continued to participate in the implementation of the Changes for Children: 
Strengthening the Commitment to Child Welfare Action Plan. This plan was 
launched in response to the recommendations contained in the external reviews 
commissioned to address concerns about the child welfare system. The Manitoba 
government accepted the recommendations of the child welfare reviews and 
announced an initial investment of $42 million over three years in the following 
priority areas – workload relief, training and prevention. The Action Plan work 
includes responding to these recommendations as well as those from related reports 
of the Office of the Auditor General and the Office of the Children’s Advocate, for a 
total of 295 recommendations.  


• Continued to support the implementation of the financial initiatives to address the 
recommendations of the external reviews completed in 2006. 


  







78 


• Assisted child and family services agencies to obtain the equipment, training and 
support necessary to use the Child and Family Services Information System and 
Intake Module (CFSIS/IM).Oversaw system performance; addressed technology 
issues; monitored compliance by users; and in cooperation with the Authorities, 
implemented enhancements to the current system as resources allowed.  


• Completed a number of projects related to the Child and Family Services 
Applications in 2011/12 which included embedding risk assessments within the case 
management system; preparing requirements specifications for the foster care 
registry; and a proof of concept assessment of a direct view of worker compliance 
with case management standards in support of accountability.  


• Coordinated and supported the division’s and, as appropriate, the department’s 
responses to recommendations made by the Office of the Auditor General, the 
Office of the Ombudsman, and the Office of the Children’s Advocate. 


• Provided support to the division-wide strategic planning effort, with emphasis on 
enhancing the means to coordinate and collaborate in the management of initiatives, 
the development of policy, analysis of CFSIS/IM data and recommendations from 
reviews, and in the timely response to issues. 


• Continued to work in collaboration with the Authorities, agencies and the federal 
government to implement a harmonized funding model to provide equitable funding for 
all agencies regardless of funding source. The new funding model introduces funding 
for early intervention and prevention services to children and families in Manitoba.  


• Participated in the ongoing implementation of Manitoba’s commitments related to 
healthy child development, with a particular emphasis on the Early Childhood 
Development strategy led by Healthy Child Manitoba and Manitoba Early Learning 
and Child Care, and by encouraging and supporting the ongoing development of the 
Manitoba Children’s Agenda in partnership with the federal government.   


• Participated in government initiatives such as the ALL Aboard Poverty Reduction 
and Social Inclusion Strategy, Housing initiatives, the Cross-Departmental 
Coordination Initiatives (CDCI), the Plain Language Project, and the Publications 
Inventory project. 


• Coordinated the financial management and accountability functions for the division 
including the annual Estimates of Expenditures, cash flow and variance analysis, 
processing of accounts, funding, and service purchase agreements. Processed 
requests for access to information and to privacy issues under The Freedom of 
Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal Health Information Act. 


• Provided support to programs and agencies in meeting their financial management 
and accountability obligations.  


• Worked with the Agency Accountability and Support Unit and the Administration and 
Finance Division regarding financial and program accountability requirements and 
processes.  


• Coordinated policy development consistent with government priorities, departmental 
and divisional objectives and available resources.   
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• Worked with the Child Protection Branch and the Authorities on matters such as 
Differential Response/Family Enhancement, evaluation, quality assurance, 
governance, information technology, accountability and financial management. 


• Assisted branches in the Child and Family Services Division with legislative and 
regulatory matters. 


Family Conciliation Services 
Family Conciliation Services (FCS) operates as part of the Community Service Delivery 
Division (CSD). It also acts as the social services arm of the Court of Queen's Bench, 
Family Division, and Provincial Court, Manitoba Justice. The Strategic Initiatives and 
Program Support Branch (SIPS) of the Child and Family Services (CFS) Division is 
responsible for FCS’ policy development and related program enhancements. 
 
FCS offers a continuum of dispute resolution services province-wide to families disrupted 
by separation or divorce where the ongoing parenting of children is of primary concern. 
These services are meant to provide families with an alternative to litigation or a costly 
trial in resolving their child custody and access issues.  
 
Other services include the provision of informational/support programs for parents, 
children and extended family members, such as grandparents. FCS oversees the 
development and monitoring of program policies and service standards, training, 
leadership and collaboration in the development of regional service, and consultation and 
networking with stakeholders and the public. It also undertakes relevant research, with 
support from SIPS, to enhance policy and program development. 
 
Services are provided to Winnipeg, Eastman, Interlake and Central community areas 
through the regional office in Winnipeg and to Westman, Parkland, and Northern 
regions through Rural and Northern Services, CSD. The following are components of 
FCS’ service delivery: 
 
• Information/Referral is done via a professional intake process in the Winnipeg 


Region. CSD program managers do intake in the Westman, Parkland and Northern 
Regions. A full-time family relations counsellor in Winnipeg assists individuals and 
families to address immediate issues and explore possible solutions. Information is 
offered on government-based and community services. Appropriate referrals are 
made as part of the Intake process, and appropriate service referrals are identified. 
Pre-screening for mediation is also done during the intake process, when required.  


• Conciliation Counselling is short-term, separation-related counselling focused on 
parents’ and children’s adjustment to family reorganization. Conciliation counselling 
is useful in circumstances needing a quick response, during Intake or as part of the 
Grandparent Advisor service. 


• Mediation is a structured, short-term intervention which is voluntary and 
confidential. This service assists disrupted families to develop a parenting plan; 
maintain a continuing relationship among children, parents, and extended family; 
and protect children from parental conflict. Parents may also choose to mediate 
financial issues, such as child support, spousal support and division of marital 
property as part of Comprehensive Co-mediation. Comprehensive Co-mediation is 
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offered in the Winnipeg Region, and on a pilot basis in the Eastman Region. A 
lawyer, mediator and a family relations counsellor work with the separated parents 
during comprehensive co-mediation.  


• Court-Ordered Assessments are done by FCS at the request of the court to 
provide comprehensive family evaluations, professional opinions and 
recommendations that reflect the best interests of children involved in custody, 
access and guardianship disputes. The assessment information can be used in a 
number of ways: to divert litigants from trial; to resolve custody and/or access 
disputes through settlement and lawyer negotiations; or to help a judge make 
decisions at trial. It serves parents, children, lawyers, and the court by 
recommending courses of action and available resources that may reduce parental 
and/or family conflict, which is harmful to children.  


• Brief Consultation is a short consultative service for families and children that 
focuses on the input of children ages 11 to 17 in custody and/or access matters that 
affect them. A consultation may also address issues related to time sharing, child 
developmental needs, mobility, parental communication and other aspects of 
parenting plans for children of all ages. 


• For the Sake of the Children is a parent information program meant to assist 
parents to focus on their children’s needs following separation and divorce. This 
program is an essential first step to participation in mediation. It is also mandatory 
for all parties contesting custody and/or access to children through the court, 
including grandparents, other family members and significant others. 


• Caught in the Middle is a children's therapeutic group for children ages 8 to 12. The 
group addresses post-separation issues, such as trauma, loss and family 
reorganization in a peer setting. This 10-week session is designed for children living 
in families who are experiencing severe parental conflict.  


• Just for Teens is an information group for children ages 12 to 17 whose parents 
have separated. This group program helps them adjust to their parents’ separation 
and/or divorce. Program content includes family transition, feelings of grief and loss, 
the legal process and answers to other questions that teens may have about 
parental separation. Peer support is an important aspect of this service. 


• Teen Workshop is a community-based session offered in the Westman Region for 
teens struggling with issues related to parental separation. 


• Grand Relations offers a range of services for improving access between children 
and extended family or significant others. These services were developed in 
response to an amendment to The Child and Family Services Act, and include the 
mandatory For the Sake of the Children parent information program; First Choice (an 
Early Neutral Evaluation service for families requiring a court-ordered assessment); 
and the Grandparent Advisor. As part of the overall Grand Relations strategy, best 
practices/models of alternative dispute resolution services for Aboriginal families 
experiencing parental separation have been researched for future consideration. 
- Grandparent Advisor Service was established in December 2006. A full-time 


family relations counsellor provides direct service to grandparents who are seeking 
access to their grandchildren, as well as to facilitate a monthly support group to 
assist them throughout this process.  
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- The First Choice Service is a confidential hybrid service of assessment, 
mediation and counselling to help parents or extended family members resolve 
their custody and access issues without going to trial. The service uses 
gender-balanced teams and may include the parties’ lawyers. The service usually 
involves two stages: assessment and mediation and limited follow-up when 
necessary. The parties are provided with a preview of what a court-ordered 
assessment would likely focus on if the case proceeded to trial. The team makes 
recommendations regarding custody and access arrangements based on the best 
interests of the children. The service provides an opportunity to settle custody and 
access disputes without going to trial. First Choice began as a three-year pilot 
project and gained permanent program status in 2011/12.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
In 2011/12, Family Conciliation Services offered the following assistance to families that 
were disrupted by separation and divorce: 
• Information and Referral (Intake) - 3,340 clients 
• Parent Information Program - 5,734 clients 
• Conciliation Counselling – 4 clients 
• Mediation - 350 families 
• Court-Ordered Assessments - 171 
• Brief Consultation – 107 families 
• Children’s Therapeutic Groups - 27 children 
• Grand Relations Services - 215 contacts (one-hour on average), 23 formal cases 


and an average of 11 regular attendees at the monthly Grandparent Support Group. 
• First Choice – 80 families 


In addition to these accomplishments, 
• Delivered public information and education presentations to inform the public of the 


needs of divorcing families and the services provided by Family Conciliation Services. 
• Delivered education presentations to describe the service to lawyers and the courts, 


to encourage more appropriate referrals and utilization of the service. 
• Reviewed and identified effective educational programming for divorcing and/or 


separating parents and their children, as well as for their extended family members 
(i.e. grandparents). 


• Reviewed and revised of program and operational guidelines (the protocol related to 
the sharing of information between FCS and the Child and Family Services agencies 
was updated and the FCS Standards Manual is now undergoing the same process). 


• The First Choice Pilot Project became a fully integrated, permanent program within 
Family Conciliation Services. 


• Collaborated with the Community Legal Education Association to develop a bilingual 
electronic guide for grandparents and other extended family members seeking 
access to grandchildren, nieces, nephews, etc.    
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• Revised materials for information sessions for extended family members, such as 
grandparents who wish access to their grandchildren or to learn how to best assist 
their families during and after parental separation.  


• Expanded the For the Sake of the Children parent information program to include 
service in the Eastman Region (Steinbach), as well as in the Central Region 
(Morden), so that clients did not have to travel outside their region to participate in 
the program.  


• Continued to offer the First Choice service in the Westman Region. 
• Continued to offer the comprehensive co-mediation service in the Eastman Region 


on a pilot project basis. 
• Developed an online registration tool for the For the Sake of the Children program, 


which, when implemented, will improve access for hard-to-reach clients. 
• Adopted a new assessment tool developed in-house (a game called My Two Homes 


to facilitate work with young children). 
• Continued to participate in an ongoing departmental initiative - the Plain Language 


Project and the Public Documents Inventory. 
• Updated to electronic and resource material, such as publication of a new First 


Choice brochure and posting The Guide for Grandparents and Other Extended 
Family Members Applying for Access on the departmental website. 


• Consulted with the Family Law Branch of Manitoba Justice to improve 
inter-departmental collaboration and communication in relation to dispute resolution 
services.  


• Provided highly specialized training to new Family Conciliation mediators and their 
CSD supervisors in Rural and Northern Regions to meet requirements for court 
designation (training included opportunities to enhance and/or share the skills of 
more seasoned mediators). 


09-4 A Strategic Initiatives and Program Support  
 
 
 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,311 36.00 1,743 568 


 
1 


 
 Other Expenditures 1,936  1,041 895 


 
2 


 
 Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-  
    Child Welfare Initiative (AJI-CWI) 113  484 (371) 


 
3 


 Total Expenditures  4,360  3,268 1,092 
 


1. The variance is primarily due to improving analytical capacity and accountability, child protection standards and costs related to 
the Phoenix Sinclair Inquiry. 


2. The variance is primarily due to increased Information Technology operating expenditures and costs associated with the 
Phoenix Sinclair Inquiry. 


3. The variance is primarily due to the reimbursement of transition expenditure for a new agency mandated by a Child and Family 
Services Authority was not required.  
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Family Conciliation Services Mediation Referral Sources   


 Winnipeg Westman Region Parkland Region 
Northern Region 


(Thompson) 
Northern Region 


(Norman) 


Referral 
Source 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2011/12 


2009/10 


2010/11 


2011/12 


Court 18% 16% 19% 9% 1% 5% -% -% -% 14% 9% 17% -% -% -% 


Lawyer 1% 2% 5% 10% 10% 9% -% -% -% 29% 21% 33% 6% -% -% 


Self 79% 80% 75% 78% 88% 84% 100% 83% 100% 57% 70% 50% 94% 100% -% 


Other 2% 2% 1% 3% 1% 2% -% 17% -% -% -% -% -% -% -% 


Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% -% 


Family Conciliation Service Profile† 


 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 


Type of Service 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an 


Total 


W
innipeg** 


W
estm


an 


Parkland 


Thom
pson 


N
orm


an* 


Total 


Information and 
Referral*** 1,464 458 - 141 29 2,092 1,455 521 58 223 11 2,268 2,581 502 42 215 - 3,340 


Conciliation 
Counselling 4 1 - - - 5 1 4 - - - 5 4 - - - - 4 


Mediation 377 77 2 14 17 487 278 72 6 17 7 3801 282 45 5 18  3502 


Court-Ordered 
Assessment  
(COARS) 


132 39 1 3 8 183 129 45 3 4 5 186 125 26 11 9 - 171 


Brief Consultation 
Service 126 - - 1 - 127 80 1 - - - 81 107 - - - - 107 


Children's Group 11 - - - 15 26 26 - - - - 26 27 - - - - 27 
Grand Relations  
- Service 83 - - - - 83 37 - - - - 37 23 - - - - 23 


Grand Relations 
- Information 123 - - - - 123 195 - - - - 195 215 - - - - 215 


 
First Choice*** 136 - - - - 136 82 1 - - - 83 70 10 - - - 80 
Parent Education 
Program  5,310 511 188 103 90 6,202 5,696 604 207 89 56 6,652 5,134 425 155 20 - 5,734 


TOTAL 7,766 1,086 191 262 159 9,464 7,979 1,248 274 333 79 9,913 8,568 1,008 213 262 - 10,051 


*  The Norman Region experienced a staff vacancy until November 2011. During the period of this vacancy, casework was covered  
off by staff working in the Thompson Region. Any casework undertaken since the hiring of a new worker in the Norman Region  
remained active/open at year end.  


**  Services in the Eastman, Interlake, and part of the Central Region are provided by the Winnipeg Region. The Westman Region  
 provides the balance of services to the Central Region. 
*** The number of cases for the First Choice Service is dependent on court referrals. Initial and subsequent Intake calls are tracked  
 individually as a unit of service this year for the first time. 
 
1 91 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 
2 104 of the total number of mediations were comprehensive co-mediations. 
 
† The service profile captures only closed cases. Annual caseloads per region are reflected in the chart  
   following. 
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Family Conciliation Caseload Summary by Region 


 REGION SERVICES 


Cases 
Carried over 
from 2010/11 


New Cases in 
2011/12 


Total Active 
Caseload 
2011/12 


Cases 
Closed in 
2011/12 


Carried over 
Cases into 
2012/13 


WINNIPEG 
Conciliation 
Counselling 1 4 5 4 1 


  Mediation 88 172 260 178 82 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 90 124 214 125 89 


  Co-Mediation 57 112 169 104 65 


  
Brief 
Consultation 31 109 140 107 33 


  
Grand 
Relations 3 22 25 23 2 


  First Choice  23 93 116 70 46 


Total   293 636 929 611 318 


BRANDON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 18 49 67 45 22 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 9 47 56 26 30 


  
Brief 
Consultation 0 0 0 0 0 


  First Choice 4 7 11 10 1 


Total   31 103 134 81 53 


THOMPSON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 5 24 29 18 11 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 9 3 12 9 3 


Total   14 27 41 27 14 


DAUPHIN 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 1 5 6 5 1 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 10 9 19 11 8 


Total   11 14 25 16 9 


FLIN FLON 
Conciliation 
Counselling 0 0 0 0 0 


  Mediation 0 6 6 0 6 


  


Court-Ordered 
Assessment 
(COARS) 0 3 3 0 3 


Total   0 9 9 0 9 


GRAND 
TOTAL   349 789 1138 735 403 


Note: Retrospective information is not available as this type of caseload tracking began in 2011/12. 
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Child Protection 
The Child Protection Branch’s programs include Quality Assurance, Centralized 
Services, Investigations/Risk Assessment, Intersectoral Activities and Community 
Supports, Adoption and Post-Adoption Services, Provincial Licensing and Core 
Competency-Based Training. 
Objectives  
• To ensure that the community and families provide for the safety and well-being of 


their children under The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family 
Services Authorities Act and The Adoption Act. 


• To manage, direct and support Branch programs to ensure effective service delivery 
within available financial and human resources. 


• In collaboration with the Strategic Initiatives and Support Branch, to plan and 
develop a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the 
Province designed to support, supplement, and where necessary, substitute for 
parental care. This responsibility includes administrative, program and funding 
support for the four Child and Family Services Authorities to provide high-quality 
services in accordance with provincial statutory requirements, policy direction and 
budgetary allocations. 


• To contribute to the promotion of the healthy social development of children, families 
and communities, and in particular, those at risk, through the development and 
management of a continuum of early intervention and prevention services. 


• To provide funding and support to ancillary and related service organizations that 
provide a range of preventative and supportive services to children and families, 
including minor and single parents. 


 
Responsibilities  
• In accordance with The Child and Family Services Act, The Child and Family 


Services Authorities Act and The Adoption Act, the Child Protection Branch 
oversees a comprehensive continuum of child and family services throughout the 
Province. This includes providing policy direction and support to the four Child and 
Family Services Authorities that administer and provide for the delivery of child 
welfare services through the agencies they mandate. 


• Administers and enforces the statutory provisions of child and family services 
legislation, and ensures the development and establishment of standards of service, 
practices and procedures to be followed with respect to services provided to children 
and families. 


• Directs, coordinates and evaluates the development of program and service delivery 
options consistent with government and department objectives and with changing 
needs. 


• Along with the Chief Executive Officer of each Authority, the Director of the Child 
Protection Branch participates as a member of Standing Committee, which serves 
as an advisory body to the Authorities and to government, and is responsible for 
facilitating cooperation and coordination in the provision of services under The Child 
and Family Services Authorities Act.  
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• Participates with Authorities and stakeholders in the development of strategic plans 
for the child and family services system. 


• Provides funding, program, and administrative support to the Authorities, 
community-based agencies, residential child care facilities and other community 
resources that provide early intervention and prevention programs and services to 
at-risk children, families, and communities. This includes consultation and support to 
the Manitoba Foster Family Network, Child Care Treatment Centres, Manitoba 
Association of Residential Treatment Resources and VOICES (Manitoba’s Youth in 
Care Network). 


• Establishes and maintains relationships with community-based agencies and the 
Community Service Delivery Division to manage and develop a continuum of early 
intervention and prevention services for at-risk children, families and communities 
within the context of an integrated service delivery system. 


• Participates on the Federal/Provincial/Territorial Directors of Child Welfare 
Committee, which aims to promote the safety and welfare of Canadian children and 
families through the facilitation of inter-jurisdictional cooperation and information 
sharing on child protection and child welfare programs, services, policies, legislation 
and evidence-based practices. 


• Identifies policy development issues; reviews and recommends changes to 
legislation and regulations; and implements approved policies, legislation and 
regulations. 


• Establishes provincial standards for service delivery in collaboration with the 
Authorities and monitors Authority compliance to provincial child and family services 
standards. 


• Establishes standards and licensing requirements for residential child care facilities, 
issues licences and monitors and audits licensed facilities. 


• Licenses and monitors private licensed adoption agencies. 
• Promotes high-quality services delivered by child and family services agencies 


through consultation, training, research and evaluation. 
• Delivers core Child and Family Services Application training. Provides a range of 


competency-based training modules and specialized training for child welfare 
professionals including caseworkers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care 
workers, and foster parents. With the four Authorities, plans for the ongoing 
development and delivery of specialized training. 


• Administers centralized provincial services which include the Adoption, Post-
Adoption, Paternity and Child Abuse Registries, the Child and Family Services 
Information System (CFSIS) and Intake Module System, criminal risk assessments, 
provincial investigations, provincial residential placements, and intake. 


• Administers and provides funding to support the Financial Assistance for Adoption of 
Permanent Wards subsidy program.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


• Made significant progress in partnership with the Office of the Child and Family 
Services Standing Committee, to implement the Changes for Children initiative   
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responses to the 295 recommendations from the 2006 external reviews and to 
stabilize the child and family services system. This work included significant activity 
to relieve workload pressures through the implementation of a new funding model for 
mandated Child and Family Services Agencies; improvements to the CFSIS 
computer system to enhance its ease of use and child safety features; and 
implementation of the province’s Family Enhancement stream of prevention 
services. Since a standard for hotel placement was implemented in November 2007, 
the Child and Family Services Authorities and their agencies have given priority to 
the development of emergency placement resources. Work continues in this area. 


• Continued to develop and maintain the online standards manual for child and family 
services. In 2011/12, a new manual section was added on Children with Fetal 
Alcohol Spectrum Disorder. Priorities carried over to 2012/13 include developing 
standards on Transition Planning and Family Enhancement Services, as well as 
revising existing standards on Intercountry Adoption Services and Places of Safety. 


• The Child Protection Branch continues to consult and communicate with the four 
Authorities on policy and program issues and monitors program issues. The Child 
Protection Branch also assists the Authorities to further develop their agency 
relations functions including training, consultation, and support. 


• Proclaimed in April 2009, amendments to The Child and Family Services Act 
required all Manitobans to report child pornography to a reporting entity, named in 
regulations as Cybertip.ca. In the first year (2009/10), there was a 126 per cent 
increase in reporting from Manitobans and 17 reports were forwarded to child and 
family services about either a potential child victim or suspect in Manitoba. In year 
two (2010/11), the number of reports from Manitobans increased by 10 per cent from 
the previous year and the reports sent to child and family services increased 
marginally (about 4 per cent). In year three (2011/12), the number of reports 
declined by about 17 per cent from year two but the overall number of reports are 
still substantially higher than before the legislation was proclaimed. 


• The fourth annual Child Abuse Coordinator Conference hosted by the Child 
Protection Branch, the Child and Family Services Authorities and the Joint Training 
Team was held in February 2012. The pre-conference provided up-to-date 
information on legislation, regulations, processes and responsibilities that guide the 
work of Child Abuse Committees. The returning guests from last year, Dr. Lawrence 
Ellerby and Dr. Rothman, presented information using specific case studies and 
spoke about offender assessments, risk management and the protection of children. 
There were approximately 100 participants. 


In addition to these activities, the Branch developed or continued with the following 
partnerships: 
• Continued to represent Manitoba on the Federal/Provincial/Territorial Directors of 


Child Welfare Committee and served as a co-lead for Aboriginal issues at the table. 
In December 2010, Manitoba assumed the role as Provincial/Territorial chair of the 
committee and transitioned this role to Alberta in early spring 2012. 


• The National Outcomes Matrix (NOM) was established by the Federal/Provincial/ 
Territorial Directors of Child Welfare (DCW). NOM is a multi-year project to develop, 
test and validate standardized indicators of child welfare outcomes. It also assesses 
the capacity of provinces to collect and produce data that is comparable across all   
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provinces. The project is in the final stage of refining data collection and reporting as 
a step toward evidence-based outcome measures for child welfare in Canada. 


• Continued to implement Manitoba’s Sexual Exploitation Strategy; Tracia’s Trust. Just 
over 10 million provincial dollars per year is invested in programs and services for 
children, youth and adults under this strategy. 


• Twelve regional teams operated in areas around the province, addressing the issue 
of sexual exploitation. Regional teams are made up of various stakeholders 
including law enforcement, child welfare, health, education, and Aboriginal partners. 
This was accomplished by seconding a regional team coordinator to implement 
regional initiatives to address exploitation. 


• Proclaimed the fourth annual Stop Child Sexual Exploitation Awareness Week 
during the second week of March 2012. In Winnipeg, a one-day awareness and 
prevention forum was held “All Children Matter: Protecting Sacred Lives” which was 
well attended by over 300 stakeholders featuring local, national and international 
speakers. Representatives from the regional teams also attended a one-day regional 
team networking meeting the day after the forum with representation from across the 
province. 


• Continued work on the StreetReach initiative in Winnipeg, and in Thompson, through 
a partnership with Winnipeg Police Service, RCMP, Child Protection Branch, CFS 
Authorities and their agencies, and other organizations that provide a rapid response 
to the highest risk children in these two communities. StreetReach has served more 
than 500 youth since it became operational in July 2009, which has resulted in the 
stabilization of many vulnerable children identified as high-risk victims.  


• Continued to help trafficked or exploited teens escape the streets with the 
development and operation of 18 new safe, transition beds with three community 
agencies; Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Inc., Ka Ni Kanichihk Inc., and New Directions for 
Children, Youth, Adults and Families – Transition Home. This addition will bring the 
provincial total to 78 beds under Tracia’s Trust for at-risk, homeless or sexually 
exploited children and youth. 


• Continued work to develop two children’s advocacy centre models in Manitoba – one 
in Winnipeg and one in the Parkland Region. The Children’s Advocacy Centre (CAC) 
model is a child-focused, community-based program in which representatives from 
many disciplines including law enforcement, child protection, prosecution, mental 
health, medical services and victim advocacy work together to better serve the 
needs of children who may have been abused. Worked with partners, the federal 
government and community stakeholders with the goal of opening Winnipeg’s first 
Advocacy Centre in the Fall of 2012. 


• Continued to develop Manitoba Youth Transitional Employment Assistance and 
Mentorship (MYTEAM), a $2.4 million, four-year pilot project to implement  more 
comprehensive supports for youth aging out of the temporary care of the child 
welfare system in their transition to independent living. Supported community 
organizations in Winnipeg and Thompson to begin providing programming to 
MYTEAM participants.  


• Continued partnerships with the Manitoba Association of Residential Treatment 
Centres to develop and deliver competency-based training to child and youth care 
staff and foster parents.   
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• Partnered with the Manitoba Foster Family Network and the four Child and Family 
Services Authorities to develop and deliver competency-based and specialized 
training to foster parents. 


• Continued participation on the Provincial Advisory Committee on Child Abuse 
(PACCA), which is an independent body that consists of representatives from 
various government departments and community agencies and is dedicated to 
promoting the best service delivery to children in Manitoba who may be victims of 
abuse. 


• Continued to participate with the Office of the Child and Family Services Standing 
Committee and Healthy Child Manitoba to develop and fund FASD initiatives 
including prevention, diagnostics and intervention to prevent and support those living 
with the effects of FASD, under the Changes for Children initiative.     


• Continued working with the Joint Training Team, a decentralized training team with 
representatives from each Child and Family Services Authority and the Child 
Protection Branch to develop, coordinate, implement and evaluate training activities 
for child and family services staff and foster parents.  


• Continued to work with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch and the 
four Child and Family Services Authorities to implement Differential Response/ 
Family Enhancement services as a separate stream of service within the new 
funding model. 


• Provided funding to 34 community agencies, which deliver programs for children and 
families.  


• In collaboration with the Strategic Initiatives and Program Support Branch: 
− coordinated the review, negotiation, revision and implementation of service 


purchase agreements with funded agencies; and  
− managed funding, community, and agency relations issues and requests 


regarding funded-agency programs and projects. 
• Participated on a number of inter-departmental and inter-governmental committees. 
 
Ongoing supports provided by the Branch included: 
• The delivery of a series of core competency-based training and specialized training 


modules to case workers, supervisors/managers, child and youth care workers, and 
foster parents throughout the system. The Branch also continued to provide CFSIS 
and Intake Module training for the Authorities and their agencies.   


• Continued to license and review residential placement resources for children, 
including group homes, emergency shelters, and child care treatment centres. The 
process to review and process applications for residential child care facilities 
includes an orientation and continues to include the four Child and Family Services 
Authorities and relevant stakeholders. In addition, the Branch processed and 
prioritized referrals to the residential care system and supported the Youth 
Emergency Crisis Stabilization System. 
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09-4 B Child Protection  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate* 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,634 67.50 4,087 547 


 
 


 
Other Expenditures 2,753  2,139 614 1 
 
Authorities and Maintenance of Children 394,618  360,224 34,394 2 
 
The Family Support Innovations Fund 789  933 (144) 


 
3 


 
Total Expenditures  402,794  367,383 35,411 


 
 


*   The 2011/12 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates, as well as an allocation from an Enabling  
     Appropriation. 


1. The variance is primarily due to increased general operating expenditures, such as IT operating, communications and 
professional services. 


2. The variance is primarily attributed to an increase in the number of children in care and increased costs for Child Maintenance, 
as well as increased funding to the Child and Family Services Authorities/Agencies for their funding model. 


3. The variance is primarily attributable to a decrease in costs relating to funded projects. 
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Centralized Provincial Services 2010/11 2011/12 
   
Licensed Facilities 139 144 
Licensed Beds 749 760 
Funded Beds 255 255 
Training 
Joint Training Team – Provincial Competency-Based Training1  1,492 1,704 
Joint Training Team – Specialized Training 5,174 5,270 
Child and Family Services Application (CFSA) 300 359 
Registries 
  Adoption  
     Division 1 – Adoption of Permanent Wards2 39 42  
     Division 2 – Private Adoptions3 10 16  
     Division 3 – Intercountry Adoptions4 38 37  
     Division 4 – De Facto Adoptions5 9 1  
     Division 5 – Extended Family Adoptions6 3 5 
  Post-Adoption  


Post-Adoption Registrations 378 206  
     Post-Adoption Reunions7 214 79 
  Child Abuse  
     Child Abuse Registrations (CAR)  233 280  
     Employers/Others Using Registry8 972 997  
     Child Abuse Registry Checks 65,295 70,039 
Others  
     Child Abuse Investigations9 3,051 2,956  
     Criminal Risk Assessments (CRA)10 14,169 12,820  
     Repatriations 4 5  
     Interprovincial Alerts 512 580  
     Intake & Inquiry Concerns and Interprovincial Queries 1,654 1,511 
1 The number of training sessions has increased. The Supervisor Core increased from four modules to six modules. Mental Health 


First Aid was added to the competency-based training curriculum. 
2 Child placed by director or agency with permanent guardianship. 
3 Child placed by biological parent. 
4 Child from another country adopted by an approved applicant in Manitoba. 
5 Child adopted by person who has cared for him/her without financial assistance for at least two years. 
6 Child adopted by family member who has cared for him/her for at least six months. 
7 The number of completed reunions has decreased due to time required for processing applications. 
8 Technical efficiencies provide improved data and information regarding the number of organizations with access to the registry. 


The number of organizations using the registry services has increased again in 2011/12 as many organizations are now required 
by legislation to have CAR checks completed. Additionally, changes in insurance policy requirements have resulted in more 
organizations now requiring CAR checks. 


9 Includes investigations completed by provincial investigator. Increases in cases will vary dependent on factors, such as general  
reporting, types of cases reported, child pornography reports, newly implemented sexual exploitation investigations. An increase  
in reports and investigations is not an indication of increased child abuse. 


10 Agencies use Criminal Risk Assessments as one of many tools to assess risk; therefore, some agencies will utilize the tool more 
or less frequently. Numbers will vary according to, and may be dependent on, the agencies understanding and knowledge of the 
tool. 
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1  Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
2  Jewish Child and Family Service include all families served by the agency, not just those related to child welfare. 
3  Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 


Provincial Caseload by Category 
as at March 31, 2012 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers 


Number 
of 


Children 
in Care 


Number of 
Families 


Receiving 
Services 


Number of 
Unmarried 
Adolescent 


Parents TOTAL 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY     


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 637 696 71 1,404 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 577 364 19 960 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 447 379 55 881 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 369 281 24 674 
Nikan Awasiak Agency1 131 237 9 377 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community 


Services 392 248 16 656 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 111 344 11 466 


Sub-Total 2,664 2,549 205 5,418 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY     


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 333 187 2 522 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 529 157 4 690 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 


Response Network 28 161 0 189 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 695 291 32 1,018 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 176 338 15 529 
Peguis Child and Family Services 207 199 4 410 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 354 128 0 482 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 248 148 12 408 
Southeast Child and Family Services 1,108 578 3 1,689 
West Region Child and Family Services 644 592 6 1,242 


Sub-Total 4,322 2,779 78 7,179 
GENERAL AUTHORITY     


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 131 191 1 323 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 167 480 7 654 
Churchill Child and Family Services 11 4 0 15 
Eastman Region 195 299 2 496 
Interlake Region 80 149 0 229 
Jewish Child and Family Service2 27 213 1 241 
Northern Region 74 97 1 172 
Parkland Region 9 60 1 70 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 1,050 1,902 24 2,976 


Sub-Total 1,744 3,395 37 5,176 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY     


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 826 701 6 1,533 
Michif Child and Family Services3 174 200 2 376 


Sub-Total 1,000 901 8 1,909 
TOTAL 9,730 9,624 328 19,682 
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Number of Children In Care by Aboriginal Status 
as at March 31, 2012 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility) 


Service Providers Inuit Métis 
Non 


Status 
Treaty 
Status 


Not 
Aboriginal TOTAL 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 0 0  122 515 0 637 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 0 0 119 458 0 577 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 0 0 3 444 0 447 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 0 0 16 353 0 369 
Nikan Awasiak Agency1 0 0 21 110 0 131 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
   Community Services 0 1 53 335 3 392 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 0 0 4 107 0 111 


Sub-Total 0 1 338 2,322 3 2,664 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 0 18 59 247 9 333 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 0 4 30 495 0 529 
Child and Family Services All Nations Coordinated 
   Response Network 1  0 2 18 7 28 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 0 0 240 452 3 695 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 0 0 22 154 0 176 
Peguis Child and Family Services 0 3 21 171 12 207 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 0 0 52 302 0 354 
Sandy Bay Child and Family Services 0 1 17 230 0 248 
Southeast Child and Family Services 0 3 65 1,040 0 1,108 
West Region Child and Family Services 0 0 225 419 0 644 


Sub-Total 1 29 733 3,528 31 4,322 
GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 0 13 9 17 92 131 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 0 18 1 15 133 167 
Churchill Child and Family Services 4 2 0 5 0 11 
Eastman Region 1 26 10 24 134 195 
Interlake Region 0 17 5 11 47 80 
Jewish Child and Family Service 0 0 0 0 27 27 
Northern Region 0 1 5 36 32 74 
Parkland Region 0 1 1 5 2 9 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 2 80 55 116 797 1,050 


Sub-Total  7 158 86 229 1,264 1,744 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community Services 12 630 43 93 48 826 
Michif Child and Family Services2 7 106 9 39 13 174 


Sub-Total 19 736 52 132 61 1,000 


TOTAL 27 924 1,209 6,211 1,359 9,730 


1 Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
2 Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
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Number of Children In Care by Legal Status  
as at March 31, 2012  (Numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 


2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


W
ards 


VPA
1 


O
ther 


Total 


FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY                     
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 379 108 145 632 406 146 166 718 388 108 141 637 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring 
   Agency 344 48 248 640 415 26 218 659 358 20 199 577 
Island Lake First Nations Family  
   Services 204 34 117 355 205 50 115 370 272 45 130 447 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 189 39 65 293 231 62 64 357 216 64 89 369 
Nikan Awasiak Agency2 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 73 21 37 131 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
   and Community Services 238 38 138 414 243 37 96 376 266 46 80 392 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and 
   Family Services, Inc. 61 1 55 117 85 4 25 114 87 9 15 111 


Sub-Total 1,415 268 768 2,451 1,585 325 684 2,594 1,660 313 691 2,664 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY             


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 185 49 34 268 198 26 80 304 210 38 85 333 
Anishinaabe Child and Family 
   Services  415 51 32 498 447 24 31 502 474 16 39 529 
Child and Family Services All Nations 
   Coordinated Response Network 0 0 41 41 0 0 43 43 0 0 28 28 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family 
   Services 495 33 122 650 503 56 105 664 499 55 141 695 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 134 8 24 166 116 8 34 158 111 14 51 176 
Peguis Child and Family Services 132 37 29 198 102 23 79 204 131 8 68 207 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 236 7 56 299 273 15 34 322 243 16 95 354 
Sandy Bay 126 59 79 264 120 62 79 261 108 58 82 248 
Southeast Child and Family Services 718 238 155 1,111 724 166 195 1,085 783 161 164 1,108 
West Region Child and Family 
   Services 454 81 156 691 480 94 81 655 468 52 124 644 


Sub-Total 2,895 563 728 4,186 2,963 474 761 4,198 3,027 418 877 4,322 
GENERAL AUTHORITY             


Child and Family Services of Central 
   Manitoba 35 43 23 101 45 58 52 155 57 31 43 131 
Child and Family Services of Western  
   Manitoba 90 4 52 146 96 6 62 164 96 5 66 167 
Churchill Child and Family Services 13 4 1 18 8 0 4 12 2 2 7 11 
Eastman Region 81 53 39 173 84 40 58 182 97 38 60 195 
Interlake Region 28 18 19 65 27 25 23 75 43 19 18 80 
Jewish Child and Family Service 14 8 6 28 14 3 9 26 15 2 10 27 
Northern Region 45 7 43 95 45 5 30 80 41 6 27 74 
Parkland Region 6 0 0 6 6 2 2 10 6 3 0 9 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services  514 257 283 1,054 548 211 269 1,028 527 216 307 1,050 


Sub-Total 826 394 466 1,686 873 350 509 1,732    884   322 
     


538 1,744 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY             


Métis Child, Family and Community 
   Services 531 110 156 797 589 98 221 908 560 70 196 826 
Michif Child and Family Services3 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 102 20 52 174 


Sub-Total 531 110 156 797 589 98 221 908 662 90 248 1,000 
TOTAL 5,667 1,335 2,118 9,120 6,010 1,247 2,175 9,432 6,233 1,143 2,354 9,730 


1 Voluntary Placement Agreement. 
2 Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
3 Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
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Number of Children In Care by Placement Type 
as at March 31, 2012 (numbers include both federal and provincial responsibility)  


Service Providers 
Foster 


Homes1 
Residential 


Care2 


Other  
Placement 
Resources3 


Selected  
Adoption  
Probation 


Other Non-Pay 
Care Living 


Arrangements4 Total 
FIRST NATION NORTH AUTHORITY             


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 361 9 229 0 38 637 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring 
   Agency 195 76 268 0 38 577 
Island Lake First Nations Family 
   Services 339 35 0 0 73 447 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 266 6 91 1 5 369 
Nikan Awasiak Agency5 92 5 17 0 17 131 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family 
   and Community Services 218 12 151 0 11 392 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and  
   Family Services, Inc. 67 8 29 0 7 111 


Sub-Total 1,538 151 785 1 189 2,664 
FIRST NATION SOUTH AUTHORITY       


Animikii Ozoson Child and Family 
   Services, Inc. 241 17 65 0 10 333 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services 405 29 89 0 6 529 
Child and Family Services All Nations 
   Coordinated Response Network 3 4 18 0 3 28 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family  
   Services 518 17 123 0 37 695 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 107 6 60 0 3 176 
Peguis Child and Family Services 169 1 25 7 5 207 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 294 44 16 0 0 354 
Sandy Bay 85 16 68 0 79 248 
Southeast Child and Family Services 772 127 180 1 28 1,108 
West Region Child and Family Services 410 13 191 0 30 644 


Sub-Total 3,004 274 835 8 201 4,322 
GENERAL AUTHORITY       


Child and Family Services of Central 
   Manitoba 77 9 23 4 18 131 
Child and Family Services of Western 
   Manitoba 74 16 59 5 13 167 
Churchill Child and Family Services 3 6 2 0 0 11 
Eastman Region 127 16 42 0 10 195 
Interlake Region 44 7 27 1 1 80 
Jewish Child and Family Service 13 2 9 0 3 27 
Northern Region 48 4 15 1 6 74 
Parkland Region 7 2 0 0 0 9 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 577 142 253 26 52 1,050 


Sub-Total 970 204 430 37 103 1,744 
MÉTIS AUTHORITY       


Métis Child, Family and Community 
   Services 571 52 167 5 31 826 
Michif Child and Family Services6 90 17 51 0 16 174 


Sub-Total 661 69 218 5 47 1,000 
TOTAL 6,173 698 2,268 51 540 9,730 
1   Includes regular rate and special rate foster homes. 
2   Includes private group homes, own-agency group homes, and residential treatment centres. 
3   Includes places of safety.  
4   Includes St. Amant, Manitoba Youth Centre, hospitals and other facilities. 
5   Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
6   Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011 
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Child Maintenance Provincial Days of Care 
Actuals 2011/12 


 Foster & Special Rate 
Days of Care   


Agency/Region Level I Level II-V Sub-Total 


Residential 
Days of 


Care 
Total Days 


of Care 


First Nations of Northern Child and Family 
Services Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 30,635 50,365 81,000 2,078 83,078 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 12,612 126,236 138,848 3,660 142,508 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 32,954 37,351 70,305 835 71,140 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 10,327 49,253 59,580 674 60,254 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and 
   Community Services 32,178 45,131 77,309 


 
786 


 
78,095 


Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family 
Services Inc. 848 18,858 19,706 161 19,867 
Nikan Awasiak Agency1 1,339 2,587 3,926 0 3,926 


Sub-Total 120,893 329,781 450,674 8,194 458,868 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and 
Family Services Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 61,142 78,982 140,124 2,900 143,024 
West Region Child and Family Services 55,446 103,990 159,436 3,357 162,793 
Southeast Child and Family Services 43,855 170,841 214,696 4,231 218,927 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 10,590 33,180 43,770 115 43,885 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 42,215 100,268 142,483 3,445 145,928 
Peguis Child and Family Services 21,376 41,244 62,620 17 62,637 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 13,238 79,919 93,157 2,115 95,272 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 29,652 77,559 107,211 2,214 109,425 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network 
   (ANCR) 


631 3,816 4,447 0 4,447 


Sandy Bay 13,481 25,691 39,172 451 39,623 
Sub-Total 291,626 715,490 1,007,116 18,845 1,025,961 
General Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies/Regions      


Winnipeg Child and Family Services 81,248 260,664 341,912 21,830 363,742 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 7,021 33,057 40,078 1,063 41,141 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 7,964 43,212 51,176 4,431 55,607 
Jewish Child and Family Service 408 7,388 7,796 204 8,000 
Churchill Child and Family Services 747 1,950 2,697 430 3,127 
Eastman Region 35,985 26,349 62,334 2,604 64,938 
Interlake Region 11,231 10,138 21,369 1,306 22,675 
Parkland Region 1,042 2,063 3,105 0 3,105 
Northern Region  - Norman 3,652 13,462 17,114 997 18,111 
Northern Region - Thompson 1,714 3,619 5,333 400 5,733 


Sub-Total 151,012 401,902 552,914 33,265 586,179 
Métis Child and Family Services Authority      


Métis Child, Family and Community Services  102,900 211,073 313,973 4,148 318,121 
Michif Child and Family Services2 7,889 9,603 17,492 109 17,601 


Sub-Total 110,789 220,676 331,465 4,257 335,722 


TOTAL 674,320 1,667,849 2,342,169 64,561 2,406,730 
1   Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
2   Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011 
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History of Funding ($000s) 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


Service Provider 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Northern Manitoba Authority $ 11,583 $13,344 $20,964 
Awasis Agency of Northern Manitoba 5,124 5,978 5,963 
Cree Nation Child and Family Caring Agency 10,982 11,544 15,198 
Island Lake First Nations Family Services 2,488 3,281 4,141 
Kinosao Sipi Minisowin Agency 4,414 6,458 5,739 
Nisichawayasihk Cree Nation Family and Community Services 5,923 7,039 7,437 
Opaskwayak Cree Nation Child and Family Services, Inc. 1,383 1,979 1,619 
Nikan Awasiak Agency1 -- -- 217 


Sub-Total $  41,897 $  49,623 $  61,278 


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Child and Family Services 
Authority/Agencies 


   


First Nations of Southern Manitoba Authority $  31,033 $  36,534 $  45,358 
Dakota Ojibway Child and Family Services 8,269 8,521 9,393 
West Region Child and Family Services 13,367 13,086 13,713 
Southeast Child and Family Services 15,376 16,134 17,285 
Intertribal Child and Family Services 2,346 2,628 2,797 
Anishinaabe Child and Family Services – West 9,652 9,975 11,637 
Peguis Child and Family Services 3,705 3,912 3,642 
Sagkeeng Child and Family Services 6,864 6,601 7,276 
Animikii Ozoson Child and Family Services, Inc. 7,404 8,128 10,683 
All Nations Coordinated Response Network (ANCR) 254 250 256 
Sandy Bay 2,107 2,554 3,008 


Sub-Total $100,377 $108,323 $125,048 
General Child and Family Services Authority/ Agencies/Regional 
Offices    


General Child and Family Services Authority $  7,983 $  8,950 $ 13,835 
Winnipeg Child and Family Services 54,833 59,240 64,381 
Child and Family Services of Central Manitoba 2,318 3,159 3,533 
Child and Family Services of Western Manitoba 2,526 2,948 3,458 
Jewish Child and Family Service 974 1,150 931 
Churchill Child and Family Services 643 511 477 
Eastman Region 5,654 4,843 4,985 
Interlake Region 1,975 2,087 1,876 
Parkland Region 349 366 267 
Northern Region – Norman 2,659 2,707 2,500 
Northern Region – Thompson 689 729 1,093 


Sub-Total $  80,603 $  86,690 $  97,336 
Métis Child and Family Services Authority/Agencies    


Métis Child and Family Services Authority 
Metis Child, Family and Community Services 
Michif Child and Family Services2 


Sub-Total 


$  7,208 
23,009 


-- 
$  30,217 


$  12,993 
29,082 


-- 
$  42,075 


$  14,034 
33,975 
1,825 


$  49,834 
Directorate Programs $    4,571 $    5,181 $    8,118 
MANDATED AGENCIES SUB-TOTAL $257,665 $291,892 $341,614 
Treatment Centres – Grants 7,407 7,733 8,007 
Residential Care 24,265 23,576 23,705 
Other Agencies/Programs 11,612 11,666 10,820 
Changes for Children – External Review 18,934 19,575 10,472 


TOTAL  $319,883 $354,442 $394,618 
1   Nikan Awasiak Agency – located in Cross Lake, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011. 
2   Michif Child and Family Services – located in The Pas, Manitoba received its mandate on October 1, 2011 
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Family Violence Prevention Program 


Objectives  
• To promote the elimination of intimate partner violence through the development of, 


and support for, a continuum of community-based services. 
• To provide policy and program direction, as well as funding, to specialized services 


for women, their children, and men caught in the cycle of family violence. These 
services are delivered by 34 community-based agencies across the province. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides grants, monitors, and evaluates agencies’ financial operations to ensure 


accountability for public funds and to monitor service quality and delivery. 
• Develops and implements policies and program standards for residential counselling 


and support services for women, children and men caught in the cycle of family 
violence. 


• Provides program consultation and support to external agencies. 
• Networks and advocates for domestic violence services and supports at the local, 


national and international level. 
• Develops initiatives in partnership with government and community members to 


improve services and supports for those affected by domestic violence 
(i.e. Workplace Initiative to Support Employees on Family Violence). 


• Works with inter-departmental and national partners to examine policy and 
legislative changes as needed. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Expanded advertising for the existing domestic violence awareness campaign in 


November 2011 to include interior city bus posters and features in Northern 
Manitoba community newspapers.  


• In keeping with Family Violence Prevention Program’s (FVPP) efforts to implement 
security features at funded agencies, security cameras and monitors were installed 
at three Residential Second Stage Programs and four other programs in Winnipeg 
(The Laurel Centre, Men’s Resource Centre, Wahbung Abinoonjiiag, A Woman’s  
Place). These improvements increase client and staff safety and facilitate evening 
and weekend counselling services. 


• In partnership with Manitoba Status of Women and Manitoba Justice, continued to 
provide domestic violence training to workplaces in the private and public sector 
under the Workplace Initiative to Support Employees (WISE) on Family Violence. 
Over 650 participants have received training since 2009. 


• Coordinated technology safety training for all funded agencies (54 participants at 
5 sessions) and partnered in the delivery of technology training to Manitoba Justice 
and law enforcement personnel (100 attendees at 2-day conference).  


• Coordinated and hosted an annual meeting for shelters in December 2011 and 
coordinated an annual meeting for women’s resource centres in May 2011.   
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• Partnered in the development of the SafePet Program, which facilitates the care of 
pets by Winnipeg Humane Society volunteers while people leaving abusive 
relationships make alternate arrangements or acquire a safe home in which to live. 


• Following training provided to FVPP-agencies on bed bug prevention in 2010/11, 
FVPP worked with Manitoba Housing to distribute mattress covers to all shelters. 


• Began the development of a comprehensive multi-year domestic violence strategy, 
called Safer Today, Stronger Tomorrow, and launched public consultations to gather 
information on how to improve prevention efforts and services for those affected by 
domestic violence. 


• Provided new annualized funding to support the Men Are Part of the Solution 
(MAPS) program which provides counselling to men with abusive behaviour in 
Thompson, Manitoba ($104.0). 


• Provided new annualized funding to support the Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre (SADI 
Program) which provides public education workshops on healthy relationships to 
students in Eastern Manitoba ($40.0). 


• Provided one-time funding to support the ‘What if She Was Your Daughter?’ 
campaign focused on missing and murdered Aboriginal women ($43.0). 


• Provided a one per cent increase to all agencies, effective November 1, 2011. 
• Consulted on an amendment to The Residential Tenancies Act to ensure that 


tenancy agreements are not a barrier to victims who want to leave violent situations. 
The legislation received Royal Assent in June 2011. 


• Consulted on the development of a Consumer Affairs’ publication, Moving On and 
Managing Your Money: An Information Guide for Domestic Violence Survivors. 


• Continued to provide training opportunities for staff and board members of FVPP 
funded agencies through the provision of annualized funding for training to each 
agency, and opportunities for free training via the department’s Board Development 
Strategy with the Agency Accountability and Support Unit.  


• Continued to contract with a clinical consultant with the capacity to assist 
FVPP-funded agencies across the province as they deal with complex client cases 
(122 contacts in 2011/12), as well as provide counselling-related training (35 
participants attended 3 sessions in 2011/12). 


• Continued to provide ongoing consultation with service providers regarding policy 
issues and specific operational matters, and provided assistance with complex client 
issues. 


• Continued the ongoing monitoring of FVPP-funded agencies through annual or 
semi-annual site visits and annual Agency Program Consultations and Agency 
Adherence Reviews in support of services to women, children and men caught in the 
cycle of violence.  


• Requested agency audit reviews as necessary, and worked closely with agencies to 
implement recommendations. 


• Continued to ensure that all funded agencies have current, signed contracts/Service 
Purchase Agreements and corresponding program standards manuals; and 
monitored accountability of all agencies.  
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• Continued to work with key community stakeholders and other relevant government 
departments to identify existing gaps in services and develop local program 
responses. 


Range of Services 
Women’s Resource Centres 
Nine Women’s Resource Centres provide individual counselling, information and 
referral, outreach and support groups to women affected by domestic violence, as well 
as educational programs, volunteer training and community development activities. 
Children’s programming for those affected by domestic violence is also available. 
- Fort Garry Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Interlake Women’s Resource Centre Inc.  
- Lakeshore Women’s Resource Centre Inc. 
- North End Women’s Centre Inc. 
- Pluri-elles Manitoba Inc. 
- Snow Lake Centre in Family Violence Inc. 
- Swan Valley Crisis Centre Inc.  
- The Western Manitoba Women’s Regional Resource Centre Inc. 
- Women’s Safe Haven/Resource Service Inc. 
Women’s Shelters 
Ten Women’s Shelters provide safe, emergency accommodations and supportive 
counselling to women and their children who are victims of family violence. 
- Eastman Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Ikwe-Widdjiitiwin Inc. 
- Nova House Inc. 
- Osborne House Inc. 
- Parkland Crisis Centre Inc.  
- Portage Family Abuse Prevention Centre Inc. 
- South Central Committee on Family Violence Inc.  
- The Pas Committee for Women in Crisis Inc. 
- Thompson Crisis Centre Inc. 
- Westman Women’s Shelter - YWCA Brandon 
Information/Crisis Lines 
A provincial toll-free information/crisis line (1-877-977-0007) offers an accessible source 
of information and support for individuals seeking assistance due to violence in their 
families or in the families of someone they are concerned about.   
Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs 
Four Residential Second-Stage Housing Programs offer safe, protective, affordable 
long-term housing and services for women leaving an abusive relationship who have 
extensive needs. These programs also provide comprehensive emotional and practical 
support including individual and group counselling, parenting support and information. 
Children’s counselling is also available.   
- Alpha House Project Inc. 
- L’Entre-temps des Franco-Manitobaines Inc. 
- Samaritan House Ministries Inc. 
- Women in Second-Stage Housing Inc. – W.I.S.H.   
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Urban Support Programs 
Six Urban Support Programs provide individualized counselling, open and closed 
support groups, longer-term counselling services, training to other service providers and 
public education. 
- Spirit of Peace Program - Ma Mawi Wi Chi Itata Centre Inc. 
- Family Violence Counselling Program - NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- Immigrant Women’s Counselling Services - NorWest Co-op Community Health Inc. 
- A Woman’s Place:  Domestic Violence Support and Legal Service - NorWest Co-op 


   Community Health Inc. 
- The Laurel Centre Inc. 
- Men Are Part of the Solution Inc. (MAPS) 
Specialized Programs 
Eight Specialized Programs, including Supervised Access Services, Couples 
Counselling, Men’s Resource Centre and programs for men and children affected by 
family violence. 
- Couples Counselling Project - University of Manitoba 
- Men’s Resource Centre - The Laurel Centre 
- Winnipeg Children’s Access Agency Inc. 
- Brandon Access/Exchange Services 
- Couples Counselling Program - YWCA of Brandon 
- Men’s Program - The Counselling Centre 
- Wahbung Abinoonjiiag Inc. 
- Survivor’s Hope Crisis Centre Inc. (SADI Program)  


09-4 C Family Violence Prevention 
 
 
 Expenditures by 
 Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
 Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 503 9.00 637 (134) 1 
 
 Other Expenditures 80  93 (13)   
 External Agencies 11,956  12,369 (413)  
 
 Total Expenditures 12,539  13,099 (560)  


1. The variance is primarily attributable to position vacancies. 
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Number of Clients Served by Women's Resource Centres 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Women * 
Children 
 
Total* 


 
46,592 


211 
 


46,803 


 
47,278 


160 
 


47,438 


 
41,126 


201 
 


41,327 
*  Includes information/referral, and counselling clients. 
 
Number of Individual Counselling Sessions – Women’s Resource Centres 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
. 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Women  
Children 


 
5,406 
1,118 


 
5,173 
1,105 


 
5,155 


948 
 
Total 


 
6,524 


 
 6,278 


 
6,103 


 
Number of Residential Bednights - Women's Shelter Services 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
Type of Agency 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Shelters 
Women’s Resource Centres 


 
38,738 
2,137 


 
36,542 
1,471 


 
39,242 
3,204 


 
Total 


 
40,875 


 
38,013 


 
42,446 


 
Number of Clients Served by Shelters 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
Type of Service 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Crisis Intervention: 
   Residential 
   Non-residential 
 
Children’s Counselling* 
 
Follow-Up Counselling 


 
 


1,336 
688 


 
1,498 


 
501 


 
 


1,278 
882 


 
1,417 


 
592 


 
 


1,399 
739 


 
1,648 


 
628 


 
Total 


 
4,023 


 
4,169 


 
4,414 


*  Children’s Counselling includes residential and non-residential services.  


 
Number of Calls Received by Shelter Crisis/Information Lines 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
Agency 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Winnipeg Shelters* 
Rural Shelters 


 
6,871 
6,054 


 


 
6,230 
5,694 


 


 
5,739 
6,060 


 
 
Total 


 
12,925 


 
11,924 


 
11,799 


*  Winnipeg shelters includes Osborne House and Ikwe Widdjiitiwin which were previously reported separately. Figures have   
   been restated to accurately reflect Winnipeg and Rural reporting.   







115 


Number of Clients Served by Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
Type of Program 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
233 
118 


 
179 
157 


 
235 
151 


 
Total 


 
351 


 
336 


 
386 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing. 
 
Number of Residential Bednights for Interim Housing and Residential Second-Stage Programs 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
Type of Program 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Interim Housing* 
Long-Term Second Stage 


 
17,478 
15,957 


 
17,108 
18,003 


 
21,157 
20,098 


 
Total 


 
33,435 


 
35,111 


 
41,255 


*  Includes women and children in Shelter Interim Housing.  
 


Number of Clients Accessing Urban Support and Specialized Programs 
2009/10 to 2011/12 


 
 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


    
Urban Support  
Specialized  


2,400 
2,356 


1,501 
1,568* 


1,581 
1,202 


    
* New admissions were delayed in two specialized programs to allow for a transfer of administrative responsibilities for these 
   programs to new agencies.  
 
History of Funding to External Agencies by Type of Service ($000s)  


 
Category 


 
2009/10 


 
2010/11 


 
2011/12 


 
Shelters 
Fee Waiver 
Facility Cost 
Per Diem 


 
$5,260 


53 
755 


1,055 


 
$5,303 


71 
763 
975 


 
$5,368 


68 
782 
986 


Shelter Sub-Total 
 
Second Stage 
Urban Support Program 
Women's Resource Centres 
Lavoie Inquiry Initiatives 


7,123 
 


553 
1,749 
1,737 
1,042 


7,112 
 


553 
1,234* 
1,737 
1,042 


7,204 
 


555 
1,343* 
1,744 
1,110 


 
Total 


 
$12,204 


 
$11,678 


 
$11,956 


*  Evolve program funding transferred to Manitoba Health. 
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Community Service Delivery Division 


Divisional Goals  
• To continue to manage and enhance the existing Integrated Service Delivery (ISD) 


system to better address the needs of Manitobans.  
• To continue to improve the quality, efficiency and accessibility of income support and 


social services and benefits provided by the department. 


Divisional Responsibilities 
• Coordinates and delivers programming offered by the department to the public. 


Under the ISD model, a key feature is regional coordination where staff and 
caseloads are aligned to six regions throughout rural and northern Manitoba and 
seven community areas in Winnipeg. 


• Delivers the province’s income assistance programs and related employment- 
focused supports on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade 
(ETT). Although statutory responsibility and funding for Employment and Income 
Assistance (EIA) and marketAbilities was transferred to ETT, the division continues 
to administer the benefits at the community level. The two departments have agreed 
to maintain the delivery of EIA and marketAbilities within the ISD model to ensure 
the continuity and accessibility of the services.   
− Over the next year, the two departments will identify opportunities to restructure 


the income assistance and marketAbilities systems in line with the new 
organizational structure, which will maximize training and employment 
opportunities for all Manitobans, as well as ensure appropriate financial and 
social supports for those who need them. 


• Delivers most of the department’s social services for children with disabilities, for 
adults with mental disabilities, and for children and their families.  


• Delivers the province’s income support benefits on behalf of ETT, housing benefits 
on behalf of Manitoba Housing and Community Development, and benefits for 
children in care of the department. 


 
• The division operates through six branches:  


- Service Delivery Support  
- Rural and Northern Services  
- Winnipeg Services  
- Provincial Services  
- Manitoba Developmental Centre 
- Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Service Delivery Support 


Objectives  
• To provide policy, cross-program and program expertise to support service delivery 


management and staff in both Rural and Northern Services and Winnipeg Services.   
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• To provide leadership, coordination and support in the event of an emergency or 
disaster. 


• To provide continual department-wide services to citizens in the event of a business 
disruption.  


• To lead the department’s Workplace Safety and Health Program. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides day-to-day policy, cross-program and program expertise to service delivery 


staff and management across the province. 
• Ensures that service delivery staff have up-to-date policy and program information. 
• Supports program and policy development by ensuring that the service needs of 


citizens, as well as the field perspective, are communicated to the program divisions. 
• Investigates and analyzes case-related and service delivery issues. 
• Coordinates communication between program branches and the regional service 


delivery system. 
• Assists service delivery staff in establishing and maintaining working relationships 


with partner agencies that provide services on the department’s behalf. 
• Manages processes for allocating, monitoring and tracking program funding 


allocated to regions and assists regions in the management of program budgets. 
• Reviews and evaluates service delivery practices and workloads to support 


continuous improvement in service delivery. 
• Provides business expertise to support integrated information technology initiatives. 
• Identifies and responds to new trends and issues resulting from creating and 


implementing an integrated service delivery system. 
• Provides technical support, “best-practice” guidance, and policy and legislative 


direction related to formal investigations to service delivery staff and management 
across the province. 


• Responds to divisional requests for access to information and to privacy issues 
under The Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act and The Personal 
Health Information Act. 


• Coordinates training for divisional staff. 
• Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and coordinates assistance 


to municipalities in the event of an emergency or disaster. 
• Manages the Business Continuity Program and coordinates a department-wide 


response to all hazards including pandemics. 
• Assists the department with compliance with The Workplace Safety and Health Act 


and Regulations, develops safety program manuals, acts as a direct link to all 
Workplace Safety and Health Committees, and provides ongoing staff training.  


• Liaises with the department’s Labour Programs Division to support agencies and 
provide immediate responses in the event of a serious incident in a workplace.   
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Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Facilitated and supported the implementation of recommended changes arising from 


case reviews, inquests, audits and program reviews. 
• Facilitated and supported the involvement of regional operations into policy 


development processes. 
• Continued to strengthen the role of the provincial common tables in implementing 


integrated service delivery.  
• Launched the Family Services Programs privacy notification document How We 


Protect Your Privacy to the Winnipeg Services and Rural and Northern Services 
offices. How We Protect Your Privacy is a public document to inform citizens how 
their personal information will be collected, shared and protected across programs. 


• Continued to be responsible for responding to divisional requests for access to 
information and to privacy issues under The Freedom of Information and Protection 
of Privacy Act and The Personal Health Information Act. 
Policy, Cross-Program and Program Expertise 


• Continued to provide leadership through a joint Autism Spectrum Leadership Group 
with representation from Manitoba Family Services and Labour, Manitoba Health, 
and Manitoba Education, the Autism Society of Manitoba, Aspergers Manitoba Inc., 
and Manitoba Families for Effective Autism Treatment. The Group is developing a 
plan to implement the Thrive! Five-Year Autism Strategy. 


• Continued to collaborate with the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child 
Care Division with the roll out of the “Information for Manitobans with Disabilities” 
web-based information tool. 


• Collaborated with the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care 
Division and field operations in the development of a new summer gap policy for the 
Children’s disABILITY Services Program. 


• Collaborated with the provincial training team in the provision of Integrated Financial 
and Case Tracking (InFact) training for Children’s disABILITY Services program 
managers. 


• Continued to provide clinical support and complex case consultation to the regions. 
• Continued to attend complex case reviews with Winnipeg Child and Family Services 


as requested.  
• Continued to support the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year 


Agenda on Early Learning and Child Care. (For further information regarding Family 
Choices, please refer to the specific program section under the Disability Programs 
and Early Learning and Child Care Division.)  


• Continued to support child care facilities through the development and 
implementation, including monitoring the compliance, of facility-based codes of 
conduct and safety plans required under the Child Care Safety Charter.   


• Continued to support the implementation of tools to evaluate the quality of programs 
at child care facilities: the Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale Revised 
Edition, the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale Revised Edition, and the 
curriculum framework.  







119 


• In collaboration with Manitoba Early Learning and Child Care and other regulatory 
bodies, reviewed the national and provincial Fire and Building Codes related to the 
expansion and new building of child care facilities. 


• Conducted a review of Winnipeg Services and Rural and Northern Services Inclusion 
Support Program budget to improve the budget process and increase accountability. 


• Collaborated with Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division, 
Provincial Services and Community Service Delivery staff to develop a 
comprehensive training strategy for supervisors, managers and child care 
coordinators.  


• Continued to provide clinical supervision and support to regional behaviour specialists 
and psychologists, including behavioural psychology services, Fetal Alcohol Outreach 
and Autism Community Outreach and child care behaviour specialists. 


• Assumed clinical caseloads in Rural and Northern regions for adults and children 
with mental disabilities as the need arose. 


• Continued the ongoing review of psychology, fetal alcohol, and autism clinical 
support services throughout the province.  


• Continued to offer support in transitioning individuals from the Manitoba 
Developmental Centre to community placements and in developing community 
capacity to support individuals with complex/multiple needs. 


• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care 
Division, continued to develop procedural guidelines for In the Company of Friends. 


• Participated in planning the implementation of Manitoba’s Youth Suicide Prevention 
Strategy. 


• Continued to support the operationalization of Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child 
and Family Services. Refined the communications protocol to ensure the 
coordination of requests and responses among Winnipeg, Rural and Northern Child 
and Family Services and the Child Protection Branch, Child and Family Services 
Division.  


• Chaired the Winnipeg Child and Family Services Case Recording Working Group, 
and completed the development of a case recording package consistent with Child 
and Family Services standards. 


• Continued to lead the Winnipeg Child and Family Services monthly Complex Case 
Review Committee through actively organizing cases to be reviewed, chairing 
meetings and distributing information and decisions.  


• Collaborated with the General Child and Family Services Authority in the 
development of training modules pertaining to the General Child and Family 
Services Authority Practice Model that integrates research-based Structured 
Decision Making® tools and “Signs of Safety” tools and techniques.  


• Assisted in the establishment of an evaluation framework for the General Child and 
Family Services Authority Practice Model.   
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• Assisted in the establishment of an evaluation framework for the Winnipeg Child and 
Family Services Reunification Program and Structured Decision Making® Family 
Reunification Assessment tool pilot project to support changes to the Reunification 
Program’s new practice model. 


• Assisted in the completion of the General Child and Family Services Authority 
Family Assessment Review in Eastman Region. 


• Conducted Alternate Dispute Resolution processes on behalf of Rural and Northern 
Child and Family Services. 


• Continued to participate on the General Child and Family Services Authority 
Children in Care sub-committee. 


• Continued to participate in the development of a protocol between the Employment 
and Income Assistance program, Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade 
and the department’s Community Living disABILITY Services program to address 
equipment needs and essential building modifications in support of vulnerable 
persons living in community residences or private homes. 


• In collaboration with Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives and Manitoba 
Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, continued to support the implementation of 
the Portable Housing Benefit designed to support Employment and Income 
Assistance participants with mental health concerns in establishing housing stability. 


• Continued to support Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade’s Recreational 
Opportunities for Children pilot project that aims to enhance the overall well-being of 
Employment and Income Assistance families, involved with JobConnections, 
through sustainable recreation at four provincial sites: Downtown and Point Douglas 
Community Areas in Winnipeg and the Eastman and Central regions in rural 
Manitoba. 


• Continued to participate with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade in the 
ongoing Mental Health Commission of Canada’s Housing Project that focuses on 
acquiring adequate housing for persons with a mental health disability.  


• In collaboration with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, and with the 
Policy and Planning Branch, completed the evaluation of the JobConnections pilot 
project for testing an intensive case management model for multi-barriered service 
recipients and the Outcomes Assessment that is the tool developed to support 
integrated service delivery. 


• In collaboration with the Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade: 
- continued to review and revise Employment and Income Assistance printed 


materials to ensure the printed materials are clear, concise, current, and explain the 
program participants’ responsibilities and benefits that may be available to them; 


- continued to work on revising the Employment and Income Assistance pre-intake 
orientation process and policies to ensure the process is transparent, available 
online and accessible to all program participants; and 


- prepared to launch the policy outlining the provision of appropriate Employment 
and Income Assistance supports for victims of human trafficking or persons who 
have been identified as victims of exploitation.   
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• Continued to work with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade to: 
- enhance the collection of data by integrating marketAbilities into the Integrated 


Financial and Case Tracking (InFact) application; and  
- update the marketAbilities Program Manual. 


• Continued to work with Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade and 
Winnipeg Services staff to develop a marketAbilities caseload prioritization strategy. 


• In collaboration with the Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, continued 
to address and implement recommendations outlined in the Ombudsman Report on 
the Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) Program as it relates to the 
investigative process: 
- developed clear and concise policy; 
- created an updated investigations manual for consistent practice by investigators; 
- continued to explore staff training to ensure investigators possess all necessary 


tools for effective job performance; and 
- implemented changes to standardize data entered in the Investigations Tracking 


System. 
• In collaboration with the Disability Programs and Early Learning and Child Care 


Division, developed enhanced protection training for the Community Living 
disABILITY Services Program. 


• Created a new tracking database of Community Living disABILITY Services 
protection investigations for statistical purposes and trend analysis. 


• Continued to collaborate with representatives from various departments to assist 
with the coordination of efforts for tenants of the White Horse Village Mobile Home 
Park. Provided coordination and financial assistance associated with tenant 
relocation in view of the failing infrastructure and the landlord’s inability to maintain 
the park as a viable option.  


• Engaged community partners in a revitalization initiative in the Point Douglas area. 
Building on the Lord Selkirk Park Housing Redevelopment/Revitalization, the Point 
Douglas Revitalization Initiative has brought government and the community 
together in the development of a Community Leadership Council. The council is a 
joint government-community planning, priority-setting and problem solving table for 
collaborative service delivery. The council will oversee the implementation of the 
joint government-community vision and plan that will support a service delivery 
model that better addresses local needs while building community capacity and 
improving the sustainability and outcomes of service delivery in identified 
neighbourhoods. At the forefront of the plan is the development of expert working 
groups that will focus on various initiatives, such as an integrated service delivery 
joint case management model, and education initiatives supporting early childhood, 
attendance, and graduation rates, and addictions and mental health service 
coordination.  


• Continued to update the Direct Service Workers Orientation Manual.  
• Updated and disseminated the Manual for the Management of the Direct Service 


Workforce.   
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• Supported the negotiation process to renew the Direct Service Workers Collective 
Agreement, and continued to support the negotiation process as this workforce’s 
Collective Agreement expired on March 25, 2011. 
Staff Training 


• In collaboration with departmental and system stakeholders, continued to develop, 
coordinate and implement the annual divisional training plan with a strategic focus 
on community service. 


• Implemented various orientation sessions, training sessions and cross-learning 
opportunities for staff/managers in response to divisional needs and priorities, such 
as integrated service delivery practices. 


• Collaborated with other departmental partners and external resources to offer 
orientation, training and developmental opportunities for a combined total of over 
1,885 staff. 


• Assisted in the delivery of community engagement orientation sessions for 
management and staff in service delivery regions and community areas, and as part 
of corporate orientations for newly-hired departmental staff. 


• Continued to prioritize the delivery of Freedom of Information and Protection of 
Privacy and Personal Health Information orientation sessions for management and 
staff in service delivery regions and community areas, and as part of corporate 
orientations for newly-hired departmental staff. 


• In response to an identified need to expand the relational and conflict resolution 
skills of regional service delivery staff, delivered chapters of the Mandt System® in 
Winnipeg Services and in Rural and Northern Services through the completion of 37 
training sessions. The Mandt System® is an accredited staff development and 
training program.  


• Participated as a member of the department-wide Plain Language Working Group, 
which provided Working with Communications Services Manitoba training sessions 
to 72 departmental staff. 


• Provided on-site mentoring support to 65 staff and managers across Winnipeg 
Services, resulting in 181 individual staff mentoring sessions in Employment and 
Income Assistance. On behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, 
the Employment and Income Assistance mentor responded to 391 Employment and 
Income Assistance related inquiries and questions from staff and managers. 
Emergency Social Services 


• Coordinated, facilitated and led the Emergency Social Services planning with host 
communities and at-risk municipalities in anticipation of the Manitoba Flood 2011. 


• Led the Emergency Social Services response to the Manitoba Flood 2011. 
• Provided additional training to existing staff to increase the Branch’s capacity to 


respond to an emergency or assist with business continuity planning.  
• Coordinated staff deployments to St. Laurent, Brandon, Souris and Morris to 


coordinate the evacuation of these heavily flooded areas. 
• Continued to support and coordinate the delivery of Emergency Social Services with 


regional involvement.   
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• In collaboration with the Emergency Measures Organization, developed and refined 
policies and procedures for provincial disaster recovery operations. 


• Updated the provincial Emergency Social Services Training materials. 
• Facilitated Emergency Social Services training to 200 individuals from 41 


municipalities and to 15 departmental staff.  
• Participated on and contributed to a national committee (Council of Emergency 


Social Services Directors) dealing with the establishment of a national framework on 
Emergency Social Services. 


• Participated in a review of the National Emergency Stockpile System. 
• Participated on the interdepartmental and multiple agency committees established 


by the Manitoba Emergency Measures Organization on Flood and Forest Fire 
Annexes to the Manitoba Emergency Plan. 


• Co-chaired the Partners in Disaster Committee. 
• Participated on the Recovery/Psychosocial Steering Committee for the Manitoba 


Flood 2011. 
• Chaired the provincial Evacuation Committee. 


Business Continuity Program 
• In collaboration with Manitoba Infrastructure and Transportation, Manitoba Finance, 


and the Employment and Income Assistance program, Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 
Training and Trade, coordinated a postal disruption response.  


• Facilitated divisional management teams in updating the continuity plans for all 
functional areas of the department. 


• Conducted five business continuity program presentations for departmental service 
providers, including transitional housing organizations and Child and Family 
Services agencies. 


• Organized and delivered an Awareness Week promotion to engage departmental 
staff in business continuity planning. 


• In collaboration with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority, piloted business 
continuity planning templates for Winnipeg Integrated Services. 


• Tested the functionality and viability of vendor supplied continuity planning 
emergency notification software for the Government of Manitoba.  


• As part of the Government of Manitoba Business Continuity Program Working 
Group, organized training for coordinators to receive base level Business Continuity 
Management Certification. 


• Initiated a detailed examination of department-wide departmental vulnerabilities, 
dependencies and critical supply chain issues. 


• Maintained the Business Continuity Program SharePoint site for 35 Government of 
Manitoba business continuity program coordinators. 


• Upgraded the Incident Command Centre computers and maintained the centre’s 
readiness status in the event of a business disruption.   
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Workplace Safety and Health Unit 
• Assisted the department with compliance with The Workplace Safety and Health Act 


(W210) and Regulation (MR217/2006). 
• Developed and maintained all aspects of the department’s Workplace Safety and 


Health Program, including:  
- staff training 
- safety policies 
- safe work procedures 
- incident investigations 
- right to refuse work investigations 
- risk assessments 
- ergonomic assessments 
- workplace inspections 
- responding to improvement orders 
- contractor safety 


• Continued to provide workplace safety and health training, including the 
fundamentals of: 
- workplace safety and health 
- incident investigations 
- right to refuse work 
- risk assessments 
- safe committee basics 
- ergonomic assessments  
- workplace inspections 
- bed bugs 


• Worked with appropriate teams and committees, such as the Winnipeg Regional 
Health Authority Occupational and Environmental Safety and Health Unit for 
Winnipeg Integrated Services, and regional management and employee teams for 
Rural and Northern Services. 


• Responded to Improvement Orders issued by Workplace Safety and Health and 
completed assessments to identify workplace safety and health hazards.  


• Continued to develop Workplace Safety and Health Program Manuals including site 
specific Safe Work Procedures, such as a Winnipeg Integrated Services manual, in 
conjunction with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority Occupational and 
Environmental Safety and Health Unit.  


• Continued to provide guidance, support and training for departmental Workplace 
Safety and Health Committees: 17 committees in Rural and Northern Services, and 
14 committees in Winnipeg Integrated Services in conjunction with the Winnipeg 
Regional Health Authority Occupational and Environmental Safety and Health Unit.  


• Worked cooperatively with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority Occupational and 
Environmental Safety and Health Unit to revise the Safety Assessment Form Tool 
(SAFT) that assesses risk and identifies appropriate safe visit plans for staff when 
working alone in clients’ homes.   
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Emergency Placement Resources Workplace Safety and Health Committee 
- Created Safety Plans and Risk of Aggression Processes to respond to identified 


high-risk situations and to meet the specific needs of high-risk participants. 
- Provided training for committees to carry out legislated duties in accordance with 


The Workplace Safety and Health Act. Created and implemented specific training 
to this committee to meet the needs of Emergency Placement Resources. 


- Completed 61 inspections for the Emergency Placement Resources. 
- Created Safe Work Procedures and completed training on nine of the Safe Work 


Procedures. A further training calendar has been determined. 
- Established a consistent training schedule for Fundamentals of Workplace Safety 


and Health and Safe Work Procedures. 
- Established solid relationships with purchase service agencies and have included 


their staff in Emergency Placement Resources training.  
114 Garry Street Workplace Safety and Health Committee 
- Created, distributed and evaluated a staff Violence in the Workplace survey. 
- Coordinated a security audit for 114 Garry Street. 
- Created and completed a Risk Assessment for 114 Garry Street. 
- Created Safe Work Procedures. 


09-5 A Service Delivery Support  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 3,569 43.00 2,647 922 


 
1 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,961  4,479 482 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 8,530  7,126 1,404 


 


1. The variance is primarily due to expenditures associated with the Workplace Safety and Health Unit, and the ongoing Integrated  
    Service Delivery and Support activity. 


Rural and Northern Services 


Objectives 
• To deliver most of the department’s social services programs to eligible Manitobans 


in rural and northern regions of the province as follows: 
- Children’s disABILITY Services 
- Community Living disABILITY Services 
- Early Learning and Child Care 
- Family Conciliation (only in Westman, Parkland and Northern regions) 
- Child and Family Services (only in Eastman, Interlake, Parkland and Northern 


regions)  







126 


• To deliver income assistance and employment-focused supports on behalf of 
Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade to eligible Manitobans in rural and 
northern regions of the province as follows: 


 
- Employment and Income Assistance  
- marketAbilities  


 
In addition: 
• To provide supports for Emergency Social Services and provide assistance to 


municipalities in the event of an emergency or disaster. 
Services are delivered in the following regions: 
- Central 
- Eastman 
- Interlake 
- Northern 
- Parkland 
- Westman 


Responsibilities  
• Provides Employment and Income Assistance on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 


Training and Trade, to Manitobans in need.  
• Provides support to adults with mental disabilities and their families, to assist adults 


with mental disabilities to live in the community in the least restrictive manner 
possible. 


• Delivers marketAbilities programs on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training 
and Trade, to adults with mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disabilities. 


• Provides services and supports to families of children who have a developmental or 
physical disability. 


• Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and 
ensures financial support for eligible families. 


• Provides preventative services to families to promote the well-being of the family unit 
through education and community development activities. 


• Delivers child protection services to children who are at risk of abuse or neglect, and 
provides support and protective services to children in care. 


• Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in dispute. 
• Ensures Emergency Social Services plans are in place and provides assistance to 


local municipalities in the event of an emergency or disaster. 
• Engages communities to share information, consult, and/or collaborate on needs, 


priorities, or issues related to service delivery.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Continued with the annual cycle of business planning in each region, which ties in 


with the annual Estimates process and the department’s strategic planning process.  
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• Continued to further integrate the delivery of services to Manitobans eligible for more 
than one of the department’s programs. 


• Continued to participate in the Aboriginal Justice Inquiry-Child Welfare Initiative, by 
strengthening and further enhancing partnerships with agencies and their respective 
Authorities. 


• Furthered the development and implementation of Differential Response Models for 
service delivery in child welfare. 


• Participated with the General Child and Family Services Authority in the development 
and implementation of the General Child and Family Services Authority Practice 
Model to enhance our service response for families connected with Child and Family 
Services.  


• Continued to train external agency staff on The Vulnerable Persons Living with a 
Mental Disability Act to establish a similar value base for assisting vulnerable 
persons. 


• Continued to train staff and external partners, where applicable, with respect to 
legislation, policy and procedures to support and enhance service delivery. 


• Continued to support and engage community partners regarding regional social 
service issues and in support of integrated service delivery. 


• Continued to participate in and support the provincial Homelessness Initiative and 
the Cross-Departmental Coordination Initiatives. 


• On behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, continued to deliver 
Rewarding Work, a multi-year strategy to help low-income working families remain in 
the workforce and assist Employment and Income Assistance participants in moving 
from welfare to work. 


• Continued to support Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade’s Recreational 
Opportunities for Children pilot project that aims to enhance the overall well-being of 
Employment and Income Assistance families involved with JobConnections, through 
sustainable recreation at two sites in Winnipeg and two sites in rural Manitoba (in the 
Eastman and Central regions). 


• Continued to support the regional development of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 
Training and Trade’s marketAbilities projects, an initiative under Rewarding Work 
aimed at providing assistance for persons with disabilities to secure employment. 


• Continued to develop and support the Children’s Therapy Initiative, regional services 
and early years’ coalitions. 


• Continued to deliver an expanded Parent Education Program: For the Sake of the 
Children under the Family Conciliation Program. 


• Continued to support the implementation of the Early Childhood Environmental 
Rating Scale Revised Edition, the Infant/Toddler Environmental Rating Scale 
Revised Edition, and the curriculum framework.   


• Supported the implementation of Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for 
Early Learning and Child Care.  


• Delivered the department’s response to the 2011 spring flood and other business 
continuity efforts.  
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09-5 B Rural and Northern Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 23,923 382.11 24,621 (698) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,156  3,878 278 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 28,079  28,499 (420) 


 


Winnipeg Services 


Objectives 
• To deliver most of the department’s social services programs to eligible Manitobans 


in Winnipeg (in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority) as follows: 
- Children’s disABILITY Services 
- Community Living disABILITY Services 
- Early Learning and Child Care 


• To deliver income assistance and employment-focused supports on behalf of 
Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade to eligible Manitobans in Winnipeg 
(in partnership with the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority) as follows: 
- Employment and Income Assistance 
- marketAbilities  


• To provide supports for Emergency Social Services and provide assistance to the 
City of Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster. 
Services are delivered by staff teams in the following community areas: 
-  River East/Transcona 
-  Seven Oaks/Inkster 
-  Point Douglas 
- Downtown 
-  St. Boniface/St. Vital 
-  River Heights/Fort Garry 
-  St. James Assiniboia/Assiniboine South 


 
The Branch also operates three city-wide service units: 


- The Centralized Services and Resources Unit - Responsible for Residential 
Care Licensing, specialized support services, and the Provincial Special Needs 
Program, as well as for coordinating residential placements, day program 
services, respite, transportation services and behaviour specialist services and 
other resources for vulnerable children and adults across community areas. 


- The Employment and Income Assistance Centralized Services and Intake 
Unit - Promotes job opportunities and manages assistance for applicants who do 
not have a disability and who have no dependent children. 
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- Family Conciliation Services - Provides referral, court-ordered assessment 
services, conciliation, and mediation services to families in dispute.  


Responsibilities  
• Provides Employment and Income Assistance on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 


Training and Trade to Manitobans in need. 
• Provides support to adults with a mental disability and their families, to assist adults 


with a mental disability to live in the community in the least restrictive manner 
possible. 


• Delivers marketAbilities programs on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training 
and Trade to adults with a mental, physical, psychiatric or learning disability. 


• Provides services and supports to families with children who have a developmental 
or physical disability. 


• Provides support to child care facilities to meet established standards of care and 
ensures financial support for eligible families. 


• Provides referral, conciliation, assessment and mediation services to families in 
dispute. 


• Ensures an Emergency Social Services plan is in place and provides assistance to 
the City of Winnipeg in the event of an emergency or disaster. 


• Engages communities within each community area to share information, consult, 
and/or collaborate on needs, priorities, or issues related to service delivery. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
Winnipeg Integrated Services infrastructure development, in partnership with the 
Winnipeg Regional Health Authority: 
• Continued to provide input into the department’s annual planning process.  
• Continued planning for new Access Centres in Nor’West and St. James, as well as 


planning for locating community area staff into their respective areas of St. Vital and 
Point Douglas. 


• Participated in space and operational planning with Specialized Services for 
Children and Youth (SSCY) partners for the opening of the new integrated service 
centre. Winnipeg Services led the SSCY partners through a process to select a child 
care operator with an inclusion focus for the new site.  


Work process improvements 
Continued the implementation of integrated front-end processes to ensure that all walk-
ins or call-ins are seen by on-call professional staff that have been trained in the basics 
of all the Winnipeg Regional Health Authority and Manitoba Family Services and Labour 
core programs at all co-located sites.  
 
• Continued to build a well coordinated approach with the City of Winnipeg and the 


Employment and Income Assistance Program, Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training 
and Trade, regarding investigations of rentals fraud.  
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• Planned the reorganization of centralized Employment and Income Assistance 
services to enhance employment and training supports for clients. Planned for the 
centralization of Employment and Income Assistance disability assessments to 
enhance consistency across the community areas. 


• Participated in the planning for improved service integration and coordination 
between, Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade, and Winnipeg Services 
Employment and Income Assistance service delivery, and employment and training 
focused community agencies to better serve Employment and Income Assistance 
participants accessing skills development and training in preparation for entry or 
re-entry into the labour market. 


• Continued to support and engage the community partners regarding health and 
social services issues as part of integrated service delivery. 


09-5 C Winnipeg Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 34,138 530.50 33,687 451 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 4,797  4,122 675 1 


Total Expenditures 38,935  37,809 1,126  


1. The variance is primarily due to increased non-discretionary costs associated with direct service such as the Accommodation 
Cost Recovery System, travel, and Winnipeg Regional Health Authority cost sharing regarding basic operational and janitorial 
services. 


Provincial Services 


Objectives  
• To administer income and housing benefits throughout the province. 
• To administer the delivery of Health Services benefits for Employment and Income 


Assistance participants and Rewarding Work Health Plan participants on behalf of 
Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade and for children in care. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides assessment and processing of subsidies for the following programs: 


-  Income Benefits: 
o Manitoba Child Benefit (on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training 


and Trade) 
o 55+ (on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade) 
o Child Care Subsidy 
o Children’s Opti-Care Program (on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 


Training and Trade) 
-  Housing Benefits: 


o RentAid (on behalf of Manitoba Housing and Community Development) 
o School Tax Assistance for Tenants 55 Plus (on behalf of Manitoba 


Housing and Community Development)   
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o Rent Supplement Program (tenant specific) (on behalf of Manitoba 
Housing and Community Development) 


o Rewarding Work Rent Allowance (on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 
Training and Trade) 


o Portable Housing Benefit (on behalf of Manitoba Housing and Community 
Development) 


• Provides assessment and authorization for the delivery of Health Services benefits 
for Employment and Income Assistance participants (on behalf of Manitoba 
Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade) and for children in care in accordance with 
approved fee schedules and/or letters of understanding. 


• Provides assessment and authorization for the Rewarding Work Health Allowance 
(on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade) for former 
Employment and Income Assistance participants who have secured employment. 


• Responds to citizen inquiries for general and program information about 
Employment and Income Assistance on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 
Training and Trade. 


Provides assessment and authorization for the Primary Caregiver Tax Credit Program 
to participants of the Community Living disABILITY Services Program and Children’s 
disABILITY Services.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Provided direct services to over 41,314 citizens across the province. (For further 


information and statistics, please refer to the specific program in the Disability 
Programs and Early Learning and Child Care Division section of the Manitoba 
Family Services and Labour Annual Report and in the Labour Market Skills and 
Employment and Income Assistance Division section of the Manitoba 
Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade Annual Report.)  


• Provided funding for health services for 56,560 Employment and Income Assistance 
participants (on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade) and for 
children in care. 


• Processed approximately 53,321 claims for dental, optical, orthotic or chiropractic 
services for Employment and Income Assistance participants and Rewarding Work 
Health Allowance participants on behalf of Manitoba Entrepreneurship, Training and 
Trade and for children in care. 


• Continued to build relationships with the community by offering orientation sessions 
and participating in community child care director meetings.  


• Continued to be committed to search for and develop solutions to the challenges 
presented in providing services to Manitobans.  


• Continued to support the Child Abuse Registry through the receipt, recording and 
processing of fees related to Child Abuse Registry self-checks. 


• Continued to participate in the planning of the pilot project to replace the current 
Child Abuse Registry Point of Sale system.  
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09-5 D Provincial Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,297 52.50 2,604 (307) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 595  627 (32) 


 
 


Total Expenditures 2,892  3,231 (339)  


Manitoba Developmental Centre 


Objectives  
• To provide long-term resident-centred care, supervision and developmental 


programs for adults with a mental disability from all regions of Manitoba.  
• To enhance the quality of life for Manitobans who reside at the Manitoba 


Developmental Centre (MDC) by focusing on resident-centred services and 
continuous quality improvement. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides long-term residential care and programs in accordance with the vision 


shared by staff, residents, family and the community and in accordance with 
accepted accreditation standards for group living services for residents with 
developmental disabilities. 


• Provides services to MDC residents including medical, pharmaceutical, nursing, 
dental, physiotherapy, psychiatric, clinical nutrition, recreational, psychological, 
occupational therapy and audiology. 


• Provides developmental program supports, including client assessment, 
communication, literacy, art, pottery, music, personal development programs, 
chaplaincy services and vocational training. 


• Provides respite care and outreach services to assist community care providers in 
transitioning and maintaining residents discharged to the community. 


• Explores opportunities for partnerships with community agencies to benefit the residents. 
• Provides a variety of recreation and leisure services to adults with developmental 


disabilities living in the Central Region. 
• Maintains positive relationships with families of residents and encourages families to 


actively participate in the residents’ care. 
• Provides orientation, training and ongoing education of staff targeted to MDC’s 


distinctive competencies, the development of leadership consistent with a team-based 
model of service delivery and progressive developments in the operation of MDC. 


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 
• Provided quality long-term resident-centred care and developmental programs to an 


average daily population of 261 residents.  
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• Completed Individual Planning for all residents as required by The Vulnerable 
Persons Living with a Mental Disability Act. All MDC residents have a current 
Individual Plan. 


• Partnered with community agencies in the discharge of three residents to community 
placements. Two individuals were admitted to MDC.   


• Accommodated various student practicums (18 nursing and health care aides, 1 speech, 
1 physiotherapy, 1 occupational therapy, 1 health records and 2 work experiences). 


• Continued the commitment to sustainable development. There were nearly 21 metric 
tonnes of product recycled in 2011/12. 


• Expanded the Therapeutic Recreation Outreach Network (TRON) to provide a 
variety of recreation and leisure services to 120 adults with developmental 
disabilities living in the Central Region. 


• Co-chaired the MDC Resident Transition Steering Committee the purpose of which 
is to provide direction and oversight to MDC resident transition activities related to 
the settlement of the Human Rights Complaint. 


• Participated on the Advisory Committee on Long-Term Service Delivery at MDC and the 
related sub-committees of Community Economic Development and Workforce Planning. 


• Worked with Substitute Decision Makers, families and agencies to develop transition 
plans to assist MDC residents wishing to move to community placements. 


• Implemented staffing schedules as per findings of the Circadian Project. 
• Hired two registered nurses and one licensed practical nurse to address ongoing 


nursing shortages due to retirements and resignations.  
• Three MDC staff were nominated for a Manitoba Family Services and Labour 


Achievement Award in the category of Excellence in Service Team, and one MDC 
staff was nominated and won in the category of Leadership.  


Manitoba Developmental Centre Admissions and Separations 


1996/97 to 2011/12 


Fiscal 
Year 


Opening 
Population 


Admissions Discharges 


Deaths 
Closing 


Population New Re-Admission Respite Community St. Amant 
Respite 
Ended 


1996/97 532 4 2 0 6 4 0 10 518 
1997/98 518 2 2 0 11 0 0 15 496 
1998/99 496 0 0 0 6 0 0 8 482 
1999/00 482 0 2 0 3 0 0 14 467 
2000/01 467 3 1 0 5 1 0 11 454 
2001/02 454 1 1 0 2 0 0 9 445 
2002/03 445 3 1 0 12 0 0 15 422 
2003/04 422 3 1 0 6 0 0 11 409 
2004/05 409 2 2 0 5 2 0 11 395 
2005/06 395 2 1 0 8 1 0 15 374 
2006/07 374 2 1 1 10 0 1 11 356 
2007/08 356 1 2 0 12 4 0 10 333 
2008/09 333 0 1 0 9 1 0 10 314 
2009/10 314 1 0 0 15 0 0 13 287 
2010/11 287 0 0 2 5 1 2 15 266 
2011/12 266 2 0 0 3 0 0 7 258 
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09-5 E Manitoba Developmental Centre  
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
FTE 


Estimate 
2011/12 


$000 


Variance 
Over/(Under) 


Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 28,966 527.90 29,291 (325) 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,606  2,832 (226) 


 
 


Less:  Recoverable from other  
           appropriations (313)  (172) (141) 1 


Total Expenditures 31,259  31,951 (692)  


1. The variance is due to 2011/12 price and volume increases related to the laundry services provided for Boundary Trails Health 
Centre and Eden Mental Health Centre.  


Winnipeg Child and Family Services  


Objective 
• To provide a comprehensive continuum of child protection and family support 


services in Winnipeg in accordance with The Child and Family Services Act and  
The Adoption Act. 


Responsibilities  
• Provides protection services to children at risk of abuse and neglect. 
• Develops and provides basic and specialized placement services to meet the needs 


of children in care. 
• Provides preservation and reunification services to families.  
• Provides adoptive and post-adoptive services to children and families when 


reunification is no longer an option. 
• Partners with the community to provide supportive and preventative services to 


families.  


Activities/Highlights in 2011/12 


Services to Children and Families 
• In partnership with the General Child and Family Services Authority (GA), introduced 


the Structured Decision Making® system and the “Signs of Safety” practice model. 
The two models were combined and identified as the General Child and Family 
Services Authority Practice Model.  
- The Structured Decision Making® system is a model that includes assessments, 


definitions, and policies and procedures which assist caseworkers and other staff 
in performing intakes, investigations, and case planning by providing a consistent 
approach to obtaining and evaluating information.   


- All WCFS staff were trained on the Structured Decision Making® model and tools. 
Initiated mentoring of staff and supervisors on the implementation of the model and 
tools to assist with the transfer of learning.  
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- The General Child and Family Services Authority Practice Model provides a 
practice approach that expands the investigation of risk to encompass ‘signs of 
safety’, which can be built upon to stabilize and strengthen the child’s and family’s 
situation.   


- During the past year, Winnipeg Child and Family Services (WCFS) and the GA 
have been developing the General Child and Family Services Authority Practice 
Model training modules which will be rolled out in the fall of 2012 after the 
Structured Decision Making® system has been fully put into daily practice. 


• Developed a comprehensive eight-day orientation process for all newly hired staff 
members, which provides new staff members with training on the provincial 
standards, the General Child and Family Services Authority Practice Model, and the 
skills necessary to deliver protection and early intervention services. 


• The Recording Committee finalized WCFS recording practices to be consistent with 
service standards. The recording package is consistent with the Structured Decision 
Making® model, and all staff were trained and are now using the new package.  


• The next phase of Structured Decision Making® implementation will involve 
evaluating and piloting the Structured Decision Making® Reunification tools to 
enhance WCFS decision making related to reunifying families.  


• Engaged in strategic planning to develop a centralized intake service to ensure an 
equitable balance of workload across community areas and to develop maximum 
caseloads for all social workers.   


• The Family Enhancement Unit became a permanent program following evaluation of 
the Differential Response Pilot Projects. The Family Enhancement Unit provides 
intensive preventative planning with families and their support systems to prevent 
family disruption. The evaluation identified that families made significant progress in 
making changes to identified risk factors and reported strong satisfaction with the 
services provided. The evaluation highlighted the significance of the strength based, 
family-focused approach and the meaningful partnership with parents in planning as 
a highlight of the program.  


• The Newcomers Unit continued to ensure protection and family support services to 
families and children, who have recently immigrated to Canada, in as holistic and 
culturally-sensitive a manner as possible, through partnerships developed with 
collateral organizations. The program was enhanced with an increase in staffing 
levels. WCFS continued to partner with many community agencies providing 
services to this population. WCFS has been working with Manitoba Immigration and 
Multiculturalism regarding training for staff members to enhance staff understanding 
and skills in providing culturally-sensitive services to new Canadians.  


• Established an action team of WCFS, the GA, the All Nations Coordinated 
Response Network (ANCR) and several newcomer service organizations to engage 
and inform cultural communities and service organizations about the role of child 
welfare services. 


• Worked with the Manitoba ENTRY Program to orient new Canadians to family life in 
Canada and the resources that are available to them.   
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• Through a dedicated team, WCFS continued to provide Perinatal Services to all 
Child and Family Services Authorities in Winnipeg to assist young women under the 
age of eighteen (and their partners) who are pregnant and/or parenting children. The 
program was enhanced with additional staffing. The program was nominated for the 
Manitoba Family Services and Labour Achievement Award in the category of 
Excellence in Service Team. 


• Undertook a pilot project in conjunction with the GA and Winnipeg Housing 
Rehabilitation Cooperation to provide individual housing to three young mothers, as 
well as other individualized support services.   


• Coordinated a Complex Case Committee with membership from the GA, the 
Community Service Delivery Division, the Child and Family Services Division, and 
the Manitoba Adolescent Treatment Centre.   


• Partnered with the Aulneau Renewal Centre to pilot the use of a therapeutic 
attachment framework to facilitate reunification with parents with children in care due 
to substance abuse. 


• Collaborated with the GA joint training coordinator to continue to develop a 
comprehensive training strategy that offers a broad range of training opportunities 
for managers, staff and foster parents. 


• Provided field placement and opportunities for Bachelor of Social Work students 
from the University of Manitoba (Fort Garry and Selkirk Avenue campuses), 
St. Boniface College and Booth College. Reports from the university and the 
students described the experience as excellent and many students have gone on to 
become staff members. 


Permanency Planning Program 
• Partnered with the GA, Manitoba Housing and Community Development, and the 


Winnipeg Housing Rehabilitation Corporation to develop appropriate housing for 
youth entering into independent living and developed dedicated resources for youth 
through this partnership.  


• Hosted quarterly Age of Majority celebrations for all youth exiting the care of WCFS, 
which provided youth with the opportunity to celebrate this significant milestone with 
their support networks. Each youth was honoured through speeches outlining their 
accomplishments and dreams and were provided with supper, entertainment, and a 
youth or young adult speaker. 


• Provided enhanced supports to young adults on Extensions of Care as they 
transitioned to adulthood, which resulted in an increase in the number of young 
adults who were able to attend post-secondary education and secure permanent 
employment.   


• Established a Prior Contact Check Program to provide case summaries and 
information from closed files to other child welfare agencies and to past clients. The 
service was regularly accessed by former wards who have requested and received 
detailed family and personal histories.  


• Continued to develop processes with the Children’s disABILITY Services Program to 
improve services for children in care with a disability by sharing information and 
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providing consultation. To support this measure, a caseload of children with complex 
medical needs was developed and assigned to one permanent ward worker who 
attends a Centralized Services team meeting on a regular basis. 


• Continued involvement in the provincial adoption forum that identifies service issues 
and advocates for adoption to be considered as an important part of the service 
continuum. 


• Established a committee with Community Living disABILITY Services to review 
children in care who will need adult system support, which resulted in better service 
planning and a more seamless transition of youth from care. 


• Continued to participate on the Advisory Committee of VOICES (Manitoba Youth in 
Care Network) and assisted youth to attend post-secondary education through the 
Keith Cooper Scholarship Fund. 


Resource Program in Support of Children and Families 
• Continued a partnership with the GA and the WCFS Resources Development 


Committee to continue progress in the creation of new foster care and residential 
care resources. Developed a targeted recruitment strategy for developing foster 
homes based on an analysis of the ages and needs of children and youth requiring 
placement resources. A new foster care pamphlet was developed and is available in 
English and French to support attracting new foster parents. 


• In conjunction with the GA, adopted the SAFE (Structured Analysis Family 
Evaluation) framework for licensing foster homes.   


• In conjunction with the GA, started preparations to pilot PRIDE (Parent Resources 
for Information, Development and Education) as a training program for foster 
parents. In addition, the Specialized/Treatment Foster Care Advisory Committee 
hosted a full day of training that was attended by approximately 80 specialized foster 
parents to support youth transitioning into adulthood and to support abuse 
investigation processes.  


• The WCFS Parent Training and Recognition Committee hosted several annual 
events to honour foster families and children in their care: the WCFS Foster Parent 
Appreciation dinner, Cookies with Santa, a Mother’s Day tea, a Father’s Day car 
wash and the Kids in Kare picnic. 


• Partnered with Kildonan Common to develop a comprehensive and supportive 
Independent Living Program, for up to 15 adolescent females. 


• Continued management of the Emergency Placement Resources system (including 
shelters, hotels and certain emergency foster home bed spaces) pending transfer to 
ANCR. Developed a strategy to implement a behavioural specialist position and 
training positions to enhance the provision of placement services. The positions will 
provide increased assessment and placement planning for high-needs youth and will 
assist with planning for transitioning to other placement resources.   


• Maintained Emergency Placement Resources in-house trainers in the Mandt 
System® and in Non-Violence Crisis Intervention, to increase the ability to provide 
on-site training to staff members.   
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• Made further placement enhancements as part of a joint project with Emergency 
Placement Resources and Macdonald Youth Services “Purple Martin Program”. 
Based on this success, continued discussion with the Knowles Centre to further 
augment emergency resources through the development of an additional eight beds 
for high/complex needs youth. 


• Continued to manage all functions of the Family Support Program including a portion 
of in-home support services pending the transfer to ANCR. The Family Support 
Program was expanded with an additional family support coordinator and additional 
family support staff members. 


• Through the Family Support Training Committee, identified areas where enhanced 
training is required for staff who provide direct service to children and families in their 
homes. Began staff training in the Mandt System® and in Mental Health First Aid. 


• Reviewed and updated the Family Support Program Manual. 
• The Volunteer Program had over 150 volunteers. One of the volunteer coordinators 


was the successful recipient of the Manitoba Family Services and Labour 
Achievement Award in the category of Spirit of Renewal. 


Staffing (all WCFS programs) 
• Participated as a member on the Family Services and Labour Renewal Committee, 


and actively engaged in the renewal strategies of developing staff learning plans at 
all levels of the Branch and supporting front line social work staff to attend 
Supervisor Competency-Based Training. 


• Continued to support the work and activities of the Staff Engagement Working Group 
whose purpose is to improve morale through improvement strategies related to 
communication, staff engagement and inclusion in decision making.  


• Continued to support the Diversity and Employment Equity Strategy through 
recruitment and hiring practices, and recruiting and hiring newly graduated social 
workers.  


09-5 F Winnipeg Child and Family Services  
 
 
Expenditures by 
Sub-Appropriation 


 
Actual 
2011/12 


$000 


 
 


FTE 


 
Estimate 
2011/12* 


$000 


 
Variance 


Over/(Under) 


 
Expl. 
No. 


 
Total Salaries and Employee Benefits 18,200 289.80 17,417 783 


 
 


 
Total Other Expenditures 2,030  1,790 240 


 
 


 
Total Expenditures 20,230  19,207 1,023 


 


*  The 2011/12 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the printed Main Estimates as well as allocations from an Enabling 
Appropriation. 
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Financial Information 
 


REVENUE SUMMARY TABLE 
 


Department of Family Services and Labour     
Revenue Summary by Source ($000s) 
For the year ended March 31, 2012 with comparative figures for the previous year 
Actual Actual Increase/ Expl


. 
 Actual Estimate Increase/ Expl. 


2010/1
1 


2011/12 (Decrease) No. Revenue Source 2011/12 2011/12 (Decrease) No. 


         


    Other Revenue     
20,754 


  
20,030  (724)  Children's Special Allowance 


Recoveries 
20,030 20,030 -  


8,718  9,308 590  
Cost Recovery from 
Workers Compensation 
Board 


9,308 10,399 (1,031)  


3,934  518 (3,416) 1 Fees 518 592 (74)  


1,542 1,581 39  Sundry 1,581 1,435 146  
31,504 31,437 (3,511)  Sub-Total 31,437 32,396 (959)  


         


    Government of Canada     
116 28 (88) 2 Supporting Families 


Initiative 
28 - 28 3 


185 185 -  Flin Flon Inspection 
Agreement 


185 185 -  


301 213 (88)  Sub-Total 213 185 28  
         


35,249 31,650 (3,599)  Total Revenue 31,650 32,581 (931)  


.  The variance is due to the transfer of the Mechanical and Engineering Branch to the Office of the Fire Commissioner April 1, 2011. 


. The variance is the result of two different agreements. 


. The variance is due to a Multi-Year Comprehensive Co-mediation project agreement finalized in September 2011 and effective 
April 1, 2011 to March 31, 2013.   
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FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND STAFFING SUMMARY TABLE 
 


Department of Family Services and Labour 
Five-Year Expenditure and Staffing Summary by Appropriation ($000s)  
For the years ended March 31, 2008 - March 31, 2012 Actual/Adjusted Expenditures* 


  2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 


Appropriation FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s FTE $000s 
09-1 Administration 


and Finance 100.50 8,547 100.50 9,694 101.50 10,255 100.50 9,197 98.50 9,799 
            


09-2 Labour 
Programs 204.50 17,580 213.30 19,177 226.10 19,382 226.10 19,477 194.10 16,939 
            


09-3 Disability 
Programs and 
Early Learning 
and Child Care  81.00 298,316 77.00 332,794 77.00 371,314 76.00 398,006 77.00 427,464 
            


09-4 Child and  
Family  115.50 272,823 115.50 312,881 115.50 345,845 111.50 378,563 112.50 419,693 
            


09-5 Community 
Service 
Delivery  1,849.91 119,307 1,858.81 129,110 1,848.81 132,557 1,835.81 130,971 1,825.81 129,925 
            


09-6 Costs 
Related to 
Capital Assets  


 
 4,586  4,249  4,098  3,947  3,826 


            


Total Family 
Services and Labour 2,351.41 721,159 2,365.11 807,905 2,368.91 883,451 2,349.91 940,161 2,307.91 1,007,646 


*  Adjusted figures reflect historical data on a comparable basis in those appropriations affected by a reorganization during the years under review. 
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Family Services and Labour 
 
Reconciliation Statement 
 


 
 


 
Details 


2011/12 
Estimates 


$000 
 
2011/12 Main Estimates 
 
          Allocation of Funds From: 
                    -  Enabling Appropriations  


 
960,819 


 
 


879* 
 


 
2011/12 Estimate 
 


 
961,698 


*  Provides for unbudgeted severance costs and workforce adjustments
 


.   
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2012 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2011/12a)  Appropriation 2011/12 2010/11b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-1 Administration and Finance     


$37 (a) Minister's Salary $37 $37 -  
       


 (b) Executive Support     
759     Salaries and Employee Benefits 757 750 7  
65     Other Expenditures 60 61 (1)  


       


 (c) Social Services Appeal Board     
365     Salaries and Employee Benefits 330 326 4  
83     Other Expenditures 78 78 -  


       


 (d) Disabilities Issues Office     
457     Salaries and Employee Benefits 452 418 34  
167     Other Expenditures 126 164 (38) 1 


       


 (e) Policy and Planning     
1,179     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,056 1,126 (70)  


258     Other Expenditures 272 305 (33)  
       


 (f) Financial and Administrative Services     
1,451     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,516 1,612 (96)  


383     Other Expenditures 411 383 28  
       


 (g) Innovation, Information and Technology    
961     Salaries and Employee Benefits 763 626 137 2 


1,715     Other Expenditures 1,703 1,286 417 3 
       


 (h) Agency Accountability and Support Unit    
1,147     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,059 933 126  


367     Other Expenditures 227 170 57 4 
       


 (i) Manitoba Status of Women     
642     Salaries and Employee Benefits 562 538 24  
329     Other Expenditures  301 289 12  
100     Grants  89 95 (6)  


       


$10,465  Total 09-1 $9,799 $9,197 $602  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2012 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2011/12a)  Appropriation 2011/12 2010/11b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-2 Labour Programs      


 (a) Divisional Administration      
$482     Salaries and Employee Benefits $353 $451 ($98) 5 
132     Other Expenditures 130 127 3  


       


 (b) Research, Legislation and Policy     
578     Salaries and Employee Benefits 596 592 4  
66     Other Expenditures 61 64 (3)  


212     Grants 155 105 50 6 
       


 (c) Conciliation and Mediation Services     
600     Salaries and Employee Benefits 611 624 (13)  
131     Other Expenditures 127 132 (5)  


       


 (d) Office of the Superintendent – Pension Commission    
412     Salaries and Employee Benefits 410 410 -  
150     Other Expenditures 95 168 (73) 7 


       


 (e) Manitoba Labour Board     
1,306     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,282 1,259 23  


449     Other Expenditures 456 464 (8)  
       


 (f) Workplace Safety and Health     
7,296     Salaries and Employee Benefits 6,668 6,548 120  
2,149     Other Expenditures 1,947 1,883 64  


20     Grants 10 - 10 8 
       


 (g) Employment Standards     
2,817     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,701 2,649 52  


581     Other Expenditures 663 535 128 9 
       


 (h) Worker Advisor Office     
659     Salaries and Employee Benefits 538 512 26  
188     Other Expenditures  136 135 1  


       


 (i) Mechanical and Engineering    
-     Salaries and Employee Benefits - 2,221 (2,221) 10 
-     Other Expenditures  - 598 (598) 11 


       


$18,228  Total 09-2 $16,939 $19,477 ($2,538)  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2012 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2011/12a)  Appropriation 2011/12 2010/11b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-3 Disability Programs and 


Early Learning and Child Care 
    


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$1,627     Salaries and Employee Benefits $1,298 $1,339 ($41)  


274     Other Expenditures 317 310 7  
       


 (b) Disability Programs     
1,109     Salaries and Employee Benefits 1,238 1,090 148  


301     Other Expenditures 93 84 9  
249,005     Community Living disABILITY 


     Services 
269,048 247,185 21,863 12 


26,439     Children’s disABILITY Services 26,490 25,744 746  
       


 (c) Office of the Vulnerable Persons’ Commissioner    
411     Salaries and Employee Benefits 403 436 (33)  
112     Other Expenditures 83 96 (13)  


       


 (d) Early Learning and Child Care     
1,997     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,159 2,235 (76)  
1,122     Other Expenditures 1,207 934 273 13 


135,098     Financial Assistance Grants 125,128 118,553 6,575 14 
       


$417,495  Total 09-3 $427,464 $398,006 $29,458  
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EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2012 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2011/12a)  Appropriation 2011/12 2010/11b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-4 Child and Family Services     


 (a) Strategic Initiatives and Program Support    
$1,743     Salaries and Employee Benefits $2,311 $2,156 $155  
1,041     Other Expenditures 1,936 1,214 722 15 


484  
   Aboriginal Justice Inquiry – Child 
     Welfare Initiative 113 106 7  


       


 (b) Child Protection     
4,087     Salaries and Employee Benefits 4,634 4,727 (93)  
2,139     Other Expenditures 2,753 2,528 225  


360,224     Authorities and Maintenance of  
     Children 394,618 354,667 39,951 16 


933     The Family Support Innovations  
     Fund-Mandated Agencies 789 918 (129) 


 


       


 (c) Family Violence Prevention     
637     Salaries and Employee Benefits 503 492 11  
93     Other Expenditures 80 77 3  


12,369     External Agencies 11,956 11,678 278  
       


$383,750  Total 09-4 $419,693 $378,563 $41,130  
  







146 


EXPENDITURE SUMMARY TABLE 
 
Department of Family Services and Labour 


 


Expenditure Summary ($000s)  
For the fiscal year ended March 31, 2012 with comparative figures for the previous year 


Estimate   Actual Actual Increase/ Expl. 
2011/12a)  Appropriation 2011/12 2010/11b) (Decrease) No. 


       
 09-5 Community Service Delivery     


 (a) Service Delivery Support     
$2,647     Salaries and Employee Benefits $3,569 $3,369 $200  
4,479     Other Expenditures 4,961 4,900 61  


       


 (b) Rural and Northern Services     
24,621     Salaries and Employee Benefits 23,923 23,841 82  
3,878     Other Expenditures 4,156 4,043 113  


       


 (c) Winnipeg Services     
33,687     Salaries and Employee Benefits 34,138 33,756 382  
4,122     Other Expenditures 4,797 4,979 (182)  


       


 (d) Provincial Service     
2,604     Salaries and Employee Benefits 2,297 2,259 38  


627     Other Expenditures 595 570 25  
       


 (e) Manitoba Developmental Centre     
29,291     Salaries and Employee Benefits 28,966 29,688 (722)  
2,832     Other Expenditures 2,606 2,621 (15)  
(172)  Less: Recoverable from other  


            appropriations 
(313) (298) (15)  


       


 (f) Winnipeg Child and Family Services    
17,417     Salaries and Employee Benefits 18,200 19,233 (1,033)  
1,790     Other Expenditures 2,030 2,010 20  


       


$127,823  Total 09-5 $129,925 $130,971 ($1,046)  
$3,937  09-6 Costs Related to Capital 


Assets 
$   3,826 $   3,947 ($   121)  


$961,698  Total Family Services and Labour $1,007,646 $940,161 $67,485  
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1. The variance is primarily due to reduced expenditures related to accessibility renovations.  
2. The variance is primarily due to vacancies in 2010/11. 
3. The variance is primarily due to increased Mainframe Processing costs and increased desktop and IT 


related support costs. 
4. The variance is primarily due to increased expenditures for external audits of child and family services 


mandated agencies. 
5. The variance is primarily due to staff turnover and the transfer of staff relating to the Mechanical and 


Engineering branch functions moving to Office of the Fire Commissioner. 
6. The variance is primarily due to proponents’ delay in meeting grant requirements. 
7. The variance is primarily due to reduced expenditures related to a public education campaign. 
8. The variance is primarily due to the establishment of a grant in 2011/12. 
9. The variance is primarily due to legal and professional services and advertising expenses. 


10. The variance is due to the transfer of branch functions to the Office of the Fire Commissioner in 2011/12. 
11. The variance is due to the transfer of branch functions to the Office of the Fire Commissioner in 2011/12. 
12. The variance is primarily due to annualization of services implemented part year in 2010/11 and new  


volume implemented in 2011/12. In addition 2011/12 was a leap year resulting in an additional day of per 
diem payments. 


13. The variance is primarily due to costs related to the new Parent Zone website and capital fees paid to the 
Public Schools Finance Board. 


14. The variance is primarily due to increased operating grants due to increased spaces and annualization 
requirements. 


15. The variance is primarily due to increased legal expenditures. 
16. The variance is primarily attributable to an increase in the number of children in care and increased costs 


for Child Maintenance, as well as increased funding to the Child and Family Service Authorities/Agencies  
for their funding model. 


  
NOTES:  


a) The 2011/12 Estimate reflects amounts as displayed in the Printed Main Estimates as well as allocations 
from an Enabling Appropriation.  


b) The 2010/11 data has been reorganized to reflect the 2011/12 appropriation structure. 


 







 


148 


Department of Family Services and Labour  
Performance Reporting:  Measures of Performance or Progress 
 
The following section provides information on key performance measures for the department for the 2011/12 reporting year. All Government of Manitoba 
departments include performance measures in their Annual Reports which are intended to complement financial results and provide Manitobans with 
meaningful and useful information about government activities, and their impact on the province and its citizens. 


For more information on performance reporting and the Manitoba government, visit www.manitoba.ca/performance.  Your comments on performance 
measures are valuable to us. You can send comments or questions to mbperformance@gov.mb.ca. 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


Community Living 
disABILITY 
Services’ Supports  
(formerly Supported 
Living Program) - 
Active caseload of 
people assisted by 
Community Living 
disABILITY Services 
(this includes 
individuals who 
received some type 
of funded service, as 
well as individuals 
who received 
assistance through 
case management 
activities). 


An increase to this 
measure 
demonstrates 
government’s 
continuing 
commitment to 
persons with 
disabilities and 
increasing their 
participation in the 
community. 


Total 
3,527  
(1999/00) 


Total 
5,227 


Since 1999, the 
total active 
caseload has 
increased by 
48.2%.   


Since 1999, individuals funded for 
Residential Services increased by 
102.5 per cent (from 1,680 to 
3,402). There was a 3.8 per cent 
increase (3,279 to 3,402) in the 
number of individuals funded for 
Residential Services in the last 
year.  
 
These supports allowed over 5,227 
adults with a mental disability to 
safely live and more fully 
participate as active members of 
the community. 


  



http://www.manitoba.ca/performance�

mailto:mbperformance@gov.mb.ca�
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


Availability of child 
care – Per cent of 
children age 12 and 
under for whom there 
is a regulated child 
care space. 
 
 
 
 


The availability of 
regulated child care 
spaces is a key 
indicator of how 
Manitoba is 
progressing with 
respect to access to 
supports for children, 
families and 
communities. 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
12.4% (2000/01) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
21.0% (2000/01) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
6.0% (2000/01) 


Overall 
Ages 0-12: 
16.6% (2011/12) 
 
Preschool 
Ages 0-5: 
23.6% (2011/12) 
 
School age 
Ages 6-12: 
10.5% (2011/12) 


There has been an 
increase in this 
indicator from 
2001, for all 
categories. 
 
Although there was 
an increase in the 
number of licensed 
child care spaces in 
all categories, the 
estimated growth in 
the number of 
preschool children 
in Manitoba 
increased at a 
greater pace in 
2011/12. Therefore, 
while the “overall” 
and “school age” 
indicators 
increased from 
2010/11, the 
“preschool” 
indicator decreased 
slightly. 
 


In April 2008, Manitoba launched 
Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-
Year Agenda for Early Learning 
and Child Care. In the first four 
years of Family Choices, initiatives 
to strengthen early learning and 
child care were introduced, 
including a commitment to fund 
5,600 more spaces, building new 
program sites, a Workforce 
Stability Strategy, an age-
appropriate curriculum framework 
and new safety measures. 
 
Since 1999, over 11,642 more 
child care spaces have been 
approved for funding. In 2010/11, 
there were 29,811 licensed spaces 
in Manitoba; in 2011/12, the 
number of spaces increased to 
30,614.   
 
Funding for the Inclusion Support 
Program, which encourages 
meaningful participation of children 
with additional support needs in 
child care, has increased by 166 
per cent since 1999. 
 


  







 


150 


What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


The incidence of child 
welfare cases in 
which the agency 
deems it necessary 
to remove a child or 
children, by 
measuring the 
number of children in 
care as a percentage 
of children in 
Manitoba ages 17 
and under. 


The percentage of 
Manitoba children in 
care indicates the 
level of activity of the 
CFS agencies in 
bringing children into 
care. It may also be 
seen as a broad 
measure of the well-
being of children in a 
community (please 
see comments 
column). 


1.9%  
(2000/01) 


3.4%  While the 
percentage of 
Manitoba children 
in care has 
increased from 
1.9% to 3.4% since 
2000/01, recent 
rates of increase 
indicate a slowing 
of this trend.   


According to a 2009 report of the 
National Child Welfare Outcomes 
Indicator Matrix initiative, “[a]s a 
broader community health indicator, 
the incidence of out-of home 
placement is an important gauge of 
the overall well-being of children in a 
community.”1 


Note, however, that the number of 
children in care is driven by many 
factors, including the composition 
and growth rate of Manitoba’s 
population, societal changes, 
economic conditions, employment 
rates, family and community 
relations and supports, and changes 
in definitions.   


 
 


__________________________ 
1  Trocmé, N., et al (2009) National Child Welfare Outcomes Indicator Matrix (NOM). Retrieved from http://www.cecw-cepb.ca/publications/948 
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http://www.cecw-cepb.ca/publications/948�
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


The effectiveness of 
workplace safety and 
health prevention 
programs, by 
measuring the time-
loss injury rate. 


Time-loss injuries 
result in personal 
suffering for workers 
and their families and 
lower productivity for 
businesses.   


We are starting 
from a baseline 
of 5.6 time-loss 
injuries per 100 
workers in 
1999/00. 
 
 


The time-loss injury rate 
was 3.3 per 100 workers 
in 2011/12. 


The time-loss injury 
rate has declined 
by approximately 
41%, from 5.6 in 
1999/00 to 3.3 in 
2011/12.   


Rates are based on lost-time 
claims for workers covered by 
workers compensation. While the 
overall injury rate has substantially 
decreased since 2000. 
Enforcement and education 
activities will continue to be 
increased, especially in those 
areas needing special attention. 
The final five of 20 new workplace 
safety and health officers hired in 
2011 (as committed by 
Government) will continue to assist 
in this effort.  
 
For more information, see pages 
43-44 of this Report. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


The level of activity to 
promote compliance 
with workplace safety 
and health legislative 
and regulatory 
requirements.   


Compliance is a key 
element in protecting 
the safety and health 
of workers, building a 
level playing field for 
employers, and 
promoting a safety 
and health culture in 
our workplaces. 


We are starting 
from 
approximately 
1,600 workplace 
inspections 
conducted in 
1999/00. 


In 2011/12, there were 
12,838 workplace 
inspections conducted. 


The number of 
workplace 
inspections has 
increased 
tremendously, from 
approximately 
1,600 in 1999/00 to 
over 12,800 in 
2011/12. 


Factors contributing to the 
increase in the number of 
workplace inspections include 
increased safety and health officer 
staffing, divisional efforts to 
maximize administrative 
efficiencies, and the prioritizing of 
workplace safety and health by the 
Manitoba government. 
 
In recent years, inspections have 
been focused on specific sectors 
and groups of workers that exhibit 
higher than normal risk for 
workplace injury. 
 
For more information, see pages             
43-44 of this Report. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


The stability of the 
labour relations 
climate, by 
measuring the annual 
number of person-
days lost per month 
through strikes and 
lockouts. 


Person-days lost 
through strikes and 
lockouts disrupt the 
economy, and may 
discourage 
investment in the 
province. 


We are starting 
from an average 
of 7,199 person-
days lost per 
month in 
1999/00. 


In 2011/12, the average 
number of person-days 
lost per month was  
2,211.  
 
  


The number of 
person-days lost to 
labour disputes is 
less than half of 
what it was in 
1999/00. 


During the 2011/12 year, 
Conciliation and Mediation 
Services completed 94 per cent of 
its conciliation assignments without 
a work stoppage. The Branch also 
had a 93 per cent success rate on 
its joint grievance mediation 
assignments and a 93 per cent 
success rate on its expedited 
grievance mediation cases. 
  
For more information, see pages 
37-39 of this Report. 
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What is being 
measured and 


using what 
indicator? 


Why is it important 
to measure this? 


Where are we 
starting from 


(baseline 
measurement)? 


What is the 2011/12 
result (current year) or 
most recent available 


data? 


What is the trend 
over time? 


Comments/Recent Actions/  
Report Links 


The timeliness of our 
system for dealing 
with employment 
standards claims, by 
tracking the average 
number of days 
required for formal 
resolution of a claim. 


Timely resolution of 
complaints is 
important in 
protecting the rights 
of employees, 
particularly 
vulnerable workers, 
and in ensuring the 
Branch conducts 
effective and efficient 
investigations. 


 In 1999/00, the 
average number 
of  days to 
resolve a  
complaint 
through the 
formal process 
was 175.   


The average number of 
days in 2011/12 was 
117.   


The average 
number of days to 
resolve a claim has 
decreased steadily 
from 175 days in 
1999/00 to a low of 
97 days in 2008/09.   


The per cent of claims being 
resolved through the voluntary 
quick resolution process generally 
averages 40 per cent. In 2011/12, 
this increased to 45 per cent with 
only a slight increase in number of 
days to resolve a claim through 
this process (39 days, up from 31 
days in 2010/11). 
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The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower 
Protection) Act 
 
The Public Interest Disclosure (Whistleblower Protection) Act came into effect in 
April 2007. This law gives employees a clear process for disclosing concerns about 
significant and serious matters (wrongdoing) in the Manitoba public service, and 
strengthens protection from reprisal. The Act builds on protections already in place 
under other statutes, as well as collective bargaining rights, policies, practices and 
processes in the Manitoba public service.  
Wrongdoing under the Act may be: contravention of federal or provincial legislation; an 
act or omission that endangers public safety, public health or the environment; gross 
mismanagement; or, knowingly directing or counselling a person to commit a 
wrongdoing. The Act is not intended to deal with routine operational or administrative 
matters.  
A disclosure made by an employee in good faith, in accordance with the Act, and with a 
reasonable belief that wrongdoing has been or is about to be committed, is considered 
to be a disclosure under the Act, whether or not the subject matter constitutes 
wrongdoing. All disclosures receive careful and thorough review to determine if action is 
required under the Act, and must be reported in a department’s annual report in 
accordance with Section 18 of the Act.  
The following is a summary of disclosures received by Manitoba Family Services and 
Labour and the Office of the Fire Commissioner for fiscal year 2011/12: 
 


Information Required Annually  
(per Section 18 of The Act) 


 
Fiscal Year 2010/11  


The number of disclosures received, 
and the number acted on and not 
acted on.  


Subsection 18(2)(a)  


NIL 


The number of investigations 
commenced as a result of a 
disclosure.  


Subsection 18(2)(b)  


NIL 


In the case of an investigation that 
results in a finding of wrongdoing, a 
description of the wrongdoing and 
any recommendations or corrective 
actions taken in relation to the 
wrongdoing, or the reasons why no 
corrective action was taken.  


Subsection 18(2)(c)  


NIL 
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Insert Chart 


Introduction


Canada does not have an official poverty line. In its absence, various 
measurements of poverty are used by governments, social justice organizations 
and the media. The public is often left more confused than informed. 


Many groups and individuals in Manitoba support the development of a poverty 
reduction and elimination plan. To be meaningful, such a plan requires general 
agreement on how to measure poverty to see if targets and timelines are being 
met. Use of conflicting measurements hinders public understanding and sets 
back progress towards a more equitable province.


About 70 participants carefully considered the issues involved at Measure Up! 
A Community Workshop on Poverty Measurement, held all day on Wednesday, 
February 3, 2010 at 644 Burnell Street.


The workshop was organized by the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg, 
designed and facilitated by Face2Face, and sponsored by:


• Aboriginal Council of Winnipeg
• Aboriginal Health and Wellness Centre of Winnipeg
• Canadian Auto Workers, Local 2169
• Canadian CED Network
• Centre for Aboriginal Human Resource Development (CAHRD)
• CUPE Manitoba
• Make Poverty History Manitoba
• Manitoba Government and General Employees’ Union (MGEU)
• Manitoba Federation of Labour
• Manitoba School Boards Association
• Seven Oaks School Division
• University of Manitoba, Faculty of Social Work
• Winnipeg Labour Council


Many groups and individuals in Manitoba 
support the development of a poverty 


reduction and elimination plan.
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Background


20 Years Lost


The Social Planning Council of Winnipeg released 20 Years Lost: The Poverty 
Generation on November 24, 2009.1 The report was one of the Child and Family 
Poverty Report Cards released nationally and in other provinces that day and one 
of a series of such report cards published by the Social Planning Council since 
the 1990s. 


The report demonstrated that Manitoba is once again the Child Poverty Capital 
of Canada, tied with British Columbia for having the highest percentage of 
citizens under the age of 18 living in poverty – 18.8 per cent, or almost one in 
five.


Most of those children live in families where at least one parent works the 
equivalent of a full-time, full-year job, but still cannot properly support the 
children because minimum wage is so low. 


Many of the others live in families that receive welfare payments, which have 
been essentially frozen since 1992 – longer under the current NDP government 
than under the former Progressive Conservative government.


The report used the Statistics Canada measurement known as Low Income 
Cut-Off – Before Tax, or LICO-BT. Families with incomes below that level are 
considered “low income” by Statistics Canada.
 


Use of LICO-BT


LICO-BT was chosen for several reasons. 


First, it is closest to the way most people talk about incomes – how much an 
income-earner or family makes in “x thousand dollars a year,” not the amount of 
disposable income left over after tax.


Second, it has been used for decades by Statistics Canada, so it provides a 
reliable base of historic data with which to make comparisons. As one of the 
purposes of the Child and Family Poverty Report Cards is to show trends over the 
last 20 years, having comparable data is essential.


1  http://www.spcw.mb.ca/index.php?pid=12
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Third, it is based on families having to spend 20 per cent more of their income 
on essentials such as food, clothing and shelter than the Canadian average. This 
is a statistical measure of low incomes, not based on individual case studies. 
However, the actual figures end up being quite close to three empirical studies 
conducted by the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg and Winnipeg Harvest.


The two organizations worked together to produce the Acceptable Living Level 
(ALL) Report in 1997, 2000 and 2003.2 Low-income consultants created a basket 
of goods and services needed to achieve an acceptable standard of living in 
Winnipeg. All the items were priced at chain and local retail outlets available to 
low-income residents.


The level of income required by the empirical data gathered in the ALL reports 
was very similar to the level required for LICO-BT, demonstrating that LICO-BT is 
a realistic tool for measuring low income in a community.


Government response


Two Manitoba cabinet ministers responded to 20 Years Lost: The Poverty 
Generation on the day of its release.


20 Years Lost recommended that the province raise both the minimum wage 
and welfare rates so that parents would be better able to provide food, clothing 
and shelter for their children.


The ministers did not announce any additional income for low-income parents.


Instead, Family Services Minister Gord Mackintosh and Housing and Community 
Development Minister Kerri Irvin-Ross appeared to cut child poverty in half 
simply by using a different measurement of poverty, known as the Market Basket 
Measure (MBM).3 


The Board and staff of the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg planned the 
Measure Up! workshop to help the community understand the complexities of 
poverty measurement.


2  http://www.winnipegharvest.org/hunger/
3  http://news.gov.mb.ca/news/index.html?archive=2009-11-01&item=7237
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In from the Margins


Senator Art Eggleton spoke to the Measure Up! participants about the recently 
released report In from the Margins: A Call to Action on Poverty, Housing and 
Homelessness. 4 Senator Eggleton is Chair of the Standing Senate Committee 
on Social Affairs, Science and Technology’s Subcommittee on Cities, which 
published the report.


In from the Margins declares that, instead of lifting people out of poverty, 
Canada’s system is substantially broken and must be overhauled.


Senator Eggleton said that investing more money in reducing and eliminating 
poverty would pay off in the long run in reduced government spending on 
health care, policing and other social costs associated disproportionately with 
people living in poverty.


The committee recommended that Canada and all provinces and territories 
adopt the goal of lifting people out of poverty. To realize this core goal, the 
committee also recommended:


•	 The coordination of a nationwide federal-provincial initiative on early 
childhood education; 


•	 The development of a national housing and homelessness strategy;
•	 The creation of a basic income floor for all Canadians who are severely 


disabled; and 
•	 Increases to the Working Income Tax Benefit (WITB) over time to raise 


recipients’ incomes to the Low Income Cut-Off line.


The report also recommended the federal government further examine a basic, 
or guaranteed, annual income based on a negative income tax.


Poverty Measurements


Richard Shillington, Principal of Tristat Resources, was invited by the Social 
Planning Council of Winnipeg to present an overview and evaluation of current 
poverty measurements.


Mr. Shillington has extensive experience in government, private and the not-
for-profit sectors. He has degrees in statistics and has conducted research for 30 
years on health, social, and economic policy.5


4  http://www.parl.gc.ca/40/2/parlbus/commbus/senate/com-e/citi-e/rep-e/rep02dec09-e.pdf
5  http://shillington.ca/
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Defining Poverty


Definitions of poverty have consistently referred to the concept of decency. 
 
“What do we mean by poverty? A standard of living that offends our sense 
of decency. We mean a contemporary standard of decency; not the standard 
of living of our forefathers. We mean Canadian standards, not Third World 
conditions,” Mr. Shillington said.


The objective of the current system appears to be “to make it tolerable to live in 
poverty, but impossible to escape welfare.”


For instance, the marginal tax rate for people on welfare who have a job is more 
than 100 per cent. That’s because most of their earned income is deducted from 
their welfare cheque. When the costs of losing the dental, vision and prescription 
drug programs provided to people on welfare are added in, they suffer a net 
loss.


Recent developments include some provinces permitting registered savings 
plans for education (RESPs) and people with disabilities (RDSPs). Under the 
Rewarding Work program, the Manitoba government has said it wants to 
phase out the benefit programs more gradually for Employment and Income 
Assistance recipients entering the workforce, to reduce transition problems.


What do we mean by poverty? A standard of 
living that offends our sense of decency.  


We mean a contemporary standard of 
decency; not the standard of living of our 


forefathers. We mean Canadian standards, not 
Third World conditions. 







Measure-Up: Community Workshop on Poverty Measurement  


Page  6


Current poverty measurements


Low-Income Cut-Offs (LICO)


Families are spending a substantial share of their incomes on necessities, for 
example 20% higher than the Canadian norm. 


Introduced in the 1960s.


Step 1: Calculate average spending on necessities as a percent of income (e.g. 
43%). 


Step 2: A percentage 20% higher determines the poverty line (e.g. 63%).


Step 3: Determine the income level at which families spend 63% on necessities.


Low Income Measures (LIM)


This cut-off is, for example, 50% of median income adjusted for family size. 


Introduced in the 1990s.


Step 1: Determine median income of families and single people (after adjusting 
for family size). 


Step 2: The poverty line is 50% of the median (values of 40% and 60% are also 
used).


Market Basket Measure (MBM)


This cut-off is based on the cost of a basket of goods and services sufficient for a 
standard of living between the poles of subsistence and social inclusion.


Introduced in the 2000s.


Step 1: Design a basket of goods which are minimally decent. Food, clothing, 
transportation, shelter, other.


Step 2: Pay Statistics Canada to price the basket.


Mr. Shillington mentioned three other measurements briefly.
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Basic Needs Measure (BNM)


This cut-off, proposed by the Fraser Institute, is based on the cost of a basket of 
goods needed to meet the basic physical needs for long-term survival. 


Acceptable Living Level
 
As explained above, Winnipeg Harvest and the Social Planning Council of 
Winnipeg published reports on the actual cost of a basket of goods designated 
by low-income consultants. 


“I like the transparency. I like the simplicity. You don’t need a PhD to understand 
it. You have to get the middle class on board. You have to measure poverty in a 
way that resonates with the middle class. They aren’t evil. They’re just tired and 
suspicious. If the notion of deprivation resonates with them, that’s good.”


Toronto’s Deprivation Index


Mr. Shillington gave examples of questions used in Toronto’s Deprivation Index:


Do you eat fresh fruit and vegetables every day?
Are you able to get dental care if needed?
Do you have appropriate clothes for job interviews?
Are you able to have friends or family over for a meal at least once a month?
Are you able to buy some small gifts for family or friends at least once a year?


Poverty measurement issues 


A poverty line is a statistical indicator approximating our concept of poverty. 


It measures the minimal needs and the resources available to meet those needs 
of an individual or family. It has to be adjusted for family characteristics. Some 
are adjusted for the size of the community.


Constructing a poverty line involves trade-offs that make the resulting numbers 
imperfect. 


For instance, statisticians are limited to available data.  Among other important 
factors, they ignore assets, disabilities, non-market income, children in post-
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secondary education and home ownership versus tenancy.


Two key issues revolve around how the measurement is adjusted over time. 


Changing standard of living


Poverty measurements should reflect changes in the overall standard of living, 
so that the definition of poverty is relative to the rest of contemporary society.
Some measurements adjust for such changes automatically, while some are 
adjusted on an ad-hoc basis.


LICO – Was adjusted on an ad-hoc basis in 1968, 1973, 1986 and 1992. It has not 
been adjusted since 1992 and Statistics Canada has said it won’t be adjusted in 
the future. It would be much higher if it were updated.


LIM – 50% of current median incomes, thus the adjustment should be automatic 
every year. 


MBM – Adjustments to the basket of goods and services are ad-hoc. They must 
be approved by the provincial ministers of social services.


Political control of poverty measurements


The adjustment process for the MBM demonstrates that poverty measurements 
are sometimes subject to the whims of politicians.


For instance, computers and Internet access are currently not included in the 
MBM. “Maybe they will be some day. It depends on the ministers.”


LIM is designed to be out of reach of politicians, as it is automatically adjusted 
every year. 


However, as part of its Poverty Reduction Strategy, Ontario has introduced a 
“fixed” LIM. The LIM thresholds are set in 2008 incomes and are indexed only to 
the Consumer Price Index (CPI), not increases in overall incomes.


“How you adjust the poverty line is more important than setting the income 
threshold,” Mr. Shillington said. “How the lines are adjusted over time has been 
subject to political abuse.”


Poverty measurements are sometimes subject 
to the whims of politicians.
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Evaluation of different measurements
 


Measurement Advantages Disadvantages


LICO 40+ years of data. 


Methodologically 
complex.


Poor job of adjusting for 
urban/rural differences.
 
Recalculating is ad-hoc 
by StatsCan. 


LIM


Available for many years. 


Can compare with other 
countries. 


Methodologically simple.


Recalculating is automat-
ic (note Ontario excep-
tion).


Does not adjust for 
regional differences in 
shelter costs.


MBM


Easy to describe.  


Does good job of adjust-
ing for shelter costs.  


Set so low does not 
provide for social 
inclusion. 


Hidden details are 
important; flaws in 
treatment of pension 
and health insurance. 


Only available since year 
2000.


Cannot be used with 
Census data. 


Bureaucracy/politicians 
control the basket. 


Data collection is 
expensive and not 
readily available. 
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Conclusions


Mr. Shillington emphasized the importance of choosing the right poverty 
measurement in order to understand the extent of poverty and how to combat 
it.


 “The choice of LICO, LIM or MBM is not just about methodology. It makes a 
difference to who is included in the line. You can wipe out a third of the poor by 
going from a before-tax measurement to an after-tax measurement. It wipes out 
poverty through methodological change.”


He gave two examples.


The Low-Income Measure (LIM) Before Income Tax is calculated on the median 
income of all earners before they pay income tax. If that figure is $36,000, 50 per 
cent of the median is $18,000. A person falling below that line, earning $18,000 a 
year or less, pays very little income tax.


When LIM is calculated After Income Tax, the earner with an income of $36,000 
pays tax of about $6,000, reducing the median income after income tax to 
$30,000. 50 per cent of that median equals $15,000. 


This measurement no longer classifies the person who makes $18,000 a year as 
low income. Using LIM-AT results in the appearance of fewer people living below 
the poverty line.


Similarly, Old Age Security and the Guaranteed Income Supplement together 
provide a guaranteed annual income of about $15,000 a year for everyone over 
the age of 65. 


The Low Income Cut-Off is about $18,000 a year. By that measurement, many 
women over age 65 fall into the low income category. 


The Market Basket Measure is about $15,000 a year. By that measurement, 
almost no women over age 65 are low-income. Using MBM results in the 
appearance of fewer people living below the poverty line.


You can wipe out a third of the poor by going 
from a before-tax measurement to an 


after-tax measurement.







Measure-Up: Community Workshop on Poverty Measurement  


Page 11


Shillington concluded by quoting from the 1998 report, A New Poverty Line: Yes, 
No or Maybe? by the National Council of Welfare.


1. All poverty lines are relative. 
2. All poverty lines are arbitrary. “Since they are arbitrary, poverty lines are 


more useful for measuring trends than levels.” 
3. Poverty lines are a research tool for measuring the incomes of groups of 


people, not a measure of individual need.
4. Some poverty lines are better than others, but none of them are perfect. 


Community Response – First Round


Participants broke into small groups and responded to a first round of questions 
posed by table hosts.


1. What are the strengths and weaknesses you see in each of the proposed 
poverty measurements?


2. What are the characteristics of a good poverty measurement?
3. What questions are still unanswered about poverty measurement?


Social Planning Council of Winnipeg intern Monica Kelly facilitating a discussion  
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Strengths and weaknesses


Measure Advantages Disadvantages


LICO 


Data collection over 
time. 


Will continue to receive 
attention.


Too complex. 


Before and after tax 
confusion. 


Need to update to 
today’s context (from 
1992) but StatsCan 
won’t. 


LIM


Simple to understand. 


Global comparisons. 


Potential for action. 


50% not impactful.


60% more impact.


Could be politically risky. 


Ignores housing/demo-
graphics.  


MBM


Understanding by public 
(particularly business) 


If middle-income 
understands, could lead 
to change. 


Lack of community input 
for info gathering. 


What is in the basket? 


Deprivation Index


Use in combination with 
another (ie. LIM)


Would create a picture of 
poverty. 


None. 
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Not inclusive enough


Participants agreed that the weakness of all current poverty measurements is 
their exclusive focus on the family’s income. 


That focus excludes other factors that are vital in understanding the impact of 
poverty on individuals and families, such as:


•	 Other social supports the family may have in the community.
•	 Learning opportunities.
•	 The nutritional value of food intake.
•	 The composition of groups living in poverty.
•	 Relative levels of poverty, including the gap between the family income 


and general income levels and the income distribution of the poor.
•	 The human face of poverty – family circumstances, social inclusion.
•	 The costs of dealing with poverty.


Current measurements set too low


All the current poverty measurements are set at too low a level of income.


“They only give a survival rate of the ‘basic needs.’ Humans should be treating 
each other better,” one participant said.


Measurements need to be updated


A poverty measurement needs to be regularly and automatically updated, 
especially as standards of living improve.


Characteristics


People living in poverty must be part of the process


A poverty measurement should be driven by the community, especially by 
those who have experienced and continue to experience living with hunger and 
poverty. Low-income people should own the measurement by being part of the 
process of developing it right from the beginning. That process should include 
free child-minding for low-income people who participate.


First Nations people must be included


All segments of the population need to be measured. First Nations people 
should be included in the Manitoba numbers, regardless of whether they live 
on- or off-reserve.
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Poverty measurement must include many factors


•	 Needs to be updated (LICO).
•	 Indexed, contemporary, relevant.
•	 Based on justice, not charity.
•	 Include level of health, education, accessibility of services.
•	 Overcome linguistic and cultural barriers.
•	 Recognize the importance of social determinants of health.
•	 Measure social inclusion, or its opposite, deprivation.
•	 Include age, disability, gender, at-risk groups.
•	 Performance can be measured, which allows for targets and timelines for 


reducing and eliminating poverty, leading to greater accountability.
•	 Spiritual pulse of community.
•	 Less food bank use.
•	 More child care use.
•	 Employment rate.
•	 Volunteer work by low-income people (e.g. Winnipeg Harvest) and other 


unpaid work, such as raising children, should be valued.
•	 Simplicity (LIM).
•	 Captures human face of poverty/family circumstances/social inclusion.


Different measurements may be needed


Some participants questioned whether only one poverty measurement 
is possible or even desirable. They were concerned that a single good 
measurement is unattainable because one number cannot describe or 
encompass all aspects of poverty.


If different measurements are used, everyone involved should understand what 
they are being used for and why.


Measurements should reflect the individual’s ability to get him or herself out of 
poverty. 


Measurements should include a form of the Human Development Index used 
by the United Nations, because it addresses issues of income, education, and life 
expectancy.


Find agreement


Measurements must be acceptable to a broad cross-section of users.


“How can we keep things moving along so we don’t have the same discussion 
10 years from now?” asked one participant.
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Use common language


Measurements must use language that is common, transparent and simple to 
understand and explain. 


“We have to be able to understand the results. If poverty is being reduced, let’s 
hear it. But let’s also hear if it’s increasing,” one participant said.


Be able to compare


Measurements must be relevant to each town, city, province and country, 
while allowing comparisons to be made worldwide, by using standardized 
terminology and measurement.


Canada should look at what is done in other countries to see if they have a more 
efficient way of presenting numbers.


Adjusted regularly


Measurements must be adjusted annually to take account of inflation and of 
changes in living standards. It’s not acceptable that a measurement has not 
been updated since 1992.


“What can we do to get political parties and 
governments to buy into eliminating poverty? 
We don’t want them to play with numbers to 


make it look better.”
More responsive to qualitative circumstances


Measurements must take account of the differences in family situations that is 
not reflected solely by measuring incomes.


Public policy implications


Measurements must be able to change and direct public policy. They must lead 
to action to eliminate poverty. Using the phrase “reducing poverty” means that 
some level of poverty is acceptable and it isn’t.
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“What can we do to get political parties and governments to buy into 
eliminating poverty? We don’t want them to play with numbers to make it look 
better,” one participant said.


Measurements should be part of a poverty-elimination plan which identifies 
targets, so governments and the public will know whether or not the policies are 
reaching their goals.


Questions still unanswered


Participants identified these questions as not having been answered yet.


1. There is a growing gap between rich and poor. How do we measure the 
income gap? 


2. Are we measuring the wrong thing? Should we just measure the gap?
3. Who is included and who is excluded?
4. Who is using what measurement?
5. What is the impact on social policy?
6. How can we put numbers on things that are so variable and different?
7. How do we measure barriers to getting out of poverty?
8. How do we measure the response of the community to removing 


barriers?
9. How do we move towards a consensus between the community and the 


government on a particular measurement?


Paula Keirstead and Wayne Helgason during the plenary session.
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Community Response – Second Round


Participants continued in their small groups responding to a second round of 
questions posed by table hosts.


1. What group of measurements would be best for evaluating any poverty 
reduction plan?


2. What else should we tell those that have poverty reduction plans about 
how to be more accountable and transparent?


3. What is missing? What else do we need to discuss?


Measurements for evaluating a poverty plan


Poverty elimination


Some participants objected to the use of the term “poverty reduction plan.” 
They said the province should produce a “poverty elimination plan.” 


“When you use the language of ‘poverty reduction,’ rather than ‘poverty 
elimination,’ you’re saying some level of poverty is OK. Any level of poverty is 
unacceptable,” said one participant.


Action plan needed


Participants agreed that the province must adopt a plan to reduce and eliminate 
poverty.  
People get tired of long projects and it’s difficult to sustain the interest of 
politicians beyond election cycles. The plan should be long-term and clearly 
explained to make it easier for the public to buy in. The plan should include a 
timeline so the public understands how long it’s going to take. 


A plan with timelines and targets will make it easier for the media to report 
on how poverty is being reduced or eliminated. That in turn will affect public 
opinion, as measured by surveys, such as the United Way Urban Exchange 
survey, Poverty in Sight: A Winnipeg Perspective.6 


People in poverty should create the plan and measure it


People who are living with hunger and poverty should be the ones to develop 
the plan and monitor the progress on its implementation. Their perspective 
really matters.


6  http://www.mycitymysay.ca/2009/11/16/poverty-in-sight-a-winnipeg-perspective/
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Anybody could face poverty at any time, so eliminating poverty is important for 
everyone.


Keep it simple


Measurements have to be able to communicate complexities in a way that is 
simple, clear and easy to understand, even for people with lower literacy skills.


What is meant by “poverty” should be clearly defined. 


Include First Nations and Aboriginal people


Jurisdictional issues regarding on- and off-reserve First Nations people impede 
progress on poverty issues. 


The jurisdictional issues need to be put to rest, so First Nations and Aboriginal 
people have their needs met. 


Evaluate effectiveness of programs


Measurements should be used to evaluate the effectiveness of government 
programs aimed at reducing and eliminating poverty.


Programs that do not lift people out of poverty are a failure and should be 
eliminated.


ALL report is useful tool


The Acceptable Living Level (ALL) report, referred to above, is a significant step 
in the right direction.


“It helps us develop greater accountability, gives us a framework for taking items 
to the government, helps us set timelines and targets, provides education in the 
community and opens up opportunities for public consultation. The process is 
community driven. The project is designed by people living in poverty. The ALL 
report must be the cornerstone of any long-term anti-poverty strategy,” one 
participant said.


Recognize limitations


Given that no measurement is perfect, the limitations of whatever measure is 
used should be pointed out.
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Set a reasonable income level and index it


The measurement should be set at a level at which most people can feed 
themselves and their families. This concept of a “living wage” is outlined more 
fully in The View from Here: How a Living Wage Can Reduce Poverty in Manitoba, 
published by the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives.7


That living wage level should be indexed by age, household composition and 
health status. It should be indexed against LICO and adjusted for increases in the 
LIM.


Include factors other than income


Factors other than income should be included in measurements.


The measurements should be used to track how people live, not just at a 
subsistence level, but whether they make genuine progress, by measuring 
health, education and social inclusion.


Measurements such as LICO and LIM need to be supplemented by a deprivation 
index that measures what people at that income level are doing without in real 
terms.


They should also be complemented by the United Nations’ Human 
Development Index (HDI), explained above.


Food bank usage


The numbers of people using a food bank should be included in evaluating any 
provincial plan to reduce or eliminate poverty.


Winnipeg Harvest maintains accurate measurements of food bank usage across 
Manitoba and publishes them once a year in HungerCount.8


Other indicators


Other indicators that participants agreed should be part of a poverty 
measurement:


•	 Numbers of high school graduates
•	 Access to post-secondary education for low-income families


7  http://www.policyalternatives.ca/publications/reports/view-here-0
8  http://winnipegharvest.org/
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•	 Increase in day care spaces (removing the barrier of child care)
•	 Reduced soup kitchen use
•	 How many times a year a family moves – children removed from school, 


leaving friends, new relationships
•	 Improvement of employment status (not just having multiple jobs at 


casual hours, but identifying if someone has moved from casual status to 
full time status)


•	 Provision of safe, affordable housing
•	 Decrease in homelessness
•	 Decrease in use of homeless shelters
•	 Increase of family assets
•	 Realistic market basket
•	 Social determinants of health, health indicators, mental health
•	 Crime rates
•	 Hungry kids going to school (breakfast programs)
•	 Genuine decrease in the number of people on welfare, not by “moving 


the goal posts”
•	 Increased number of recreation centres
•	 Affordability and accessibility of necessities
•	 Secure neighbourhoods (healthy, access to parks etc.)
•	 Living wage policy or legislation
•	 Measure on-reserve poverty
•	 Increased recreation, especially in the inner city
•	 Computers and Internet access at home, not just libraries or schools
•	 Capture unpaid work – child minding, gardening, volunteer work


Accountability and transparency in a poverty plan


Legislation with targets and timelines


Participants agreed that a poverty reduction and elimination plan that is 
enshrined in legislation, with clear targets and timelines, is the best way to hold 
the Manitoba government accountable on poverty.


The process for establishing such a legislative framework is outlined in The 
View from Here: Manitobans Call for a Poverty Reduction Plan, published by the 
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives.9
 
The community, especially those living in hunger and poverty, should be 
involved in developing the plan. Quebec provides a good model to follow.
9  http://www.policyalternatives.ca/publications/reports/view-here
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Measurements should be clear and transparent


Measurements should be clear and transparent. 


They should be subject to regular assessments and updates. In particular, they 
should be adjusted to take into account increases in living standards.


They should be in a format that can be compared to other jurisdictions.


Annual reports


The province should publish an annual report to the public on what it is doing to 
reduce and eliminate poverty.


“What you’ll do, when you’ll do it and how you did – that’s what we want the 
government to report on,” one participant said.


Developing healthy neighbourhoods means more than just measuring the 
income levels of individuals or families. If a neighbourhood has crime, potholes 
and no parks, that’s part of the poverty picture and should be in the report.


 
The report should seek to break down and communicate the complexities 
of poverty clearly and simply, so the public can see the correlation between 
investing in reducing and eliminating poverty and the social and economic 
benefits that result.


Poverty Ombudsman


Some participants proposed that the Legislature appoint a “Poverty 
Ombudsman” who would report to the Legislature and the public annually, as 
the Ombudsman does.


As a servant of the Legislature, rather than the government of the day, the 
Poverty Ombudsman would provide an independent assessment of the 
government’s progress or lack of progress in implementing its anti-poverty 
legislation.


Make poverty part of all government decisions


Some participants proposed that all government activities be viewed through 
the anti-poverty lens. 


Any change proposed to government policies could only proceed once the 
question was answered: How will this affect people living in poverty?
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Teach about poverty in schools


Issues of poverty should be taught in all Manitoba schools, with a well-
researched toolkit of classroom resources being made available to all teachers 
and students.


Remember the spirit


“Overcoming poverty is more than top-down big plans. A broken spirit can be 
a barrier to achieving anything. We have to keep that in mind,” one participant 
said.


Other topics for discussion


Participants identified a number of other issues that relate to measuring, 
reducing and eliminating poverty.


•	 Service providers for people living in poverty need to be working together 
in a unified manner, not competing. This includes a collaborative effort 
among community groups and government agencies. Service providers 
need to feel confident in referring a client to another agency.


•	 Shift the emphasis from response to prevention. Be proactive in looking 
for solutions.


•	 Identify the main needs and move on addressing them.  Too many times 
people become paralyzed with the information and never solve the 
concern.


•	 How do we get the public to care about poverty? How do we motivate 
the public and politicians to enact good policy?


•	 Affordable, adequate housing. Without it, what use would a poverty 
reduction plan have?


•	 The general public uses too much causative language, e.g. “Those who 
live in poverty will become involved in criminal activity.” We need to start 
moving towards risk factor language.


Conclusion


At the conclusion of the workshop, Wayne Helgason, Executive Director, and 
Paula Keirstead, Board Member of the Social Planning Council of Winnipeg 
told participants their comments would be captured in a report on the event.
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Social Planning Council of Winnipeg & Face2Face
CONVERSATION GUIDE #1: 


anticipations


Objective:


To provide an opportunity for the community to get to know each other through 
introductions and sharing expectations, opportunities, and hopes for the day and the 
process.
 
Context:


This day is about conversations that matter, with people who matter. It is important that 
individuals have an opportunity to meet and get to know one another. This segment of 
the day will provide participants with the space to have conversations about things that 
are important to them. This occasion will also offer participants the chance to share their 
hopes for the day and for future possibilities related to the theme of poverty indicators. 
 
Part I - Conversation In Pairs - 15 minutes


Directions:
 
• The table host will guide the discussion and be the reporter.
• Pair off in teams by selecting an interview partner you do not know very well or 


someone you would like to know better.
• Interview your partner for 5 minutes and then allow your partner to interview you.
• Read the questions aloud to one another; allow for silence and relax and have fun!
• After your interviews are complete please come back to the table. 
• Spend 5 minutes introducing and reporting back on the answers to the question by 


introducing your interview partner and speaking for your partner and their response 
to the question.


Questions:


1. Take a moment to introduce yourselves. Who and where are you from? 


2. For the day to be the most meaningful and valuable to you, what has to happen 
today in our time together?


Appendix 
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Social Planning Council of Winnipeg & Face2Face
CONVERSATION GUIDE #2: 


what did you learn?


Objective:


• People will hear and validate each other in telling stories that matter to them.
• People will recognize that people have the innate skill, knowledge, and experience in the 


application and impact of poverty indicators.
• Important conversations are surfaced and shared.
• Learnings through stories will be identified and shared.


Context:


Based upon the presentations by Senator Art Eggleton and Richard Shillington, this 
conversation will allow people to discuss the poverty measures that were heard. 


Part 1 - Conversation In Pairs - 15 minutes


Directions: 
• The table host will guide the discussion and be the reporter.
• Pair off in teams by selecting a new interview partner you do not know very well or 


someone you would like to know better.
• Interview your partner for 5 minutes and then allow your partner to interview you.
• Read the questions aloud to one another; allow for silence and relax and have fun!
• After your interviews are complete please come back to the table. 


Part 2:  Table Conversation – 45 minutes


Directions:


• Spend five minutes re-introducing and reporting back on the answers to the question by 
introducing your interview partner and speaking for your partner and their response to the 
question.


• Discuss at the table the presentations you heard in the morning. 
• Facilitators can report back during the plenary, unless an active table participant 


wishes to do so, on behalf of the group. 


Questions:


3. What are the strengths and weaknesses you see in each of the proposed poverty 
measures?  What are the characteristics of a good poverty measurement? 


4. What questions are still unanswered about poverty measurement? 
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Social Planning Council of Winnipeg & Face2Face
CONVERSATION GUIDE # 3:


basket of measures


Objective:


An opportunity to decide which discussed (or as yet un-discussed) sets of 
measurements/indicators should be included in a credible poverty measurement basket.
 
Context:


This conversation is meant to be about choice.  Based upon the information presented 
and shared, participants are now invited to come together and choose the most 
significant indicators/measures that should be part of any poverty reduction measure 
basket.


Part I - Table Conversation – 1 hour


Directions:
 
• The table host will guide the discussion and be the reporter.
• After hearing the speaker’s presentations, the table will discuss their views on any/all 


proposed measures/indicators for a credible measure of poverty. 
• Discuss and select which indicators/measures are most necessary for a poverty 


reduction plan to be credible, accountable, and transparent
• Facilitator can report back during the plenary, unless an active table participant 


wishes to do so, on behalf of the group. 


Questions:


1. What group of measures would be best for evaluating any poverty reduction plan? 


 


2. What else should we tell those that have poverty reduction plans about how to be more 
accountable and transparent? 


3. What is missing?  What else do we need to discuss? 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This report sets out the findings and conclusions of an investigation into Manitoba's Employment 
and Income Assistance (EIA) Program. The report contains 68 recommendations for administrative 
improvement.  
 
The investigation was undertaken in response to a complaint from twelve community organizations, 
many of whom have clients who are also participants in the EIA Program. The complainants 
requested a comprehensive review of the program, and also raised specific concerns about the 
adequacy of the services and benefits provided by the program and questioned whether participants 
in the program are being treated fairly. 
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Program operates under Manitoba Family Services and 
Consumer Affairs and provides service in every area of the province. EIA provides financial and 
other support to thousands of Manitobans every year, most of whom are unable to meet the cost of 
their basic needs because of some form of disability.   
 
Our review of the EIA program was conducted in a collaborative manner, with the full support and 
cooperation of the program and the department.  
 
We examined the operation of the EIA program as a part of the government's overall poverty 
reduction strategy, and also in light of specific stated goals for the department and the program. As 
stated in the Department of Family Services and Housing's 2008/09 annual report, the department 
is committed to: 
 


“improving the quality of life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market 
inclusion of all citizens. We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted and valued, 
and live with dignity and security. We work with the community to support Manitoba children, families and 
individuals to achieve their fullest potential.”  


 
The department has also established several goals for its programs and services, including:  
 


• to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income;  
• to increase participation in the labour market and community;  


 
To receive assistance from the EIA program, people must demonstrate that they meet both financial 
and categorical eligibility requirements established by law. We have examined the utility and 
effectiveness of the categorical eligibility system and found that the program could be improved by 
adopting a non-categorical system that analyzes the needs of individuals and families and provides 
benefits in accordance with those needs rather than attempting to fit individuals into one of a 
number of predetermined categories.   
 
We examined the program's treatment of people in different existing eligibility categories: the 
disability category for people who are not subjected to employment expectations, and the general 
assistance category for those who are expected to seek employment. There are many EIA 
participants in the disability category who can and do work. There are participants in the general 
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assistance category who are not considered "disabled" but who cannot work and will not be able to 
work until various circumstances and conditions impeding their employability have been resolved.  
 
We believe that the program could be improved if the categorical eligibility system was replaced with 
a system that incorporates an assessment of applicants' needs and a matching of those needs with 
the services and resources necessary to address them. 
 
As part of the review of categorical eligibility we have also noted that the deferral of work 
expectations for single parents with children under the age of six years may in fact act as a detriment 
to their future prospects for employment. 
 
Part of the complaint relates to the ability of Manitobans in need to access the program in a timely 
manner. We have concluded that there is room for improvement at the intake and application stage 
and that there are better ways of communicating information about the program to both the public 
and to participants. 
 
We have examined the treatment of women alleged to be in undeclared common-law relationships 
and found that there is considerable variation in how they are treated, based on different 
understandings and interpretations of the applicable law and program policy. We have made 
recommendations that investigations of allegations of undeclared common-law relationships be 
conducted in an appropriate and consistent manner, and that women are treated fairly throughout 
this process.  
 
Like many social benefit programs, the Employment and Income Assistance Program is 
characterized by extensive use of discretion. We have examined the use of discretion not only in 
light of its fairness to participants, but also in terms of its administrative effectiveness and the impact 
it has on staff workload. We have concluded that there is room for improvement and recommended 
that the department consider moving to a system that recognizes that there will be recurring 
predictable needs that can and should be met as a matter of basic entitlement, with discretionary 
decision making limited to circumstances that are unusual or extraordinary. We believe this will 
improve consistency and fairness for participants and be more efficient administratively.    
 
We have examined an extensive body of program policy and reviewed program practice with both 
program staff and management. We have concluded that there has been a significant evolution in 
the understanding of services the program must provide if it is to be an effective part of a poverty 
reduction strategy. We have concluded however that this change in philosophy has not yet been fully 
reflected in written program policy nor effectively communicated to program staff or participants.   
 
We have concluded that in certain instances program policy does not foster the goal of poverty 
reduction, and in other instances there is a gap between what is required of program participants, 
and the benefits and services available to them to enable them to meet those program requirements.   
 
We have examined staff workload and concluded that while many staff have a heavy caseload and 
work diligently, they are hindered by the lack of consistency between program philosophy and 
program policy and also by extensive and often cumbersome administrative requirements that 
consume significant amounts of time. We concluded that it will be necessary to address these 
administrative and policy concerns before it is possible to determine an appropriate workload and 
assignment of work among EIA program staff. 
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We have examined whether or not people are treated fairly by the program and concluded that 
because of regional differences, different interpretations of policy and different management styles, 
there exists the possibility that people in similar circumstances will be treated differently. We have 
recommended a number of measures to enhance both consistency and fairness, including the 
implementation of service standards and a complaint resolution process.  
 
Finally, we have concluded that the program is moving in the right direction by acknowledging that 
people with disabilities should not be presumed incapable of employment and by its providing 
specific programs such as marketAbilities to assist people with disabilities achieve their maximum 
employment potential. As well, the program has begun an initiative that may serve as the basis for 
the necessary intensive case management system to address the needs of people who are slotted into 
a category with employment expectations but who in reality face significant hurdles that prevent 
them from any sustainable labour market attachment.   
 
The EIA program can and should be an integral part of the provincial poverty reduction strategy. 
We have made recommendations designed to improve fairness and administrative efficiency, but 
also to align the administration of this important program with the province's overall goal of poverty 
reduction. 
 
As a result of the investigation we have made the following recommendations pursuant to section 36 
of The Ombudsman Act: 


 
1. It is recommended that a Pre-Intake Orientation (PIO) in digital format be developed 
and made available in all offices and on the internet. Staff who are knowledgeable in the 
application process should be available to answer any questions if an individual attends 
an office to access the PIO. The department should consider having alternative delivery 
methods available for applicants with literacy or cognitive barriers. 
 
2. It is recommended that an online version of the application be available on the 
department’s website so applicants can see the information that is required for 
application. 
 
3.  It is recommended that the practice of delivering the PIO at in-person group 
meetings be phased out. 
 
4. It is recommended that a participant who is re-applying for EIA within 6 months of 
previous enrollment be exempted from the PIO. It is recommended that individuals who 
reapply should be allowed to schedule an intake appointment directly. 
 
5. It is recommended that a general guide to the EIA program be developed that 
contains information applicable to the majority of participants.  
 
6. It is recommended that brochures or booklets be developed that clearly identify the 
applicants for which the information would be useful, for example single parents. 
 
7. It is recommended that all brochures and guides be written in plain language, with 
sufficient detail so participants know the range of benefits available to them. It is 
recommended that brochures and guides be printable from any computer.  
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8. It is recommended that the online EIA Administrative Manual available to the public 
be updated immediately as program changes occur to ensure currency of information.  
 
9. It is recommended that the Pre-Intake Orientation materials and publications include 
the statement “You have the right to apply for EIA”, and that staff communicate this 
message to applicants during the in-person application process. 
 
10. It is recommended that no Manitoba resident be denied the opportunity to apply for 
EIA benefits due to the lack of an address.  
 
11. It is recommended that anyone be able to apply for EIA without the need for 
prerequisite activities such as job searches and that program policy on this subject be 
clarified for field staff. 
 
12. It is recommended that applicants be allowed to fill in an EIA application form 
before they are referred to a job bank, which could form part of a participant’s action 
plan. 
 
13. It is recommended that the department develop and communicate a policy regarding 
the role of the program’s Job Centre.  
 
14. It is recommended that the term “unreasonable” in reference to job termination, be 
clearly defined in policy for EIA staff, and clearly explained to EIA participants. 
 
15. It is recommended that the use of the term “irresponsible” in relation to job 
termination be discontinued in any program communication or policy. 
 
16. It is recommended that first-time applicants be exempted from unreasonable job 
termination expectations as they would not have been familiar with EIA policy prior to 
application. 
 
17. It is recommended that the department clarify written policy to explicitly require staff 
to complete and document the detailed analysis required to support a finding that a 
termination or refusal of employment is “unreasonable” pursuant to the existing 
definition and guidelines.   
 
18. It is recommended that the EIA application form be amended to include an area 
where an applicant may declare a disability, impairment or medical condition. 
 
19. It is recommended that applicants receive the Disability Assessment Report forms 
without the need for a doctor’s note. 
 
20. It is recommended that program staff encourage applicants to complete the Self-
Report form. 
 
21. It is recommended that a policy be written addressing in what circumstances an 
applicant can be temporarily enrolled in a disability category pending a disability panel 
recommendation on eligibility for the disability category. 
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22. It is recommended that policy be amended to require Directors to make decisions 
regarding disability eligibility except in circumstances where medical information in 
support of an application is unclear or contradictory, in which case a Director should 
consult with a Disability Assessment Panel.  
 
23. It is recommended that the process for developing client action plans ensures the full 
participation of participants, and reflects all issues identified in each participant’s 
employability assessment.  
 
24. It is recommended that all participants receive a copy of their signed client action 
plan, regardless of the participant’s personal circumstances. 
 
25. It is recommended that the department develop a plan to provide intensive case 
management for people with multiple persistent barriers, to assess all barriers to 
employment and what supports are necessary to overcome those barriers. It is 
recommended that barriers should include social barriers, in addition to temporary 
disabilities or illness. 
 
26. It is recommended that a comprehensive assessment tool be developed and used to 
assess each applicant to ensure that invisible barriers to employment are disclosed. It is 
recommended that staff receive training in the comprehensive assessment tool.  
 
27. It is recommended that program policy around work expectations be revised to 
reflect the need to assist participants in identifying and overcoming barriers to 
employment. 
 
28. It is recommended that the program consider how to foster employment readiness 
for disability participants and sole support parents who are currently exempted from 
employment expectations, and address any barriers arising from disability or family 
responsibility, such as deficiencies in education or the lack of child care. 


  
29. It is recommended that the definition of disability be clarified in program policy to 
distinguish between people whose disability will permanently prevent them from 
obtaining self-sustaining employment, and those who are temporarily precluded from 
meeting the cost of their basic necessities because of a temporary disability or illness. 
 
30. It is recommended that for people who are permanently disabled and exempted from 
employment expectations, such as those in the Supported Living Program and those 
eligible for CPP disability benefits, long term disability benefits be paid in amounts 
sufficient to meet the cost of their basic necessities, which would include predictable 
recurring needs arising from their disabilities.  


  
 31. It is recommended that instead of the current categorical eligibility system, the 
 department consider adopting a system that focuses on a comprehensive assessment at 
 intake, identifying all needs and barriers to full societal and labour market integration, 
 and the provision of intensive case management for those participants who require it.  


 
32. It is recommended that the department institute a formal, documented process for 
reviewing and making recommendations for periodically updating basic and shelter 
rates, income and asset exemptions, and other income assistance allowances in a logical 
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and equitable manner. It is recommended that in that process, program staff be 
consulted. 
 
33. It is recommended that the rate-setting process be documented and made available 
to the public.  
 
34. It is recommended that the department determine whether participants are required 
to use benefits allocated for basic necessities to supplement benefits allocated for rent, 
and if so, how frequently and to what extent this occurs.  
 
35. It is recommended that the department review all EIA policies to ensure they are 
supportive of both the department’s stated commitment to poverty reduction and to 
specific program goals. The review should include a mechanism for consulting with 
program delivery staff in all regions of the province.  


  
 36. It is recommended that program policy be streamlined, and that outdated or 
 duplicate policy be deleted. The department should review policy and consider 
 separately identifying  financial administration procedures. The department should 
 undertake a review to ensure that SAMIN facilitates the implementation of program 
 policy, and not restrict or dictate it. 


 
37. It is recommended that the department review the definition of basic necessities to 
ensure that support is provided for the communication and transportation needs of 
participants consistent with program goals and the requirements imposed upon 
participants.  
 
38. It is recommended that the department consider including in any policy that sets out 
requirements or expectations on participants, a mechanism for determining their 
capacity to meet those expectations, what additional supports would be necessary to 
meet those expectations, and a plan to provide those supports.  
 
39. It is recommended that the requirements of program policy for staff take into 
consideration limitations that result from staff workload, and be consistent with staff 
qualifications and training.  
 
40. It is recommended that program policy include a clear statement of program 
philosophy, and all policies should be consistent with that philosophy.  
 
41. It is recommended that program philosophy determine discretionary decision 
making, and that program philosophy and policy be highlighted and included in staff 
training. 
 
42. It is recommended that policy on common-law unions be clarified to include a 
minimum time frame to address the permanence of a relationship and to ensure the 
consideration of all three factors (financial interdependence, familial interdependence 
and residency) when assessing the existence of a common-law relationship. 
 
43. It is recommended that policy be clarified by articulating the role of case counsellors 
in the common-law determination process and clarifying when matters would be referred 
to the area investigator.  
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44. It is recommended that policy be amended to eliminate the practice of home visits by 
investigators.  
 
45. It is recommended that an investigative policy be developed, considering other 
programs such as those in British Columbia and Ontario, including a package of 
investigative tools to assist staff in reaching the appropriate conclusions when 
investigating alleged common-law unions. Tools should include: 


• Clear and concise policy regarding the investigative process   
• Investigative checklists or standards to achieve consistent investigations and 


appropriate outcomes  
• Questionnaires to assist staff and participants determine common-law 


relationships 
• Standardized forms when conducting interviews that would document which 


parties were present, the duration of the interview, questions and responses, 
and the nature of the discussion 


 
46. It is recommended that a position be assigned responsibilities for the duties formerly 
performed by the Manager of Investigations, to ensure quality assurance audits are 
conducted, training plans are established for investigative staff and investigative tools 
are developed to achieve a consistent approach to investigations. 
 
47. It is recommended that information about common-law unions be published in a 
plain language document available to all participants that defines “common law 
relationship” and explains how to talk to a case counsellor about changes in 
relationships, similar to an Ontario document titled, “Do you live with someone who 
might be seen as your spouse?”   
 
48. It is recommended that policies around investigations include the principles of 
natural justice and that investigative staff receive training in the area of the requirements 
of natural justice as it relates to investigations conducted by the program.   
 
49. It is recommended that the department write a policy setting out both service 
standards and a complaint resolution process. 
 
50. It is recommended that the department communicate this policy to staff and the 
public on the department’s website and incorporate the policy into program materials. 
 
51. It is recommended that all complaints received and the actions taken to try and 
resolve them be recorded in a database. 
 
52. It is recommended that information about complaints, both the subject matter and 
the number by region, be reviewed and analyzed for quality assurance and training 
purposes. 
 
53. It is recommended to the Social Services Appeal Board, that an expense policy that 
addresses the costs associated with participating in the appeal process be adopted, and 
included in its Policy and Procedure Manual.   
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54. It is recommended that the department consider funding attendance costs associated 
with an appeal to the Social Services Appeal Board through the EIA program, pursuant 
to an expense policy adopted by the Social Services Appeal Board.  
 
55. It is recommended to the Social Services Appeal Board, that it issue decisions on 
requests for an extension of time in the form of an Order of the Board that may be 
appealed to the Manitoba Court of Appeal. 
 
56. It is recommended that the department consider entering into an agreement with 
Legal Aid Manitoba to provide advocacy services for program participants requiring 
legal information and advice in dealing with the program or in appealing program 
decisions to the Appeal Board. 
 
57. It is recommended that the department review whether there is a benefit to the clear 
segregation of duties between a case counsellor and a financial worker to try and relieve 
workload pressures, with case counsellors responsible for on-going case management, 
and financial workers responsible for all financial administration matters.  
 
58. It is recommended that the department clearly communicate its philosophy, such as 
the current shift toward services designed to enhance self-sufficiency and independence 
from the program, to both staff and participants.   
 
59. It is recommended that the department consider the incorporation of its pilot Job 
Connections Initiative with participants who have barriers to employment, throughout 
the system as part of the poverty reduction strategy articulated by government.  
 
60. It is recommended that the practice of file reviews by supervisors for quality 
assurance and consistency be continued, with the department setting a target percentage 
of all files and ensuring supervisors have the time necessary to complete those reviews. 
 
61. It is recommended that the department consider adjusting case loads to account for 
factors that affect the time needed to provide service, such as providing services in a 
language other than English, or travelling significant distances. 
 
62. It is recommended that the department adopt a clear policy that outlines the 
frequency of significant contact between a participant and the program, and sets out the 
circumstances where a home visit might be appropriate. Prior to a home visit, staff 
should set out the purpose of the visit for the participant and schedule the visit in 
advance.   
 
63. It is recommended that the department begin planning to replace SAMIN with an 
updated, user-friendly information system. 
 
64. It is recommended that the department assess whether administrative savings could 
be achieved from moving from a system with ad hoc consideration of discretionary 
expenditures for items that are basic needs to a system with fixed benefit levels that 
reflect the cost of those predictable non-continuous needs, in particular in the long-term 
disability and employment-ready categories.  
 







Report on Manitoba's Employment and Income Assistance Program 


 12 


65. It is recommended that any expenditure reductions achieved through streamlined 
administration and the refinement of eligibility categories be re-invested in the system.  
 
66. It is recommended that the department review the spending authority levels of 
Regional Directors and Area Directors to determine if they should have “minister’s 
designate” level, currently restricted to staff of Service Delivery Support.  
 
67. It is recommended that the department adopt a Code Manual to provide guidance to 
staff on the purpose and appropriate use of needs codes for discretionary decisions.  
 
68. It is recommended that all staff receive a written policy on discretionary decision 
making, setting out the process staff are expected to follow and incorporating the 
program’s expectations around fairness. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In August 2008, twelve non-governmental organizations wrote to the Manitoba Ombudsman to 
request a review of Manitoba's Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) program. Their letter of 
complaint stated, in part: 
  


On behalf of the social service agencies listed below, we would like to file a systemic complaint regarding the 
way in which the mandate, administrative policies and regulations and procedures are implemented by the staff 
of the Manitoba Employment and Income Assistance Program (EIA). As a group we feel it was important 
to register our concerns and seek your intervention, as we have discovered that many of us have experienced the 
same difficulties. The result of this common experience is that many EIA recipients we assist have been 
negatively impacted and we feel a review of how this program functions is necessary. 


 
The complainant organizations provide direct service or advocacy, or both, to many clients who are 
also participants in the EIA program. The complainant organizations are: 
 
 Canadian Mental Health Association, Winnipeg Region  


Canadian Mental Health Association, Manitoba Division  
Centre for Aboriginal Human Resource Development  


 Community Financial Counseling Services 
The Elizabeth Fry Society of Manitoba Inc. 


 Manitoba League of Persons with Disabilities 
 Resource Assistance for Youth  
 Social Planning Council of Winnipeg  
 West Central Women's Resource Centre 
 Winnipeg Harvest  
  Wolseley Family Place  
  Women's Health Clinic  
 
In addition to requesting a review of the EIA program, the complainants’ letter set out numerous 
specific areas of concern, with examples of what they felt was maladministration, and their 
recommendations for improvement to the EIA program.  
 
Their concerns related to people’s ability to gain access to the program through the current intake 
and application process; perceived discrepancies in the interpretation and application of policy; the 
treatment of women alleged to be in common-law relationships; the adequacy of the rate setting 
process and the definition of basic needs; the definition of disability and the treatment of people 
with disabilities;  the impact of staff workload on the program’s ability to provide service to 
participants; and how participants are treated. As well, the complainants raised a number of issues 
with regard to the Social Services Appeal Board (the appeal board), which is the appeal body for 
certain decisions of the EIA program.  
 
In addition to the complaint received by the twelve organizations noted above, the Ombudsman’s 
office receives complaints from individuals about a variety of government programs and services. In 
2008, for example, the office received 63 inquiries and complaints about the EIA program. In 2009, 
84 EIA inquiries and complaints were received. In many of these cases, Ombudsman complaints 
analysts provided information about steps to take in resolving issues with the EIA program to the 
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individual complainants, and in some cases, matters were referred to Ombudsman staff for further 
investigation.  
 
The Employment and Income Assistance program was last reviewed externally in 1982/83 by the 
Manitoba Task Force on Social Assistance, chaired by Dr. Joseph C. Ryant. The report of the task 
force (the Ryant report) was issued publicly on August 11, 1983. The most significant change in the 
ensuing 25 years has been the abolition of the “two-tier” system, whereby people with disabilities 
and single parents were served by the province and people who were deemed employable were the 
responsibility of municipalities. This change occurred in 1999 in Winnipeg and elsewhere in the 
province in 2004. The program is now administered solely by the province.  
 
After reviewing the complaint and meeting with the complainant groups to obtain clarification of 
their concerns, the Ombudsman wrote to the Deputy Minister of Family Services and Housing, the 
department responsible for the EIA program, advising that  
 


I believe that this complaint can be most effectively investigated by using a collaborative approach between my 
office and the department. I propose that the department respond to the issues raised in the complaint, and 
provide the appropriate supporting documentation. We will then review that response and engage in 
discussions with departmental staff until we are in a position to provide a full answer to complainants who 
have asked us to investigate.   


 
The Deputy Minister agreed with the proposed collaborative approach and indicated that the 
Ombudsman would receive the full support and cooperation of the department. We received that 
support and cooperation throughout the investigation. 
 
Concerns about the appeal board were directed to that body, which responded independently of the 
EIA program. The Chair of the appeal board and board staff were equally supportive and helpful. 
 
The investigation of this complaint was conducted by a team of six Manitoba Ombudsman staff 
over a period of thirteen months. The investigation included a review of relevant legislation and 
regulations, annual reports, publications prepared for program participants, departmental policies 
available to the public, and operational directives provided to program staff.  
 
In addition to interviews with representatives of the complainant organizations, staff of both 
governmental and non-governmental collateral organizations were interviewed to obtain their views 
on the administration of the EIA program.  
 
EIA program staff were advised of the investigation in a joint memo from the department and the 
Ombudsman, prior to Ombudsman staff visiting EIA offices. EIA staff were randomly selected for 
interviews and all staff were advised that anyone who was not selected but who wanted to be 
interviewed could contact our office to arrange an interview. Throughout the course of the 
investigation, over 125 program staff representative of all levels in every EIA office in Manitoba 
were interviewed.  
 
Although this systemic investigation was undertaken in response to a specific complaint, it provided 
an opportunity for a collaborative examination with the department of whether the EIA program 
was meeting its goals, and doing so in a fair and reasonable manner.  
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Staff at all levels of the EIA program were forthcoming in their analysis of what they felt was good 
about the program, but also about its shortcomings. Both complainants and program staff had 
numerous suggestions about how the program should operate and about specific changes they felt 
necessary. While all of their comments and suggestions were considered, responsibility for the 
conclusions and recommendations set out in this report rests solely with the Office of the 
Ombudsman.  
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EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE PROGRAM  
 
The EIA program was formerly known as the Social Allowances Program, or provincial welfare. It is 
the means by which government has traditionally provided financial assistance to those of us who, 
for various reasons, lack sufficient resources to meet the cost of basic necessities such as food, 
clothing, and shelter. 
 
EIA helps to support thousands of Manitobans every year, many of whom are unable to meet their 
basic needs because of long-term or permanent disability or impairment that results in the need for 
financial and program support. There were approximately 31,000 EIA cases in 2008/09, providing 
assistance to over 56,000 people. Of those 31,000 cases, over 18,000 cases provided support for 
almost 23,000 people under a Persons with Disabilities category. Many of these people also receive 
health and social services from other government departments and agencies, as well as necessary 
support and services from non-governmental organizations. 
 
In addition to people in the Persons with Disabilities category, EIA provided temporary financial 
support and services to Manitoba families in approximately 8,000 sole support parent cases assisting 
over 24,000 people. As well, the program provided support for over 8,600 people, including two 
parent families, in 4,900 General Assistance (GA) cases. Both sole support and GA participants are 
subject to work expectations, the obligation to seek and accept gainful employment, although those 
expectations are generally waived for sole support parents with children under the age of six.  
 
The eligibility categories described above are created pursuant to The Employment and Income Assistance 
Act (The Act). Clause 5(1)(a) of the Act creates the disability assistance category, while clauses 
5(1)(b) and (c) authorize assistance for single parents. Section 5.1 authorizes assistance for people 
not covered under the disability or sole support parent categories, including general assistance 
participants. 
 
The Act also contains many of the definitions that give rise to the complainants' concerns, such as 
the definitions of basic needs, disability, and common-law relationship. As well, the Act confers 
significant discretion on program directors and the exercise of that discretion has become a source 
of concern for the complainants. 
 


The Employment and Income Assistance Act 
 
Definitions 
"basic necessities" means the things and services to which reference is made in section 2;  
 
Provision of things and services 
2  Subject to this Act and the regulations, the Government of Manitoba may take measures to 
provide to residents of Manitoba those things and services that are essential to health and well-
being, including a basic living allowance, an allowance for shelter, essential health services and a 
funeral upon death. 
 
Income assistance    
5(1) The director shall provide income assistance, in accordance with this Act and the 
regulations, to or in respect of a person who, in the opinion of the director is a person 
 
(a) who, by reason of age or by reason of physical or mental ill health, or physical or mental 
incapacity or disorder that is likely to continue for more than 90 days  
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(i) is unable to earn an income sufficient to meet the basic necessities of himself and his 
dependants, if any; or  
(ii) is unable to care for himself and requires to be cared for by another person or in an institution 
or home for the aged or the infirm; or  
(b) who is a widowed spouse with a dependant child or dependant children; or  
(c) who is a parent with a dependant child or children and  
(i) is deserted by, or is living separate and apart from, his or her spouse, or  
(ii) is the spouse of a person who is sentenced to and is serving a prison term, or  
(iii) is not married, or  
(iv) is divorced; or… 
 
Common-law relationships  
5(5)  Where two persons who are not legally married to each other are living together under 
circumstances that indicate to the director that they are cohabiting in a conjugal relationship, they 
shall, for the purposes of this Act and the regulations, be treated in the same manner as two 
persons who are legally married, and any application by either or both of them for income 
assistance or general assistance shall be dealt with in every respect in that manner.  
 
General assistance  
5.1 Where a person  
(a) repealed, S.M. 2004, c. 2, s. 6;  
(b) is not a person described in section 5; and  
(c) applies to the director for general assistance;  
the director shall provide general assistance to or in respect of that person in accordance with this 
Act and the regulations. 


  
To be eligible for EIA, an applicant must meet both categorical and financial eligibility criteria 
established by the program. To determine financial eligibility, the program compares the level of 
financial resources a person has, to the corresponding level of assistance that may be payable in their 
category. 
 
Regulations under the Act set out assistance rates to be paid to program participants in various 
eligibility categories, for various items included in the definition of basic necessities. 
 
Basic monthly budgets granted to individuals in the general assistance and disability categories are 
illustrated below. Not included in the calculations are any special or health needs. The budgets below 
are for illustrative purposes only. Actual budgets would reflect the individual circumstances of 
participants. For example, participants with children receive benefits from EIA and other Family 
Services programs, and also receive benefits such as the Canada Child Tax Benefit. 
 


Single, childless, General Assistance (seeking work): 
Rent (private rental, including fuel and utilities)  $285 
Basic necessities      $195 
Job Seekers Allowance     $25 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit     $50 
Total       $555 
 
Single, childless, Disability (not employed) 
Rent (private rental, including fuel and utilities)  $285 
Basic necessities      $331.40 
Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities benefit  $105 
Manitoba Shelter Benefit     $50 
Total       $771.40 
(also commonly included may be a health telephone and health bus pass) 
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At the time of our investigation, Manitoba Family Services and Housing was divided into five 
divisions, as illustrated in the organizational chart below. At the time of report writing, the 
department was restructured and divided into two departments: Family Services and Consumer 
Affairs, and Housing and Community Development.  
 
 


 
 
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Program is a branch within the Disability Programs and 
Employment and Income Assistance Division, as illustrated in the organizational chart below: 
 


 
The EIA Program is responsible for the development, maintenance, and interpretation of legislation 
for income assistance programs; policy and program development; and the development of new 
initiatives and public communications. 
 
The Community Services Delivery Division is the program delivery arm of the department. It 
delivers most of the department’s social services and income assistance programs to eligible 
Manitobans. For the purposes of program delivery across the province, the department has divided 
the City of Winnipeg into community areas plus some centralized services, and the province into six 
regions, as illustrated on the following page. There is also a Service Delivery Support branch within 
the division that acts as a bridge between the “field” where service delivery occurs, and the program, 
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where policy development occurs. The organizational chart for the Community Service Delivery 
Division is provided below. 
 


 
 


 
 
The department’s broader public policy goal as well as some program specific goals and 
responsibilities have been set out in successive annual reports. As stated in the Department of 
Family Services and Housing's 2008/09 annual report, the department is committed to: 
 


“improving the quality of life for Manitobans through furthering the social, economic and labour market 
inclusion of all citizens. We strive to ensure that diversity is respected, that people feel accepted and valued, 
and live with dignity and security. We work with the community to support Manitoba children, families and 
individuals to achieve their fullest potential.”  


 
The department has also established several goals for its programs and services, including:  
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• to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income;  
• to increase participation in the labour market and community;  


 
The Employment and Income Assistance Programs branch has identified several specific objectives, 
including: 
 


• To develop initiatives that help Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) participants regain their 
financial independence from income assistance by making the transition to work.  


• To develop initiatives that assist EIA participants in pursuing training and employment opportunities.  
  
Poverty Reduction 
 
The department describes the EIA program as “a program of last resort for people who need help to meet basic 
personal and family needs.” Basic and family needs include food, clothing, personal needs and 
household supplies. Participants also receive funds for shelter. The complainant groups feel that 
government is not meeting the basic needs of EIA participants, and is instead perpetuating the 
conditions of poverty. 
 
While funding basic needs is a component of the EIA program, it is only one aspect of a program 
with broader public policy goals. This is reflected in both the statutory definition of social services, 
and in the goals identified by the department, Manitoba Family Services and Housing, for the 
program.   


 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act 


 
Definitions  
 
"social services" means services having as their object the lessening, removal or prevention of 
the causes and effects of poverty, child neglect or dependence on income assistance, and, 
without limiting the generality of the foregoing, includes 
(a) rehabilitation services,  
(b) case work, counselling, assessment and referral services,  
(c) adoption services,  
(d) homemaker, day care and similar services,  
(e) community development services,  
(f) consulting, research and evaluation services with respect to social programs, and 
(g) administrative, secretarial and clerical services, including staff training, relating to the 
provision of any of the foregoing services or provision of income assistance or indigent relief.  


 
Recent changes to the EIA program have focused on measures designed to enhance benefits and 
opportunities for people seeking independence from the program through employment, and on 
additional support for people with disabilities.  
 
In April 2007, Manitoba introduced Rewarding Work, a four-year strategy to help people get jobs by 
encouraging the transition from welfare to work, including: 
 


• Get Ready! – enhances training opportunities 
• Get Started! – covers some job-related costs 
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• Work Incentives & Related Allowances – encourages transitions by increasing income 
• Job Seekers Allowance – for single non-disabled adults who are employed or looking for 


work 
• JobConnections – specialized services to help people receiving assistance find work 
• Manitoba Works – a subsidy for employers who hire people receiving assistance 
• Parent Wellness Initiative – helps single parents overcome barriers to employment 
• Rewarding Work Health Plan – extends drug, dental and optical coverage for single 


parents and persons with disabilities who leave welfare for work 
• Rewarding Work Rent Allowance – helps non-disabled adults without children to pay 


rent after they leave welfare for work 
• Stages of Change – assists people with disabilities get ready for work 
• Disability Awareness Campaign – encourages employers to hire persons with disabilities 
• Volunteer Allowance – helps persons with disabilities on assistance who volunteer 
• High School Completion – supports youth on assistance complete high school 
• Gilbert Park Going Places – promotes positive, healthy lifestyles for youth 
• Recreation Opportunities for Children – helps children with recreation activities 
• Communications Technology – provides devices for up to 1,100 adults with impaired 


speech 
• marketAbilities - helps persons with disabilities find work 


 
In May 2009, the province launched Rebound, an $11.2 million, two-year retraining and support 
strategy that will help low income workers return to work faster. Rebound is intended to help up to 
1,000 workers, including people who might not be eligible for employment insurance and those on 
income assistance who want to find a job. Rebound is supported with funding for two years from 
the new Canada Skills and Transition Strategy and the Canada-Manitoba Labour Market Agreement. 
The strategy combines the resources of the departments of Family Services and Housing, and 
Competitiveness, Training and Trade (now called Entrepreneurship, Training and Trade.). 
 
Manitoba’s poverty reduction strategy is multi-faceted. Since May 2009 that strategy has been called 
ALL Aboard. The four stated pillars of the poverty reduction strategy are: 
 


• safe, affordable housing in supportive communities 
• education, jobs and income support 
• strong, healthy families 
• accessible, coordinated services 


 
The tie between many of the poverty reduction initiatives and the EIA program indicates an 
acknowledgement that EIA should be an integral part of the poverty reduction strategy. This 
philosophy shift is a positive step in the evolution of the program.  
 
The EIA program’s philosophy, however, should be reflected in its program policies and 
procedures. While EIA program philosophy has shifted, it is not clear that policies and procedures, 
particularly long-standing policies and procedures designed to monitor and control, have followed 
suit.  







Report on Manitoba's Employment and Income Assistance Program 


 22 


APPLICATION FOR EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME ASSISTANCE 
 
In their letter of complaint, the complainant groups raised several issues regarding the EIA program, 
three of which focus on applying for EIA benefits. Their first concern relates to the availability of 
adequate information about the program to ensure applicants and participants understand the 
program and how it works, and are aware of the expectations the program places on them. Secondly, 
the complainants explained that in their experience, not everyone in need of assistance is allowed to 
apply for assistance; a right established in legislation and program policy. Lastly, the complainants 
expressed concerns with the process by which applicants are enrolled in the persons with disabilities 
category. 
 
INADEQUATE DISCLOSURE OF EIA ENTITLEMENTS, BENEFITS, 
RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES  
 
The complainant groups’ first area of concern was the adequacy of the program’s communication 
with applicants and participants.   
 


The ongoing practice of not providing potential participants or even eligible participants with a comprehensive 
hard copy of the various benefits they may be entitled to drastically diminishes the possibility of participants 
successfully meeting their basic needs as well as having any unique needs met are minimal at best. 


 
Neither The Employment and Income Assistance Act (the Act) nor Regulations prescribe information 
sharing requirements for the program, although applicants and participants are required by law to 
provide information requested by the program. 
 
In discussions with complainant groups we heard that concerns about information sharing go 
beyond the absence of a comprehensive program guide, and relate generally to information provided 
by the program, starting with the information available to prospective and new applicants attempting 
to enter the program. The complainants also explained that it was sometimes difficult for them to 
obtain current, accurate and detailed information about the program, and that such information is 
critical in their attempts to assist clients in navigating and understanding the EIA program. 
 
Many staff interviewed commented on the complexity of the EIA program and how it was difficult 
for them to keep up with the changes in the program. They felt that if this were the case for them, it 
would be even more difficult for participants in the program. It was suggested that some participants 
lack a clear understanding of the program even after completing the application process. It was also 
suggested that the program provided certain information only in response to direct questions. 
 
Many staff also acknowledged that some special needs benefits available to participants are only 
provided upon request. Others indicated that it could be well after the application and enrollment 
process when needs were identified or benefits fully explained. For example, if staff did a home visit 
and noticed that someone was sleeping on the sofa or a mattress on the floor, they would then bring 
up the fact that the program can provide new beds every seven years and bedding every three years. 
 
It appears that there are primarily two ways in which people obtain information from EIA prior to 
enrollment in the program. They can obtain published information either on the department’s 
website or from brochures available at EIA offices, or they can attend a Pre-Intake Orientation 
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(PIO) session in some EIA offices. In many offices, but not all, a PIO session is a prerequisite 
before an intake appointment can be scheduled. 
 
PRE-INTAKE ORIENTATION 
 
For many new applicants who may not be aware of the brochures or the Administrative Manual 
online, the PIO may be their first opportunity to receive information about the program. Pre-Intake 
Orientation sessions are held for potential applicants in the general assistance and sole support 
parent categories. In some offices, group PIO sessions are held separately for different categories. 
Persons in the disability category do not have to attend a PIO. Applicants who have previously 
received EIA benefits must also attend a PIO session before being allowed to reapply for EIA. 
 
Group PIOs are not held in all offices. They are held in most Winnipeg offices and in some of the 
larger centres in other parts of the province. In many regions, intake meetings are held with 
participants one-on-one and information about the program is provided at that time. In some 
smaller communities, where many people know each other, staff have made the decision not to 
conduct group PIOs because of privacy concerns. In Winnipeg offices, group PIOs provide an 
economy of scale by allowing information about the program to be distributed to several potential 
applicants at once. In some offices, PIOs are held once a week, in others, daily. In some offices, the 
sessions are delivered by intake workers or by case counsellors (often on a rotating schedule), and in 
other offices, by financial workers. 
 
The EIA Administrative Manual describes the purpose of the PIO and the information provided to 
potential participants. 
 


6.2.1 PURPOSE OF THE PRE-INTAKE ORIENTATION 
 
Group sessions provide an opportunity for participants to learn about the program, to ask 
questions and to gain information from others in the group. Where group sessions are not 
available, or participants are unable to attend due to extenuating circumstances (such as a 
conflict with work schedules), orientation packages are provided to participants as an alternative.  


 
The pre-intake orientation provides the participant with the opportunity to:  


a. decide whether applying to the program is appropriate;  
b. approach other resources that may be appropriate;  
c. review and clarify participant obligations;  
d. review application documents; and  
e. prepare for the intake interview.  


 
6.2.3 INFORMATION PROVIDED AT THE PRE-INTAKE ORIENTATION SESSION 


 
Pre-intake orientations are customized to meet the information needs of different groupings of 
potential applicants. Potential single-parent and general assistance (GA) applicants with children 
attend different pre-intake orientations than childless GA applicants.  


 
Topics covered at the pre-intake orientation session include:  
• Overview of Employment and Income Assistance:  


 explanation of the last resort nature of the program  
 explanation of other potential resources  
 explanation of eligibility criteria  
 review of program expectations such as reporting income, seeking maintenance 


and/or child support, and accessing all other financial resources.  
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• Explanation of employment expectations:  
 requirement to seek self-sufficiency  
 assistance available from staff  
 required reporting  
 sanctions  
 job-searching in the context of the local labour market.  


• Discussion of other possible resources or sources of financial support:  
 income support (e.g. EI, CPP, SAFER/SAFFR, CRISP, 55 PLUS, NCB)  
 employment search (Human Resources Centres, employment readiness courses and 


programs).  
 resources to assist in pursuing maintenance (such as the Child Support Office, 


maintenance enforcement, legal aid). 
• Explanation of application process:  


 requirement to complete the "Employment History and Personal Job Plan" form  
 documents and information to bring to the intake appointment (documents, 


information)  
 questions the worker will ask.  


• Discussion:  
 worker's card, or name and phone number, given to each potential applicant  
 how to make an intake appointment.  


 
Printed information on most of these topics is available in the orientation package, which is given to 
applicants at the PIO.  
 
Missing from the PIO presentation material, and left up to the individual presenter, is information 
about the benefits that participants may be entitled to and can expect to receive under the program.  
 
Complainant groups were critical of the PIO process. EIA staff were asked about the purpose and 
effectiveness of the PIO, based on their experience.  
 
Some staff comments confirmed that one of the purposes of the PIO was screening, providing 
information that would allow potential applicants to “self-select out” upon being made aware of 
program requirements. Another identified goal for the PIO process was to inform applicants of 
what they needed to bring to their subsequent intake appointments.  
 
Many staff expressed concern about how the PIO is delivered, and about its effectiveness. Concerns 
related to technology, privacy, content and delivery.  
 
Although the provision of a consistent message is important, some staff comments suggest that 
achieving consistency remains a problem. There were reports of significantly different delivery 
lengths, from ten minutes to an hour, and about variations in the content actually covered during the 
sessions. 
 
Many staff raised a concern that the PIO might not be effective in meeting its goals. Some staff felt 
the volume of information presented could be overwhelming. It was suggested that although one of 
the purposes of the PIO was to tell people what to bring to their application interview, many people 
subsequently came to those interviews without the necessary information.   
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Analysis  
 
Although, as one person stated, “the PIO tries to ensure that we tell people the same thing,” it appears that 
information presented in PIOs can vary from location to location, and depend on who is delivering 
the PIO, despite the fact that the same PowerPoint presentation is used (either with a lap top 
computer or overhead projector). The sessions can range from 10 minutes to one hour, and even 
longer if done in French. With such variation in delivery, it is unlikely that there is consistency in the 
information that is presented. 
 
It is understandable that offices, particularly larger ones which deal with many people, would expect 
applicants to attend a PIO to receive basic program information. It is not clear, however, why those 
offices would expect applicants who are re-applying for EIA to attend another PIO session before 
re-application. There does not appear to be any benefit, particularly if the time period between 
applications has been brief, and in fact it appears to unnecessarily complicate or delay the application 
process for the applicant. 
 
In offices where group PIOs are not conducted because the demand is not there, or there are 
privacy concerns, there is no evidence to suggest that program participants are disadvantaged by the 
lack of a group PIO.   
 
Although the PIO provides an opportunity for participants to hear about the program verbally, the 
program is extremely complex and some staff noted that participants can experience information 
overload.  
 
There are more effective ways to provide information to applicants and to achieve the goals of the 
PIO. British Columbia’s Ministry of Housing and Social Development has developed an online 
orientation for potential applicants, to “…explain the steps and documents you need to apply for income 
assistance... help you to understand your rights and responsibilities, and provide you with resources you need for your 
job search.”  
 
The B.C. Web Orientation is available in 12 languages. Once an applicant has pre-registered to view 
the presentation, they have 60 days to do so. The ability to track who has viewed the orientation 
session is built into the system. The orientation session can be viewed on any computer, including 
computers in ministry waiting rooms.  
 
According to Ministry policy “Ways of Providing Orientation: December 1, 2008”, if an applicant 
has “literacy or cognitive barriers, or where an immediate need for food, shelter, or urgent medical attention has been 
identified, staff may need to communicate the content of the information provided in the orientation directly to the 
applicant.” 
 
EIA program staff explained that an online budget calculator is currently being explored to allow 
potential applicants the opportunity to do preliminary budget calculations on their own. This could 
be a useful tool for potential applicants. 
 
Recommendations 
 


1. It is recommended that a Pre-Intake Orientation (PIO) in digital format be 
developed and made available in all offices and on the internet. Staff who are 
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knowledgeable in the application process should be available to answer any 
questions if an individual attends an office to access the PIO. The department 
should consider having alternative delivery methods available for applicants with 
literacy or cognitive barriers. 


 
2. It is recommended that an online version of the application be available on the 
department’s website so applicants can see the information that is required for 
application. 
 
3. It is recommended that the practice of delivering the PIO at in-person group 
meetings be phased out. 


 
4. It is recommended that a participant who is re-applying for EIA within 6 months 
of previous enrollment be exempted from the PIO. It is recommended that 
individuals who reapply should be allowed to schedule an intake appointment 
directly. 


 
BROCHURES 
 
The program has a series of over 30 information brochures or bulletins available in print and on the 
internet at http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/misc/pubs/financial_assistance.html. 
  
We canvassed staff who direct participants to specific brochures, and who are often required to 
explain their content. Some staff felt the brochures were appropriate, particularly those dealing with 
recent initiatives, while others had concerns about their clarity and whether they were written at level 
participants could understand. Other staff felt that a comprehensive guide would be more useful, 
noting that one had previously been in use in the program and describing it as a good document. 
 
Analysis  
 
One of the disadvantages of having numerous brochures available to participants on a variety of 
topics is the difficulty in determining which brochures may be relevant. A single mother, for 
example, might not know which of the 30 information brochures is relevant to her situation. Several 
staff commented that brochures or booklets by category would be advantageous, and would provide 
something that they could share with participants. 
 
Some staff who have been with the program for many years still retain copies of older, more 
comprehensive booklets that were produced over a decade ago. These booklets contain more 
information in one place. We reviewed one booklet called “Social Allowances Program” that had 
been issued in 1992. Although the booklet does not provide more information on benefits than the 
newer fact sheets, it does provide some information about the EIA program that is missing from the 
newer fact sheets, including things like basic information about the program itself, eligibility criteria, 
responsibilities of participants, and program processes, including home visits and annual reviews. 
This kind of general information about the program can give participants a sense of what to expect 
when enrolled in the EIA program. 
 



http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/misc/pubs/financial_assistance.html�
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In recognition that the current collection of brochures does not provide enough information to 
participants, some areas have produced their own in-house brochures. One of the brochures 
produced by one community area in Winnipeg provides details about the new Rewarding Volunteer 
Benefit, available to persons in the disability category. The Volunteer Benefit, introduced in 2009 as 
part of the Rewarding Work series of initiatives, has not yet (at the time of writing this report) been 
included in the EIA Administrative Manual. Without the in-house brochure, participants would not 
know about this benefit unless it was mentioned to them by their worker. Information about the 
benefit was provided to EIA staff in Circular 2009-02. As the brochure is available in only one 
community area, EIA participants in other community areas or regions would not have access to 
this information. 
 
We also reviewed copies of other brochures produced by external organizations. Winnipeg Harvest, 
for example, produced a brochure called “A guide to therapeutic diet allowances,” that summarizes 
information available in the EIA Administrative Manual, and includes monetary amounts for each 
different diet. When asked about the Winnipeg Harvest brochure, many EIA staff commented that 
the brochure lists the different types of diets and the allowances for each, and that participants come 
in asking for these benefits. They felt the brochure raised participants’ expectations. 
 
In comparison, the EIA brochure on special diets is extremely brief. It states: 
 


EIA Brochure: Support for Dietary Needs 
 
Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) will pay you extra money if you have a special medical 
diet. To get the special diet money:  
 
1. Give your worker a letter from your doctor or nutritionist that says what your medical diet needs 
are.  
2. EIA will add extra money for medical diet needs to your regular benefits.  
3. EIA will review this extra money on a regular basis.  
4. You may have to give your worker updated letters from your doctor or nutritionist.  


 
When asked about the EIA brochure, a supervisor confirmed that a doctor may write a note 
indicating that a participant may need a high protein diet, but the supervisor explained that this 
would not be sufficient as the doctor did not provide a diagnosis to support the diet need. The 
supervisor said that the participant would have to go back to the doctor for more information. It 
appears a doctor’s note stating the need is not sufficient. The EIA brochure does not contain 
enough information to provide an understanding of the policy. 
 
Although the EIA brochure explains that a doctor’s or nutritionist’s note is required, it does not 
disclose any detail on the different kinds of special diets that are available. Participants may not 
realize that they may qualify for extra funds for a high protein, controlled fat, low sodium, or other 
kind of diets.  
 
It appears that a brochure detailing the various special diets that are available, along with an 
explanation that justification for the diet must be provided by a doctor or nutritionist – would be 
preferable.  
 
Several staff did acknowledge that the new “Rewarding Work” series of brochures is improved. 
However, at the time of report writing, the Rewarding Work brochures were not available on the 
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department’s website. We did review print copies. The one-page brochures highlight education, 
work incentives, and the benefits still available to participants after they find work. In terms of 
improvements from previous brochures, the Rewarding Work series provides a positive message to 
participants about the potential rewards of seeking work. The brochures also clearly target different 
categories. The brochure for single parents, for example, states "For Single Parents" across the top 
in large blue print. 
 
Recommendations 
 


5. It is recommended that a general guide to the EIA program be developed that 
contains information applicable to the majority of participants.  


 
6. It is recommended that brochures or booklets be developed that clearly identify 
the applicants for which the information would be useful, for example single parents. 


 
7. It is recommended that all brochures and guides be written in plain language, with 
sufficient detail so participants know the range of benefits available to them. It is 
recommended that brochures and guides be printable from any computer.  
 


EIA ADMINISTRATIVE MANUAL 
 
Many staff noted that if participants or advocates wanted more information about the program, they 
could use the online EIA Administrative Manual. The Administrative Manual is a collection of 
program policies. Almost all staff who suggested that the public use the online manual noted that it 
is very large and difficult to navigate. In the course of our review, we also noted that it can be 
difficult to navigate the online manual.  
 
Staff regularly receive policy and procedure changes and updates in the form of “Circulars” 
(formerly called Directives). Some staff noted that the changes and updates explained in Circulars 
are not immediately reflected in the online Administrative Manual available to the public. For 
example, in early 2008, an internal department circular introduced a $25 monthly “Job Seekers’ 
Allowance” available to childless single or couple general assistance participants. This benefit is not 
mentioned in the online Administrative Manual, nor is any information about other Rewarding 
Work initiatives included. 
 
Analysis 
 
The complainants explained that as organizations assisting EIA applicants and participants, they 
need access to current and authoritative policy to be able to properly assist their clients with EIA 
matters. For that reason they frequently need to access the EIA Administrative Manual online.  
 
The volume of EIA policy included in the Administrative Manual presents additional challenges, but 
the manual does have a search feature.   
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Recommendation 
 


8. It is recommended that the online EIA Administrative Manual available to the 
public be updated immediately as program changes occur to ensure currency of 
information.  


 
THE RIGHT TO APPLY AND RECEIVE EIA BENEFITS  
 
The complainants assert that people who need assistance are being denied the opportunity to apply 
for assistance and are being prematurely refused or diverted prior to an assessment of their eligibility 
based on their need, capacity, and personal circumstances. Their letter states, in part,  
 


It is considered a right and a policy that every Manitoban can apply for EIA Benefits, yet it is quite common 
that a person who has no disability and no visible barriers to work, when they approach the program to apply 
for EIA they are told by intake staff that they must go to the employment centre or casual labour businesses 
for work without being enrolled on the EIA Program…EIA policy states that all decisions made by EIA 
staff and the reasons for the decisions must be provided to the participant in writing and this does not happen. 


 
Application procedures have been established on the basis of requirements and obligations 
contained in both The Employment and Income Assistance Act and the Employment and Income Assistance 
Regulation 404/88R. Section 18 of the Act states that any person may apply for assistance, but 
requires that the application must be in a prescribed form.  
  
 The Employment and Income Assistance Act 
  
 Applications  
 18(1)       Any person may make application for a income assistance or general assistance.  
  
 Form of application  
 18(2)       Every application shall be made to the director in such form, and containing such 
 information, as may be prescribed by the minister.  


 
The Regulation requires that applicants and partners provide information and evidence necessary to 
determine their eligibility, and requires the director to calculate their financial resources and the cost 
of their basic necessities.  
 


Employment and Income Assistance Regulation 404/88R 
 
 3  An applicant or recipient and the applicant's or recipient's spouse or common-law 
 partner shall provide such information and evidence in support of the application as may be 
 required by the director to determine the applicant's or recipient's eligibility for income 
 assistance or for general assistance. 
 
 Determination of eligibility 
 4(1)  For the purpose of determining eligibility for income assistance or for general 
 assistance under subsection 5.3(1) of the Act, the director shall calculate 
  (a) the financial resources of an applicant's or recipient's household in accordance  
  with sections 4, 8 and 8.1; and 
  (b) the cost of basic necessities for that household in accordance with sections 5 to 7  
  and Schedule A. 



http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/e098f.php#18�

http://web2.gov.mb.ca/laws/statutes/ccsm/e098f.php#18(2)�
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At the end of the pre-intake orientation process, potential applicants are given an application 
package that contains an application form and are required to make an intake appointment to 
complete an application with either an intake worker or an EIA Counsellor.  
 
The EIA Administrative Manual provides guidance to staff dealing with applicants at the intake 
stage.  


6.1.2 PARTICIPANT INTAKE AND DETERMINATION OF ELIGIBILITY 
 
Overview 
 
EIA staff provide a positive approach to participant service, emphasizing the mutual obligations of 
both the participant and the program. Assistance is provided to enable participants to achieve the 
maximum amount of self-sufficiency possible.  
 
The appropriate intake procedure is determined, dependent upon employment expectations, 
during the initial contact with participants. Where employment expectations do not apply, 
participants are referred directly for an intake appointment. Where employment expectations may 
apply, participants' immediate needs are assessed and they are referred to a pre-intake 
orientation.  
 
Participants complete an application during an intake interview. Where employment expectations 
may apply, participants review their Employment History and Personal Job Plan with a worker 
and discuss employment expectations. Where employment expectations will be applied, 
participants are required to sign their Personal Job Plan confirming their employment 
expectations, and their understanding of the sanctions that may be applied, if these obligations 
are not met.  


 
While program staff do not take issue with the assertion that any Manitoba resident can apply, they 
point out that the requirement to meet both financial and categorical eligibility criteria means that 
there are people who will not qualify.  
 
With respect to the right to apply, the view of most staff was that anyone who wanted to apply for 
assistance could apply. At the same time, it was acknowledged that during initial communication 
with workers there were circumstances where applicants could be given information suggesting they 
would not qualify for program.  
 
Analysis 
 
Although the majority of staff agreed that everyone can apply for assistance, there is no clear 
direction to ensure that this is always communicated clearly to applicants either verbally or in the 
program’s written material.  
 
It does appear that some workers tell applicants they will not be eligible early in the intake process if 
it appears obvious during initial assessment that they may not be eligible. Although this may 
ultimately be the case, workers should still go through the entire intake process, even if it takes time, 
with the applicant. Failure to do so creates a risk that people who may in fact be eligible are 
inappropriately turned away, in various circumstances related by complainants and staff alike. This is 
a particular concern where special medical needs or barriers to employment may not be obvious. 
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Completing the process provides an opportunity for the applicant to hear and understand why they 
are not eligible. As one worker explained, “If people really understood why they were ineligible, they were okay 
with me telling them that.”  
 
Finally, only when the application has been completed does the applicant receive a written decision 
that includes information about the right to appeal any denial to the Social Services Appeal Board. 
Applicants who are denied assistance have a statutory right of appeal, but that right can be lost 
unless the application is complete and the decision letter, with appeal information, is generated. 
 
The EIA program is described as a program of last resort. As such, it should not turn away an 
applicant who has no other resources at his or her disposal. The application process is designed to 
determine eligibility and it should be completed. It can be used to show applicants who are not 
eligible why they are not eligible, and it should be used to generate a denial letter with appeal 
information for the applicant. 
 
Recommendation 
 


9. It is recommended that the Pre-Intake Orientation materials and publications 
include the statement “You have the right to apply for EIA”, and that staff 
communicate this message to applicants during the in-person application process. 


 
BARRIERS TO APPLICATION 
 
In the application process there are a number of barriers and obstacles that may prevent a person 
from obtaining assistance.  
 
Lack of an Address 
 
Because the program is open to residents of Manitoba, applicants are asked for their Manitoba 
address. Providing an address is part of the application process. While this is not an unreasonable 
expectation, it can be problematic when applied to a population burdened by the consequences of 
poverty. Those consequences can include a lack of sufficient identification and, in some cases, 
homelessness.  
 
Both the complainants and EIA staff raised this issue. Staff comments reflected two different 
approaches to this problem, one suggesting that applicants needed a residence to apply and would 
be turned away if they did not have an address, and another suggesting that staff would help 
applicants by accepting the address of a friend or relative with whom the applicant was residing 
temporarily or by referring them to a shelter and using the shelter address for the application.  
 
Analysis 
 
Many staff indicated that they work around the lack of a permanent address by allowing applicants 
to use addresses of shelters, family, friends, and even EIA offices to enable applicants to apply. 
Program management subsequently advised that they could clarify program policy to ensure that 
applicants were not turned away without assistance because they were homeless.   
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Providing financial assistance for shelter is a benefit provided by the program. Not having shelter 
should not prevent a person from being able to apply for assistance.  
 
Recommendation 
 


10. It is recommended that no Manitoba resident be denied the opportunity to apply 
for EIA benefits due to the lack of an address.  


 
“Homework” Before an Intake Appointment 
 
Staff confirmed that in some cases, expectations are imposed upon prospective applicants prior to 
any determination of their needs or categorical eligibility. These expectations can include specific job 
search requirements even before being permitted to attend a PIO.  
 
Analysis 
 
Neither the statute nor the regulation requires that an applicant do certain things – apply for a 
certain number of jobs, for example – before making an application for EIA benefits. Although 
workers are likely trying to be helpful, the requirement for updating resumes or conducting job 
searches should be part of a participant’s action plan, a document to be created in collaboration with 
a worker at intake, and not be a prerequisite for application.  
 
In discussions with program management we were advised that direction could be provided to staff, 
reminding them that persons have the right to apply for income assistance prior to placing any 
prerequisite activities on them. 
 
Recommendation 
 


11. It is recommended that anyone be able to apply for EIA without the need for 
prerequisite activities such as job searches and that program policy on this subject be 
clarified for field staff. 


 
Diversion to Job Banks and the Job Centre 
 
The complainants’ concern is that people may be prematurely referred to employment before having 
an opportunity to fully complete the application process, a process that should identify their 
individual needs and any barriers to employment, including certain types of disability that are not 
readily apparent.  
 
The legislative framework for the EIA program clearly imposes an obligation on applicants and 
participants to strive for self sufficiency through employment. Anyone who is capable of work is 
expected to work.  Specific provisions respecting employment obligations are contained in the 
Employment and Income Assistance Regulation 404/88R. 
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Employment and Income Assistance Regulation 404/88R 
 
Obligations respecting employment 
 
10(1)     Every 
(a) applicant or recipient and the spouse or common-law partner of an applicant or recipient 
under section 5.1 of the Act; 
(b)  applicant or recipient under clause 5(1)(b) or (c) of the Act whose youngest dependent child 
is at least six years of age; 
(c)  applicant or recipient under clause 5(1)(b) or (c) of the Act who is receiving or has received 
assistance for an employability enhancement measure; and 
(d)  child who is 16 years of age or more and is not actively pursuing a course of education or 
training; 
 
has an obligation to satisfy the director that 
(e) he or she has not terminated employment or engaged in a course of conduct that caused or 
provoked the termination of employment that he or she might reasonably have held; 
(f) he or she has not refused any employment that she or he might reasonably have obtained; 
and 
(g)  where the director recommends that the person undertake an employability enhancement 
measure, he or she is undertaking the recommended measure. 


 
The Regulation also sets out the authority for the denial, reduction, suspension, or discontinuance of 
benefits when employment expectations are not met by participants in the GA category, and the 
incremental reduction of benefits for participants with children. 
 


10(2)     Where 
(a) an applicant or recipient under section 5.1 of the Act who does not have dependent children; 
or 
(b) the spouse or common-law partner of such an applicant or recipient;  
 
fails to meet an obligation set out in subsection (1), the director may deny, reduce, suspend or 
discontinue the general assistance otherwise payable to or on behalf of that household. 
 
10(3)     Where 
(a)  an applicant or recipient who has one or more dependent children; 
(b)  the spouse or common-law partner of such an applicant or recipient; or 
(c) a child; 
 
to whom the obligations set out in subsection (1) apply, fails to meet an obligation set out in 
subsection (1), the director may reduce the amount of income assistance or general assistance to 
which the applicant or recipient would otherwise be entitled by 
 
(d) $50 per month; and 
(e)  if the obligations under subsection (1) are not met after any six months of benefit reduction 
under clause (d), whether the months are consecutive or not, by a further $50. per month; 
 
for each household member who fails to meet the obligations set out in subsection (1), until the 
obligations under subsection (1) are met. 


 
Information from EIA staff confirms that the application of these provisions can result in diversion 
to employment before the intake process is complete. This can mean an immediate referral to casual 
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labour agencies or, in Winnipeg, to an in house “Job Centre” located at 111 Rorie Street, which also 
houses the central intake office for GA applicants in Winnipeg.  
 
An internal report from 2008 commented on the existence and operation of the Job Centre, noting 
that: 
 


The Centralized Services Office developed a Job Centre in 1999 to assist potential EIA participants to find 
employment. In addition to locating employment, the program also serves as an alternative to individuals from 
becoming dependent on the Program. Clients in the Job Centre are not registered as EIA Program 
participants while they are Job Centre participants. Participants who are enrolled in the Job Centre are, 
however, generally provided $40 purchase vouchers enabling them to shop at local vendors… 


 
The report concluded: 
 


Although Job Centre program information is included in statistical reporting in the Department’s Annual 
Report and in Program literature for participants, we found that the Job Centre had not been clearly 
established in EIA Program policy. It would be desirable for the Job Centre to be included in EIA Program 
policy. At a minimum, the procedures relative to the Job Centre should be documented. It is our 
understanding that a preliminary application form is completed for all Job Centre participants, and that on 
the basis of these applications, it is understood that the participants would otherwise be eligible for assistance.  


 
Diverting people who may be financially and categorically eligible for assistance, and who lack basics 
such as food and shelter, is permitted in program policy set out in the EIA Administrative Manual: 
 


6.1.7 IMMEDIATE ASSISTANCE 
 
When the potential applicant meets categorical and financial eligibility criteria, lacks food or 
shelter and cannot reasonably meet these needs without EIA's assistance, or, is in an emergency 
or crisis situation, short-term financial assistance may be authorized in advance of the intake and 
approval process. 
 
Depending on local labour market conditions, childless potential applicants without employment 
barriers may be able to reasonably meet their immediate need through casual labour.  


 
Analysis 
 
Job search requirements, including visiting various job banks, should be part of a participant’s action 
plan. Sending potential applicants to external job banks without first allowing them to apply appears 
to be contrary to the statutory entitlement to apply. 
 
It also appears that there is no policy regarding the internal Job Centre. There should be policy that 
outlines the role of the Job Centre and its relation to the EIA program. Potential applicants who ask 
to use the Job Centre should be allowed to apply for EIA at any point in their job search process. 
 
Recommendations 
 


12. It is recommended that applicants be allowed to fill in an EIA application form 
before they are referred to a job bank, which could form part of a participant’s action 
plan. 
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13. It is recommended that the department develop and communicate a policy 
regarding the role of the program’s Job Centre.  


 
Obligation Not To Terminate Work Unreasonably Or Refuse Reasonable Work:  
“Irresponsible Job Termination Policy” 
 
Pursuant to clause 10 (1)(e) of the Regulation, applicants have an obligation to satisfy the director 
that: 
 


10 (1) (e) he or she has not terminated employment or engaged in a course of conduct that 
caused or provoked the termination of employment that he or she might reasonably have held; 


 
EIA staff throughout the province spoke about the “Irresponsible Job Termination Policy” or IJT 
when in fact no such policy exists. The Regulation speaks to unreasonably terminating work and not 
refusing reasonable employment; it does not refer to participants being “irresponsible.” 
 
Some staff were clear that that the “Irresponsible Job Termination Policy” could be used to divert 
people, indicating that people could be referred to a job centre or screened out. 
 
Other staff expressed views reflecting a different approach to the “Irresponsible Job Termination 
Policy, ” suggesting that despite breaching the “policy” there was a recognition that people in need 
still required assistance and should be given a second chance.  
 
Analysis  
 
Applying this policy correctly requires staff to conduct a factual inquiry about the circumstances of a 
job termination or refusal, to interpret a section of regulation and then to exercise discretion in 
making a decision that can have significant consequences for an applicant or participant. Guidance 
for interpreting and applying the regulation can be found in the EIA Administrative Manual:. 


 
6.5.4 OBLIGATION NOT TO TERMINATE WORK UNREASONABLY OR REFUSE 
REASONABLE WORK 
 
Applicants fired without just cause 
 
Some applicants may have been fired without just cause. For example, applicants may have 
been fired: 


• for reasons that constitute discrimination; 
• under circumstances that constitute harassment; 
• for attempting to induce the employer to comply with occupational health or safety 


standards; or 
• for attempting to organize a union at the employer's workplace. 


 
In such cases, applicants are expected to take all reasonable steps to pursue the available legal 
remedies against their former employer, including: 


• filing a complaint with the appropriate public body (such as the Manitoba or Canadian 
Human Rights Commission, Employment Standards, or Workplace Safety and Health); 


• applying for EI benefits; and 
• appealing the denial of EI benefits. 
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If the intake worker is satisfied that all reasonable steps have been taken, the applicant is 
enrolled.  
 
Applicants who quit a job with just cause 
 
In circumstances like those described above, applicants are usually expected to attempt to 
resolve their differences with their employer through available legal means rather than quitting. 
The test under section 10(1)(e) of the Regulation is whether the applicant might reasonably have 
held the job. Applicants who quit under such circumstances are also expected to pursue any and 
all of the available legal remedies described above. 
 
Sometimes the applicant's reasons for quitting his or her job may relate to factors other than the 
job. For example, applicants may quit work because: 


• a change in the applicant's health made it impossible or extremely difficult to continue 
doing the job; 


• a change in the location of the workplace made it extremely difficult for the applicant to 
commute to work; or 


• a change in the hours of work made it impossible or extremely difficult for the applicant to 
arrange suitable child care. 


 
In such circumstances, if the intake worker is satisfied that the applicant first made reasonable 
attempts to solve the problem without quitting, the applicant is enrolled. 


 
No staff we interviewed reported engaging in such a detailed analysis of an applicant’s circumstances 
prior to making a determination about eligibility or sanctions based on the requirement to not 
unreasonably terminate or refuse employment.  
 
The job termination policy does not state that a participant cannot terminate employment; the policy 
states that the participant cannot “unreasonably” terminate employment, or be terminated. The onus 
is on workers to determine what is unreasonable. Although it is implied, neither the policy manual 
nor circulars provide any explicit requirement that such a determination be made. None of the staff 
interviewed made reference to conducting such a determination before making a decision. 
 
It would also seem unfair if the unreasonable job termination policy is applied to first-time 
applicants who may have, in fact, unreasonably terminated a job. At the time they were terminating 
their job, they likely had no knowledge that an “IJT” policy exists. As they would be unfamiliar with 
the eligibility requirements of EIA prior to applying for the program, it would seem unfair to deny 
an application based on a policy of which an applicant would have no knowledge. 
 
Once an applicant applies for EIA, they sign an action plan that often contains the statement that 
they will not unreasonably terminate a job. Information regarding what “unreasonable” means 
should be clearly communicated to the participant and to staff, to avoid differing interpretations of 
the word.  
 
At the present time, under section 10 of the Regulation, the program can deny assistance to childless 
general assistance participants by invoking the unreasonable job termination policy. Staff confirmed 
that participants with children are not denied assistance. In those cases, financial sanctions are 
applied. It appears the program treats childless participants and those with children differently.  
Childless applicants and participants may not have the additional need associated with dependants, 
but still have basic needs to be met. 
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Recommendations 
 
14. It is recommended that the term “unreasonable” in reference to job termination, 
be clearly defined in policy for EIA staff, and clearly explained to EIA participants. 


 
15. It is recommended that the use of the term “irresponsible” in relation to job 
termination be discontinued in any program communication or policy. 


 
16. It is recommended that first-time applicants be exempted from unreasonable job 
termination expectations as they would not have been familiar with EIA policy prior 
to application. 
 
17. It is recommended that the department clarify written policy to explicitly require 
staff to complete and document the detailed analysis required to support a finding 
that a termination or refusal of employment is “unreasonable” pursuant to the 
existing definition and guidelines.   
  


APPLICATION FOR DISABILITY CATEGORY 
 
The complainants believe that people with disabilities face particular barriers and obstacles in 
enrolling in the current persons with disabilities category, an eligibility category intended to provide 
additional benefits to offset the additional costs associated with a disability. The complainants assert 
that:   
 


The lack of consistency, even between EIA Offices, as to how the policy or procedure for applying for the 
IAPDP has resulted in some persons not receiving the forms and information they need to apply for this 
program. Some EIA staff will not give a participant a medical form for their doctor to complete unless a 
doctor provides a note requesting this form.  The Income Assistance Program for Disabled Persons various 
potential benefits are not outlined to participants who have been approved on the program. Therefore their 
health and wellbeing is unnecessarily at risk since they are not told about such things as special diet benefits, 
health phones, travel costs for medical appointments etc. The policy that outlines the definition of disability for 
this program is not being interpreted similarly and/or correctly by EIA staff. 


 
Some participants who ultimately receive disability category benefits enter the program through the 
general assistance or single parent categories, others are referred directly for an intake appointment. 
Demonstrating eligibility for the disability category means meeting additional requirements, and can 
mean facing additional barriers.  
 
APPLICATION PROCESS 
 
The process by which applicants are identified as disabled can differ from region to region as well as 
from office to office. The majority of information from staff interviews indicated that if an applicant 
did not have an apparent disability, the onus was on the applicant to self-identify.  
      
Most staff indicated that while they may not specifically ask if a person has disabilities (as they felt 
that would be inappropriate), often information obtained during the interview process would bring it 
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to light. Staff interviews revealed a significant range of approaches to identifying disability, and 
varying degrees of comfort level and skill in dealing with disability issues.  
 
Staff interviews confirmed that there was a particular problem in identifying “invisible disabilities,” 
particularly mental health issues which might not be immediately apparent. Staff reported as well 
that some participants do not or will not acknowledge their own mental health issues. 
 
Some EIA offices have developed a list of suggested questions to act as a guideline to help obtain 
information. Several of these questions could be helpful in identifying if an individual has a 
disability. For example, staff are expected to ask: Is there any type of physical or mental disability that might 
preclude you from working? Do you have any medical conditions or barriers to employment? 
 
We reviewed the application form and determined that the issue of disability may come to light in 
the “Barriers to Employment” section of the EIA application form which asks: Are you able to start 
work right away? If no, provide details. Another area that might provide information is the “Other 
Supports” section which asks: Other agencies or counsellors? If yes, who or what agency? 
 
Analysis  
 
There is no area on the application form where an individual is asked if they wish to declare any 
disabilities, impairment or medical condition. There is no consistent method used during the intake 
and enrollment process to identify if an applicant has disabilities. 
  
Applicants with “invisible” disabilities (in many cases those with mental health issues) may get 
screened out of the disability category. 
 
Recommendation  
 


18. It is recommended that the EIA application form be amended to include an area 
where an applicant may declare a disability, impairment or medical condition. 


 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS 
 
Beyond the application form, enrollment in the disability category requires specific medical 
information confirming eligibility on the basis of disability. The program determines the form in 
which the information must be provided, and prescribes forms that must be completed. This is 
sometimes referred to as an “assessment package.” 
 
The EIA Administrative Manual sets out the responsibilities of both the staff and the applicant with 
respect to applications for disability benefits. 
 


7.1.5 EIA ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
 
Responsibilities of the EIA office 
 
It is the responsibility of EIA office staff to explain to applicants the eligibility requirements 
described in section 5(1)(a) of The Employment and Income Assistance Act and to provide them 
with the following letters and forms: To the Applicant, To the Physician, Disability Assessment 
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Report, Statement of Account, Self-Report, and a copy of the participant’s consent to the 
disclosure of their personal health information (last page of the signed EIA application).  
 
Responsibilities of the Applicant 
 
Under section 3 of the Regulation, applicants are required to provide information and medical 
evidence in support of their application for assistance under the disability category. The provision 
of such evidence can be waived only with the written consent of a director or designate of EIA. 
 
Applicants are responsible for making arrangements for the completion of the required EIA 
Disability Assessment Report and the physician's billing form, Statement of Account. For 
applicants with mental health disabilities, the EIA Program may accept a Disability Assessment 
Report from a psychologist. The Program will provide up to $45 as the remuneration to complete 
the EIA Disability Assessment Report; existing reports, additional assessment and therapy fees 
are not covered. 
 
Applicants may also choose to include their own information about their disability or medical 
condition by completing the self-report and returning it to their EIA worker. 


 
Most staff report that they will provide the disability assessment package if the applicant requests it 
or have indicated they have a disability even if it is not apparent. A few advised that they ask for a 
doctor’s note first (usually if the disability was not apparent) while others commented that this was 
the “old practice”. Several staff stated that it made no sense to send an applicant to their doctor 
twice.  
 
Upon being advised that some staff might be asking for a doctor’s note before providing applicants 
with a disability assessment package, EIA program management undertook to advise staff that this 
was inconsistent with policy, and to ensure that the forms are more readily available.   
 
Enrollment in the disability category can mean additional benefits specifically intended to meet 
additional needs arising from the disability. It appears that the majority of staff interviewed attempt 
to advise applicants of benefits that they may be eligible for, although there is a significant variation 
in approach.  
  
Many staff indicated that high case load numbers and time constraints were among the reasons that 
contribute to some information not being provided in a timely fashion, or only if the participant 
inquires.   
 
There may also be a delay in providing information if the worker is waiting for a decision from the 
Disability Assessment Panel as to whether or not the applicant will be recommended for enrollment 
in the disability category. Some workers will get approval for disability for three months while 
waiting for the necessary doctor’s forms to be returned while others will enroll the applicant in the 
GA category. 
 
We were advised that an individual may be automatically enrolled in the disability category if the 
worker receives confirmation that the individual is followed by the Supported Living Program or 
provides evidence that they are receiving CPP Disability benefits.  
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Disability Assessment and Self-Report Forms  
 
Generally speaking, staff believe that the program’s revised Disability Assessment Report, to be 
given to an applicant’s doctor, has improved as it has more room for comments, asks for more 
specific information and speaks to the patient’s functioning. There are still some complaints that 
information is missing, that further clarification is needed and that the form is not returned in a 
timely fashion. Some workers advised that they follow-up on these issues, while others direct the 
applicant to do so. A “Self-Report” form participants use to describe the effect of a disability on 
their functioning has also been added, and staff generally view this as an improvement.  
 
Numerous staff made comments indicating that applicants may not have a regular physician and 
experience difficulties with getting doctors at walk-in clinics to complete the forms. They felt that 
this also contributed to inadequate information on the forms. 
 
Most staff commented that they felt it was very beneficial that the applicant fill out the Self-Report 
form as it provided additional information to the assessment panel about how the disability affects 
their daily lives. Staff report that applicants usually get help from family or friends to fill out the 
form, but would assist if asked. Comments made by the disability panel and appeal board staff also 
indicated that the Self-Report information is very helpful to their decision making. 
 
Analysis 
  
EIA pays physicians, nurse practitioners in private practice, and registered psychologists, $45 for 
completing the EIA Disability Assessment Report for participants applying/reapplying for eligibility 
under the disability category. In an effort to reduce program costs, some staff provide the 
assessment form to participants only when the participant provides a doctor’s note confirming the 
validity of the request. There is no policy that requires an applicant to get a doctor’s note before the 
disability assessment package of forms is given out.  
 
Filling out of the Self-Report form can be helpful as it can give an applicant the opportunity to 
explain the effect of a medical condition on their ability to achieve self-sufficiency. It is voluntary, 
but should be encouraged. Applicants who need assistance to complete it should be provided with 
that assistance. 
 
Recommendations 
 


19. It is recommended that applicants receive the Disability Assessment Report 
forms without the need for a doctor’s note. 


 
20. It is recommended that program staff encourage applicants to complete the Self-
Report form. 
 


DISABILITY ASSESSMENT PANEL 
 
Although the Act and Regulations authorize EIA Directors to determine eligibility, there has been a 
long standing practice of relying upon the opinion of disability assessment panels to review medical 
information submitted by physicians, and more recently information from applicants of their self-
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assessment forms, and make recommendations on eligibility. The role of the Disability Assessment 
Panel is set out in the Administrative Manual. 
 


7.1.6 EIA Assessment Panel 
 
Responsibilities of the Panel 
  
a. To assess an applicant's capacity to earn sufficient income to support himself or herself, and, 


to assess potential treatment and/or rehabilitation plans.  
b. To recommend to the director or designate a determination of the length of time required for 


the applicant to regain the capacity for employment and appropriate treatment and/or 
rehabilitation plans to restore an applicant's capacity for self-support, if applicable.  


 
Composition of the Panel 
 
The EIA Assessment Panel is composed of the following personnel: 
 
1. The EIA director or designate.  
2. The Regional Medical Officer of Health (or a private physician if the Regional Medical Officer 


of Health is not able to serve or if there is no Medical Officer of Health in the area).  
3. A regional representative from Personal Services (e.g., Vocational Rehabilitation Services, 


Employment Services, Community Living Services, Mental Health Services) may also be in 
attendance.  


 
The EIA Disability Assessment Panel assesses each application submitted on the basis of 
disability. The applicant's EIA worker presents the case and acts as a resource to the Panel. The 
director or designate decides if the case is eligible, taking into consideration the Panel's 
recommendation. 


 
The precise make-up of the panels varies around the province. The Winnipeg Disability Assessment 
Panel, which is utilized by several community areas in Winnipeg and the Interlake Region, has a 
nurse and occupational therapist, while most rural panels have medical doctors.  
 
If the panel deems the applicant eligible for the disability category, they indicate the date until which 
the applicant is eligible. The panel members complete and sign the appropriate section of the 
assessment form as evidence of their review. The review constitutes a recommendation to the EIA 
office director, who makes the final determination.  
 
There are some areas in Winnipeg that do not use the panel. Comments from staff in these areas 
indicated that they feel their process is quicker and that if last minute information is received they 
can process it faster. Other staff indicated that the panel worked well and some felt that a doctor 
should be on it. 
 
There does not seem to be a consistent pattern regarding how or if workers participate in the 
panelling process. Several workers indicated that they complete a summary form as part of the 
panelling process, while others indicated that they may attend the panel. One worker explained, “If I 
feel they should be on disability, I will go to the panel and advocate on their behalf.”  
 
A decision to deny medical or “disability” eligibility is one that can be appealed to the Social Services 
Appeal Board. We looked at if and why the appeal board varies or rescinds the panel’s decisions. 
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The appeal board indicated that disability issues are seldom black and white. They further advised 
that the appeal board uses the term medical eligibility rather than disability.  
 
The appeal board indicated that they vary or rescind many decisions related to medical eligibility. We 
reviewed some sample files, but we could not determine that there was one consistent reason for the 
change. Having the applicant appear in person to speak directly to the appeal board may be a 
contributing factor.  
 
Analysis  
 
Applicants do not attend Disability Assessment Panels. The panel reviews the Disability Assessment 
Report completed by an applicant’s doctor, and the Self-Report form, if completed by an applicant. 
The panel makes a recommendation to enroll or not enroll an applicant in the disability category 
based on its review of the completed forms. Workers’ participation in the paneling process is 
minimal, although some workers explained that they will advocate on behalf of applicants if there is 
a need to do so.  
 
There appears to be a difference in how the panel and the appeal board determine eligibility for the 
disability category. The panel uses information contained in forms as the basis for its decision; while 
the appeal board uses that information, it also involves the applicant in the appeal process. The 
attendance of an applicant at the appeal process appears to influence the decision of the appeal 
board. 
 
Some directors rely on recommendations from the panel to make decisions, while others do not 
involve the panel at all. 
 
By statute, decisions about disability eligibility are to be made by program directors. When making 
those decisions, directors have a written recommendation from a medical professional and the 
applicant's self-report form describing how their condition or disability affects them. This, along 
with the information on the completed application form and the analysis of the counsellor, should in 
most cases be sufficient for the director to make a decision. In those cases the referral to a disability 
assessment panel is a further administrative process that appears to be unnecessary. 
 
In cases where the director requires clarification about a specific medical condition, a medical panel 
or professional could be available for consultation. 
 
Recommendations 
 


21. It is recommended that a policy be written addressing in what circumstances an 
applicant can be temporarily enrolled in a disability category pending a disability 
panel recommendation on eligibility for the disability category. 


 
22. It is recommended that policy be amended to require Directors to make decisions 
regarding disability eligibility except in circumstances where medical information in 
support of an application is unclear or contradictory, in which case a Director should 
consult with a Disability Assessment Panel.  
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CATEGORICAL ELIGIBILITY  
 
At the present time, most applicants who are financially eligible to receive EIA must also fit within 
one of the following categories: Persons with Disabilities, General Assistance, or Single Parents. 
Some participants are in other categories, such as the aged and persons in crisis intervention 
facilities, but these additional categories are not addressed in this review.  
 
The complaint raised two separate but related issues in respect of categorical eligibility: the treatment 
of participants with work expectations, and the adequacy and appropriateness of the program’s 
definition of disability.  
 
PARTICIPANTS WITH WORK EXPECTATIONS 
 
One of the program’s stated responsibilities, particularly relevant to this aspect of the complaint, is 
described in the following statement: 
 


EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports to assist 
Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force.  


 
If program participants are capable of work, they are expected to look for work. Section 10 of the 
Employment and Income Assistance Regulation (404/88 R), states that employment expectations apply to 
all general assistance participants, sole support parents without children under the age of six, the 
spouses and common-law partners of the above, and sole support parents with children under the 
age of six if they have previously received assistance for an “employability enhancement” measure. 
Work expectations also apply to children over the age of sixteen, unless they are in school. 
 
The program has significant numbers of policies, procedures, and initiatives aimed at connecting 
participants to the labour market. The complainants acknowledge the recent increase in measures 
designed to assist participants achieve independence, but assert that those measures are inadequate.  
 
The complainants are particularly concerned with the development and implementation of the 
“personal plans” of participants. These plans are to be based on assessments of program applicants' 
capabilities and limitations, and intended to either achieve employment or address barriers to 
employment. Their complaint letter states: 
 


“While the provision of education and employment services are increasing in the EIA program, they are not 
sufficient to actually enable someone to find work at a wage that will enable them to rise out of the depth of 
poverty. Therefore the goals of the EIA program are not being supported by these policies. It is also stipulated 
in EIA policy that a personal job or education plan should be negotiated between the EIA staff and the 
participant and need to take into account the labour market demands and realities in the community. It 
frequently happens that participants are told they must sign the Personal Plan, even if they do not agree with 
it, or they will not be approved for benefits.” 


 
The statutory authority for imposing employment expectations on program participants is found in 
section 5.4 of The Employment and Income Assistance Act, as is the authority for imposing sanctions 
when those expectations are not met. 
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Program policy, reflected in the EIA Administrative Manual, clearly emphasizes the focus on self-
sufficiency through employment.  
 


6.1.1 Purpose of Employment and Income Assistance 
 
Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) is a program of last resort which provides temporary 
assistance to participants who have no other means to support themselves and their families. For 
participants who are able to work, EIA's primary focus is employment.  
 


For program participants, their employment expectations begin even before they complete the 
application process that will determine their eligibility. Prior to meeting an intake worker the 
participant is required to complete and return the employment history and personal job plan form 
received as part of the a pre-intake orientation package, if participants have attended a PIO. They 
are to focus on their employability and on what they need to do to become employed. This is in 
addition to other pre-intake requirements, including assembling a package of documentation 
demonstrating financial eligibility. 
 
The purpose of the employment history and personal job plan is described in the Administrative 
Manual: 
 


6.3.1 EMPLOYMENT HISTORY AND PERSONAL JOB PLAN 
 
The Employment History and Personal Job Plan form provides:  
1. basic information about the participant's work history and skills;  
2. documentation of the participant's personal job plan; and  
3. documentation of the employment expectation for the participant and confirmation of  the 
participant's acceptance of the employment expectation.  


 
The description of the personal job plan again emphasizes the goal of entering the workplace and 
the responsibility of participants to find a job. It also assigns program intake staff the task of 
reviewing participants’ plans.  
 


6.3.2 THE PERSONAL JOB PLAN 
 
The Personal Job Plan determines the specific employment expectations for each participant. In 
developing the plan, it is important to remember that the goal is to enable participants to enter the 
workplace. The responsibility of participants is to find a job and to reduce or eliminate their 
dependence on assistance. Therefore, no reasonable job offer may be refused. When 
participants are employed, they will have more opportunities to plan for the long term.  
 
The steps included in a Personal Job Plan must be realistic for specific individuals, for the area in 
which they live, and for the job opportunities currently available. In reviewing the plan, the worker 
ensures that the participant has identified achievable steps. Unless the worker has specific 
concerns with the plan (such as, the participant wants to apply for positions for which he or she 
does not have the required qualifications, there appear to be steps missing, or employment is a 
long-term goal), the participant is encouraged to implement the plan.  


 
The Administrative Manual sets out a number of factors in an “employability assessment” 
undertaken at intake - factors to be considered by program staff in their discussions with applicants - 
leading to the completion of the employment history and personal job plan form, and an agreement 
between the staff person and the participant. These factors are: 
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1. Family Responsibilities 
2. Employment History, Skills and Abilities 
3. Access/Availability of Resources 
4. Physical or Mental Health, Physical or Mental Capacity 
5. Children Under 18 
6. Readiness/Motivation 
 


Program policy indicates that while the completion of the plan amounts to an agreement between 
participant and worker, the worker has the final say in the event of disagreement. It also requires 
that the worker and the participant receive a copy of the completed form. 
 
The employment history and personal job plan described above is in fact a precursor to another 
plan, an “action plan.”  The action plan is the document referred to by the complainants as a 
personal job plan, the plan given to program participants.  
 
CLIENT ACTION PLANS  
 
The EIA Administrative Manual describes the purpose of an action plan, how it is completed, and 
the relationship between the personal job plan and the action plan. Action plans can involve more 
than the expectation to search for a job. The policy emphasizes attaining self-sufficiency but 
recognizes barriers to employment and permits activities to address those barriers to be included in 
plans.  
 


6.11.20 GENERAL ASSISTANCE PARTICIPANTS  
 
General Assistance participants have work expectations and are expected to find employment as 
soon as possible (see section 11.1.3). Where there are dependent children, participants are 
expected to balance child-care responsibilities and employment expectations.  
 
Education, pre-employment, job readiness and skills training (or any combination thereof) may be 
considered as part of a participant's action plan when barriers have been identified that prevent 
the participant from job searching and finding employment. Participants who wish to engage in 
tuition-based educational or longer-term skills training programs will be required to explore any 
alternative means of financial support.  
 
Education, training, and skills- or employment-focused vocational programs will not be supported 
for participants who quit a job for the purpose of upgrading their level of education or vocational 
skills.  
 


In addition to the expectation that plans consider the unique circumstances of participants, program 
policy also recognizes specific circumstances that may impact a plan, including circumstances where 
necessary resources are not available:  
 


6.5.3 Deferring Employment Expectations  
 
Unavailability of resources to support the participant's action plan 
 
To be realistically achievable, employment goals and action steps must match available 
resources (such as child care, training appropriate to the applicant's skills, aptitudes and 
circumstances, and suitable jobs in the community). If the supports required for an applicant to 
work are not available and cannot be arranged, a deferral of employment expectations may be 
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the outcome. The intake worker may assist in identifying ways to overcome these barriers. Any 
actions identified are incorporated into the action plan.  


 
Once a plan is established, participants must report on efforts to implement it. Program policy sets 
out reporting requirements for program participants.  
 


6.6.2 REPORTING 
 
An employment activity report must be completed by the participant and returned to the worker, 
normally, on a monthly basis.  The worker, however, may agree to a different reporting schedule, 
depending on the time required to take certain actions in the plan, or the availability of job 
opportunities in the area. For example, if jobs are seasonal in a particular community, the worker 
may agree to an initial report in time to prepare for seasonal hiring.  The determination of the 
reporting frequency will take into consideration if the participant requires additional preparation 
time or skill upgrading. 


 
Policy requires staff monitoring of action plans and sets out minimum standards for job search and 
employment activities.  


 
6.6.3 MONITORING 
 
The worker reviews the activity report and may verify the information. The worker may also meet 
with the participant to discuss the participant's progress. 
 
Acceptable Minimum Standards 
 
The following are considered to be acceptable minimum standards for job search and other 
employment activities: 
 
1. The number of job-related contacts required for a specific participant is established at 
 the EIA office, based on employment factors within a particular community. A 
 combination of contacts and other activities may be negotiated between the participant 
 and the worker. The suggested guideline in areas where there is a reasonable number 
 of employment opportunities is 15 contacts per reporting period.  
2. Contacts are appropriate to the participant's Personal Job Plan.  
3. Contacts are verifiable.  
4. Participants involved in specific programs meet the participation standards set by that 
 program.  
5. Participants accept any reasonable job offer.  
6. Participants consult with their workers about difficulties that arise on the job or at home 
 that may affect their employment, or Personal Job Plan, before taking action. 
 


Reviewing Client Action Plans 
 
As part of our review we received and examined approximately forty client action plans from EIA 
offices throughout the province.  
 
Plans are agreed upon and completed by a worker and a participant after an employability 
assessment. The best description of what an effective plan should look like was found in  section 
6.3.3 of the Administrative Manual: 
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• Goals and actions included in the Personal Job Plan should match participants' skills and 
abilities, as demonstrated by their experience (paid or volunteer), their education and training, 
and the length of time since their last job. 


• Goals and actions included in the Personal Job Plan must match the resources available, 
such as child care, transportation and jobs. 


 
As well, plans can be crafted to address specific barriers to employment through referral:  
 


Referrals to appropriate rehabilitation programs or other agencies, or a deferral of employment 
expectations for a specific period of time, may also be applicable. 


 
In light of the extensive policy requiring that plans be the result of negotiation between participants 
and workers, based on the individual circumstances of participants, and contain goals which are 
realistic and attainable in light of available resources, we expected to see wide variation in the 
content of plans we reviewed. This was not the case.  
 
Many plans looked identical. We noted that many plans had very similar or identical expectations for 
participants. There were some conditions which we would expect to see on all job action plans.  
These are:  
 


1. To report any and all changes in circumstances. 
2. To report any and all income, whether earned or unearned, regardless of the source. 
3. To acknowledge that participants have been advised of work expectations and are aware of 


possible sanctions if they do not comply or unreasonably lose or terminate a job. 
 
In one form or another, we saw the above conditions on the majority of the client action plans we 
reviewed. However, in some cases the three conditions above were the only conditions on a client’s 
action plan. This raises questions about whether the plans were the result of discussion between the 
worker and the participant, and whether the plans took into account an individual’s unique 
circumstances as required by program policy.   
 
Some plans prescribed the number of job applications that participants must undertake to 
demonstrate their commitment to finding work. Participants must then report their job search 
activity to their worker.  
 
We canvassed the views of program staff on their approach to employment plans and any concerns 
they had identified in working with these plans. Most staff spoke about the process of completing 
plans, and some described it as a negotiation. The majority of staff comments suggested that the 
onus for implementing the plan rested on the participant.  
 
Some EIA staff told us they worked with participants to formulate plans that involved more than 
just efforts to find any job available, generally involving referrals to vocational or pre-employment 
training.  
 
There were concerns raised about setting employment expectations in remote or smaller areas, 
because of limited employment opportunities available or the additional difficulty associated with 
searching for work. Staff identified the lack of transportation as a particular barrier. Many smaller 
centres have no public transit system and participants often lack any means of transport. Staff also 
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noted that pursing employment could involve making the difficult decision to leave a person’s home 
community in which they had family ties and other support networks.   
 
Both complainants and some program staff we interviewed referred to a “cookie-cutter” approach, 
in which expectations were set without the required thorough assessment and negotiation. The 
cookie-cutter approach was also acknowledged by some supervisors and managers, who indicated 
that this was neither an encouraged nor an accepted practice but was sometimes done because of 
high workload issues.   
 
It was suggested that workers did not have enough time to spend with every participant doing these 
plans, and that developing and following up on them properly takes a significant investment of time 
from a worker. This assertion is supported by an examination of the requirements imposed on 
workers by program policy.  
 
During our interviews with staff we were informed that case counsellors spend a great deal of time 
following up on client action plans. These plans are often very fluid and can change from week to 
week. Workers are responsible for keeping the plans realistic and up to date. Monitoring these plans 
and determining appropriate next steps was described as one of the largest and most time 
consuming jobs of case counsellors. 
 
Once a plan has been agreed upon, responsibility for implementing the plan and reporting on 
progress rests primarily with the participant. None of this is inconsistent with the statutory 
requirements imposed on EIA participants, although throughout the course of this review 
significant concerns have been raised about the ability of participants to meet all of the 
responsibilities and requirements imposed upon them by law and policy.  
 
Many workers talked to us about their view that while employment is the ultimate goal of the 
program, it may be unreasonable to expect participants to find and maintain employment 
immediately. It may be necessary for participants to take intermediate steps in order to become “job 
ready”.   
 
A number of plans we reviewed, while identifying employment or independence from the program 
as the ultimate goal, had steps which served to help prepare the individual for eventual employment. 
For example, we saw examples of expectations where participants were to take courses to upgrade 
their English language skills. We also saw examples where participants were asked to undergo an 
Addictions Foundation of Manitoba assessment prior to beginning a job search.  
 
Concerns were also expressed about the fact that many general assistance participants are required to 
conduct a job search without the benefit of any means of transportation or a telephone. This was 
described as a significant barrier. We were advised that in some cases funds for a job search are 
provided through a Job Seekers Allowance, consisting of $25.00 per month for non-disabled single 
adults and childless couples receiving who are actively participating in an employment plan or who 
are working.  
 
Sole Support Parent Exemption 
 
One of the issues raised by staff during the course of the investigation was the exemption for sole 
support parent participants with a child under six. That exemption applies unless the participant has 
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previously received some kind of education or training assistance from the program in the past. 
Although the exemption is provided in recognition of family responsibility, workers spoke about the 
impact of a six year absence from the job market, suggesting that it disadvantaged young women in 
particular. Some staff suggested that women in this category be encouraged to work part-time or to 
improve their education to better prepare them for the expectations awaiting them when the 
temporary exemption expired. 
 
The policy that notes the exemption for disability and sole support parent participants also notes 
that services are available for those participants on a voluntary basis, and states: 
 


All EIA participants are encouraged to take advantage of EIA's employment services, whether or 
not employment expectations apply. Where employment expectations do not apply, participants 
may access EIA's employment services on a voluntary basis.  


 
Encouraging sole support parents to work part-time or to improve their education is area where a 
more proactive approach and a greater investment in the short term might have significant long 
term benefits and assist in the overall goals of the poverty reduction strategy.  
 
Procedural Issues 
 
As per the program policy, all participants are supposed to receive a signed copy of their action plan. 
In part, this is because this helps underscore the importance of this document and it indicates that 
the participant has signed and agreed to follow through with the program’s expectations. 
 


6.9.2 REVIEWING AND SIGNING THE EIA APPLICATION AND ACTION PLAN IN WINNIPEG 
 
Both EIA and the applicant have legal rights and obligations that flow from the EIA application 
and the action plan… 
 
Because the action plan documents any steps to be undertaken, a copy of each action plan is 
always provided to applicants (and the second adult, if applicable). On request, applicants will 
also be provided with a photocopy of their signed application form.  


 
Based on our staff interviews, it appears that not every participant receives a copy of their plan. 
Some challenging participants or participants with possible mental health or other health and social 
issues, may not receive a copy of their action plan. This approach is inconsistent with the section 
6.9.2 of the Manual which notes that a copy of the plan is always provided to participants. 
 
In a 2009 Circular the EIA program reminded staff that action plans should be current and signed: 


 
This circular is to remind staff of the importance of ensuring participant Action Plans are current 
and signed… 
 
 An Action Plan outlines the participant’s responsibilities to the Program while in receipt of 
assistance and needs to be updated as required.  Action plans can range from simply ensuring 
that the Program is informed of all changes in the circumstances of the participant to more 
specific requirements, such as obtaining childcare, pursuing child support payments through the 
courts or guiding an individual towards obtaining employment.    
 
Action Plans are to be signed by both the case counsellor and the participant, including the action 
plan in the EIA application.  A copy of the signed Action Plan is to be given to the participant and 
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the original one placed in the participant’s file.  If one or both signatures are missing, it could be 
interpreted as though the action plan has not been agreed to by both parties.   


 
The complaint alleges that participants are forced to sign the client action plan, whether they agree 
with it or not, in order to receive benefits from the program. We posed this question to counsellors. 
We also asked counsellors what would happen if someone refused to sign their client action plan. 
No counsellors we interviewed could recall a participant ever refusing to sign the action plan.  
 
Despite the legitimate concern about the time and effort invested in developing action plans, 
particularly in light of the detailed and prescriptive nature of written program policy, staff comments 
suggested that the majority of the plans were developed after some form of consultation between 
workers and participants and some consideration of the participant’s individual circumstances.   
 
Analysis 
 
EIA intake workers and case counsellors have a great deal of discretion regarding the types of 
expectations that may be placed on participants. Depending on their worker, participants with 
similar circumstances may face very different expectations. Workers also appear to have a great deal 
of discretion regarding waiving employment expectations and utilizing penalties or sanctions. 
 
In many cases, participant involvement in the development of their action plans appeared limited. 
This is inconsistent with the specific requirements of written program policy. When this happens, it 
is unfair to participants because it does not consider the impact of their personal circumstances on 
their ability to meet the expectations imposed upon them.  
 
There was no evidence that participants were forced to sign their action plans, nor any indication of 
them objecting to the plan’s content. Client action plans are correctly described by the program as 
having legal implications. They are an acknowledgement of the specific requirements imposed upon 
participants, in accordance with the legal framework governing the program.  
 
Signing them is a program requirement. The more substantive issue is that they should be completed 
with participants’ involvement, in the manner described in policy reflecting their importance to both 
participants and the program.  
 
It was acknowledged that not all participants received copies of their action plans in accordance with 
program policy. It appears unreasonable to assume that because a worker believes someone is 
unlikely to follow the plan, or is likely to lose it or throw it away after leaving the office, that they 
should not receive a copy of their plan.   
 
EIA program staff and management have acknowledged that the program is evolving in a way that 
enhances education and employment opportunities for participants, with the goal of achieving self-
sufficiency through labour market attachment. Many recent initiatives confirm this evolution. 
 
Program policy around employment expectations, however, does not support that shift for the 
majority of participants. Program policy focused on employment is consistent with departmental and 
divisional goals, but it is unfair in that it does not put the same focus on identifying and addressing 
barriers to employment.  
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While the Administrative Manual contains the authority and direction for the action necessary to 
address participant barriers, the focus appears to remain on immediate employment, rather than 
sustained employment.   
 
The vastly different approaches taken by workers reflect the lack of clarity and obviously conflicting 
expectations imposed by written policy. Staff confirmed that while the prevailing attitude in the 
program was that “any job is a good job,” this approach appears to be changing with more of an 
emphasis on ensuring that people have the tools to be successful on a long term basis in the work 
force. However, because of the continuing policy support for the “any job is a good job” approach, 
the practice of establishing plans limited to fixed number job search contacts and monitoring 
compliance appears to be  equally acceptable.  
 
The program’s policies, particularly those in the detailed EIA Administrative Manual, need to be 
updated to reflect the ongoing evolution of the program. Greater emphasis should be placed on 
working with participants to better address any barriers to employment that they may face.   
 
Assisting participants to identify and address barriers to employment before entering the work force 
is more consistent with the department’s broader goals aimed at poverty reduction. If the goal is 
long-term sustainable employment, with fewer people needing to re-apply for assistance, more effort 
needs to be spent working one-on-one with participants, establishing more realistic plans, and 
offering more support when roadblocks are encountered. 
 
Recommendations  
 


23. It is recommended that the process for developing client action plans ensures the 
full participation of participants, and reflects all issues identified in each participant’s 
employability assessment.  


 
24. It is recommended that each participant receive a copy of their signed client 
action plan, regardless of their personal circumstances. 
 


PARTICIPANTS WITH MULTIPLE PERSISTENT BARRIERS 
 
Discussions with program staff about participants with employment expectations led to the 
identification of a particular concern about people who were excluded from employment because of 
social issues or social barriers that were not recognized as a disability. 
 
The list of reasons why a participant might not be considered employable, while still not eligible for 
the disability benefit category, was extensive:  addictions, undiagnosed mental health issues, 
depression, lack of social skills, lack of education, lack of motivation, poor access to transportation, 
advanced age, homelessness, lack of literacy skills, and language barriers.  
 
One manager we interviewed indicated that the program referred to many such participants as 
people with “multiple persistent barriers,” which we were told was a term used in another province.  
 
It is clear that there are people enrolled in the GA category who are not employable. Program policy 
does not recognize any of their social barriers as a disability. Some are clearly not, such as illiteracy, 
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homelessness, lack of education, experience or social skills. There are other barriers that some argue 
should be considered a disability or illness, such as alcoholism and drug addiction, but the program 
has declined to recognize them as either.  
 
Many people with multiple persistent barriers have job expectations waived, for different reasons 
and for different periods of time, while others do not and are therefore subject to financial sanctions 
permitted by law when employment expectations are not met.  
The Administrative Manual sets out certain circumstances and barriers that can result in work 
expectations being deferred:  
 


6.5.3 DEFERRING EMPLOYMENT EXPECTATIONS 
 
Employment expectations may be deferred for applicants unable to immediately focus on 
employment. The need for deferral may be identified by either the applicant or by the intake 
worker. Together the applicant and the intake worker determine the length of deferral, based on 
the estimated length of time required to resolve or stabilize the situation resulting in deferral. The 
intake worker may consult with the director or designate regarding the need for, or the length of, a 
deferral.  
 
If there are concrete steps that the applicant could reasonably take to resolve some of the 
barriers to employment (such as taking a treatment program or exploring child care alternatives), 
employment expectations will not be deferred. These steps will be identified in the participant's 
action plan.  
 
Some circumstances that might result in the deferral of employment expectations include:  
 
Temporary inability to work due to physical or mental health problems 
 
Applicants subject to employment expectations who are suffering from temporary physical or 
mental health problems complete those sections of the EIA application regarding their work 
history, job skills and employment barriers. However, the intake worker may defer identifying 
specific steps relating to employment in the applicant's action plan, pending medical advice from 
the applicant's doctor.  
 
Family Violence 
 
When an applicant enrolls with EIA immediately after leaving a crisis intervention facility, 
employment expectations may be deferred.  


 
We canvassed staff on how the EIA program currently responds to people with multiple persistent 
barriers and how it might respond differently. Most staff indicated that more needed to be done to 
work with this group of participants, recognizing the extent and the impact of the obstacles faced by 
participants and the extent of the work and resources needed to address these obstacles.  
 
We asked workers how they worked with this portion of their case loads. We heard a variety of 
answers. Some workers told us that while there may be a formal work expectation on these 
participants, workers knew that these people were not job ready and would not be able to find or 
hold down a job until they addressed the barriers facing them. In response, some workers largely 
ignored these files. They became “maintenance” cases where workers were just ensuring that 
cheques were issued and sporadic contact was maintained with the participant. Workers tended to 
not be overly involved in these cases. 
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Some workers expressed the view that in light of the additional challenges and barriers faced by 
some participants, the work expectation had to be more holistically defined. These participants 
would be expected to undertake activities intended to overcome these barriers and develop the 
necessary skills that one day might allow them to enter the work force. In that sense, the traditional 
job search was deferred. For example, an expectation might be to connect with a doctor. 
 
For workers who assisted participants to find resources to address their personal barriers, there were 
two obstacles identified. The first was the limited availability of, or access to, necessary resources. 
Specific concerns identified were obtaining timely access to basic health services, mental health 
services, addictions treatment, and specialized services for issues such as FASD. A second concern 
was the ability of workers to keep up with the knowledge required about all of the services available, 
and the specifics of those services, in order to make appropriate referrals.  
 
Other workers took a more hard line approach and insisted that the job expectation be followed 
explicitly. The job expectation was defined as finding and maintaining employment. If participants 
failed to adhere to strict conditions on their action plans regarding job searches and job activities, 
their benefits would be affected. We were told of situations where participants would have benefits 
either deferred or terminated multiple times for failure to follow through with their action plans.  
There seemed to be little discussion between the worker and participant about trying to identify why 
they were unsuccessful. As a result, there are participants for whom EIA files have been opened and 
closed multiple times in a relatively short period of time. 
 
Some staff suggested that an intensive case management approach was necessary and pointed to the 
Job Connections pilot project as perhaps an appropriate model.  
 
The Job Connections Initiative (JCI), launched in April 2008, is a holistic, intensive case 
management pilot project designed to: 
 


“Support participants to achieve greater independence from the Employment and Income Assistance program 
by helping them address the barriers which prevent their successful engagement in employment and training 
activities. Job Connections Social Services Case Managers will utilize a variety of specialized and 
comprehensive assessment tools in order to best determine the nature and level of supports required by 
participants to help them achieve their personal or family-centered plans.” 


 
Participants in the JCI include both general assistance and single parent EIA participants. As the JCI 
is a pilot project, participation is limited to a small number of the total case load. As a model it 
appears to be one way of addressing the need for intensive case management that will clearly be 
required to work with a particularly challenging group of EIA participants. However, until the pilot 
project is complete it will be difficult to conduct any statistical analysis demonstrating its 
effectiveness.  
 
Analysis 
 
The current general assistance category is a catch-all category for individuals who do not qualify for 
disability, single parent, or any other benefit category. It appears, however, that participants in the 
GA category range from people who are essentially employment-ready, to those who have difficulty 
finding and keeping employment due to multiple persistent barriers.  
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Basic benefits, combined with the employment assistance available, may be appropriate for those 
participants who are "job-ready," and simply need financial assistance through a short period of 
unemployment.  
 
It would be beneficial to both the program and its participants to distinguish between those who are 
job-ready and those who have significant social conditions that are barriers to employment. A list of 
these barriers, compiled from staff comments, includes:  
 


• addictions 
• undiagnosed mental health issues 
• lack of literacy skills 
• lack of social skills 
• lack of adequate, safe housing 
• homelessness 
• family violence 


 
Because participants with multiple barriers do not typically qualify for the disability category, they 
are subject to work expectations, unless a decision is made to defer those expectations. Because of 
this, managing their files has been described as particularly challenging. These participants can have 
multiple and complex barriers that require a significant investment of time and resources to 
overcome. Currently, staff do not have sufficient time to invest with these participants to identify 
their barriers and the resources necessary to address them. The program currently expects too much 
of these participants in light of the significant barriers they face and imposes too many different 
functions on staff. 
 
The approach currently taken by the program seems unlikely to help these participants achieve 
independence through employment. They require an intensive case management approach, 
beginning with a thorough assessment of their barriers. For these participants, success cannot be 
limited to finding employment. Their success will first need to encompass activities necessary to 
remove the barriers to self-sufficiency.   
 
It appears that the department has recognized the need to work more intensively with certain 
participants. The Job Connections Initiative allows workers to do exactly that.  JCI workers use a 
number of tools to help them assess how best to work with program participants. One such tool is 
known as the Comprehensive Assessment Matrix. It examines a number of areas of a participant’s 
life including: food and clothing; housing; financial stability; transportation; care and safety; health 
and well-being; social development; life skills; employment; education and learning; family relations; 
and parent-child relationships. This tool allows workers to examine all aspects of a participant’s life 
to determine an appropriate case plan to move the participant forward.  
 
The department has also had the marketAbilities program in place for a number of years. Similar to 
the JCI, marketAbilities staff work intensively with participants in the disability category to address 
their barriers to finding work. Participation in marketAbilities is voluntary. 
 
The program should address the issue of people with multiple persistent barriers to employment by 
adopting an intensive case management category. The focus for people with multiple persistent 
barriers should be the identification of specific barriers, and the identification of services and 
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programs necessary to address those barriers as part of their individual plan. The role of the 
program would include completing a comprehensive assessment, developing a plan to address the 
participant’s barriers, and assisting the participant to implement that plan. 
 
Recommendations 
 


25. It is recommended that the department develop a plan to provide intensive case 
management for people with multiple persistent barriers, to assess all barriers to 
employment and what supports are necessary to overcome those barriers. It is 
recommended that barriers should include social barriers, in addition to temporary 
disabilities or illness. 


 
26. It is recommended that a comprehensive assessment tool be developed and used 
to assess each applicant to ensure that invisible barriers to employment are 
disclosed. It is recommended that staff receive training in the comprehensive 
assessment tool.  


 
27. It is recommended that program policy around work expectations be revised to 
reflect the need to assist participants in identifying and overcoming barriers to 
employment. 


 
28. It is recommended that the program consider how to foster employment 
readiness for disability participants and sole support parents who are currently 
exempted from employment expectations, and address any barriers arising from 
disability or family responsibility, such as deficiencies in education or the lack of 
child care. 


 
DISABILITY CATEGORY PARTICIPANTS 
 
The disability category provides assistance to the largest number of program participants. The 
complainants took issue with the way the EIA program currently defines “disability”: 
  


The policy that outlines the definition of disability for this program is not being interpreted similarly and/or 
correctly by EIA staff. The definition refers to someone having a medical condition or disability for longer 
than 90 days and that due to this circumstance they are unable to earn sufficient income to cover their basic 
needs. Frequently persons are not considered eligible for the IAPDP if they can perform any work activities 
for any amount of time. The result of this is that a person with functional limitations that are ongoing is 
placed in the situation of finding work and not receiving the extra benefits available to a person with 
disability to address the barriers and attitudes that exist in our society toward people with disabilities.  Also 
if someone is deemed employable, they are no longer considered eligible for the IAPDP extra funds and are 
placed - in the general assistance or single parent category, even before any employment is secured.  Being able 
to work does not translate into not needing the disability supports provided in the IAPDP.  Also the ability 
to carry out physical or mental activities does not in itself correlate to a relevant job that is available in the 
labour market. There is no consideration as to what jobs are actually available.  
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Manitoba Definition 
 
The Act does not contain a definition of disability, and the statutory provision creating eligibility in 
this category covers people in a broad range of circumstances. 


 
Employment and Income Assistance Act 


 
5(1) The director shall provide income assistance, in accordance with this Act and the 
regulations, to or in respect of a person who, in the opinion of the director is a person 
  
(a) who, by reason of age or by reason of physical or mental ill health, or physical or mental 
incapacity or disorder that is likely to continue for more than 90 days  
(i) is unable to earn an income sufficient to meet the basic necessities of himself and his 
dependants, if any; or  
(ii) is unable to care for himself and requires to be cared for by another person or in an institution 
or home for the aged or the infirm… 
 


The policy in the EIA Administrative Manual mirrors the statute and provides little additional 
guidance for staff or participants. The EIA Administrative Manual, section 7.1.1 states:  
 


For the purpose of The Employment and Income Assistance Act and Regulation, the term 
"disabled" refers to those persons who, by reason of a physical or mental illness, incapacity or 
disorder that is likely to continue for more than 90 days, are unable to earn sufficient income to 
provide the basic necessities for themselves and their dependants. 


 
The definition of disability and how it should be addressed in an income assistance program has 
been the subject of broader policy discussion. In 2001, the government proposed to redefine its 
income assistance eligibility requirements for persons with disabilities in Full Citizenship: A Manitoba 
Strategy on Disability. The proposed changes were to redefine disability so that it was not linked to a 
finding of “unemployability.” A November 2008 Progress Report indicated that the proposed new 
definition had not been adopted, but noted : 
 


A new functional assessment process has been implemented by Employment and Income Assistance Program, 
replacing the medical panel previously in place. Changes include: adding an occupational therapist on the 
Winnipeg/Selkirk panel to add a functional dimension, replacing the physician with a nurse, a new self-
report form, and immediate enrollment of certain applicants, i.e. those on Canada Pension Plan Disability.  


 
Information from both complainants and staff suggests that the new “functional assessment 
process” has not resolved their concerns. However, the immediate enrollment of people in receipt 
of Canada Pension Plan (CPP) disability benefits appears to be an administrative improvement.  
 
It appears that despite changes to the assessment panel process to incorporate more of a functional 
assessment in the determination of eligibility for the persons with disabilities category, there 
continue to be differences in how the definition is being interpreted.  
 
Definitions From Other Jurisdictions 
 
As background to this review we looked as how other jurisdictions define disability or categorize 
benefits for persons with disabilities.  
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Canada Pension Plan 
 
The CPP definition of disability is set out in section 42 of The Canada Pension Plan Act: 


 
When person deemed disabled 
(2) For the purposes of this Act, 
(a) a person shall be considered to be disabled only if he is determined in prescribed manner to have a severe 
and prolonged mental or physical disability, and for the  purposes of this paragraph, 
(i) a disability is severe only if by reason thereof the person in respect of whom the determination is made is 
incapable regularly of pursuing any substantially gainful occupation, and 
(ii) a disability is prolonged only if it is determined in prescribed manner that the disability is likely to be long 
continued and of indefinite duration or is likely to result in death; and 
(b) a person shall be deemed to have become or to have ceased to be disabled at such time as is determined in 
the prescribed manner to be the time when the person became or ceased to be, as the case may be, disabled, but 
in no case shall a person be deemed to have become disabled earlier than fifteen months before the time of the 
making of any application in respect of which the determination is made. 


 
As part of this investigation we reviewed the approaches taken by other provinces, as reflected by 
how they define disability.    
 
Ontario 
 
The Ontario Disability Support Program Act states: 
 


Person with a disability 
4. (1) A person is a person with a disability for the purposes of this Part if, 
(a) the person has substantial physical or mental impairment that is continuous or recurrent and expected to 
last one year or more; 
(b) the direct and cumulative effect of the impairment on the person’s ability to attend to his or her personal 
care, function in the community and function in a workplace, results in a substantial restriction in one or 
more of these activities of daily living; and 
(c) the impairment and its likely duration and the restriction in the person’s activities of daily living have been 
verified by a person with the prescribed qualifications. 


 
British Columbia 
 
The British Columbia Employment and Assistance for Persons with Disabilities Act states: 
 


(2) The Minister may designate a person who has reached 18 years of age as a person with disabilities for the 
purposes of this Act if the Minister is satisfied that the person has a severe mental or physical impairment 
that 
(a) in the opinion of a medical practitioner is likely to continue for at least 2 years, and 
(b) in the opinion of a prescribed professional 
(i) directly and significantly restricts the person’s ability to perform daily living activities either 
(A) continuously, or 
(B) periodically for extended periods, and 
(ii) as a result of those restrictions, the person requires help to perform those activities. 
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(3) For the purposes of subsection (2), 
(a) a person who has a severe mental impairment includes a person with a mental  
      disorder, and 
(b) a person requires help in relation to a daily activity if, in order to perform it, the  
      person requires 
(i) an assistive device, 
(ii) the significant help or supervision of another person, or 
(iii) the services of an assistance animal. 


 
Saskatchewan 
 
The Saskatchewan Assistance Program has implemented a new (effective October 2009) long term 
income support program for people with significant and enduring disabilities - the Saskatchewan 
Assured Income Disability Program (SAID). Saskatchewan Assistance Regulations subsection 43.1 
(1) states: 
 


SAID is an income support program intended to provide long term income support to Saskatchewan 
residents, 18 years of age or older, who: 
 
have disabilities that are significant and enduring, irrespective of whether the disabilities are physical, 
psychiatric, cognitive or intellectual in nature; and  
have insufficient income from employment or others sources to permit self-sufficiency; and 
are not expected to attain long-term financially self-sufficiency through employment or self-employment given 
available treatments or supports. 
 
* Significant disabilities are defined as disabilities that have a substantial impact on routine daily living 
activities, and which result in a person requiring help in the form of an assistive device, the assistance of 
another person, a modified environment, or other accommodation. 
* Enduring disabilities are defined as disabilities which are expected to last permanently or indefinitely, and 
which limit a person’s ability either continuously or periodically. 


 
Both Ontario and British Columbia have significantly longer fixed periods before a disability 
qualifies a person for disability benefits. Both provinces tie their definition to the broader concept of 
impact on the activities of daily living, rather than just on employability. 
 
The Saskatchewan program does not specify a period, but does define an “enduring” disability. It 
also makes reference to a situation where people are unable to attain self-sufficiency through 
employment “…given available treatments and supports.” This is a consideration in light of the fact that 
many EIA staff made reference to the absence or limited availability of treatment and support 
options in Manitoba.   
 
EIA staff who were interviewed identified numerous concerns with the interpretation and 
application of the disability provisions governing their program. Their comments suggested that it 
can be hard for both participants and staff to understand what falls under that definition and that 
different programs within their own department can use different definitions. It was suggested that 
the definition of disability should not be tied to employability. It was suggested that the current 
definition was a “one size fits all” approach and what was needed was a means of distinguishing long 
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term from short term disability. It was also suggested that people with permanent disabilities should 
not be part of a welfare or social assistance program and would be better served through some kind 
of a pension program.  
 
Many staff expressed views on how to change the program’s approach to disability, with most 
comments suggesting that there be a distinction between long term and short term disability or 
distinguishing permanent disabling conditions and conditions from which participants were likely to 
recover. 
 
Some staff identified a concern with the current practice of tying the additional costs associated with 
disability to a determination on ability to work, suggesting that whether a person can work or not 
does not change the need for the additional benefit paid to cover additional costs arising from a 
disability. 
 
During the course of this review some EIA staff made reference to disability participants who are 
also clients of the provincial Supported Living program, describing them as a maintenance case load, 
many of whom were in community residences and receiving services from workers in other 
programs.   
 
Supported Living Clients  
 
A program description for the Manitoba Family Services Supported Living Program indicates that it 
is intended to provide services to “eligible adults with a mental disability in each region of the province. Services 
are planned on a person-centered basis to meet the unique need of each individual.” 
 
These are people with a mental disability who clearly fall within the broad definition of disability 
under the Act for EIA purposes, but must also meet eligibility criteria for the SL program. 
Applicants must be a “vulnerable person” under The Vulnerable Persons Living with a Mental Disability 
Act:  
 


“an adult living with a mental disability who is in need of assistance to meet his or her basic needs with 
regard to personal care or management of his or her property. A mental disability means significantly 
impaired intellectual functioning existing concurrently with impaired adaptive behaviour and manifested prior 
to the age of 18 years, but excludes mental disability due exclusively to a mental disorder as defined in section 
1 of The Mental Health Act.”  


 
Selecting the Westman Region as a sample for analytical purposes, we inquired about the number of 
EIA participants who might also be clients of the SL program. We were advised that of a total of 
approximately 2800 EIA cases, 1650 are in the disability category and of those approximately 500 
are also in the SL program. We were advised that most SL clients receive EIA benefits.  
 
EIA participants who are also in the SL program have a Community Service Worker assigned by the 
SL program to manage the case on a daily basis. In the course of the review, some staff had 
suggested that this was a duplication of services.  
 
In the Westman Region, there is currently one worker who carries a joint caseload. This position 
acts as the Community Service Worker for 83 SL clients and also handles their EIA business. The 
other 417 SL cases are divided up among 12 other EIA case counsellors. 
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This was described as unique situation, arising because of an individual staff member who possessed 
knowledge of both programs. It was also made possible because of the proximity of the EIA and SL 
programs in the same building on the same floor.  
 
It was suggested to us that this would be a difficult situation to duplicate with new staff because of 
the extensive training required to learn both programs, in addition to the “six months to a year to be 
fluent in SAMIN” (the EIA program’s computer system). Nonetheless, it would be useful for the 
department to review whether or not there is a duplication of service and, perhaps more 
importantly, to ensure that the provision of financial support does not come with unnecessary 
monitoring associated with EIA and that disability support services are provided by those best 
trained and equipped to provide them.  
 
Analysis 
 
Based on the Act and policy, disability benefits are available to a range of people; from those with 
permanent impairments precluding any possibility of self-sufficiency, to those who suffer from an 
incapacity, disorder or ill health, from which they will recover, but which will last longer than 90 
days duration.   
 
Excluded by practice from eligibility for the disability category are participants with disabling social 
conditions that prevent them from earning an income sufficient to meet basic necessities, for 
example, a debilitating addiction. As a result these participants do not receive the extra benefits 
available to those who are defined as disabled, and they are expected to seek employment. Included 
by practice in the disability category are some participants who are capable of, and often do work.  
 
The interpretation of the Act and policy appears to be unfair. This unfairness arises because of the 
absence of a clear definition of disability, and a means of assessing conditions that are disabling and 
prevent a person from obtaining and sustaining employment. Despite suffering from a disabling 
condition that precludes them from obtaining and sustaining employment some participants will not 
be defined as "disabled" and will not receive the additional benefits available to participants within 
that category.  
 
Currently, participants in the disability category receive an additional $105 per month as well as a 
higher monthly basic needs budget than participants in the GA category. While a single, childless 
GA participant receives a monthly budget of $195 for basic needs, plus a $25 job seekers allowance 
(for a total of $220 per month), a single, childless Persons with Disabilities case category participant 
receives a monthly budget of $331.40, plus a $105 Income Assistance for Persons with Disabilities 
(IAPD) benefit (for a total of $436.40).  
 
The policy on disability focuses on employability. Staff felt that the notion of equating disability with 
“un-employability” was outdated and demeaning. This kind of focus could result in unfair treatment 
of some participants who are living with a disability and require additional support, but are able to 
engage in some type of work. In 2008/09, there were 31,137 EIA cases in total, of which 18,068 
were in the disability category. Thus 58% of the case load had mandated work exemptions, even 
though one of the program objectives is to help participants “regain their financial independence from EIA 
by making the transition to work.”  
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The EIA program has in fact enhanced its education, training and disability supports to assist 
persons with disabilities in finding and retaining employment. This is a positive shift in approach. 
 
It would appear that the ability to work should not be the determining factor in assessing the need 
for additional benefits arising from a disability. That determination should relate to the additional 
costs associated with the disability. It is possible that some participants may be disabled and able to 
work, but require additional support for costs associated with their disability. Others may be 
disabled and unable to work, but may not have significant costs associated with their disability. The 
program does not currently recognize this difference. 
 
For participants who are permanently disabled, assistance should be provided without the need for 
periodic reviews and the corresponding administrative work done to reconfirm eligibility. 
Effectively, the income provided to these participants would more closely and appropriately 
resemble a pension than it would a welfare payment. 
 
Many people in the disability category are also in the Supported Living program and many also 
receive the services arising from supported residential living and/or supported employment. These 
participants have a Community Service Worker assigned to daily case management. Their 
attachment to the EIA program appears to be based primarily on the need to provide for the cost of 
their basic necessities. Accordingly, the role of EIA should be limited to the provision of financial 
benefit. Other services would be provided through the Supported Living program. 
 
Recommendations 
 
 29. It is recommended that the definition of disability be clarified in program policy  
 to distinguish between people whose disability will permanently prevent them from 
 obtaining self-sustaining employment, and those who are temporarily precluded 
 from meeting the cost of their basic necessities because of a temporary disability or 
 illness. 
 


30. It is recommended that for people who are permanently disabled and exempted 
from employment expectations, such as those in the Supported Living Program and 
those eligible for CPP disability benefits, long term disability benefits be paid in 
amounts sufficient to meet the cost of their basic necessities, which would include 
predictable recurring needs arising from their disabilities. 
 


A NON-CATEGORICAL SYSTEM 
 
Although we have made specific recommendations to enhance or improve the administration of the 
current categorical eligibility system, our investigation and analysis of this issue raises larger 
questions about the necessity for and benefits of that system.  
 
It appears that the categorical eligibility system may have become an institutional stumbling block to 
moving the EIA program forward. The department may wish to consider abandoning the current 
requirement for categorical eligibility in favour of a system that focuses on a comprehensive 
assessment at intake, identifying all needs and barriers to full societal and labour market integration, 
and the provision of intensive case management for those participants who require it.  
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This shift would allow a more precise tailoring of financial and other benefits to individual needs. A 
non-categorical system would be less arbitrary and may have the added benefit of simplifying 
administrative processes, for both participants and staff, and for those who need only financial 
support.  
 
Recommendation 
 


31. It is recommended that instead of the current categorical eligibility system, the 
department consider adopting a system that focuses on a comprehensive assessment 
at intake, identifying all needs and barriers to full societal and labour market 
integration, and the provision of intensive case management for those participants 
who require it.  
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RATE SETTING  
 
The complainants assert that the method used to determine EIA rates is inappropriate. With respect 
to the rate setting process, they wrote: 
 


EIA Legislation states that the rates must be set by the government for shelter allowance and basic needs.  
The Legislation also states that the government will review these rates to ensure they meet the basic needs of 
Manitobans.  To date no review process has been laid out by the government as to how and if this is done.  
There also has been no indication as to what type of measurement is used by the government to determine 
rates. Nor is there a transparent process or commitment to review these costs annually and increase benefits 
accordingly.  


 
In December 2008, the Office of the Auditor General (OAG) issued a report that addressed a 
number of EIA issues, including the rate setting process. The full report, “Report to the Legislative 
Assembly – Audits of Government Operations”, is available on the OAG website at 
http://www.oag.mb.ca. 
 
The report of the OAG provided a description of the current rate setting process. Below are some 
of the Auditor General’s comments and observations with respect to that process: 
 


• The department reviews income assistance rates annually. However, this review is not conducted 
in a formalized or prescribed manner, and is not summarized in a specific single document. 


 
• The annual review considers the rates for shelter and basic needs, as well as the benefits 


available to EIA participants in specific situations. These include (but are not limited to) benefits 
such as essential drug, dental and optical services, as well as allowances for school supplies, 
persons with disabilities, the high cost of healthy foods in northern and remote areas, and 
assistance in transitioning from income assistance to work. However, we noted that some less 
common allowances (e.g., allowances for various prescribed therapeutic diets) have not been 
reviewed for several years. 


 
• Rates are not updated on a regular annual basis for all components of the rate structure for all 


recipient categories. Instead, based on the department’s assessment of need, rates are 
periodically updated for certain components of the rate structure relating to selected categories of 
recipients. 


 
• The various levels of income and asset exemptions are also reviewed annually and periodically 


adjusted. 
 
• The department conducts regular inter-provincial comparisons of the monthly basic and shelter 


rates for a variety of different household scenarios. … 
 


• The department also periodically reviews and considers the total benefit income obtainable by 
EIA participants from all available sources. … 


 
• The department monitors various existing measures of poverty thresholds, although there is no 


“agreed upon” or official basis for measurement. In the absence of an agreed upon measure, one 
reference point sometimes used by both the department and social policy advocates has been 
the Low-Income Cutoff statistics (LICOs) published by Statistics Canada. LICOs are a relative 
measure that approximate annual levels of income at which households of different sizes, in 
communities of different sizes, are forced to spend a higher proportion of their income on the 
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basic necessities of food, shelter and clothing than the average household would. We noted that 
a common criticism of this measure is that it places Winnipeg in the same community size 
category (populations of 500,000 and over) as cities such as Vancouver, Calgary and Toronto, 
without considering cost of living differences such as wide discrepancies in housing prices. 


 
• The National Council of Welfare (NCW) is an arm’s length advisory body to the Federal Minister 


of Human Resources and Social Development (HRSDC) on matters of concern to low-income 
Canadians. NCW issues periodic reports on patterns and trends in welfare incomes for four 
different types of households in the various provinces. For all provinces, reported welfare 
incomes fall below LICO thresholds. For example, the Summer 2006 report issued by NCW 
showed that 2005 welfare incomes in Manitoba ranged from 28% of the LICO for a single 
employable individual to 53% of the LICO for a couple with two children, ages 10 and 15. 


 
• Recognizing the problems inherent in using LICOs as a poverty threshold, the department also 


monitors, on an ad hoc basis, some of the various market basket measures of low income that 
are available. These are typically determined by selecting and pricing a set of goods and services 
deemed essential to a person’s functioning in society and may vary considerably, depending on 
the types and number of items included in the basket, as well as the method of pricing used. 


 
• Data published on the NCW website in June 2008 used a HRSDC market basket measure (MBM) 


that showed 2006 welfare incomes in Manitoba ranged from 44% of the MBM for a single 
employable individual to 83% of the MBM for a single parent with a two year old child. For all 
provinces, the NCW reported welfare incomes were closer to the HRSDC MBM threshold than 
the LICO threshold. 


 
• While various low income threshold measures are monitored by the department, they are not 


used as a direct input to income assistance rate-setting. 
 


The adequacy of EIA benefit rates relative to participant needs was not part of the OAG review.  
 
At the end of its review, the OAG recommended that “the Department institute a formal documented 
process for reviewing and making recommendations for periodically updating basic and shelter rates, income and asset 
exemptions, and other income assistance allowances in a logical and equitable manner.” 
 
In September 2009 the Deputy Minister of Family Services and Housing advised the Standing 
Committee on Public Accounts that the department accepts the recommendations made by the 
Auditor General and is “actively working to address these recommendations” and “ working to develop formal 
criteria and internal processes.”  
 
Further comments to the Public Accounts Committee provided insight into how the current process 
works: 
 


The department reviews income assistance rates yearly as part of the budget process and we, of course, present 
recommendations to government through the Estimates process. Since 1999, the department has increased the 
level of income available to participants, both directly through enhancing rates and, indirectly, by exempting 
other sources of incomes from being considered as a financial resource. And that includes enhancements to 
earning exemptions which allow people to retain more of their benefits while they're working. 
 
We do look at inflation and CPI. We look at how our rates compare with other provinces. Most of the 
benefits that have occurred for people on low income have been because we’ve passed through federal incomes - 
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federal increases onto the child tax benefit…Government makes its decision based on those considerations as 
well as the resources that are available. 
 
The last several years we've introduced a number of enhancements to the rates specifically in the north and 
communities that are facing higher food–particularly for food and essentials. So we've increased the rates there 
to better respond to local needs…We pay actual utility costs for the most part so that, you know, communities 
where utility costs are higher for whatever reason, we pay the actuals. So we try to respond in those ways to the 
higher costs that northern communities face. 


 
In light of the review completed by the Auditor General we did not undertake an extensive 
investigation of the rate setting process itself. We noted, however, the various approaches to rate-
setting in other provinces.  
 
In Saskatchewan, British Columbia, Quebec, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and 
Labrador, and Prince Edward Island, rates are assessed annually as part of budget development 
process. In Ontario, rates for both Ontario Works and the Ontario Disability Support Program are 
set on an ad hoc basis by government.  
 
In Prince Edward Island, the annual rate review requirement is set forth in legislation. There is no 
sanctioned measurement of poverty and no indexing of rates. In Nova Scotia, the personal 
allowance portion of rates is adjusted based on cost of living, but annual rate increases are subject to 
Cabinet budget approval. In Newfoundland and Labrador basic income support rates were indexed 
to the provincial Consumer Price Index (CPI) in 2007, and will continue to be indexed for the six 
years following 2007.  
 
In the Northwest Territories, benefit rates are not indexed yearly but indexed by regions and 
communities according to cost of living measures. In Yukon, the Yukon Social Assistance Act and 
Regulations provides that the Director of Social Services review the rates annually and recommend 
changes, if any, to its Management Board. In February 2009, the Yukon government announced that 
basic social assistance rates (food, clothing, shelter and utilities) will be indexed annually to the CPI 
to ensure rates reflect cost of living.  
 
Quebec has had automatic annual indexation of social assistance benefits for a number of years. The 
indexation rate used is the same as that used for the personal income tax system and related tax 
credits, which is the rate based on growth in the Quebec CPI for the 12-month period ending 
September 30 of the previous year.  
 
We also canvassed the views of EIA program staff on the rate setting process. Most staff did not 
know how rates were set, but felt there needed to be a better way of having rates reflect the cost of 
living. Staff also expressed a desire to be consulted as part of the rate setting process, indicating that 
their front line experience could benefit the process.  
 
Some staff commented on the practice of maintaining what they thought were low rates but 
providing add-on programs, benefits, and incentives as an alternative to increasing rates, and the 
practice of considering exempted income when reviewing rates. Generally, their comments 
suggested that the practice of providing add-on benefits made the program administratively more 
complex.  
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Analysis 
 
The rate-setting process lacks transparency. The complainants feel the process results in a lack of 
accountability. Staff correctly point out that the rates are not determined by them, but by Cabinet.  
Cabinet is, however, relying on information and advice from the department on what is appropriate 
for rates. The rate setting process should be more transparent, and with greater transparency will 
come greater accountability. Currently, there is a recommendation from the OAG that the 
government is addressing. We endorse and repeat that recommendation.  
 
Recommendations 
 


32. It is recommended that the department institute a formal documented process for 
reviewing and making recommendations for periodically updating basic and shelter 
rates, income and asset exemptions, and other income assistance allowances in a 
logical and equitable manner. It is recommended that in that process, program staff 
be consulted. 


 
33. It is recommended that the rate-setting process be documented and made 
available to the public.  


 
Allowances for Shelter and Basic Necessities 
 
Section 2 of The Employment and Income Assistance Act authorizes EIA benefits comprised of certain 
allowances: a basic living allowance, an allowance for shelter, essential health services and a funeral 
upon death.  
 
Throughout the course of our review, complainants and staff alike identified shelter allowances as a 
particular problem. Many staff indicated that participants often use funds provided as a basic living 
allowance to cover the cost of shelter.  
 
The department has addressed some concerns about the shelter allowance through recent increases 
to the Manitoba Shelter Benefit paid to participants. The Manitoba Shelter Benefit for persons 
receiving EIA is a flat rate benefit available to persons with a disability and adults without dependent 
children who rent accommodation from a landlord other than the Manitoba Housing Authority.   
 
However, we were informed by the complainants and staff that for participants in private rental 
accommodations, the cost of rent frequently exceeds the amount of money received from the 
program for shelter. For some participants, the EIA program pays rent directly to landlords. We 
were advised that if a participant’s rent is higher than the shelter rate amount, the participant must 
authorize the program to use some of their basic living allowance funds to pay for shelter.  
 
It would be appear to be unfair if participants need to use funds that were specifically allocated by 
government for the purpose of meeting the cost of their basic necessities, to supplement the 
allowances allocated for shelter.   
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Recommendation 
  


34. It is recommended that the department determine whether participants are 
required to use benefits allocated for basic necessities to supplement benefits 
allocated for rent, and if so, how frequently and to what extent this occurs.  
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PROGRAM POLICY 
 
The complainant groups raised two broad and significant concerns with respect to EIA program 
policy; first, that there are certain program policies that serve to undermine the intent of the 
program and, second, that program rates are inadequate to achieve the program's stated goals.  
 
Under the heading “Policies and Procedures that Undermine the Intent of the EIA Program” the 
complainants wrote: 
 


“An example of this is that the EIA program policy is to provide only one damage deposit per participant for 
rental purposes. The possibility of being approved for more than one damage deposit depends entirely on the 
discretion of the supervisor/director of the EIA office. This policy has resulted in participants, through no 
fault of their own, being homeless or forced to live in housing that is unsafe or unhealthy. Even if the 
participant has filed a complaint with the Residential Tenancies Branch in an attempt to have their previous 
damage deposit refunded, the EIA program will not provide a damage deposit in order for the participant to 
move to more appropriate housing. This necessitates that participants must use their food budget to augment 
their shelter allowance.  With a vacancy rate of 1%, it is almost impossible to find stable, clean and 
appropriate housing.  Participants are forced to either live in substandard housing that is detrimental to their 
health, or to be nutritionally deprived in order to live in an adequate dwelling.” 


 
The heading of this area of the complaint suggests that there are concerns beyond damage deposits 
and shelter rates. In discussions with the complainants we learned that their concerns included 
alleged incidents of withholding benefits for non-compliance with processes that are beyond 
participants' means or impractical in their circumstances.  
 
As well, the complainants had concerns about the application of policy around specific benefits: 
 


The policies that determine who gets phone and travel costs included in their monthly budget does not in any 
way meet the needs of participants to achieve the goals of the EIA program … The fact that the cost for 
renting a home phone and travel costs are not covered as an automatic benefit provided to every person on the 
EIA program raises concerns and issues around the safety and community inclusion supports for all persons 
on the EIA program. It also impedes the participant from looking for work which is one of the main goals of 
the EIA program. 


 
For the purposes of this review we identified four broad policy areas for review: damage deposits; 
employment obligations; telephones and transportation; and financial sanctions. 
 
Damage Deposits 
 
The complainants raised a specific concern about the program’s policy on damage deposits. Damage 
deposits are referred to in residential tenancies law and in program policy as security deposits.  
 
Manitoba law permits landlords to collect up to one half of one month’s rent from new tenants as a 
form of security against unpaid rent or damage identified at the end of a tenancy. Collecting security 
deposits has become a common practice among private landlords. The Residential Tenancies Act 
prescribes the process for collecting and returning security deposits. 
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Under The Residential Tenancies Act, landlords have 14 days after the end of a tenancy to return a 
security deposit to the tenant. Alternatively, if they believe they have a claim against a security 
deposit they have 28 days to notify the tenant of that claim. Either a landlord or a tenant may make 
an application to the Director of Residential Tenancies to determine the disposition of a security 
deposit. Thus, if a landlord fails to either return the security deposit to the tenant or to make a claim 
within 28 days, a tenant can make such an application, initiating an administrative tribunal review 
process of indeterminate length. 
 
Disputes about security deposits can be determined by the Director of Residential Tenancies on the 
basis of evidence, both oral and documentary. In the case of claims based on allegations of damage 
the documentary evidence will usually be a “condition report,” a prescribed form where both 
landlord and tenant can endorse a description of the rental premises at the beginning and the end of 
a tenancy.  
 
While security deposits might be considered mandatory in the sense that landlords have the legal 
right to require tenants to pay them, condition reports are not mandatory. Without a condition 
report there may be no agreed upon evidence as to the condition of the rental premises at the 
beginning or the end of a tenancy.  
 
Policy on security deposits is contained in various circulars and in the EIA Administrative Manual, 
which states, in part:  
 


The security deposit can be paid as a shelter benefit under Schedule A, section 2(b)(ii) of the 
Regulation. This payment is to be allowed once per case. 


 
The security deposit is refunded at the termination of the rental agreement and applied to the next 
rental agreement. Participants are expected to recover the initial security deposit from the first 
landlord within the 14 day prescribed time frame established by the Residential Tenancies Branch. 
 


19.1.8 SECURITY DEPOSITS 
 
If, after 14 days, the landlord does not return the security deposit or returns only a portion of it, 
and the participant indicates that they do not have sufficient funds to meet their needs for the 
month, the director may approve additional funds as recoverable duplicate assistance, up to the 
amount of the previous security deposit which was not returned.  


 
In light of the fact that even in cases where there is no dispute a landlord has up to 14 days to return 
a deposit, and 28 days to notify a tenant where there is a dispute,  it is not surprising that tenants 
who are EIA participants will require a second security deposit when moving. For tenants who 
eventually recover their initial deposit, after the program has paid a second deposit, the program 
considers the recovered initial deposit a financial resource. That is a reasonable practice.  
 
The problem arises, from the complainants’ perspective, when a damage deposit is not recovered 
and the second damage deposit is provided by the program but considered an “overpayment,” 
which can then be deducted from subsequent benefits. They believe this is unfair for a number of 
reasons. First, any overpayment deduction is punitive in that it reduces benefits below what the 
complainants believe is already an unacceptably low level. They also believe that the expectation that 
tenants pursue disputed damage deposits is unrealistic for many participants, because they lack the 
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resources to engage in the tribunal process set up for that purpose, and sometimes face additional 
barriers that make the process more difficult for them. 
 
Information from EIA program staff suggests that many program participants have difficulty finding 
adequate housing within their budget guidelines and, as a result, often live in sub-standard housing.  
As well, EIA staff have told us that the ability of some of their participants to engage in the existing 
legal process for pursuing un-returned security deposits are affected by a number of significant 
issues including diagnosed and undiagnosed mental health issues, addictions, and domestic violence. 
People affected by these issues could also be disadvantaged by other factors associated with poverty, 
such as a lack of transportation or basic telephone service.    
 
The program places an expectation on participants to pursue un-returned damage deposits, but 
seems to offer little help for participants in doing so except to refer them to the residential tenancies 
process. We noted that current policy with respect to the referral process appears less helpful than 
one of the policies it replaced. Current policy states: 
 


19.1.8 SECURITY DEPOSITS 
 
The participant is to be referred to the Residential Tenancies Branch if they do not receive their 
security deposit within 14 days of vacating their previous accommodation. 


 
Previous policy set out a referral process that contemplated some discussion between worker and 
participant, including giving practical advice on recovering the security deposit from the landlord 
and identifying circumstances when a referral to residential tenancies might not be appropriate. 
(Directive 1991-47) 
 
While it would be difficult to characterize the security deposit policy as one that serves to 
“undermine the intent of the EIA program,” we did conclude that it fails to recognize the 
circumstances of the people at whom it is directed and that it provides no practical assistance to 
participants whose security deposits are not returned by their landlords. 
 
Employment Obligations 
 
Policies around participants seeking and retaining employment will be critical in meeting the broader 
goals of labour market inclusion and reducing dependence on the program through employment. 
The department’s best efforts in that regard have been by way of recent initiatives, rather than a 
redesign of core policies.  
 
Among employment policies, we identified an area where current policy seems to focus on punitive 
measures while failing to recognize the circumstances of participants or offer any practical 
assistance.  
 
The program generally creates an expectation that people will seek employment, a reasonable 
expectation consistent with the statutory framework. It specifically imposes an obligation to not 
unreasonably terminate employment or refuse reasonable work. As discussed earlier, this policy 
could be a barrier to initial application, but it could also have significant impact on a participant 
enrolled in the program in the form of financial sanctions or denial of benefits. Written policy 
appropriately recognizes that there will be circumstances where people are terminated from 
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employment without just cause, or leave their employment for legitimate reasons. The following 
policy is contained in the EIA Administrative Manual: 
 


6.5.4 OBLIGATION NOT TO TERMINATE WORK UNREASONABLY OR REFUSE 
REASONABLE WORK 
 
Applicants fired without just cause 
 
Some applicants may have been fired without just cause. For example, applicants may have 
been fired: 


• for reasons that constitute discrimination; 
• under circumstances that constitute harassment; 
• for attempting to induce the employer to comply with occupational health or safety 


standards; or 
• for attempting to organize a union at the employer's workplace. 


 
In such cases, applicants are expected to take all reasonable steps to pursue the available legal 
remedies against their former employer, including: 


• filing a complaint with the appropriate public body (such as the Manitoba or Canadian 
Human Rights Commission, Employment Standards, or Workplace Safety and Health); 


• applying for EI benefits; and 
• appealing the denial of EI benefits. 


 
 If the intake worker is satisfied that all reasonable steps have been taken, the applicant is 
 enrolled.  
 
Both complainants and program staff alike said that the expectations this policy imposes upon 
participants in light of their circumstances may be unrealistic. Moreover, the “available legal 
remedies” referred to are often complicated processes that sometimes require legal counsel or 
involve lengthy administrative investigations followed by hearings, and can take years to conclude.  
 
Similar but less specific rules are applied to those who may have had good reason to terminate their 
own employment. Written policy, from the same section of the EIA Administrative Manual states: 
 


Applicants who quit a job with just cause 
 
In circumstances like those described above, applicants are usually expected to attempt to 
resolve their differences with their employer through available legal means rather than quitting. 
The test under section 10(1)(e) of the Regulation is whether the applicant might reasonably have 
held the job. Applicants who quit under such circumstances are also expected to pursue any and 
all of the available legal remedies described above. 
 
Sometimes the applicant's reasons for quitting his or her job may relate to factors other than the 
job. For example, applicants may quit work because: 


• a change in the applicant's health made it impossible or extremely difficult to continue 
doing the job; 


• a change in the location of the workplace made it extremely difficult for the applicant to 
commute to work; or 


• a change in the hours of work made it impossible or extremely difficult for the applicant to 
arrange suitable child care. 
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In such circumstances, if the intake worker is satisfied that the applicant first made reasonable 
attempts to solve the problem without quitting, the applicant is enrolled. 
 
The policy does not identify the available legal means participants are expected to use to resolve 
their differences rather than quitting. Nor does it offer any guidance on the “reasonable attempts” a 
participant might take to solve problems such as a change in health that makes it impossible or 
extremely difficult to continue working, or hold out any prospect that the program will assist a 
participant to “…solve the problem without quitting…” 
 
In both policy pieces set out above, there is an onus on staff to satisfy themselves that participants 
have taken all of the reasonable steps necessary to comply with policy as a condition of enrollment. 
The burden this places on staff is as unrealistic as the expectations it places on participants. These 
policies appear to be vague, unrealistic for participants and difficult for staff to administer. That the 
consequences of failing to comply with such policies could result in a decision to withhold benefits, 
or to reduce them by imposing financial sanctions, seems both unreasonable and unfair.  
 
Program policy also addresses the imposition of sanctions, or remedial measures, to be taken when 
employment expectations are not met. We asked staff how they deal with situations where 
employment expectations are not being met. Generally, staff reported two different approaches. 
Some staff set specific reporting dates and targets for job search contacts, with the understanding 
that sanctions might be applied, while others acknowledged that applying sanctions was 
unreasonable without having first addressed the underlying barriers to employment facing many of 
these participants.  
 
Telephone and Transportation Policies  
 
The Employment and Income Assistance Act defines “basic necessities” as things and services to which 
reference is made in section 2 of the Act. Section 2 contains both the definition of basic necessities 
and the authority for the government to take measures necessary to ensure they are provided. The 
definition does not identify either telephone or transportation costs but does refer to ..."those things 
and services that are essential to health and well-being, including a basic living allowance, an allowance for shelter, 
essential health services and a funeral upon death." 
 
Section 6 of the Act authorizes the Lieutenant Governor in Council to establish by regulation, the 
cost of basic necessities. Regulations under the Act set out assistance rates to be paid to program 
participants in various eligibility categories, for various items included in the definition of basic 
necessities. None of those basic budgets includes the cost of a telephone or a transportation 
allowance. 
 
Telephone Policies 
 
Program policy describes the circumstances in which telephone costs can be provided as an add-on 
to the basic budget. The EIA Administrative Manual confirms that telephone costs may be covered 
“Where a participant's employment requires availability by telephone…”  As discussed elsewhere, what is 
missing from the program is the provision of telephone costs for persons seeking employment.  
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The program also has policy under which program participants can request and receive “… the costs 
associated with maintaining a telephone for health reasons.” As well, EIA directors or designates can approve 
telephone costs when they are deemed necessary for a participant’s safety.  
 
During the investigation we canvassed the view of staff on the need for participants to have a 
telephone and whether it should be included in the basic budget. The overwhelming majority of 
program staff supported the complainants' assertion that the cost of basic telephone service should 
be included in a basic needs budget, despite the fact the program already provides the cost of basic 
phone service in numerous circumstances related to medical need or safety. These are discretionary 
decisions requiring documentation from participants, which they must obtain from a doctor, and 
which create administrative work for staff. 
 
Beyond health and safety, and employment, staff pointed to a significant need for participants to 
communicate with the program and, generally, to a need for program participants to remain 
involved with their community and avoid the impacts of the physical and social isolation that can 
arise from poverty.  
 
Because of the program’s focus on participants seeking and finding employment, and the 
requirement to communicate on a timely basis with their EIA counsellors and financial workers, the 
absence of basic telephone costs in support of that activity appears to be an impediment to stated 
program requirements. For single parent participants, the ability to have regular communication with 
schools, community supports, and for emergency purposes, would appear to be a necessity rather 
than an option.  
 
The issue here is not one of a deficiency in specific written policy, but rather a policy decision to 
limit the availability of telephone costs to certain specific circumstances and make their provision 
contingent on an extraordinary request supported by documentation, and an exercise of discretion 
by program staff.  
 
Comments from complainants and staff alike suggest that a policy change to include the cost of 
telephone service in basic budgets could play a part in allowing people to increase their participation 
in the labour market and their community, and to live with dignity and security. It seems clear that 
such a policy change would assist in meeting the following goals the department has established for 
its programs and services:  
 


• to reduce the depth, incidence and effects of low income; 
• to increase participation in the labour market and community.  


 
Transportation Policies 
 
The program has a policy on medical transportation, and a policy on work expenses that includes a 
section on work transportation. 
 
Program policy on medical transportation establishes a hierarchy of acceptable transportation 
methods but appears primarily intended to address issues of cost control and administration. Some 
portions of the medical transportation policy appeared unrealistic in terms of the circumstances of 
people living in rural Manitoba. For example, where no public transit or licensed carrier (taxicab) is 
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available, people can be reimbursed for the use of their own vehicle, but only at rates well below the 
cost of operating a vehicle. If participants do not have a vehicle, which we are told is the norm, they 
can hire another privately owned vehicle, but are subject to this rule as set out in program policy:  
 


The participant must hire and pay the owner of the privately-owned vehicle and submit receipts in 
order to be reimbursed by the EIA office. At no time should an EIA worker hire or pay the owner 
of the privately-owned vehicle directly.  


 
This assumes that participants have the funds to hire a private vehicle and wait for reimbursement, 
which would be an unusual circumstance for people living on an EIA budget. Moreover, this policy 
appears to actually prohibit workers from assisting participants by arranging private transportation 
for them.  
 
The program policy on work transportation states, in part: 
 


Participants who are not in the persons with disabilities or aged categories are expected to use 
their income exemptions for work transportation. 


 
This statement in written policy is not unreasonable by itself, but it appears to rely on the 
assumption that program participants will have the resources to pay for transportation during the 
job search and until they receive employment income in the form of that first paycheque.  
 
Policy on transportation support while seeking employment is set out in Directive 98-18, which 
states, in part: 
 


Transportation support is available to clients only if they lack the resources to pay for their own 
transportation and not providing the support would be a barrier to the client finding a job.  The 
policy is not intended to automatically provide every client seeking a job with transportation 
support.  


 
This statement appears to invite staff to engage in some kind of analysis to determine if a participant 
might already have the resources to support a job search or if the absence of transportation might 
hinder a job search. Finally, it makes it clear that transportation support for a job search is not for 
every job seeker. The policy goes on to specify the circumstances in which assistance for 
transportation to seek employment may be provided. Those circumstances are:  
 


• clients have completed a Personal Job Plan and are actively pursuing employment; 
• clients have demonstrated that they can manage a job search, particularly through previous job 


search activity; 
• clients are job-ready and do not have outstanding personal difficulties that may prevent them from 


taking a job such as lack of child care or substance abuse problems; 
• clients have interviews scheduled or are planning to visit specific employers; 
• clients have either not received transportation support previously from the program or have 


previously received support and effectively utilized it; 
• clients are not enrolled in a program that normally provides transportation support; and  
• clients do not currently have sanctions applied or pending because work expectations have not 


been met. 
 
We did note that participants under the work incentive initiative receive an enhanced exemption 
which is intended, in part, to be used to provide for transportation costs. The difficulty for staff is 
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that while the work incentive is intended to be a positive step, it creates yet another set of policies to 
be learned and administered while the core policies remain in place. The issue of administering 
voluminous policy was raised by staff, but may have been best described in a 2009 internal report 
that concluded: 
 


…due to the volume of policy guidelines and directives distributed, there is no assurance that the users have 
the most current procedural guidance available to them with respect to transportation benefit processing….The 
EIA program procedures for processing transportation benefits in SAMIN are found in the EIA 
Administrative Manual, memorandums, circulars, protocols, operational directives, legislation and other 
documentation. It may be difficult for CSD [Community Service Delivery] staff to fully understand the 
processing requirements.  


 
This observation raises an issue commented on by many staff - the necessity to link discretionary 
policy decisions to the program’s SAMIN (information technology) system and justify them within 
the parameters of that system. The impact of this is an apparent blurring between policy, decisions 
based on policy, and administrative requirements imposed by information system procedures. 
 
Most of the concern with transportation arose in discussions with staff in rural Manitoba, primarily 
because of the absence of readily available public transit. Transportation was frequently cited by staff 
as an issue that needed to be addressed, particularly in areas outside of Winnipeg. Many EIA staff 
spoke of the need for a transportation benefit, explaining that poor or non-existent public 
transportation options severely limit many participants from seeking independence from the EIA 
program. 
 
We were advised that providing health transportation is a significant cost to the program in certain 
regions and that policies on health transportation are subject to frequent abuse by participants. The 
“abuse” described by staff may be generally characterized as using medical trips for non-medical 
purposes, such as purchasing necessities or other appointments. While some staff saw this as abuse 
of the system, other staff felt that is was simply a reflection of rural reality for people of limited 
resources who are trying to remain connected to their community or go about the business of living.  
 
The program does acknowledge the need for transportation related to employment, medical reasons, 
or for other special needs such as day care if a parent is attending an educational program or job. 
The program also generally acknowledges that costs vary around the province and amounts allocated 
for basic needs are increased slightly if participants live in northern or remote areas. 
 
We also note that the program acknowledges the need for social trips for persons using wheelchairs. 
Persons using wheelchairs are eligible for up to 24 pre-authorized wheelchair transportation trips per 
year for social activities (e.g., shopping, religious services, sporting events, visiting), as outlined in the 
Administrative Manual, whether they live in Winnipeg or elsewhere in the province.  
 
Transportation is an area where some aspects of policy are confusing and unrealistic. The most 
significant issue however is that it results in differential treatment for participants living in rural 
Manitoba communities as opposed to those living in urban centres. The program can pay the 
necessary costs of transportation for medical reasons and for employment and seeking employment. 
To be consistent with departmental and program goals, transportation policy should acknowledge 
that looking for work involves transportation costs that participants are unlikely to be able to afford 
and that restricting those costs to a select few who meet an incredibly high threshold is counter-
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productive. It should also acknowledge that the reality of rural poverty means it will be necessary to 
pay for transportation for more than attending medical appointments; for example, to purchase 
food. 
 
Financial Sanctions 
 
By law, the program may refuse or terminate benefits when staff conclude that participants are not 
meeting their employment obligations. They may impose financial sanctions of up to $100.00 per 
month reduction in a participant’s budget. The program has specific policy for staff concerning the 
implementation of these “remedial measures,” and the steps to be followed, set out below: 
 


6.7.5 INSTITUTING REMEDIAL MEASURES  
 
The role of the worker is to support the participant in pursuing employment so that dependency 
on assistance is reduced or eliminated. If the participant is not taking the necessary steps to 
become employed, the worker provides counselling support to assist the participant to identify the 
necessary steps to secure employment and the means to carry them out.  
 
As long as the participant remains actively involved in the process and makes progress, 
assistance is not reduced. The participant is given a reasonable amount of time, generally one 
reporting period, to take any necessary action. The responsibility for success rests with the 
participant.  
 
Where the participant is not actively involved in the process, the worker may implement remedial 
measures as follows… 


 
The policy then sets out a four step process which includes the following expectations on workers, 
summarized below: 
 


Step 1:  
• discuss the Personal Job Plan with the participant and identifies specific concerns.  
• offer assistance to solve problems, identify available supports and revise Plan where 


necessary.  
• set time  to review progress.   


  
Step 2:  
• identify the steps in the plan  not being taken and discusses possible solutions with the 


participant (preferably in-person).  
• revise plan to identify specific actions to be followed by the participant, establish completion 


dates and set a time for review.  
• confirm conditions and consequences of not following the plan in writing to the participant.  


 
Step 3 is the administrative process of recommending a reduction and, if approved by a director, 
notifying the participant of the reduction. Step 4 is a review after six months to determine if a 
further reduction is to be implemented.  
 
Simply stated, this policy is the means by which participants’ behaviour is to be modified through 
the use of financial penalties or other penalties for non-compliance. The effect of this is that basic 
budgets, which both complainants and staff view as inadequate, can be reduced by significant 
amounts.  
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When sanctions are applied under the policy set out above, it is on the basis that participants are not 
complying with a personal job plan that has been developed in consultation between worker and 
participant. Our review has concluded that many personal job plans, or action plans, do not result 
from the prescribed consultation and are not reflective of a participant’s circumstances.  
 
Staff workload makes it highly unlikely that staff will have the time to discuss a personal job plan 
with a participant and identify specific concerns, offer assistance to solve problems, and identify 
available supports. Not all staff are trained to provide this function, described in policy as 
“counseling support to assist the participant to identify the necessary steps to secure employment 
and the means to carry them out.”  
 
For those staff who do have the training or professional qualifications to identify some of the 
significant personal barriers identified as characteristic of many participants, such as mental illness, 
addictions or the impacts of domestic violence, time constraints can limit their efforts to identifying 
an appropriate referral and encouraging the participant to pursue that referral. In many cases staff 
have identified the absence of necessary services, or waiting periods of lengths that render referrals 
impractical, as further impediments.  
 
In these circumstances the value of sanctions as a means of modifying participant behaviour is 
questionable. Applying sanctions to modify behaviour in the absence of the time, tools and 
resources it takes to actually change behaviour appears to undermine the intent of the program.  
 
Communicating Policy to Staff 
 
Finally, during the course of the investigation it became apparent that there is a question about 
whether current program policy adequately supports what has been described as a changing 
philosophy. We examined this question and looked at how program policy is communicated to staff.  
 
EIA provides employability assessments, personal job planning, work incentives and other supports 
to assist Manitobans in entering, re-entering or remaining in the labour force. EIA policies are 
contained in the program’s EIA Administrative Manual, available to the public on the internet, and 
to staff on its intranet.  In addition to the Administrative Manual, the EIA Program periodically 
issues numbered “circulars” (formerly called directives). The circulars may provide clarification on 
policy, procedure, a rate, or be for information purposes only. If a current circular replaces a 
previously issued circular, the number of the old circular is provided. If a current circular references 
the Administrative Manual or another circular, those numbers are also provided. A significant 
improvement has recently been made to how staff access policy, with the addition of a search 
feature to the online Administrative Manual and linking circulars to the manual on the department’s 
intranet. 
 
We found significant variation in how staff applied certain policies, such as the policies related to 
home visits, common-law investigations, and employment expectations. We noted as well that many 
staff acknowledged the variation in interpretation of policy. One of the most significant concerns 
expressed by staff was what they saw as a gap between program philosophy, which they saw as 
changing, and program policies, which had not changed. Most staff suggested that the philosophy of 
the program has shifted to a “kindler, gentler program” in recent years, although some argued that it 
is not a change reflected in policy. Throughout the course of the review many examples were 
provided in support of an assertion that program philosophy was changing in ways that benefited 







Report on Manitoba's Employment and Income Assistance Program 


 78 


participants. To the extent that those examples referred to recent initiatives specifically designed to 
assist participants achieve independence from the program through employment, that assertion 
appears valid.  
 
During our review we noted that the program appears to have become more encouraging of 
participants with the introduction of the additional Rewarding Work benefits, aimed at the transition 
to employment. The benefits vary by category, but can include a monthly Rewarding Work 
allowance, Job Seekers allowance, Volunteer benefit, more educational and training opportunities, 
increased work incentives, and extended health plan benefits. 
 
Staff, however, identified that this approach has added to the complexity of the program, as 
different Rewarding Work benefits are available to different categories, and it is challenging for staff 
to know which benefits apply in different situations. Staff also noted that with the new benefits, 
particularly the enhanced work incentives, participants may stay on the EIA program longer, 
contributing to higher caseloads. 
  
In response to a question about how program policy was communicated to staff, the most common 
concern expressed by staff was that information about program changes was not communicated to 
them in a timely manner. Staff described hearing about program changes through the media or from 
participants or advocates. Some staff felt there should be more training around new initiatives to 
ensure staff were equipped to administer them.  
 
Some staff complained about the volume and frequency of new circulars, suggesting there was not 
always time to read them or figure out how to implement them. Others complained about the 
language, which they said could be hard to understand. Some staff spoke of a communication gap 
between line staff and “head office,” and were concerned about the lack of consultation with front 
line staff when program changes occurred.  
 
However, there were staff who felt that given the complexity of the program and the number of 
recent changes, the department was doing a good job keeping them informed. Many positive 
comments included reference to a recent change making the circulars available online internally on 
the department's intranet. 
 
The program’s central management advised us that two years ago, the program implemented a 
Quality Assurance Unit, with three staff, to monitor if policy was being applied as intended. In 
discussions with staff about varying interpretations of program policy, one staff person stated, “The 
system shouldn’t rely on individuals to do the right thing; the system should be designed to do the right thing. Policy in 
the EIA program is not always “designed to do the right thing.”  
 
Policy is often mixed with procedures. Staff work in an environment where it is difficult to separate 
program policy from the requirement to navigate through SAMIN, the information technology 
system that seems best suited to issuing financial benefits and ensuring administrative approvals are 
obtained. 
 
There are some program policies that impose expectations on staff that they cannot meet because of 
workload or lack of training, or other factors beyond their control such as the lack of necessary 
community resources.  
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The program has changed as reflected in additional initiatives and policies, but without rescinding or 
streamlining older policies. So although it is moving in a new direction, many of the old rules still 
apply. The program does not develop new policies, and keep the best of the old; it layers new 
policies on top of old – resulting in more bureaucracy and more complexity.  
 
The program has introduced new benefits to make the prospect of work more attractive to 
participants (all of the Rewarding Work benefits), yet it still uses a punitive approach – sanctions or 
cutting participants off – in an attempt to gain compliance. When asked if sanctions work, most staff 
said “no.” 
 
Recommendations 
 


35. It is recommended that the department review all EIA policies to ensure they are 
supportive of both the department’s stated commitment to poverty reduction and to 
specific program goals. The review should include a mechanism for consulting with 
program delivery staff in all regions of the province.  


 
36. It is recommended that program policy be streamlined, and that outdated or 
duplicate policy be deleted. The department should review policy and consider 
separately identifying financial administration procedures. The department should 
undertake a review to ensure that SAMIN facilitates the implementation of program 
policy, and not restrict or dictate it. 
 
37. It is recommended that the department review the definition of basic necessities 
to ensure that support is provided for the communication and transportation needs of 
participants consistent with program goals and the requirements imposed upon 
participants.  
 
38. It is recommended that the department consider including in any policy that sets 
out requirements or expectations on participants, a mechanism for determining their 
capacity to meet those expectations, what additional supports would be necessary to 
meet those expectations, and a plan to provide those supports.  


 
39. It is recommended that the requirements of program policy for staff take into 
consideration limitations that result from staff workload, and be consistent with staff 
qualifications and training.  
 
40. It is recommended that program policy include a clear statement of program 
philosophy, and all policies should be consistent with that philosophy.  


 
41. It is recommended that program philosophy determine discretionary decision 
making, and that program philosophy and policy be highlighted and included in 
staff training. 
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COMMON-LAW RELATIONSHIPS 
 
The complainants’ issues included a concern about the treatment of women alleged to be in 
unreported common-law relationships. Their letter identified their concern in this way: 
 


The policy and procedures for ascertaining if a participant is in a common - law relationship, are invasive and 
gender biased.  If a woman begins a relationship with a person and that person visits the EIA participant on 
a  regular basis, including over night, then the EIA participant is told that they must reapply for assistance 
as a couple, thus forcing people into relationships. The new person in their life must declare their income and 
it is considered as earned income for the whole family. This places an unfair burden upon persons meeting new 
people and expanding their relationships.  The lack of financial independence leaves women more vulnerable 
to violence and abuse, given that it is more difficult for women to leave abusive and violent relationships when 
we don't have our own income. No opportunity is provided for couples to determine if the relationship is for 
the long term or not. 


 
Applicants to the EIA program are required to disclose marital status and participants are required 
to report any change in marital status. For the purposes of program eligibility, a common-law 
relationship can impact both financial and categorical eligibility. To determine financial eligibility, the 
resources of a common-law partner must be considered in the same way as those of a married 
partner.  
 
The Act requires that people in a common-law relationship be treated in all respects in the same 
manner as people who are legally married. There is no definition of “common-law” in the Act, but it 
does refer to people “…cohabiting in a conjugal relationship….” The Regulation uses the same 
phrase, but also defines “common-law-partner” as “…member of the applicant’s or recipient’s 
household…”  
 


The Employment and Income Assistance Act 
 
Common law relationships  
5(5) Where two persons who are not legally married to each other are living together under 
circumstances that indicate to the director that they are cohabiting in a conjugal relationship, they 
shall, for the purposes of this Act and the regulations, be treated in the same manner as two 
persons who are legally married, and any application by either or both of them for income 
assistance or general assistance shall be dealt with in every respect in that manner.   


 
The Employment and Income Assistance Regulation 404/88R defines common-law partner as follows: 
 


“common-law partner” means a member of an applicant’s or recipient’s household who lives with 
the applicant or recipient under circumstances that indicate to the director that they are cohabiting 
in a conjugal relationship;  


 
The EIA Administrative Manual refines the definition further by setting out the three factors, with 
examples, that staff can use to determine if in fact a common-law-relationship exists.  
 


8.1.4 COMMON LAW UNIONS 
 
Financial interdependence, family interdependence and shared residency are factors which 
establish a common-law relationship, with the financial interdependence factor being the most 
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important. Evidence of two of these three factors must be present in order to establish a common-
law union.  
 
Identifying Factors  
The following list of identifying factors, which may indicate the existence of a common-law union, 
is grouped into three types:  financial interdependence, family interdependence and residency.  It 
should be recognized that the list does not exhaust all factors which might be considered in 
identifying these situations and that evidence of at least two types of factors must be present in 
order to establish a common-law union.   
 
Financial Interdependence 
• tendering of credit (i.e., one party can purchase goods and services in the name of the other, 


joint credit accounts 
• joint back accounts or the pooling of other financial resources  
• joint bank accounts or co-signing for loans 
• joint investments or joint ownership of property or assets  
• one party claims the other as a dependent for income tax purposes, unemployment insurance 


benefits or other benefits  
• one party assumes total or partial costs of basic necessities, shelter and services for the 


other or both parties share these expenses   
   
Family Interdependence 
NOTE:  While the traditional terms of “husband and wife” and “Mr. and Mrs.” are used, the policy 
also applies to more contemporary terms, such as, “partner”, “companion” or “spouse equivalent”.   
• the couple presents themselves in the neighbourhood or community at large as husband and 


wife  
• the couple presents themselves to public authorities as husband and wife  
• documents (such as leases) are titled or signed as Mr. and Mrs.  
• contractual recognition of a spousal relationship (e.g., cohabitation contract)* 
• the couple is invited and accepts invitations as Mr. and Mrs. and present themselves at social 


gatherings as husband and wife 
• the couple presents themselves at church or benevolent organizations and their related 


functions as husband and wife 
• the couple signs as Mr. and Mrs.  
• the couple introduce themselves as husband and wife  
• the alleged common-law spouse, the participant and the participant’s children are registered 


with the Manitoba Health, Insured Benefits Branch as a family unit  
 


Residency 
• the couple occupy the same premises  
• public records indicate that the alleged common-law  spouse has the same address as the 


participant, including records such as:  
 Motor Vehicles (driver’s licence, vehicle registration)   
 Land Titles  
 court dockets  


• the alleged common-law spouse’s telephone is listed at the  participant’s address 
 Henderson Directory lists the alleged common-law spouse as living at the participant’s 


address  
 the alleged common-law spouse’s name appears on utility bills for the participant’s 


residence 
 other agencies (for example, the local municipality) list the alleged common-law spouse as 


living at the participant’s address  
 the participant’s landlord, caretaker or housing authority indicate that the alleged common-


law spouse lives at the participant’s address and/or is listed on the lease for that 
residence  
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Interpretation of Common-Law Relationship 
 
Although the Act does not provide a definition of common-law, there is a wealth of case law that 
can be used as guidance for policy makers attempting to craft a way of determining if a common-law 
relationship exists.  
 
In the case of Siev v. Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) (2005 FC 736), Mr. Justice 
Rouleau made this observation:  
 


[15] From the language used by the Supreme Court throughout M. v. H., it is clear that a conjugal 
relationship is one of some permanence, where individuals are interdependent - financially, socially, 
emotionally, and physically - where they share household and related responsibilities, and where they have 
made a serious commitment to one another.  
 
Based on these factors, the following characteristics should be present to some degree in all conjugal 
relationships, married and unmarried: 
· mutual commitment to a shared life; 
· exclusive - cannot be in more than one conjugal relationship at a time; 
· intimate - commitment to sexual exclusivity; 
· interdependent - physically, emotionally, financially, socially; 
· permanent - long-term, genuine and continuing relationship; 
· present themselves as a couple; 


 
EIA Staff Definitions      
 
While neither the Act nor the Regulation provides a clear definition of common-law union, the 
department has made a significant effort to provide guidance to staff through written policy. During 
the review EIA staff were asked how they would respond to a question from an EIA participant 
who asked them to define common-law relationship. The wide range of definitions provided by staff 
reflected varying levels of understanding of the concept of common-law, highlighting the difficulty 
the program has explaining this concept to participants. How a participant is treated can depend on 
a particular worker’s understanding rather than a clear and consistently applied policy.   
 
Discussions with staff also revealed that program participants can have very different interpretations 
and levels of understanding of the term common-law, and suggested a need for greater efforts to 
explain the concept to participants particularly in light of the potential consequences of being in an 
undeclared common-law relationship.   
 
Providing a definition of common-law union for both staff and participants is a threshold issue. 
Other issues identified by both complainants and staff  relate to the vulnerable position of women 
on assistance in the early stages of a relationship, their ongoing need for assistance during that early 
period, and the concept of a fixed time line for assessing the permanence or stability of a 
relationship.  
 
These issues are not new. Informative commentary on these matters can be found in a 2002 
judgment in which Mr. Justice Laskin of the Court of Appeal for Ontario (Falkiner v Ontario, 
Docket 35052) wrote, in part: 
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33. [32]  Both Mr. Thomas and the Director accept the definition of a relationship amounting to 
cohabitation used by the Board in its decision P1032-22:   
The concept of circumstances that “amount to cohabitation” includes circumstances that show the relationship 
to be marriage-like.  The Board’s interpretation is that the social and familial aspects amount to cohabitation 
if there is evidence that, on the whole, the co-residents live and interrelate with family, friends, and community 
as a couple rather than as two individuals sharing a residence.   


 
34. [33] I accept this statement as a reasonable working definition of cohabitation, while acknowledging that 
its generality will likely produce some hard cases at the margins.  At least this definition reflects a level of 
commitment that is inherent in a marriage-like relationship but is not present when two people simply spend a 
lot of time together.  Indeed, two people may live together and spend nearly all of their time together for many 
reasons other than because they are spouses.  Some of these reasons might be close friendship, economics or 
simply a lack of alternatives.   


 
62.  [61] The government submits, however, that the 1995 definition is at least an improvement on its 
predecessor, which mirrored the three year rule in the Family Law Act definition of spouse.  The government 
points out that any time period will be arbitrary and that requiring a three year cohabitation period to be a 
spouse gives unmarried couples a grace period unrelated to the actual circumstances of their relationship.  
Thus, the government says that the former definition created inequities between married and unmarried 
couples.  That may be so.  But while the three year period was perhaps arbitrary, at least it was a bright line 
test that was easy to administer and generally accepted.  I do not suggest that the Family Law Act model is 
the only solution to the government’s drafting problem.  I recognize that the purposes of the Family Law Act 
regime and the social assistance regime are different.  These different purposes may argue for different 
definitions of a spousal relationship.  I simply say that the current definition of spouse in s. 1(1)(d) of 
Regulation 366 under the Family Benefits Act is too broad to capture only spousal or marriage-like 
relationships. 


 
Justice Laskin went further and made some observations. He stated in part:   
 


106.  [102]  What is more, because the 1995 definition potentially creates forced financial dependence, it 
likely has a chilling effect on the formation of relationships.  The Board found that the definition has a 
chilling effect: 
 
The Board is satisfied that the uncertainty imbedded in the definition of spouse and in its application by 
social assistance authorities, combined with the drastic effect on the availability of assistance if one is found to 
fall within the definition, would have a chilling effect on a sole support parent’s attempts to build a new family 
through a relationship with a person of the opposite sex.  She is not free to choose how to live her personal life, 
nor to pursue in the manner of her choice, an intimate relationship with a man without the fear of putting her 
own and her children’s survival at risk. 
 
107. The Divisional Court upheld this finding and, although the government argues otherwise, in my view it 
is reasonably supported by the evidence.  Each respondent testified that she would not have entered into a co-
residency relationship in the first place if it meant losing her entitlement to family benefits. 


 
108. [103] Although the expert evidence canvassed by the Divisional Court in support of this chilling effect 
was largely retrospective, the chilling effect can be inferred from the definition itself.  From the moment a single 
mother on social assistance begins co-residing with a man, she risks being reclassified as a spouse and losing 
part or all of her entitlement to social assistance.  And if the co-residents reapply as a couple, the social 
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assistance cheque may be made out to the male co-resident, leaving the woman in a position of economic 
dependence on a man who has no legal obligation to support her or her children.  To the extent that the 
challenged definition of spouse has a chilling effect on relationship formation, it interferes with the respondent’s 
highly personal choices and affects interests that go to the core of their humanity. 


 
Many of the staff we interviewed spoke of their concern for women in situations not unlike those 
discussed above. They spoke of the potential for driving women into relationships in which they 
might not be safe, suggesting that a premature determination of common-law could force a woman 
into a dependant relationship for the sake of financial security. There was also concern about the 
presumption of financial interdependence in the early stages of relationships, where a woman might 
be in a relationship but still require assistance to provide the cost of basic necessities. Some staff 
spoke of the importance of not jumping to conclusions.  
 
The complainants in this case support a three month period as a threshold test for a common-law 
union, viewing it as a more realistic measure of whether a relationship has any stability. Staff were 
asked for their views on the three month test, and about any possible drawbacks.  
 
Some staff supported the concept, suggesting that it would at least make the concept of common-
law easier to explain to participants. Others supported the concept because they felt it was a 
reasonable period of time for people to determine whether or not they were or wanted to be in a 
committed relationship.  
 
Other staff felt a time period would not change the requirement to make a determination on the 
basis of the existing legal criteria. 
 
Investigations  
 
How women are treated can depend more on the approach taken in an investigation than on the 
specific definition of common-law union. How women are notified of an allegation, the process by 
which they are advised of the case against them and given an opportunity to respond, and who 
conducts the investigation are all important issues raised by both complainants and EIA staff.  
 
The EIA Administrative Manual provides some guidance to staff on investigations and on 
termination procedures if an investigation confirms an undisclosed common-law relationship. 
  


8.1.4 COMMON-LAW UNIONS 
 
Investigation of Alleged Common-Law Unions  
 
When there is a belief that an EIA participant is living in a common-law union, worker must 
determine if there is evidence of financial interdependence, familial interdependence or shared 
residency.   
 
An investigation into a participant’s situation will involve only activities which would not unduly 
infringe upon the rights and privacy of the participant and the alleged common-law spouse.  For 
example, relatives, neighbours or the participant’s children will not be contacted for information.  
Investigation of the alleged common-law spouse may include examining public or government 
records and contacting officials.  Sources which require a signed release to provide information 
will not be contacted.   
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The participant’s premises should not be searched to look for evidence of the alleged common-
law spouse.  
 
The Manager of the Investigative Unit may be consulted when determining whether the evidence 
of a common-law union is sufficient to support the allegations.   
 
If the investigation results in conclusive evidence of a common-law union, the EIA worker should 
meet with the participant to discuss the evidence gathered and the conclusion that has been 
drawn from the evidence.  The worker should discuss the options available to the participant of 
the common-law union and advise the participant of the right to appeal any decision to deny, 
discontinue, reduce or suspend assistance.  The participant should then be given the opportunity 
to respond to the evidence presented.   
 
If the participant admits to the alleged common-law union, assistance should be terminated in 
accordance with established policy.  Depending on the circumstances, a signed declaration from 
the participant may be requested to confirm the common-law union.   
 
If the participant is able to provide a satisfactory alternate explanation for the evidence, no further 
action should be taken.   
 
Termination Procedures 
 
If the decision is made to terminate assistance, the participant should be advised in writing. The 
letter should include the reason for the decision, notice of the right to appeal, and the options 
available if the family is in need of financial assistance or other services. Staff should facilitate 
referrals to a local municipality or other agencies as required.  
 
Once the participant has been advised that the case will be closed, assistance should be 
terminated. If a participant requests the closure of his or her file due to a common-law relationship 
and does not intend to appeal, this intention should be requested in writing.  
 
Once the participant has been advised of the closure of the case, interim assistance may be 
provided if the participant requires assistance while appealing the case or making other 
arrangements for financial assistance 
 


Interviews with staff revealed a wide range of approaches to dealing with these issues, starting with 
how women are initially contacted and informed of an allegation. We were told that in some cases 
women were sent a letter indicating that benefits were held, “pending confirmation,” or inviting 
them to come to a meeting in order “to avoid delay in benefits.”  
 
There were differences in how much information a participant might be given about the allegations 
to which they were required to respond, with some workers indicating they would reveal very little 
and others who felt the need to be more forthcoming. Some workers viewed these meetings as 
investigations of possible fraud and others viewed them as an opportunity to discuss a woman’s 
circumstances to see if there had been a change that truly amounted to a common-law union.  
 
Some workers spoke of unannounced home visits, in which they noted men’s shoes at the front 
door or men’s clothes in closets, or phone calls to a participant’s residence to see if a man answered 
the phone.  
 
At the same time there were many staff who spoke of the complexity of determining a common law 
union and saw the process as one in which they were trying to determine ongoing eligibility. We 
were advised that a common scenario was that they would find an unreported relationship, but not 
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one that reflected fraud because both parties required assistance. In such cases the result would be a 
change in status after an application as a family. 
 
Investigations can be done either by counsellors or by investigators, by both together, or with a 
counsellor doing the initial investigation and then turning it over to an investigator. Some staff 
expressed some concern about the possibility of investigations putting them in a conflict with what 
they see as their helping role.  
 
Other staff had concerns about turning over this function to investigators, suggesting that while 
there were cases of alleged fraud that required an investigator there were other circumstances where 
this was inappropriate and a social work approach was more appropriate.  
 
Analysis 
 
Defining common-law unions more narrowly than is reflected in society may run the risk of forcing 
women into unhealthy dependent relationships through the premature termination of social benefits. 
As cited on page 83 of this report, Justice Laskin of the Court of Appeal for Ontario made the 
following observation:   
 


From the moment a single mother on social assistance begins co-residing with a man, she risks being 
reclassified as a spouse and losing part or all of her entitlement to social assistance.  And if the co-residents 
reapply as a couple, the social assistance cheque may be made out to the male co-resident, leaving the woman 
in a position of economic dependence on a man who has no legal obligation to support or her children.  To the 
extent that the challenged definition of spouse has a chilling effect on relationship formation, it interferes with 
the respondent’s highly personal choices and affects interests that go to the core of their humanity.   


 
Manitoba EIA policy lacks a mechanism to measure and evaluate the stability or permanence of a 
relationship that might affect program eligibility.  
 
As well, the requirement that only two of the three enunciated factors must be present to “prove” 
the existence of a common-law union is a weakness. The case law suggests a better approach would 
be to examine and evaluate all three factors.  
 
During the investigation we confirmed that three other jurisdictions, British Columbia, 
Saskatchewan and Ontario, have set time frames to address the matter of relationship permanence.  
These jurisdictions use a time frame of three consecutive months when determining residency and 
require both financial and familial interdependence be evident.    
 
A time frame can help prevent assuming the existence of a common-law relationship prematurely. A 
minimum time frame may also serve as a safeguard to prevent a casual relationship from being 
deemed to be a common law relationship with its resulting impacts on a woman's eligibility for EIA 
benefits. 
 
The policy in Ontario uses all these factors and defines common-law unions as follows:  
 


The test to determine if two adults living together who have not declared themselves to be spouses and who are 
not close relatives are “spouses” is three part: 
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First, there must be a determination that the two adults have been living together for three months or more; 
and  
 
Second, there must be a determination that the extent of financial support by one adult to the other adult or 
the degree of financial interdependence between the two adults is marriage-like; and  
 
Third, there must be a determination that the social and family-like aspects of their relationship are marriage-
like (i.e., the adults live and interrelate with family, friends and community as a couple rather than as two 
individuals sharing a residence).   


 
It is worth pointing out that in Ontario, departmental policy addresses not only the definition of a 
common-law union but includes sections on Decision-Making Principles and Standards. Ontario also 
uses a Questionnaire as an investigative tool and provides staff with sections on Assessment Principles 
and Assessing Responses to the Questionnaire.  
 
There might be a concern that requiring the presence of all three factors (financial interdependence, 
familial interdependence, and residency) will fail to address those common-law unions where one 
spouse works outside of the community (for example, a spouse working in Alberta). Staff interviews 
suggest that this would be the exception rather than the norm in the vast majority of common-law 
unions that EIA investigates annually.   
 
The consideration of all three factors does not necessarily require that all three be present. In those 
exceptional cases referred to above, the program could make a determination with only two of the 
three factors, providing the evidence conclusively determines the existence of financial 
interdependence within the context of a common-law union.  
 
The confusion among staff about the definition of common-law relationships and the diverse 
approaches taken toward common-law investigations, together with comments from staff about 
program participants’ understanding of the issue, suggests the department needs to do a better job 
of explaining this issue to its participants.   
     
There appears to be a great deal of discretion built into the EIA program that can be exercised to 
either assist participants, or be restrictive in the way benefits are administered.  Likewise, there is 
discretion regarding the manner in which investigations are conducted and we were advised of 
inconsistent investigative practices in the field.   
 
Some staff indicated that they would commence an investigation with an unannounced home visit 
while other staff noted they would first conduct the necessary background checks, which are less 
intrusive in nature, in order to substantiate the validity of a complaint or allegation.   
 
The issue of undeclared financial resources can be addressed without pressuring women into the 
confines of a common-law union, where there may be no permanence to the relationship and no 
legal responsibility may exist for the partner to provide ongoing support for the woman or her 
children. Undeclared financial resources should be investigated by EIA but it should not presume 
the existence of a common-law union unless all three of the above noted factors are present. 
 
In some offices, case counsellors, without any investigative training or procedural guidance, are 
conducting detailed investigations that would typically be assigned to investigators in other offices.  
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A common theme was the lack of specialized training offered by the program and lack of policy 
outlining the appropriate investigative steps that should be taken when responding to allegations.   
 
Case counsellors could not identify any policy that articulates their role in the investigative process, 
or that identifies what matters should be referred to an investigator. A number of staff expressed 
concern that their relationships with participants would be adversely affected depending on their 
level of involvement in the investigative process while others noted they have been provided with no 
training in this particular area.   
 
Based on the staff interviews, it does not appear investigations are typically reviewed or audited to 
ensure appropriate recommendations were reached or policy was correctly interpreted. Investigators 
report to directors of community areas or regions in which they work. Staff indicated the need to 
reinstate a Manager of Investigations, specialized in this area, to address issues regarding staff 
training needs, quality assurance audits and the development of investigative aids to assist staff in 
carrying out consistent and appropriate investigations.     
 
Staff indicated there is a lack of training available to them in the area of investigation and a notable 
absence of investigative tools provided by the program to assist them in carrying out their duties.   
 
While interviewing staff regarding the steps they take when investigating allegations of common-law 
unions, there were areas where the principles of procedural fairness did not appear to prevail (for 
example, giving notice to an individual being investigated and an opportunity for the individual to 
address evidence against them prior to conclusions being rendered). The Social Services Appeal 
Board made a similar observation in a case provided to our office.  
 
Recommendations   
 


42. It is recommended that policy on common-law unions be clarified to include a 
minimum time frame to address the permanence of a relationship and to ensure the 
consideration of all three factors (financial interdependence, familial inter-
dependence and residency) when assessing the existence of a common-law 
relationship. 
 
43. It is recommended that policy be clarified by articulating the role of case 
counsellors in the common-law determination process and clarifying when matters 
would be referred to the area investigator.  
 
44. It is recommended that policy be amended to eliminate the practice of home 
visits by investigators.  
 
45. It is recommended that an investigative policy be developed, considering other 
programs such as British Columbia and Ontario, including a package of 
investigative tools to assist staff in reaching the appropriate conclusions when 
investigating alleged common-law unions. Tools should include: 
 


• Clear and concise policy regarding the investigative process   
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• Investigative checklists or standards to achieve consistent investigations and 
appropriate outcomes  


• Questionnaires to assist staff and participants determine common-law 
relationships 


• Standardized forms when conducting interviews that would document which 
parties were present, the duration of the interview, questions and responses, 
and the nature of the discussion 


 
46. It is recommended that a position be assigned responsibilities for the duties 
formerly performed by the Manager of Investigations, to ensure quality assurance 
audits are conducted, training plans are established for investigative staff, and 
investigative tools are developed to achieve a consistent approach to investigations. 
 
47. It is recommended that information about common-law unions be published in a 
plain language document available to all participants that defines “common law 
relationship” and explains how to talk to a case counsellor about changes in 
relationships, similar to an Ontario document titled, “Do you live with someone who 
might be seen as your spouse?”   
 
48. It is recommended that policies around investigations include the principles of 
natural justice and that investigative staff receive training in the area of the 
requirements of natural justice as it relates to investigations conducted by the 
program.   
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CODE OF CONDUCT AND COMPLAINTS 
 
The complainants assert that there is no “code of conduct” for EIA staff, nor any formal complaint 
resolution mechanism. Their letter to our office states, in part:  
 


No code of conduct is made available to participants so that they are aware of what they can expect from their 
case coordinator. Also no neutral, transparent process or identified protocol exists for participants to formally 
register and have resolved, their concerns and issues about how they are treated by the EIA staff.   


 
In discussions with the complainants we were advised that participants’ concerns covered a broad 
range of issues, from communication (workers not returning phone calls) and worker attitude (not 
treating participants in a respectful manner), to poor decision making (failing to properly exercise 
discretion in a participants’ favour) and inadequate benefit levels. 
 
There are no provisions in the Act or Regulations relating to complaints from program participants, 
except for those matters to which the independent Social Services Appeal Board process applies. 
 
There is no written program policy on the receipt and documentation of complaints, nor any policy 
that outlines how complaints are to be resolved.  
 
The Manitoba Civil Service Commission’s Value and Ethics Guide applies to program staff, as it 
does to all public servants, and provides some guidance on both the standard of service and the 
treatment citizens can expect to receive from public servants. The Guide states: 
 


Manitoba’s civil servants act with respect for others by: 
Treating the public and colleagues with respect, courtesy and dignity  
Treating the public and colleagues fairly and consistently… 


 
Services to the public 
We are committed to ensuring all contact with the public is prompt, courteous, respectful and contributes to 
making the experience of dealing with government as satisfying and constructive as possible. 


 
The guide provides no details as to how these broadly stated goals are to be achieved.  
 
Program Practice 
 
Although there is no program-wide requirement or standard for a complaint mechanism, in one 
region we did find a standardized letter outlining what that region’s complaint resolution process 
looks like. This letter does not appear to be used only for EIA participants, but for clients of all 
programs for which the Regional Director has responsibility. 
 
This region’s standardized letter lays out the process as follows: 
 


We recognize that at times disputes and disagreements arise around the services that you may feel you should 
receive. A complaint/concern resolution process is available to you. We expect that when disputes occur people 
will first try to resolve the matter with their assigned staff person. Should that not be effective then the next 
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step is to discuss the matter with the staff person’s supervisor or program manager. Finally, within the 
Region, the Regional Director may become involved in disputes that cannot be resolved at the manager level. 


 
We were told that this letter is sent out by the Regional Director and is typically used when the 
program is dealing with what it feels are difficult or challenging participants. We were told that, at 
the time of our interview, this letter had been sent approximately three times over the course of the 
previous five years. 
 
Staff in each region were asked how complaints are dealt with in their office. Based on staff 
responses, it appears that a similar approach to resolving complaints is being used in all regions of 
the province. 
 
Staff reported that when participants called with a complaint they would attempt to resolve the 
complaint directly with the individual. If this was unsuccessful, staff would refer the participant to 
their supervisor. Typically, supervisors would then discuss the matter with the involved staff person 
and then determine an appropriate course of action. In many cases, supervisors directed the 
participant back to the staff person to resolve the matter. In other cases, supervisors would make a 
decision taking whatever action they felt was appropriate given the circumstances.   
 
The final level of complaint resolution is either to the Regional Director if outside the City of 
Winnipeg, or to the appropriate Area Director if within the City of Winnipeg. We were told that 
these regional or area directors do one of two things: support the decisions and actions of staff, or 
direct staff to take a particular course of action to resolve the complaint. 
 
As part of the Integrated Service Delivery model within Winnipeg, there is also an additional layer of 
management whereby Area Directors report to a Community Area Director (CAD), although CADs 
appear to have little role in the complaint resolution process.  
 
We were advised as well that participants sometimes complained directly to office of the Minister of 
Family Services. These complaints are addressed by staff of the Service Delivery Support office in 
Winnipeg. This office houses program specialists, who, among other things, act as the Minister’s 
designate for certain levels of program expenditure.   
 
In these situations, it appears that although the complaint comes to the program through the 
Minister’s office, the inquiry process mirrors the one described above where someone in a 
supervisory capacity will discuss the complaint with the assigned case counsellor in an effort to 
identify an appropriate response.  
 
The documentation of complaints received varies from office to office, depending on the worker 
and supervisor involved. Typically, a letter of complaint received in an EIA office would be added to 
a participant’s case file. We were told that other actions, such as discussions with participants or 
decisions changed in response to a complaint, were recorded electronically in case notes.  
 
No office appeared to track either the number or type of complaints received.  
 
It appears that the complaints reported by staff were similar to the concerns identified by the 
complainants. Complaints identified by staff include workers not returning phone calls quickly 
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enough, accusations that workers treat participants rudely, concerns about the inadequacy of the 
level of benefits provided by the program, and complaints about decisions made by case counsellors.   
 
Regardless of the nature of the complaint, the process explained above is largely followed 
throughout the program. 
 
Staff reported that they felt the complaint resolution process worked well for them. In most cases, 
staff felt supported by their supervisors and directors. 
 
One of the specific complaints discussed was the allegation that workers were not returning phone 
calls in a timely manner. Through the course of our review we heard from workers regarding the 
challenges that they have in trying to stay on top of their case loads and the volume of calls that they 
receive on a daily basis. Some workers developed strategies whereby they would only check their 
messages at specific times of the day, others would only check once a day, while others would try 
and keep up with the messages as they came in.  
 
In the absence of a specific incident or allegation that could be investigated, we did not engage in 
any analysis of staff attitude towards participants. However, we did hear candidly from many staff 
about what they felt was the basis of complaints from participants. Written communication with 
program participants is sometimes awkward and less than clear. This can result in calls from 
participants to both financial workers and case counsellors, seeking explanations of letters they have 
received from the program.  
 
The program is complex and participants frequently seek information about additional benefits for 
needs not covered by the basic budget, and the processes they must follow to obtain those 
additional benefits. As well, there are significant reporting requirements for participants, particularly 
those to whom employment expectations apply.  
 
Workers are also bound by law and program policy in their day-to-day decision making. Decisions 
are often made in accordance with program policy but viewed by participants as a worker exercising 
discretion to deny a benefit, when in fact the worker has had no discretion or authority to approve a 
request.  
 
At the same time, program staff do exercise discretion in many areas. This leads to situations of 
conflict when a participant disagrees with a worker’s judgment. This situation is exacerbated when 
participants are aware of situations where discretion is exercised differently by different workers or 
in different offices.  
 
For all of these reasons, complaints about the program are inevitable and those complaints are often 
directed at staff. Despite this, most staff did not view complaints as a particular challenge in their 
day to day work.  
 
Alternative Mechanisms 
 
During the investigation we looked at how another jurisdiction deals with the issue of staff conduct, 
service standards and complaints. In British Columbia, the income assistance program has a Service 
Code, Service Standards, and a Service Commitment. 
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All of these may be viewed on the B.C. Ministry of Employment and Income Assistance’s website 
(http://www.hsd.gov.bc.ca/publicat/posters.htm). Three posters provide the public with 
information about its Service Code, Service Standards, and Service Commitment. 
 
The Service Code document indicates the following: 
 


As a client or a member of the public, you can expect Ministry staff to provide: 
 


• courteous, professional and consistent service, in a manner that emphasizes listening to 
understand; 


• respect for your privacy and confidentiality; 
• fair and thorough assessments of your situation and needs; 
• assistance in identifying realistic approaches for meeting your needs; 
• information and clear explanations of decisions as soon as possible; 
• help in understanding the Ministry’s legislation, and internal reconsideration and appeal 


processes. 
 
The Service Standards document describes a number of benchmarks which the Ministry strives to 
meet. These standards include: 
 


• phone calls being answered by the fourth ring; 
• phone calls being responded to within 1 business day; 
• decisions being made within set time frames depending on the nature of the decision. 


These time frames are discussed in the poster. 
 
The Service Commitment document outlines the complaint resolution model. It directs participants 
to try and resolve the matter with their assigned worker, failing that, with the assigned supervisor, 
and failing that, with a Service Quality Manager. It is similar to the informal approach used in 
Manitoba. 
 
These three documents outline, in plain language, the goals and values of the Ministry and describe 
how it plans to achieve these goals. They also provide an avenue for the public to bring their 
concerns or complaints forward when they arise. 
 
Analysis 
 
Manitoba's EIA program does not have a service code or established program standards in written 
policy, governing the interaction between staff and participants. It does not have a formal complaint 
or dispute resolution mechanism. Neither the number nor type of complaints is recorded in any 
information management system.  
 
Addressing these gaps is necessary to achieve fairness for both participants and staff, and to allow 
program management to identify and address specific areas of concern. Learning from complaints 
can lead to program improvements. 
 
Despite most workers’ best efforts, it appears that in some cases, workers do struggle with ensuring 
prompt and timely service to participants. This seems, in part, to be a matter of the volume of work 
required by workers. The volume of interaction between staff and participants, in the context of a 



http://www.hsd.gov.bc.ca/publicat/posters.htm�





Report on Manitoba's Employment and Income Assistance Program 


 94 


benefit program characterized by the extensive use of discretion, increases the likelihood of 
complaints.  
 
Despite the absence of policy, the program largely follows a similar process for dealing with and 
resolving complaints. That process is adequate but needs to be written into policy and formally 
communicated to both staff and participants. Based on our discussions with staff and considering 
the program’s current method of trying to resolve complaints, the complaint resolution model 
should incorporate the following steps: 
 


1. The participant should first attempt to deal with their complaint with their assigned case 
counsellor. 


2. If the counsellor and the participant are unable to resolve the complaint, the matter should 
be referred to the appropriate supervisor. 


3. If the supervisor is unable to resolve the complaint, the matter should be referred to the 
appropriate Area Director within the City of Winnipeg, or to the Regional Director if 
outside of Winnipeg. 


4. File documentation should be completed at every stage of the process and should include 
the nature of the complaint, any decisions made or actions taken, the reasons for those 
decisions or actions, and how the disposition of the complaint has been communicated to 
the staff person and the complainant. 


 
The first step noted above will likely mean communication by phone. Lack of basic telephone 
service has been identified by complainants and staff as a problem. If there is a process followed by 
staff, agreed to by management, where workers receive or return phone calls during a specified 
period each day; that information should be communicated to participants. 
  
The program should also consider publishing documents similar to those by B.C.’s Ministry of 
Employment and Income Assistance. Those documents should set out the values of the program, 
and what participants can expect in terms of service when they need to contact that program. 
Finally, these documents should provide, in plain language, a complaint resolution model. 
 
All program information about its service standards and complaint mechanism should clearly 
indicate that participants utilizing the complaint mechanism process do not give up any right of 
appeal that may exist for matters appealable to the Social Services Appeal Board. 
 
Recommendations  
 


49. It is recommended that the department write a policy setting out both service 
standards and a complaint resolution process. 


 
50. It is recommended that the department communicate this policy to staff and the 
public on the department’s website and incorporate the policy into program 
materials. 


 
51. It is recommended that all complaints received and the actions taken to try and 
resolve them be recorded in a database. 
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52. It is recommended that information about complaints, both the subject matter 
and the number by region, be reviewed and analyzed for quality assurance and 
training purposes. 
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EIA APPEAL PROCESS 
 
The complainants’ letter identified the following areas of concern with regard to the EIA appeal 
process and the Social Services Appeal Board (the appeal board). 
  


In EIA policy it states that participants who file an appeal should be provided with travel costs to attend the 
appeal by the EIA Program. This policy is not applied consistently. Neither the EIA Program nor the 
Social Service Appeal Board (SSAB) has any formalized mechanism or policy to refer appellants to advocacy 
resources, to ensure that they are represented in a comprehensive and thorough fashion at the appeal. There is 
not any mechanism to ensure the imbalance of power that is inherent in the EIA Program is counteracted by 
an advocate. No provision for witness fees means that an appellant is at a financial disadvantage in having 
their case presented with all relevant information available. The SSAB is not obligated to provide reasons for 
all their decisions made in a case. While the SSAB does identify what rationale they have utilized in making 
their decision on an appealed issue, they are not required to explain their reasoning with regards to requests 
for reconsiderations or extended timeframe for filing an appeal. This leaves the EIA participant with little 
information and therefore little understanding as to why a participant may have been granted their request or 
refused.  


 
The complainants believe that the lack of a formal policy on providing travel expenses and witness 
fees makes the appeal process less accessible to people of limited means. Their concern about 
reasons for decisions, when the appeal board considers requests for extensions of time or for 
reconsideration, raises an issue of procedural fairness.  
 
The alleged “imbalance of power” and the availability of advocacy resources is a larger policy 
question. In discussions with the complainants, we were advised that they were seeking a publicly 
funded advocacy service available to assist anyone appealing an EIA program decision.  
 
EIA APPEALS 
 
Issues with the appeal board arise because it is the appeal body for certain decisions under The 
Employment and Income Assistance Act, as follows:  
 


Right of appeal  
9(3)        An applicant or a recipient may appeal to the appeal board where the applicant or 
recipient feels his or her treatment was unfair because  
(a) he or she was not allowed to apply or re-apply for income assistance or general assistance;  
(b) his or her request for income assistance or general assistance or increase in income 
assistance or general assistance was not decided upon within a reasonable time;  
(c) his or her application for income assistance or general assistance was denied;  
(d) his or her income assistance or general assistance was cancelled, suspended, varied or 
withheld; or  
(e) the amount of income assistance or general assistance granted is insufficient to meet his or 
her needs.  


 
Anyone affected by such a decision is entitled to written notice of the decision, stating the reasons 
for the decision and advising the person of their right to appeal the decision to the appeal board. 
Decisions of the appeal board may be appealed to the Manitoba Court of Appeal, but only on 
questions of law or jurisdiction.  
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Under The Social Services Appeal Board Act, appeals must be filed within 30 days after the date of the 
decision or order. The Act does give the board the authority to extend the time limit for filing an 
appeal, either before or after the time limit expires.   
 
Social Services Appeal Board 
 
The Social Services Appeal Board acts as the appeal body for certain decisions made under a 
number of designated statutes, including The Employment and Income Assistance Act. The board operates 
under the administrative umbrella of Manitoba Family Services, but at arm's length from 
departmental programs.  
 
Pursuant to The Social Services Appeal Board Act, members of the board are appointed by the 
Lieutenant Governor in Council for a fixed term of two years and may be appointed for two further 
two year terms. By law, the board may establish its own rules of practice and, if it does so, must 
make them available to the public.  
 
In December 2008, the board published its rules of practice in the Social Services Appeal Board Policy 
and Procedure Manual, available on the website of Manitoba Family Services and Housing at 
http://www.gov.mb.ca/fs/ssab/index.html. 
 
Travel Expenses 
 
The board is based in downtown Winnipeg. Most of the appeals it hears about the EIA program 
arise in Winnipeg. The board does travel and, by law, has the authority to hold hearings by 
teleconference. The board’s policy on holding hearings outside of Winnipeg is set out in their Policy 
and Procedure Manual: 
 


Hearings Outside of Winnipeg 
 
The Social Services Appeal Board will make an effort to hold hearings in the community where 
the appellant resides. The three board members and a staff person will travel to the hearing 
location. 
 
When the appellant lives more than 500 kilometres from Winnipeg, the board will hold the hearing 
by video conference where facilities exist, or by teleconference. 
 
Determining the site and means for the hearing is at the discretion of the director of the Social 
Services Appeal Board. 


 
The board deals with travel issues as they arise. Board staff advised us that on occasion they cannot 
find a facility in the community where the appellant lives in which to hold a hearing. In these cases 
board staff will contact the EIA program and arrange for them to provide transportation costs for 
the appellant to get to and from their hearing. We were advised that EIA has been very co-operative 
in such matters.  
 
In Winnipeg, EIA workers may provide an appellant with bus tickets to attend the hearing but this is 
not required by legislation or policy.  
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Subsection 16(2) of The Social Services Appeal Board Act requires that at least six days before the 
hearing the board give the parties notice of the date, time, and place of the hearing. Board staff 
indicated that travel to hearings is not a significant issue when appellants raise this issue well in 
advance of a hearing, but can become a problem if it arises shortly before a hearing. 
 
The board’s Policy and Procedure Manual advises appellants that it is very important for both parties to 
call at least two days prior to the hearing date to confirm attendance and that the hearing will be 
cancelled if confirmation is not received. It makes no mention of travel costs for appellants, 
advocates, or witnesses.  
 
Either an appellant or an EIA representative may bring witnesses to give evidence before the board 
at an appeal hearing. The board has the power to compel witnesses and its Policy and Procedure Manual 
provides guidance for appellants seeking to have the board issue a “summons” for witnesses. It 
makes no mention of witness fees, but does state that:  
 


Requiring the Attendance of Witnesses 
 
The department, the appellant or the board may ask witnesses to attend the hearing. Information 
from witnesses may be required to help the appeal board obtain all information needed to make a 
fair decision… 
 
The person requesting the summons is responsible for serving it (making sure the summons is 
put in the witness’s hands.) The staff of the Social Services Appeal Board can help with this if 
required. 


 
Board staff advised us that there are no funds available for witnesses.  
 
We inquired about the treatment of travel and other expenses with other administrative tribunals in 
Manitoba. The Workers Compensation Board of Manitoba Policy Manual outlines who is eligible for 
reimbursement of wages and expenses incurred to attend a hearing. Included are workers, 
dependants and witnesses appearing at the request of the Chief Appeal Commissioner. The Policy 
Manual provides details of the types and levels of expenses which will be reimbursed. Eligible 
expenses include transportation, meals and dependant care, and actual lost wages for subpoenaed 
witnesses. Expenses for representatives are not paid. 
 
We were advised by staff of the Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission (AICAC) 
that for appellants living outside of Winnipeg, the Commission may make arrangements to pay for 
the reasonable transportation (mileage), accommodation (hotel) and meal allowances in accordance 
with the provincial government rates as set out in the General Manual of Administration. This policy 
applies to appellants who reside at least 100 kilometers outside of Winnipeg. 
 
We obtained information from Saskatchewan, Ontario and Quebec. In Saskatchewan, costs 
associated with appeals to the Saskatchewan Provincial Appeal Board are covered. The 
Saskatchewan Ministry of Social Services may provide funds at set rates for babysitting costs and 
travel outside of a community of residence.  
 
Staff of the Ontario Social Benefits Tribunal (formerly Social Assistance Review Board) advised that 
the tribunal will pay travel and living expenses necessary for any party or witness to attend a hearing 
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if the tribunal is satisfied that there will be financial hardship, pursuant to the Ontario Works Act 
and Regulation, and the Ontario Disability Support Program and Regulation. 
 
Staff of the Tribunal Administrative du Quebec advised that hearings are generally held within 100 
kilometers of the appellant’s home, and there is no provision for expenses to attend the hearing or 
to have legal representation. 
 
Reconsideration and Extension of Time 
 
Subsection 20(1) of The Social Services Appeal Board Act sets out the board’s power to make written 
orders, as follows: 
 


Order of the board  
20(1)       Unless the designated Act states otherwise, after a hearing the appeal board may, by 
written order,  
(a) confirm, vary or rescind the order or decision of the designated officer;  
(b) make any order or decision that the designated officer could have made; or  
(c) refer the matter back to the designated officer for further consideration by the designated 
officer in accordance with any direction of the appeal board.  


 
Subsection 20(2) requires the board to give written reasons for its orders. 
 


Reasons  
20(2)       The appeal board must give written reasons for its order.  


 
Section 22 of The Social Services Appeal Board Act sets out the board’s authority and responsibility in 
respect of requests for reconsideration of its orders, and requires the board to give written reasons if 
it decides not to reconsider an order.  
 


Reconsideration of the order  
22(1)       At the request of a party to the appeal or on its own initiative, the appeal board may 
reconsider all or part of its order and may confirm, vary, suspend or rescind its order.  
 
Time limit for making request  
22(2)       A written request for a reconsideration, stating the reasons for the request, must be filed 
with the appeal board within 30 days after the date of the board's order.  
 
Time limit for deciding request  
22(3)       The appeal board must, by order, make a decision as to whether an order will be 
reconsidered, within 15 days after the date the request for a reconsideration is filed.  
 
Reasons  
22(4)       The board must give written reasons if it decides not to reconsider an order.  


 
The board’s Policy and Procedure Manual indicates that when reconsideration produces a new decision, 
that decision may be appealed to The Court of Appeal, pursuant to subsection 23(1) of The Social 
Services Appeal Board Act.  
 
If reconsideration produces a new decision, it replaces the board’s previous decision and must be 
honoured by both parties. If the other party disagrees with this decision, they can apply for 
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reconsideration within 30 days, or they can go to The Court of Appeal. Each time the board issues a 
decision, there is a new 30-day time frame. 
 
Section 12 of The Social Services Appeal Board Act contains the 30 day time limit for filing an appeal in 
respect of a program decision, as well as the board’s authority for granting an extension of time.  
 


Time limit for filing  
12(2)       A notice of appeal must be filed within 30 days after the date of the decision or order, 
unless the designated Act specifies a different time limit.  
 
Extending the time limit  
12(3)       The appeal board may extend the time limit for commencing an appeal, and may do so 
either before or after the time limit expires.  


 
The Board’s Policy and Procedure Manual sets out detailed process for making a request for an 
extension of time, and includes the criteria used by the board when considering such requests. 
 


Extension of Time Limits for an Appeal 
 
Anyone wanting to appeal a decision of the department must file their appeal within 30 days after 
the date the decision was made. However, the board does have the power to extend the time limit 
for filing an appeal. 
 
Procedure for granting the extension: 
 
A request for an extension must be submitted in writing to the board and include an explanation 
of why the appellant could not file within the legislated time period.  
 
If the department objects to the board granting an extension of time, they must submit this 
objection in writing. They should also provide evidence that they correctly advised the appellant of 
their decision in writing and advised them they had the right to appeal. 
 
Both parties will be given an opportunity to review the written submission of the other party and 
provide a response. 
 
The board will review the written submissions from both parties and determine whether or not to 
grant the extension. Only in exceptional circumstances would the board ask the parties to appear 
before them in order to ask questions before making their ruling on whether or not to grant the 
extension. 
 
Granting the extension: 
 
If the department does not object to an appeal that is filed more than 30 days, but less than six 
months, after a decision, the appeal will be scheduled without review by the board. 
 
The board will automatically review all appeals that are more than six months past the decision 
date, whether or not the department has objected. 
 
If the designated officer objects to the extension, the appeal board will consider the following 
factors in deciding whether to grant an extension: 
 


a. the reason(s) for the extension – for example, if the appellant: 
i. did not know they had the right to appeal the department’s decision 
ii. did not know that there was a time limit for filing an appeal 
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iii. was unable to appeal for reasons beyond their control, such as coping 
 with an  illness or crisis 
 iv. discovered new facts about the case that didn’t become available until  


  after the time limit for filing an appeal had passed 
b. whether granting the extension would unfairly give one party an advantage over 


 the other 
 
Although this manual sets out general issues, every application for an extension of time will be 
dealt with on a case-by-case basis. 


 
Board staff advised that individuals always receive a letter approving or denying a request for an 
extension of the time limit for filing an appeal, but as this is not an order of the board it is therefore 
not appealable to The Court of Appeal. 
 
Upon inquiry, we were advised by staff of the Manitoba Residential Tenancies Commission that 
requests for an extension of the time limit for an appeal to the commission are approved or denied 
following a hearing ( when there is an objection to the extension by either party) by either a single 
Commissioner (Chief or Deputy) or a panel. An order is issued which states that it can be appealed 
to The Court of Appeal. Written reasons are provided with or following the issuance of the order.  
 
An extension of time is not an issue for the Workers Compensation Board Appeal Commission of 
Manitoba as an appeal of a decision by the Workers Compensation Board regarding benefits can be 
made at any time. 
 
Analysis 
 
Participants are informed in writing of their right to appeal EIA decisions in the letters that notify 
them of those decisions. That letter also contains contact information for the Social Services Appeal 
Board and clearly indicates that an appellant has a right to be represented at an appeal.  
 
In some EIA offices, both in Winnipeg and outside of Winnipeg, copies of The Social Services Appeal 
Board Guide were available and on display. In other offices, there were display space constraints or 
front staff were not aware of the existence of this brochure. Both the appeal form and the guide are 
available on the Family Services website.  
 
On the basis of our discussions with board staff we concluded that every effort is made to facilitate 
hearings in a manner that will be accessible to participants, and that they receive program 
cooperation in those efforts.  
 
Neither the program nor the appeal board has a policy on funding appeal expenses. The appeal 
board does not pay any expenses for parties to attend appeal hearings. The appeal board does 
attempt to accommodate individuals outside of Winnipeg by holding hearings in their community or 
by teleconference. 
 
Transportation expenses are sometimes paid by the EIA program, at the participant's request or at 
the instigation of board staff.  
 
Many tribunals, such as Ontario Social Benefits Tribunal, Saskatchewan Social Services Appeal 
Board and AICAC pay reasonable travel and living expenses for parties and witnesses to attend the 
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hearing. Saskatchewan may cover babysitting costs as well. Both Ontario and AICAC will provide 
interpreters at their expense if requested. Saskatchewan also provides expenses for advocates if 
required outside the appellant’s community of residence. 
 
The lack of a definitive expense policy may be an unnecessary impediment or obstacle to individuals 
in accessing the appeal process. This could be addressed by establishing an expense policy for the 
appeal board and outlining clearly the criteria for its application.  
 
The appeal board is authorized under its legislation to reconsider its orders, at the request of a party 
to the appeal or on its own initiative. The appeal board’s policy manual outlines the procedure for 
review and reconsideration and is available on the Family Services website. An appeal board 
information bulletin details the issues that the board considers in deciding whether to reconsider.  
 
The SSAB Act also states that decisions of the appeal board as to whether an order will be 
reconsidered must be made by order within 15 days after a request if made. Written reasons are 
required if the board decides not to reconsider.  These orders can be appealed to The Court of 
Appeal as provided under the Act. Appeal board staff advised that ongoing practice is to comply 
with the statutory requirements, and there is no evidence to the contrary.  
 
The Board’s Policy and Procedure Manual outlines the detailed procedure for requesting an extension of 
time to file an appeal, and includes the factors it considers in making its decisions on such requests.   
 
Decisions on whether to allow an extension are issued in the form of a letter with written reasons 
and therefore cannot be appealed on a question of law or jurisdiction (as can an order of the board) 
to The Court of Appeal.  
 
In contrast, the Residential Tenancies Commission issues its decisions regarding extensions of the 
time limit for appeal in the form of an order which is then appealable to The Court of Appeal. The 
Manitoba Health Appeal Board also issues its decisions regarding extensions as orders.  
 
While the board's process regarding time limit extensions is procedurally fair, the practice of issuing 
those decisions in a letter rather than an order of the board can result in an undue hardship for 
potential appellants.  
 
Decisions on requests for extensions of time are important. A decision not to extend may result in a 
person losing the right to appeal a decision that deprives them of the basic necessities of life. The 
decision making process itself is fair and reasonable for both parties. The board gives serious 
consideration to these decisions, reflecting their importance. Like other decisions of the board, the 
decision not to extend time should be appealable. 
 
Recommendations 
 


53. It is recommended to the Social Services Appeal Board, that an expense policy 
that addresses the costs associated with participating in the appeal process be 
adopted, and included in its Policy and Procedure Manual.   
 
54. It is recommended that the department consider funding attendance costs 
associated with an appeal to the Social Services Appeal Board through the EIA 
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program, pursuant to an expense policy adopted by the Social Services Appeal 
Board.  


 
55. It is recommended to the Social Services Appeal Board, that it issue decisions on 
requests for an extension of time in the form of an Order of the Board that may be 
appealed to the Manitoba Court of Appeal. 


 
ADVOCACY AND REPRESENTATION 
 
By way of explanation, the complainants advised that the “power imbalance” referred to in their 
letter of complaint arises because of a number of factors, including the fact that  most appellants are 
unrepresented, and unlikely to have any experience with a formal (statutory) appeal process. Going 
through the appeal process means they are dealing with a decision that has likely affected their 
income and resulted in increased stress.  
 
They point out that it is extremely unlikely the average EIA appellant will have the knowledge of the 
Act, Regulations, and policies that EIA representatives will have in preparing for and presenting an 
appeal. Many will lack the basic resources necessary to prepare an appeal, such as a telephone to 
contact witnesses or access to a computer and printer or photocopier to prepare a written 
submission.  
 
The Social Services Appeal Board Act recognizes an appellant’s right to be represented by an advocate: 
 


Advocates  
14  At the appellant’s request, anther person may communicate with the appeal board at any time 
on the appellant’s behalf and may be present with the appellant at the hearing. 


 
The EIA program recognizes an appellant’s right to counsel in its written policy. Section 6.10.2 of 
the EIA Administrative Manual contains the following: 
 


A written order by the director or designate must be on file where income assistance to a 
participant will be discontinued, reduced, suspended or increased, as per section 9(1) of The 
Employment and Income Assistance Act. The letter must state the reason for the decision, the 
effective date when the individual has the right to appeal, and notification of the right to be 
represented by legal counsel at the appeal. 


 
Decision letters sent to participants by the EIA program remind participants they have the right to 
representation at an appeal. The standard letter contains this paragraph: 
 


You have the right to appeal this decision to the Social Services Appeal Board within 30 days of receipt of 
this letter. As well, you may be represented at the appeal by legal counsel or another person of your choice. 
Should you wish to appeal, please contact… 


{SSAB information provided}  
  
The board’s Policy and Procedure Manual states: 
 


The appeal hearing is set up to be an informal proceeding that will make both the appellant and 
the respondent feel comfortable. 
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The appellant may bring a lawyer, advocate, or another person to speak on their behalf or to give 
evidence.  


 
There are a number of established community-based organizations already assisting people who 
appear before the appeal board, on an ad hoc basis. None of them has appeal advocacy as their 
primary function, none is specifically funded for that purpose, and none has a formal relationship or 
agreement with either the EIA program or the appeal board.  
 
EIA and board staff interviewed during the review indicated that the quality of lay advocacy services 
is variable, dependent on the knowledge, experience and approach taken by individual advocates.  
 
In addition to lay advocacy, Legal Aid Manitoba has a Poverty Law Unit that accepts “…eligible cases 
with merit that have a likelihood of success pertaining to income security and housing issues….including appeals of 
decisions by social assistance.”      
 
We interviewed staff and management of Legal Aid Manitoba, who acknowledged that they could 
provide more advocacy services, and work with existing community advocacy resources in a training 
capacity, but are currently unable to do so because of budgetary constraints.  
 
We asked EIA staff for their views on having representation available for appellants. Most staff felt 
it would be helpful to participants to have someone assist them through the appeal process. Many 
staff advised that the appeal process, although informal, could be stressful for both them and 
participants. Some felt advocates might help participants resolve issues before they reached the 
appeal stage, which would also benefit staff.  
 
Funding for Advocacy 
 
There are models of funded advocacy services available in respect of some administrative tribunals, 
in Manitoba and elsewhere.  
 
Appellants before the Automobile Injury Compensation Appeal Commission (AICAC) can be 
represented by a trained and funded representative from the Claimant Advisor Office. This office is 
funded by Manitoba Family Services and Consumer Affairs. The service is free of charge for 
individuals wanting to appeal Manitoba Public Insurance’s decisions about bodily injury claims to 
the Appeal Commission. AICAC Hearing Guidelines state that an appellant can represent 
themselves or have legal counsel, a Claimant Advisor Officer or someone who the Commission is 
satisfied is authorized to represent a party in the appeal. 
 
The Community Unemployed Help Centre is a community based model, independent of 
government, that provides assistance to people in their dealings with the federal Employment 
Insurance system. In that model trained advocates provide information and assistance in dealing 
with the EI system and represent claimants at appeal hearings before a Board of Referees when a 
claim is denied or a claimant’s benefits are withheld. Advocates need not be lawyers, and when cases 
need to be appealed to the Umpire (federal court) level, clients are referred to Legal Aid Manitoba. 
 
At the Ontario Social Benefits Tribunal there is no payment mechanism for either advocates or 
lawyers but the tribunal will provide an interpreter on request. Anyone over 18 who is not a witness 
before the tribunal can represent someone. However, Legal Aid Ontario operates community legal 
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clinics within defined geographical areas which offer representation for social assistance cases, in 
respect of Ontario Works and the Ontario Disability Support Program. 
 
A Legal Aid Ontario specialty clinic, the Income Assistance Advocacy Centre, based in Toronto 
works with low income communities in the province to address issues of income security and 
poverty.     
 
In Saskatchewan, individuals who disagree with a decision must first send a written notice of appeal 
to the local department director. If the director cannot resolve the situation, they will arrange for a 
hearing before a Local Appeal Committee which is made up of appointed people who do not work 
for the department. Following the hearing, a written decision with reasons is provided (generally 
within seven days) advising the individual that if they disagree, they can appeal the decision to the 
Social Services Appeal Board.   
 
Program workers in Saskatchewan may provide clients with names and addresses of advocates in the 
client’s area and advocates of a client’s choice can help present a case to the Local Appeal 
Committee. At a client’s request, a $45.00 fee per hearing may be provided for an advocate other 
than spouse or dependant child or funded agency. Expenses at set rates for travel and meals may 
also be provided for advocates if required outside the client’s community of residence.  
 
Regina’s Welfare Rights Centre is funded by the province and provides advocacy and support for 
income assistance problems, and is mandated to help participants who file an appeal.  
 
A list of advocates available for income assistance appeals is available on the Ombudsman 
Saskatchewan website, and the Saskatchewan Social Services Appeal Board also provides a listing of 
advocates to appellants. 
 
At the Tribunal Administrative du Quebec, appellants are expected to represent themselves. If 
appellants want a lawyer, they must obtain the lawyer themselves. 
 
Also of note is a recommendation by the board itself. The board’s Policy and Procedure Manual 
describes its advisory function, as follows:  
 


Along with its roles as an appeal board, the SSAB has a mandate to advise and make 
recommendations to the minister about social services in the programs specifically designated in 
The Social Services Appeal Board Act. 


 
The board meets on a quarterly basis to discuss issues which arise out of the hearings and to 
make recommendations to the minister where particular patterns or issues of concern have arisen 
out of the hearings. 


 
In June 2005, the board made a recommendation to Minister of Family Services and Housing that a 
Fair Practices Office be established in the EIA program. The board recommended that a Fair 
Practices Facilitator be established to hear from EIA participants who feel they have been unfairly 
treated. In addition, its recommendation stated that the facilitator would provide advice and counsel 
to participants and would be authorized to make specific recommendations for action at the 
appropriate department level. It was also recommended that the Fair Practices Office be a 
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completely independent entity within the department or the function be delegated and financed to 
an appropriate independent agency that already exists.  
 
Analysis 
 
The complainants believe that appellants before the appeal board would benefit from accessible and 
competent advocacy services. EIA program staff do not disagree. An advocacy service could settle 
cases that need not proceed, which would benefit both the participant and the program. In cases 
that do proceed to appeal, a competent advocacy service could focus the issues and marshal 
evidence in a manner that would benefit all concerned.  
 
Although there are some lay advocacy services available for EIA appellants, there is no dedicated 
funding for those services. They are add-on services provided out of necessity for clients of 
community agencies who are also participants in the EIA program. There is no standardized training 
or quality control nor any formal relationship with either the program or the board. The quality of 
these services varies. 
 
Neither the program nor the board makes referrals to lay services, in part because of a concern for 
their ad hoc nature and the absence of any quality control. While this concern is legitimate and 
sufficient reason for the appeal board to avoid specific referrals to lay advocates, it should not 
prevent them from making a list of such advocates available to appellants. The appeal board could 
advise appellants that representation is available and could provide the list to appellants on request.  
 
Legal representation is available from Legal Aid Manitoba, but only in limited circumstances and not 
to the extent necessary to meet the need.  
 
The complainants suggest a new publicly funded advocacy service to assist in the overall navigation 
of the EIA program and represent people through the appeal process.  
 
Some EIA staff have suggested establishing a Fair Practices Office model within the department 
that could serve to facilitate primary dispute resolution and result in better communication between 
EIA counsellors and participants, thereby reducing the number of appeals filed. Both the appeal 
board and EIA senior staff have indicated that such an office would have merit for staff and 
program participants. A fair practices office is not an advocacy service, nor is it at arm's length from 
the department. A fair practices office may have a useful purpose for the program, and benefit the 
program in the way an effective complaint mechanism could, but it is not a substitute for the 
advocacy services required by the participants in this program. 
 
Advocacy service for EIA participants, including representation before the board, should be 
independent from the program and the department. It should be publicly funded. It should be 
provided by advocates who are trained and monitored for quality control. Although advocates need 
not be lawyers, they should be trained and supervised by lawyers because many issues dealt with by 
the board involve questions of law.  
 
There are various existing models that could be used to provide advocacy services to EIA 
participants. To achieve the type of advocacy service to which EIA participants are entitled does not 
require the creation of a new office or entity, as that would be a duplication of the services that 
should be available, and are available now in limited quantity, from Legal Aid Manitoba. Those 
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services are primarily provided by paralegals, under legal supervision, and include providing informal 
advice and assistance to participants in conflict with the system; providing information about the 
system to individuals and community groups; representing clients at hearings before the board; and 
providing legal counsel for matters that must be elevated to The Court of Appeal. Those services are 
appropriate and necessary but, according to Legal Aid, limited by funding constraints.  
 
Legal Aid Manitoba also has a role to play in assisting EIA participants and the community agencies 
that work with them. The needs of people living in poverty include the need for legal representation, 
but also the need for informal assistance, advice and information. Legal Aid should work with the 
community to ensure that that legal education, relevant to the EIA program, and advocacy training 
is available to the community. Based on the model employed by Legal Aid, it seems that with some 
additional funding they would be in the best position to provide a comprehensive "poverty law" 
service that would address the needs of EIA participants for both formal and informal legal services.  
 
Recommendation 
 


56. It is recommended that the department consider entering into an agreement with 
Legal Aid Manitoba to provide advocacy services for program participants requiring 
legal information and advice in dealing with the program or in appealing program 
decisions to the Appeal Board. 
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STAFFING AND WORKLOAD 
 
The complainants assert that EIA staff workloads have become an impediment to the effective 
operation of the program. They wrote:  
  


“Another factor is the EIA staff case load, (which averages about 150 files), virtually eliminates the 
possibility of EIA staff to conduct regular home visits with participants with the purpose of ascertaining the 
circumstances and needs of the participants.  There are numerous examples of where participants have never 
met their case coordinator; despite the fact that there is an administrative policy that states each new 
participant must receive a home visit within 30 days of having been determined eligible to receive EIA 
benefits.  This overload of cases also contributes to the inability of staff to provide any kind of social work 
services and support and assist participants to deal with their circumstances.  The majority of EIA staff are 
not able to carry out more than a financial provider service for their cases. This ends up translating into very 
little service being provided to enable persons to improve their personal circumstances with the assistance of 
their case coordinators.  The reality is that with the present case load, based on a full time position, EIA staff 
are only able to dedicate one hour per person per month.”  


 
Although the complainants refer specifically to home visits, their larger concern is the belief that the 
program has been reduced to the role of financial provider, no longer the providing the "social 
services" contemplated by the Act.  
 
The Act defines those services as “services having as their object the lessening, removal or prevention of the causes 
and effects of poverty, child neglect or dependence on income assistance…”, and specifically includes 
rehabilitation services, case work, counselling, and assessment and referral services.  
 
There is no professional standard or generally accepted case load number for workers delivering 
services like those mandated by the EIA program.  
 
Workload is driven in part by the number of people applying to the program, a factor over which 
the department has no control. It can be driven by policy decisions contracting or expanding the 
services made available, at any given time, from the range of services permitted by law. The services 
sought from the EIA program can also depend on whether services are available from other sources, 
public or private.  
 
Current Case Load Size 
 
Early in the investigation we requested case numbers for counsellors in each EIA office in the 
province. The range of cases held by case counsellors is quite large. Generally, the low end for case 
counsellors was approximately 130. The high end for case counsellors was over 250.  We were 
informed that on average, case counsellors have approximately 150-160 cases at any one time. 
An exception to high case loads was the Job Connections Initiative. JCI workers typically had 
between 20-30 cases. This low number appears to relate to the JCI program design. As has been 
discussed in this report, the role of the JCI worker is to engage very intensively with participants. 
 
We heard from some workers that in their view, case loads should be capped. These workers felt 
that with the increasing demands placed on them by the program to manage a file, additional 
resources were required. A hard case load cap would ensure that a case load does not become 
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unmanageable. We asked many staff what they felt the ideal case load number was. The number we 
heard most frequently was approximately 100.   
 
In order to cope with high caseloads, staff have adopted various strategies, from working unpaid 
overtime to focusing their efforts on certain groups of participants or, in some cases, exercising their 
discretion to interpret policy in a way that reduces their involvement with participants.  
 
The issues driving staff workload go beyond the number of cases assigned to a worker. They include 
the volume of activity and interaction with participants required of staff by program policy, the 
manner in which work is distributed among staff positions, and factors such as an antiquated 
computer system and the increasing demand for services in languages other than English.  
 
STAFFING RESOURCES 
 
Although the program has no control over the number of people needing assistance, it can and does 
prescribe the work it expects different program staff to perform. Most of the services provided to, 
or on behalf of, EIA program participants are delivered by counsellors, also referred to as case 
coordinators. 
 
Case Counsellors or Coordinators 
 
The job description for an EIA Counsellor describes the position in this way: 
 


The Counsellor occupies the forefront position in the provision of the Employment and Income Assistance 
program’s services and has the authority to provide employment and financial supports to participants with the 
goal of achieving greater independence, based on their employment, financial, medical and social circumstances.   


 
The position duties and responsibilities of an EIA Case Counsellor can be broken down into the 
following ten areas: 
 


1. Conducts pre-intake orientation. 
2. Assesses financial and categorical eligibility. 
3. Assesses participant service needs. 
4. Provides on-going case management. 
5. Provides case load administration. 
6. Develops independence through employment. 
7. Reviewing all participant cases where there is non-compliance to employment expectations. 
8. Initiates administrative functions. 
9. Liaises and communicates with participants, external agencies/resources. 
10. Perform other related duties as assigned. 


 
During our review, we learned that the various regions and community areas appear to have been 
given some discretion by the program regarding how to utilize their staffing resources. As a result, 
some regions and community areas have created specialized counsellor positions to address specific 
issues and challenges occurring within their respective areas. These specialized positions include but 
are not limited to: 
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• Intake Workers (in many areas and regions) who work through the application process 
with clients. In those areas and regions where intake workers are used, the intake 
function is not a responsibility of regular case counsellors. Some areas have implemented 
the intake worker role to accelerate the intake process and reduce wait-times for intake 
appointments. 


 
• A Social Services Case Manager (in St. James) to work intensively with participants 


identifying and addressing barriers to employment. A large part of this role is referring 
particpants to other agencies or services that may be more appropriate to provide 
service. 


 
• Integrated Services Specialists (ISS) (in the Parklands Region) to work with participants 


who have multiple barriers and who may have involvement with multiple programs 
within the department. If a participant is involved with multiple programs and therefore 
multiple workers within the department, the ISS worker assumes their role. In this way, 
the ISS worker becomes the sole provider of services across program boundaries.  It 
allows the worker to better coordinate services and work on addressing participant 
barriers to employment. Once a participant is considered to be stable, the ISS worker 
refers the participant back to the appropriate programs and workers. 


 
These are in addition to specialist workers assigned to implement program wide initiatives such as 
Job Connections and MarketAbilities. These specialist positions are described as follows:  
 


• Job Connections workers, who provide intensive case management services for a small 
number of GA and single parent EIA participants. Case loads for JCI workers are 
limited to approximately 20. This allows JCI workers, of which there are 17, to work very 
intensely and supportively with participants.  


 
• marketAbilities workers, who provide intensive specialized services that complement 


existing resources for participants in the disability category.  
 
Role of Case Counsellors 
 
There appear to be three distinct approaches to the work of case counsellors. Some staff were 
comfortable in performing a role based on the belief that the primary function of EIA is the 
provision of financial aid. These staff did not feel that they had the time to do any “extra” work with 
participants. Given their caseload, these staff felt that they barely had time to ensure that participants 
were getting the benefits to which they were entitled. These staff also identified following up on 
participant action plans as a major piece of their job consuming a significant amount of time. 
 
Many staff saw their role as a coordinator of services. For these staff, their primary function was to 
connect program participants with the appropriate community resources. These staff typically did 
not perform a lot of intensive work with participants, instead, preferring to let other agencies fulfill 
this role.  
 
Another large segment of case counsellors appeared to take a “hands on” approach to case 
management. They saw their role as providing whatever services the participant needed, and 
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suggested that an ideal role for a case coordinator would be to perform the functions performed by 
Job Connections workers. These staff reported that large caseloads posed a significant challenge to 
their ability to do a lot of intensive work with participants. These staff also enjoyed spending 
significant amounts of time with participants when possible. Staff in this category usually felt that 
they were going above and beyond the traditional role of case counsellor. 
 
All of these approaches involve activities that are either permitted or expected under existing job 
descriptions. All are consistent with existing program policy. The approach taken can depend on the 
interpretation of policy, or preference of individual staff or their supervisors, but remains largely 
dependent on caseload size and the ongoing requirement to issue funds for the cost of basic needs. 
 
Financial Workers and Information Specialists 
 
Particpants can also have significant contact with financial workers or information specialists. The 
job description for financial worker describes the position in this way: 
 


The Financial Worker functions as a member of a case management team responsible for providing 
Employment and Income Assistance program services.   


 
Financial workers are employed in the regions. The position duties and responsibilities are broken 
down into four areas as follows: 
 


1. Intake  - Audits and verifies intake information to ensure completion and correctness or 
required information and makes necessary adjustments.  


2. Assesses and activates initial benefits, and advises program participant in writing of 
enrolment decision, initial budget and explanation of program entitlements and obligations. 


3. Provides on-going case management  
4. Communicates with program participants, agencies and other stakeholders 


 
Information specialists in Winnipeg perform financial administration functions similar to  their 
financial worker counterparts in the regions. However, instead of performing a variety of tasks as 
financial workers do, information specialists often focus on a specific portion of financial 
administration work, such as processing income declarations or rent forms. 
 
One-Worker versus Two-Worker System  
 
During the course of the review, staff described two different methods used to divide work between 
counsellors and financial workers or information specialists, described as the “one-worker” versus 
the “two-worker” system. The one-worker system is used in all community areas in Winnipeg. In the 
one-worker system, the case counsellor is responsible for providing the complete complement of 
EIA services to participants. Winnipeg participants may also occasionally interact with an 
information specialist for a specific purpose. Under the two-worker system, each participant has a 
case counsellor and a financial worker. The two-worker system is used in all of the regions outside 
of Winnipeg. 
 
We were advised that historically the program operated with a two-worker system with financial 
workers responsible for money matters and case coordinators responsible for social work functions. 
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Some staff suggested that this system worked better for both participants and staff. We were told 
that this system ended in Winnipeg in 1999.   
 
Consistent with our review of job descriptions, staff noted that there has been a blurring of roles 
and financial workers or information specialists are now required to do some of the work previously 
done by counsellors. There was no evidence to suggest that this has reduced the workload of 
counsellors. We did hear that counsellors spend time doing work that can be done, and had 
previously been done, by financial workers or information specialists.  
 
The different roles for case coordinators and financial workers appears to remain an issue for staff 
and supervisors as they consider how to provide high quality service in the face of high case loads 
and increasing expectations. It is an issue that should be reviewed as part of the program’s ongoing 
transition. 
 
Supervision  
 
Counsellors, including specialist positions, and financial workers are managed on a day-to-day basis 
by various supervisors or program managers. The job description for one supervisor position, a 
Community Social Services Supervisor, describes the position in this way: 
 


Reporting to the Family Services and Housing Community Area Director, or Director of Centralized 
Services, the Community Social Services Supervisor is responsible for providing leadership and support in a 
range of management and supervisory activities associated with the following responsibilities: service delivery 
including policy interpretation, integrated case management program recommendations, implementation and 
evaluation of services; operational planning, financial management and administration; human resource 
management; systems management; communication; and leadership support to staff through the ongoing 
integration and change process. 


 
In addition to duties related to financial management and planning, the responsibilities of 
supervisors include service delivery and human resources management. 
 
The supervisory function also includes counsellor file reviews. The EIA Administrative Manual 
indicates how frequently files are to be reviewed. According to the manual, each director or 
designate is responsible for reviewing no less than ten percent of new and re-opened files each 
month.  
 
During our interviews with supervisors we were informed that conducting regular files reviews is a 
very difficult task. Most supervisors informed us that they did not have the time to devote to regular 
file reviews. As such, most supervisors indicated that they did not generally review 10% of new and 
re-opened files as per policy. 
 
By and large, supervisors acknowledged the importance of conducting these reviews. They indicated 
that reviews can be very useful for determining how workers are performing. 
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Staff Comments about Workload 
 
Regardless of the type of case coordination used, the vast majority of staff indicated that case 
numbers were too high to allow them to accomplish all of the tasks required. Very few staff 
described their case loads as manageable. Many spoke of working in a “crisis response mode.” 
 
Many staff felt that expectations on them had increased because of changes to program philosophy 
over the years and particularly with recent initiatives. Staff spoke of changes over a long period, 
from changes around work expectations over a decade ago to more recent initiatives such as the 
volunteer benefit. It was felt that such changes required more work and, cumulatively, affected their 
ability to keep up with their required job functions. 
 
Regarding Job Connections, while most staff were supportive of this initiative and saw benefit to 
having a Job Connections worker involved with their cases, they did not report any substantial 
impact on their overall workload as a result of this initiative.  
 
At the management level people spoke positively about the impact of specialized positions, 
indicating that they saw positive outcomes as a result of these positions. While not necessarily 
lowering case loads, the work done by these specialists led to greater participant success in the long 
term. 
 
Rural staff identified travel time as an issue affecting their ability to carry high case loads. They often 
travel to communities where there is no EIA office for the purpose of taking applications, and also 
for the purpose of conducting home visits. They also identified regular case management issues that 
require more time because of the size and isolation of some of the communities in which they 
provide service, such as setting and monitoring realistic employment expectations and dealing with 
requests for medical transportation.  
 
Analysis 
 
There is some uncertainty about the role expected of case counsellors in the EIA program. This 
confusion begins with the multiple roles identified for case counsellors in their job descriptions and 
the duplication of functions in the job descriptions of case counsellors, financial workers and 
information specialists. It is exacerbated by the clearly different approaches reflected in the one- 
worker and two-worker systems, and compounded by policy shifts, both old and new, which appear 
to have increased workload without a corresponding increase in staff complement.   
 
Currently, the program appears to be evolving from purely a financially based program to a program 
which places greater emphasis on the services required to assist participants achieve self sufficiency. 
However, the evolution of the program does not simply refer to recent initiatives clearly designed to 
enhance participants’ prospects of achieving and retaining self sufficiency through employment. It 
includes the employment expectations initiated almost twenty years ago, with a new set of policies 
and workload expectations, and it includes the natural growth and evolution of policy necessary to 
administer what has been described as the program of last resort.  
 
By definition, a program of last resort is one to which people turn for assistance in meeting their 
basic needs when those needs are not being met anywhere else. By law, the EIA program can 
provide a range of services that goes well beyond financial assistance. By design, it has focused on 
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the provision of financial assistance. As a financial program in which program managers have no 
control over the volume of people requiring assistance, financial control has largely been achieved 
through policy.  
 
Support for the assertion about financial control through program policy can be found in the 
volume and complexity of program policy and, until recently, policy that focused on financial 
management rather than on the services necessary to foster independence. It was suggested to us 
that this focus on financial control, and the time it requires, remains a barrier to achieving broader 
goals such as poverty reduction. 
 
The need for prudent financial management, the application of eligibility tests and the monitoring of 
program compliance, is indisputable in a financial program that does not limit the number of 
participants. What appears to be at issue in this program is whether the focus on such measures, and 
the associated use of staff resources, has been to the detriment of overall program goals because that 
focus restricts the resources necessary to help people achieve independence from the program.  
 
Based on the philosophy described above, the evolution of program policy has created a paradigm in 
which stable, predictable financial assistance is limited, and the norm has become a complex maze of 
requests, checks, verifications, and approvals, for even the smallest amounts of money for goods or 
services that clearly fall within the definition of basic needs, but are beyond the standard rates. 
 
One of the results of this, in the view of staff, has been an administrative workload that currently 
restricts their ability to perform tasks associated with broader policy goals in aid of poverty 
reduction.  
 
The results for program participants include complex and unrealistic requirements that put them in 
conflict with the system designed to assist them. Some staff suggested that it has also created a kind 
of learned or acquired dependence on the system that itself has become a barrier to becoming 
independent of the system. It has also resulted in this broad based community complaint not only 
about benefit levels and the fairness of the program but also about a perceived failure of the 
program to achieve the desired results.  
 
There seems to be agreement among complainants and a vast majority of program staff that the 
current program shift in approach is both necessary and appropriate. There is general agreement that 
it appears to be happening piecemeal, adding layers of policy to an already complex program, and 
that it has not been effectively communicated to either staff or program participants.   
 
The on-going shift from a traditional, financially-based model to a model which places more 
emphasis on providing the support and services necessary to achieve independence of the program 
has placed a greater strain on counsellors. They are now expected to provide those additional 
services on top of their responsibility for complex financial management and monitoring program 
compliance.  
 
Under its current structure, the program places unrealistic expectations on counsellors to fulfill their 
mandates with the current average size of case loads. On the basis of a 7.25 hour work day, in a 
typical month workers have 145 hours of work time. With caseloads over 150, workers can spend 
less than one hour per month per participant. Given the program’s shift to offering more supportive 
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services to participants, it is difficult to see how counsellors can provide adequate support, despite 
their best efforts, with case numbers as high as they are within the current structure of the program.  
 
During our interviews with staff we were informed that the program experiences high staff turnover 
due to the challenging nature of the work. This turnover contributes to greater workload for a 
couple of reasons. Staff reported that when people leave, someone still has to be responsible for that 
case load. This creates additional expectations on staff. Staff also told us that because the EIA 
program is complex, it takes a long time to learn. Some staff felt that to become comfortable and 
proficient as a worker might take up to two years. As a result, newer workers typically do things 
more slowly and ask for assistance more often than more experienced workers. This contributes to 
an overall increase in workload. The significant learning curve also prevents the program from hiring 
staff for short-term relief. 
 
In our view, the department should review whether the financial and supportive case management 
roles of counsellors can, and should, be separated with the result that financial workers would be 
utilized across the program to perform financial administration functions. The result would be that 
every participant in the program would interact with two workers: a case counsellor and a financial 
worker. Counsellors would retain responsibility for on-going case management, including the 
completion of a comprehensive assessment of the participant’s strengths and needs, the 
establishment, implementation, and monitoring of client action plans, maintaining significant contact 
with participants, coordination of services, and liaising with other service providers. 
 
A significant part of this responsibility would be the completion of a comprehensive assessment 
similar to the comprehensive assessment matrix utilized by the JCI. This type of assessment should 
be completed for applicants requiring intensive case management. It will allow a counsellor and 
participant to gather all of the necessary information to develop a realistic and achievable action 
plan.  
 
Many of the specialized counsellor positions appear to have been created to work with participants 
with multiple barriers. The creation and utilization of specialized positions is consistent with the 
program’s recognition that a different approach is necessary if the focus is to be on poverty 
reduction rather than on financial management alone.  
 
There needs to be greater consistency across the program regarding these specialized positions. The 
program needs to have its counsellors working more intensively with participants with multiple 
barriers, and it must have and articulate a consistent method of doing this. We believe that the 
services made available through specialized positions should be available to all program participants, 
regardless of where in the province they live.  
 
In some cases there appear to be important functions that are not assigned to anyone. Finding 
adequate housing and dealing with shelter-related issues was repeatedly mentioned as a significant 
barrier faced by many EIA participants. As part of its efforts to provide more intensive case 
management to address barriers, the program should develop capacity, either by creating specialized 
housing positions or by working cooperatively with other programs, to assist EIA participants with 
housing issues. A housing specialist could assist with finding appropriate accommodation, ensure 
rent guidelines are maintained, ensure condition reports are completed, and monitor return of 
damage deposits.  
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The Job Connections Initiative is currently a pilot project. It has broad support among staff who 
believe that all participants who may have a work expectation or a desire to work would benefit 
from the services offered through JCI. It appears that case counsellors are best positioned to identify 
participants who may benefit most from a JCI worker’s intervention. Participants in the JCI should 
continue to be those program participants who have multiple barriers to employment.  
 
Under an intensive case management model, the more time counsellors are able to spend with 
participants the more likely they will be able to help them be successful finding and sustaining 
employment and becoming more self-sufficient. This would appear to be more consistent with the 
program's larger goals. Financial workers and the case counsellors will be required to work very 
closely together but will need to have more clearly delineated responsibilities.  
 
The differing approaches taken by staff in interpreting and applying policy, and the varying results 
for program participants, is an issue that can be addressed in part by more proactive supervision. We 
concur with the majority of the supervisors we interviewed who placed importance on conducting 
regular file reviews. In our view, greater emphasis must be placed by supervisors on conducting 
these reviews. File reviews contribute to greater consistency across the program, they ensure that 
workers are operating within the boundaries of policy, and they can serve as a training tool for new 
and junior staff.  
 
Current policy indicates that 10% of new and re-opened files should be subject to review each 
month. File reviews are time consuming, but they may be a better use of supervisors’ time than 
dealing with routine decisions that could be made by either financial workers or case counsellors. 
The benefits associated with regular file reviews, which include on-going staff development, 
outweigh any challenges posed by trying to conduct these reviews. 
 
Recommendations 
 


57. It is recommended that the department review whether there is a benefit to the 
clear segregation of duties between a case counsellor and a financial worker to try 
and relieve workload pressures, with case counsellors responsible for on-going case 
management, and financial workers responsible for all financial administration 
matters. 


 
58. It is recommended that the department clearly communicate its philosophy, such 
as the current shift toward services designed to enhance self-sufficiency and 
independence from the program, to both staff and participants.   


 
59. It is recommended that the department consider the incorporation of its pilot Job 
Connections Initiative with participants who have barriers to employment, 
throughout the system as part of the poverty reduction strategy articulated by 
government.  
 
60. It is recommended that the practice of file reviews by supervisors for quality 
assurance and consistency be continued, with the department setting a target 
percentage of all files and ensuring supervisors have the time necessary to complete 
those reviews. 
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OTHER FACTORS AFFECTING WORKLOAD 
 
During our interviews we heard of other factors which appeared to have an impact on workload 
including the provision of services in French and other languages, home visits, travel time in rural 
areas, and SAMIN, the program’s information management system. 
 
French Language Services 
 
The provision of French language services appears to have a major impact on workload. SAMIN is 
an English based computer system. As a result, when workers have participants who wish to receive 
service in French, they are required to do everything in SAMIN in English, and then do it again, in 
French for the participant. This has a major impact on workload as workers are required to do many 
tasks twice. We were told that the extra work associated with the provision of French language 
services cannot be measured by looking at case numbers alone.   
 
The provision of program services in French contributes disproportionately to workload. While this 
may be due in part to technology issues, we also heard evidence that the requirement to provide 
service in French was increasing, driven in part by an influx of French speaking immigrants in 
Winnipeg. The program needs to monitor this and develop a strategy to improve its capacity to 
provide service in French. The additional time currently required to provide service in French, 
because of technological inadequacies, should be factored into the determination of case load 
assignment. 
 
We were advised as well that there is an increasing demand for services in languages other than 
French and English, driven by a need to provide program services to new immigrants.  
 
Recommendation 
 


61. It is recommended that the department consider adjusting case loads to account 
for factors that affect the time needed to provide service, such as providing services 
in a language other than English, or travelling significant distances. 


 
Home Visits 
 
Although not required by statute or regulation, home visits have been a hallmark of the program for 
decades. Unless specifically waived, for a documented reason approved by a supervisor, home visits 
are expected. The cost of home visits, in terms of use of staff time, has to be weighed against their 
necessity and benefit.  
 
Considerable policy has been developed to guide staff in their approach to home visits, and it has 
been built into the program’s computer system. Much of the policy on home visits is contained in 
the program’s Administrative Manual. The home visit policy describes the purpose of a home visit, 
the factors to be considered when making a discretionary decision to conduct or waive a home visit, 
and the file documentation required by the SAMIN system, all of which are set out on the following 
page: 
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6.7.7 HOME VISITS 
 
Purpose 
 
A visit to the home of a participant is an important form of participant contact. Home visits allow 
the worker to focus significant attention on participants and have four objectives: 
1. to promote the participant's self-sufficiency; 
2. to exchange information 
3. to determine other agency involvement; and 
4. to examine verification/control issues. 
 
It may be necessary to conduct a home visit to follow-up questions or concerns raised by the 
participant, to discuss the participant's employment or training plans, to verify information, to 
assess third party complaints or to investigate alleged program abuse. Home visits may also be 
scheduled at the discretion of the director or designate.  
 
When appropriate, other forms of participant contact (such as office visits, telephone contact, 
informal personal contact in the community, other worker contact) may be used instead of the 
home visit to review issues relevant to the EIA program.  
 
Decision to Conduct a Home Visit 
 
In all cases, workers have the discretion to conduct a home visit when a need has been identified 
or to waive the home visit when there is no apparent need. Workers may conduct as many home 
visits as deemed necessary, based on the participant's circumstances.  
 
Participants who have developed Personal Job Plans are encouraged to work with their worker 
through office visits and phone contact.  
 
Situations in which program verification and control issues have been identified are to be given 
the highest priority for home visits.  
 
When a file is transferred to an EIA office, the worker must review the home visit requirement or 
exemption to determine if it continues to be appropriate.  
 
File Recordings 
 
A.  Decision to Waive Home Visit 
 
When the worker determines the case is to be exempt from a home visit, the specific reason must 
be documented on the Case Management Intake Record (CMIR), or the Case Management 
Record (CMR), and the appropriate home visit exemption code entered in SAMIN.  
 
B.  Decision to Conduct Home Visit 
 
When the worker determines that a home visit is necessary, the home visit date is displayed in 
SAMIN. If the worker decides to make a home visit prior to the date displayed, the next home visit 
date is entered. The next home visit date entered cannot exceed two years from the last home 
visit date.  
 
Following the home visit, the worker documents the purpose of the home visit, the major areas 
discussed during the visit, and any follow-up action required on the CMIR or the CMR.  
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Further policy regarding home visits is set out in a program circular and in section 6.7.7 of the 
Administrative Manual:  
 


Circular Number 2008-36: Decision to Conduct or Waive Home Visits 
 
If a home visit is not required and the need for a home visit is waived, staff must document the 
decision and rationale in case notes. When a home visit is completed, updates should be made in 
case notes and the “last home visit” date should be recorded in SAMIN (on the Change Case 
Screen: CHCA).  The need to conduct home visits should be reviewed periodically. SAMIN will 
prompt staff to review the need for a home visit via the ‘next’ home visit date, which automatically 
defaults to 30 days after enrollment and 2 years past the ‘last home visit’ date after enrollment (1 
year for General Assistance cases).     


 
In all cases, workers have the discretion to conduct a home visit when a need has been identified 
or to waive the home visit when there is no apparent need.  Workers may conduct as many home 
visits as deemed necessary based on the participant’s circumstances.   


 
Our office also reviewed Home Visit Guidelines dated June 1995 which appear to have established 
the program’s practices regarding home visits and many of them are still utilized today. Regarding 
documenting home visits: 
 


Following each home visit, the Income Security Counsellor will record on the Case Management 
Intake Record (CMIR) or the Case Management Record (CMR) the purpose of the home visit, 
describe the major areas discussed during the visit and document any follow-up action required. 


 
Following the policy on home visits and complying with the reporting requirements can result in a 
significant amount of work for staff. In the event that a home visit identifies an issue requiring 
follow-up, that work is obviously increased further.  
 
Program guidelines do permit substituting other forms of contact for a home visit, which has 
become a common practice: 
 


When appropriate, other forms of client contact (e.g. office visit, telephone contact, informal 
personal contact in the community, other worker contact) may be used instead of the home visit 
to review issues relevant to the Social Allowances Program. 


 
We heard varying perspectives from staff regarding the purpose and value of home visits. Many staff 
felt that home visits were important and beneficial, allowing them to build a relationship with 
participants, to understand their needs and circumstances, to explain program benefits and 
requirements, and to monitor their well-being. 
 
Although the majority of staff saw home visits in a positive light and as an opportunity for 
relationship building, others indicated that home visits were done to verify eligibility and for other 
investigative purposes. A small minority of staff questioned the purpose and value of home visits, 
suggesting that not all participants welcome them and that they were not a good use of workers’ 
time. Some staff raised concern for their personal safety during home visits.  
 
The prevailing view of staff was that home visits should only be used if there is a clear purpose, such 
as assessing participant need or conducting an investigation. 
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As permitted by policy, staff in many offices have begun waiving home visits because of heavy 
workload. The program has sanctioned “significant contact” as a substitute for a home visit. Many 
staff support this, believing that what is important is regular contact in any form. Some staff see the 
reduction in home visits as a notable change in program priorities, primarily as a result of workload 
pressure.  
 
Analysis 
 
With respect to home visits, we heard from many workers that there must be a purpose for doing a 
home visit. In our view, it is important from the perspective of relationship building to have in-
person contact with participants. Based on our review, it appears that the program places greater 
emphasis on what it defines as “significant contact” than it does on an actual home visit.  
 
It seems reasonable that while a traditional home visit may not necessarily be required in every case, 
some type of in-person contact is necessary. This could include in-office visits or meeting with a 
participant in the community. Should a visit be arranged in the home, the purpose of a home visit 
should be made known to the participant and scheduled in advance.  
 
Significant contact, whether in the home or elsewhere, should not be driven by the program’s 
computer system. Regular contact with participants is important but the need for such contact will 
depend on the stability of a participant’s circumstances, their needs, and the services they receive 
from other programs in Family Services or other government programs. As the program moves 
toward a focus on poverty reduction, with models like the Job Connections Initiative as a strategy, 
significant contact will be essential. 
 
There is an additional challenge for workers when conducting home visits in rural areas. There is 
often a significant amount of travel associated with providing service to large geographic areas. 
Some staff told us that they may spend every other day out of the office visiting with participants. 
We also acknowledge that in the rural offices, it is more likely that counsellors will be required to go 
and visit participants in their homes due to the lack of public transportation in rural Manitoba. In 
rural areas, the program should monitor the additional time associated with travel in remote areas 
and adjust case loads accordingly. 
 
Recommendation 
 


62. It is recommended that the department adopt a clear policy that outlines the 
frequency of significant contact between a participant and the program, and sets out 
the circumstances where a home visit might be appropriate. Prior to a home visit, 
staff should set out the purpose of the visit for the participant and schedule the visit 
in advance.   


 
Social Allowances Management Information Network (SAMIN)  
 
The SAMIN system is a DOS-based information management system in English that is used by the 
program to administer benefits. As part of the investigation the program provided us with the 
following description of the purposes of SAMIN: 
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In 1986 the Province of Manitoba introduced the Social Allowances Management Information Network 
(SAMIN), a mainframe information system, to administer Employment and Income Assistance benefits 
throughout the province. 
 
The SAMIN system is used to maintain personal, social, health and financial information on each program 
participant.  In addition to maintaining records SAMIN is used for a range of case management and 
financial management purposes, such as: calculating benefits, recording payments, producing statistical reports, 
producing various forms and letters, and producing tax documentation.   


 
Statistical information produced from SAMIN is used for the purposes of cost analysis, policy development, 
identifying training needs, determining trends and for quality assurance.    


 
We also talked to staff about the SAMIN system and its impact on workload. Many workers 
indicated that SAMIN seems to do what it was designed to do fairly well, which is to ensure the 
timely payment of monthly financial benefits.  
 
Many staff felt it was a difficult and complex system with a significant learning curve, requiring years 
to achieve proficiency. Most staff described the system as frustrating and not user friendly. 
 
Of significant concern were questions raised by staff about the utility of SAMIN relative to their 
needs and the work they are expected to do as the program philosophy changes. SAMIN does not 
support the performance of social work functions such as assisting participants in improving their 
education and addressing their other barriers to employment.  
 
Many staff acknowledged that SAMIN-generated documents were difficult to read and confusing 
for participants. Some staff prepared letters in Word format, and then made a note in SAMIN that 
they had done so. A prevailing view was that SAMIN needed to be replaced with a more current and 
accessible system. 
 
A key concern is the view of some staff that SAMIN determines what workers can and cannot do. 
An example used to make this point was that SAMIN produces reports indicating workers are 
behind on home visits, creating pressure on workers, when in fact workers have significant latitude 
in deciding whether or not to conduct a home visit.  
 
We were told that many decisions cannot be made and implemented until the requirements of 
SAMIN and its multiple screens have been satisfied. This can often involve both a financial worker 
and a counsellor, and require a SAMIN approval by a supervisor, even for decisions involving small 
amounts of money for the basic needs of participants whose entitlement is not in doubt.  
 
Analysis  
 
SAMIN has fulfilled its financial management purpose well for a long time. Based on our review of 
the EIA program, our interviews with staff at all levels, and our limited experience with SAMIN, we 
believe that the time has come for planning to replace SAMIN with a new computer system. As part 
of our review, we sent two investigators to a brief orientation of the SAMIN system to gain a better 
understanding of what it is and how it affects workers.  
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We heard a lot of staff frustration over SAMIN. Some of the main areas of contention were SAMIN 
letters generated for program participants are very confusing; it only allows a minimal amount of 
space to enter case notes; if a worker enters something invalid, SAMIN may alert them, but will not 
necessarily tell them what they have done wrong; workers must be able to memorize hundreds of 
codes to use SAMIN proficiently; it is not a bilingual system; and there is no ability for workers to 
write their own documentation and attach it to SAMIN. 
 
SAMIN requires a second person, often a senior case manager or supervisor, to approve many 
requests before funds can be issued. Workers explained that getting approvals can be a very time 
consuming process and often slows down their ability to process payments. 
 
The system is antiquated, representing a challenge for new staff and also for supervisory staff who 
may have been proficient in it but who no longer use it on a daily basis. We heard that many 
supervisors found that the longer they were in a supervisory capacity, the more they forgot how to 
use SAMIN and navigate its many codes and screens.  
 
Because of SAMIN’s complexity and resulting high learning curve, it prevents use by casual or 
temporary staff when staff shortages arise because of illness or vacations, which in turn results in 
higher workloads for remaining staff.  
 
One of the biggest challenges reported to us by workers using SAMIN was trying to remember 
hundreds of codes to navigate the program. A new program could have drop down boxes with all of 
the possible codes for a particular field along with their definitions. This would save workers a 
significant amount of time and greatly reduce their need to memorize hundreds of codes and the 
need to access the manual to look up appropriate codes.  
 
Most new workers use more current computer technology. If EIA adopts a new computer program, 
it would allow new workers to learn the program more quickly. 
 
A new computer system should also have the ability to quickly identify any errors workers make 
when completing forms. This should save a significant amount of time and help to ensure accuracy. 
A new system could also have a built-in help function so that if workers forget how to complete a 
particular form or forget what a term or code means, they could quickly pull up the online help 
function for assistance in solving their problem. 
 
Another requirement of a new computer system must be a significantly enhanced area for workers 
to enter case notes. Workers should be able to enter all of their notes regarding participant contact 
in a single case note as opposed to the current practice of workers having to enter multiple case 
notes for the same participant contact because of limited space. This is particularly important as 
counsellors fulfill a more supportive function. Space is required to document information they 
collect in the course of their duties. 
 
If the EIA program wishes to continue to use letter templates as part of the new system, it should 
allow workers to personalize the letters as they see appropriate. A new system should also allow 
workers to attach to the system any letters they compose on their own. This is currently a major 
deficiency with SAMIN. 
 
A bilingual computer system would also benefit the EIA program.  
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As a system that has functioned as a financial management and statistical reporting program for over 
twenty years, SAMIN has performed well. It does not appear to have been designed to facilitate 
intensive case management. 
 
Recommendation 
 


63. It is recommended that the department begin planning to replace SAMIN with 
an updated, user-friendly information system. 
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DISCRETIONARY DECISION MAKING 
 
The complainants’ letter to the Ombudsman raised the issue of staff discretion in this way:  
 


The concept of "discretionary power" for a case coordinator, supervisor or director is not defined, so therefore 
the service and resources a participant receives has a great deal to do with how the EIA staff person chooses to 
interpret the participants situation. The lack of transparency and consistency regarding this, guarantees that 
participants are treated differently. This reality contributes to the feeling of powerlessness of the participant 
and dilutes any sense of being served by the program. Having the ability to use discretion is a valuable way of 
enabling EIA staff to consider each case on its own merits with understanding and compassion. However it is 
important that EIA participants know what issues EIA staff have the authority to apply discretion.  


 
The complainants have suggested that how a participant fares under the EIA program can depend 
on which office they deal with, or on the approach taken by a participant’s worker or that worker’s 
supervisor.  
 
The use of discretion was discussed in the 1983 report of the Manitoba Task Force on Social 
Assistance, chaired by Dr. Joseph C. Ryant (the Ryant report). The Ryant report contained a useful 
and instructive analysis of why discretion is employed, and commented on both the benefits and 
drawbacks of a system in which discretion plays a large part.  Much of that analysis is worth 
repeating today, twenty-five years later, as a starting point for our analysis.  
 
The Ryant report began the discussion of discretion with an explanation of why it arises in the 
administration of social benefit programs, set out below from pages 27-28 of the report: 
 


As pointed out above, social assistance benefits are meager entitlements even in the best of 
systems. It is assumed that these benefits will meet the needs of the recipients. In many respects, 
for almost all the recipients, there will be needs which cannot be covered by the amounts 
provided but which are so important that they cannot be ignored. At this point, social assistance 
systems incorporate the use of discretion, either in the creation of benefits which may, but need 
not, be offered in certain circumstances, or in the making of extraordinary decisions not covered 
in the rules. 
 
Discretion is also employed in considering eligibility for social assistance. There are virtually no 
means tests which do not require the exercise of some judgment or which do not permit a special 
decision to cover a unique situation. Once eligibility has become established, its continuation 
often depends on discretionary judgments about assets or income levels, marital status, 
continued disability or myriad other factors which might cause assistance to be reduced or 
discontinued. 
 
Thus, whether in relation to eligibility or level of support, virtually all social assistance systems are 
heavily invested in the use of discretion. Much of the complexity of the administration of social 
assistance can be attributed to its use. 


 
A discussion of the advantages and drawbacks of the use of discretion is found on pages 28-29 of 
the report, as follows: 
 


Discretion is a mixed blessing both for recipients and for the system which employs it. For those 
receiving social assistance, the possibility that their entitlements can be altered through the 
recognition of special or extraordinary circumstances becomes a potential safety net to be 
appreciated; the system may offer additional help in situations of dire need. However, discretion 
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may also be used to reduce benefits or to cut off eligibility so there is never a guarantee that it will 
operate to the benefit of the applicant or recipient (Greaves, 1983).  When requests are initiated 
by recipients, they become special pleaders, petitioning the authority with the legitimacy of their 
need and their lack of other alternatives. That this may be demeaning is obvious. Perhaps less 
obvious but equally important is the fact that the context in which discretion is exercised gives rise 
to excellent opportunities for social control and manipulation (Handler, 1979). Tying the need for 
income to attempts to manage behaviour is regarded by many as illegitimate. The use of 
discretion to correct the effect of benefit levels that are already known to be too low may also be 
illegitimate. 
 
For the social assistance system itself, an advantage cited for discretion is that it affords the 
possibility of flexible response to the very special needs of the recipients. It is also regarded as 
cost effective by its selective direction of extra benefits only to those adjudged to require them. 
The use of discretion tends to be more feasible when caseloads are of manageable size but more 
difficult when workers are responsible for overly large numbers or recipients. Discretion permits 
workers to enjoy leverage over recipients in that they can invite, or actually demand, particular 
behaviour of the recipients as a condition of meeting their requests; some analysts of social 
assistance regard this as a strength rather than a weakness. Discretion also provides workers 
with opportunities to enact their biases, treating the requests of favored groups more positively 
than for recipients from devalued groups or with less likeable characteristics. For the system, a 
body of evidence has emerged to demonstrate that discretion is expensive not solely because of 
its labour intensiveness but because the variability of support levels creates problems in the 
administration of benefits and offers greater opportunities for error (Bendick et al, 1979; Piliavin, 
Master and Corbett, 1979; Greaves, 1983). 


 
The following comments on the use of discretion in the Manitoba system, at it existed in 1983, can 
be found on pages 52-55 of the Ryant report. 
 


As already noted, the providers of assistance generally have wide discretion about eligibility and 
benefits. This is certainly the case in Manitoba’s social assistance system. It is clear that 
provincial legislation allows a great deal of room for the use of discretion in every aspect of social 
assistance program delivery. 
 
In Manitoba, it is the limited nature of the basic budget provided which makes discretion so 
necessary. For example, the provincial social allowance budget excludes many predictable, 
regularly recurring, and essential expenditures except as provided on a discretionary basis from a 
special needs fund of one hundred and fifty dollars per year.  (Additional amounts may also be 
approved by special requests to the Minister’s designate). Discretion applies to expenditures for 
such things as essential household furniture and appliances, repairs, moving and transportation 
cost, children’s educational costs (including books, school supplies, gym equipment), and so on. 
Thus, recipients must make special requests for what are essentially normal needs which are 
then subject to the judgment of program staff. In some sense, through exclusion of these items 
from the basic budget, the autonomy of the recipient is ceded to the assistance providers. 
 
In the course of our review, we have encountered both administrative variation and case 
variation. Administrative variation refers to divergent general interpretations of discretionary 
policies between the various municipalities or the districts of the provincial Social Allowance 
Program. Case variation refers to unjustified differences in the way similar cases are treated even 
within a particular jurisdiction. The latter results both from inconsistency among field workers and 
differential treatment according to whether a recipient (or class of recipients) is favored or 
disfavored by a worker. 
 
Essentially, administrative variation results in the development of different policies in different 
locales... 
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We asked staff about the scope of discretion exercised in their day to day work and discussed some 
of the issues arising from their perspective. Many staff spoke candidly about variations in approach 
to the exercise of discretion, lending support to the complainants’ concerns. Staff spoke of "grey 
areas" and vague wording that opened the door for significant variations in interpretation in policy. 
Staff spoke of two very different philosophical approaches, a "control" model versus a "service 
delivery" model.    
 
Some workers expressed frustration about the limits on their discretionary authority, and the 
resulting impact on their workload, while others felt comfortable with the approval process, 
particularly where they felt they had good supervision.   
 
Some staff expressed concern about the limitations on exercising discretion regionally, and 
particularly about having to seek approval from a central office in Winnipeg, Service Delivery 
Support, from staff who had expertise in policy but little knowledge of the participants or of local 
circumstances. Some felt the limits on regional approval demonstrated a lack of trust in regional 
management, while others saw the requirement to seek approval from a central office as an 
impediment to efficiency. 
 
While there were frustrations about the requirement to seek approval from Service Delivery 
Support, we also noted that many staff saw Service Delivery Support as helpful because staff of that 
unit possessed a comprehensive understanding of program policy. 
 
Some staff comments highlighted both the benefits and deficiencies of a system that relies heavily 
on discretion, and how staff approach the use of discretion. Discretion was described as both a great 
thing and a terrible thing: great when discretion can be used to to meet an existing need that might 
not be clearly specified, and terrible when inequities arise because decision makers exercise 
discretion differently in similar circumstances.  
 
Analysis 
 
The Ryant report described the use of discretion as characteristic in both the determination of 
eligibility for assistance, and in the in provision of extraordinary costs for things that were a 
legitimate and permissible need but not covered by recurring fixed payments. The report noted both 
“administrative variation” and “case variation.” Twenty-five years later that remains to be the case.  
 
At the point of intake, and sometimes before, staff can exercise the discretion to divert potential 
program participants to a job centre. Upon application, staff can exercise discretion under the 
Unreasonable Job Termination policy to deny benefits.  
 
In respect of eligibility for disability benefits staff can either facilitate enrollment based on their own 
assessment and existing information, pending subsequent review by a Disability Assessment Panel, 
or impose requirements for further documentation before consideration for disability benefits can 
even begin. Prospective participants may lack the resources or capacity to obtain those documents.  
 
Workers exercise significant discretion in the development of participants' action plans, including 
the discretion to determine the types of activities included in the plan, the expectations on the 
participant in respect of those activities, and the time participants are given to meet those 
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expectations. This discretion includes the authority to waive statutory work expectations and to 
substitute activities intended to address significant health, educational, social and personal barriers.   
 
After eligibility has been established, there remain numerous circumstances in which program 
participants become, in the words of the Ryant report, “special pleaders, petitioning the authority with the 
legitimacy of their need and their lack of other alternatives.”  This can include seeking discretionary approval 
for medical supplies, medical transportation, health related supplementary food allowances, 
additional rent, telephones, moving costs, eye glasses, dental services, educational support, and 
funding for treatment and rehabilitation programs.  
 
There are numerous circumstances where staff actions and decisions may not be characterized as an 
“exercise of discretion,” but in which they do in fact exercise significant latitude in determining the 
approach taken to dealing with participants in certain circumstances. One example is the diverse 
approach taken to determining whether participants are in an undeclared common-law relationship. 
The approaches described to us by staff fall generally into one of two categories. Some staff take the 
approach that they are investigating an alleged fraud, and focus on obtaining proof that a fraud has 
occurred. Others view their role as determining ongoing eligibility, which includes an assessment of 
the needs and resources of the family unit regardless of any arbitrary characterization of the 
relationship between partners. The approach chosen can have tremendous consequences for women 
and children, with little discernable difference in the financial responsibility of the program.  
 
Another of these areas that amounts to an exercise of discretion is the approach taken to home 
visits. They can be seen as a policy requirement with a primary focus on verifying eligibility 
information such as address and rental unit size, or they can be seen as an opportunity to form a 
connection with a participant and identify issues and needs that have not been identified during the 
application process or that have arisen since enrollment.  
 
The 1983 Ryant report expressed disapproval of the use of discretion as a means of attempting to 
modify behaviour. The report noted that, “…the context in which discretion is exercised gives rise to excellent 
opportunities for social control and manipulation (Handler, 1979).” … and added “Tying the need for income to 
attempts to manage behaviour is regarded by many as illegitimate.” 
 
Tying the need for income to attempts to manage behaviour has become a feature enshrined in the 
EIA program by law, through the use of financial sanctions (benefit reductions) or file closures for 
non-compliance with work expectations. 
 
The Ryant report also commented on the relationship between staff workload and the use of 
discretion. The following commentary from page 55 of the Ryant report describes the impact of 
high caseloads on the ability of staff to properly exercise discretion:  
 


Discretionary decision-making is labour intensive and time-consuming. Savings from the 
discretionary rationing of benefits must be balanced by the increased administrative costs they 
engender. In our interviews, program providers confirm that much of their job involves the 
gathering of information and assessment of alternatives for such decision-making. This is 
certainly reflected in the job descriptions being developed by the provincial Social Allowance 
Program. However, in interviews, staff also report that caseloads are currently too high to allow 
proper consideration of discretionary requests. 
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Based on the views expressed by program staff, and on our analysis of both the tasks required of 
staff in their job descriptions and the manner in which those tasks must be completed pursuant to 
program policy, current workload is an impediment to the exercise of discretion in a fair and 
reasonable manner.  
 
The program does not measure the time spent by staff or supervisors dealing with discretionary 
decisions or approvals. However, there has been an analysis of the process for approving what the 
program describes as “non-continuous need benefits.” In July 2008, an internal document noted that 
in 2006/07 there were “122,032 non-continuous need benefit approvals amounting to over $20.2 million of which 
nearly $8.5 million had been entered and approved in SAMIN by workers individually, without secondary review.”  
 
These numbers confirm that discretionary decision making in the EIA program remains labour 
intensive and time consuming. It also suggests that the program’s efforts to ensure consistency in 
these decisions through file reviews conducted by supervisors and managers are lagging.  
 
The conclusions reached in the Ryant report on pages 99-100 remain relevant to today, and are set 
out below:  
 


The Task Force recognizes that the claim that a discretionary system is highly responsive to 
special need or unique circumstance is often valid. As the literature has revealed, discretion is 
accompanied by a whole host of attendant disadvantages, not the least of which is the degree of 
variation in decisions made about like cases (see Greaves, 1983 for a review of this literature).  
To this must be added the higher costs of administering discretionary systems, the flood of extra 
contacts between recipients and staff, the perceived injustice by those for who discretionary 
decisions have been negative, and finally that a discretionary system elicits the very paternalism 
and social control that we see as interfering with the achievement of independence. 
 
We recognize that it is difficult to contemplate a system that is non-discretionary about the 
amount of benefits. However, assuming a benefit level which is adequate and an administrative 
system which is non-intrusive, we would recommend against the incorporation of separate 
“special needs” allowances. Instead, the basic income entitlement should recognize the 
probability that each recipient unit will have some unmet but predictable needs and therefore be 
adequate in amount.  
 
Discretion is also highly implicated in the procedures by which eligibility is established and 
maintained. Many of the discretionary issues associated with categorical eligibility will no longer 
be a problem in the noncategorical system we propose. The administration of the needs test, 
particularly in the assessment of resources deemed to be available for applicant’s use, still 
remains a highly judgmental area. The assessment process cannot likely be made completely 
cut-and-dried and still remain fair. However, it is necessary to codify the procedures under which 
discretion is to be used to narrow its boundaries and to monitor decisions at regular intervals to 
ensure that like applicants are not being treated differently. 


 
The Ryant report commentary on discretion began by tying the need for the extensive use of 
discretion to what it described as “meager entitlements” and noted that “…for almost all the recipients, 
there will be needs which cannot be covered by the amounts provided but which are so important that they cannot be 
ignored. At this point, social assistance systems incorporate the use of discretion…” 
 
It concluded by recommending against the concept of special needs, in favour of a basic income 
entitlement that recognizes the probability that each participant will have some unmet but 
predictable needs.  
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The problems identified in 1983 remain characteristic of the system today. There are too many types 
of benefits tied to discretionary decisions. Benefit requests requiring discretionary approval should 
relate to extraordinary or unusual circumstances or needs that could not have been expected. 
Routine or predictable needs should not require a discretionary decision. Predictable needs such as 
school supplies for families with children in school, health supplies related to disability, and 
telephone and transportation benefits for those required to seek work should be part of the 
calculated entitlement based on a thorough assessment of a participant's needs.  
 
Staff workload continues to be an impediment to the proper exercise of discretion. The exclusion of 
senior program managers from the category of staff with the authority to approve expenditures at 
the “minister’s designate” level results in unnecessary frustration and additional work for program 
staff.  
 
Our review has focused on the current categorical eligibility system and we have recommended a 
restructuring of eligibility categories that should lessen the involvement of the program in the lives 
of some of its participants and reduce the administrative workload of staff correspondingly, while 
allowing workers to focus more on assisting participants who require more intervention:  
 


• We have recommended that permanently disabled participants be provided a pension-like 
benefit that recognizes the cost of predictable but non-continuous needs. 


• We have identified the need to distinguish between participants who are job-ready and those 
who will require intensive intervention and case management (people with persistent 
multiple barriers) in order to overcome the barriers that stand between them and sustainable 
employment.  


• We have recommended that service be enhanced for people in the sole support parent 
category with children under the age of six, so that they can use those six years to become 
job ready through the appropriate education, training, and support.  


 
For the use of discretion to be significantly reduced, the basic entitlement would have to be 
increased to reflect the cost of predictable, non-continuous needs. The administrative savings gained 
from reducing worker involvement in those categories could then be reinvested into the system, 
allowing workers to focus on program participants who require more assistance to overcome their 
barriers to achieving independence from the program. For those participants in categories with 
significant involvement with staff, there will continue to be a need for staff to make discretionary 
decisions.  
 
While some of our recommendations support a restructured categorical eligibility system, we have 
also recommended that the department consider abandoning the requirement to fit applicants into 
categories, in favour of adopting a non-categorical system that evaluates the needs of all individuals 
when they require EIA support; a system that would assess the needs of all individuals when they 
walk through the door, regardless of whether they are single with no dependants, a single parent, 
married with children, in a common-law relationship, disabled, or non-disabled.  
 
The Ryant report concluded that if discretion was going to continue to be used, it would be 
“…necessary to codify the procedures under which discretion is to be used to narrow its boundaries and to monitor 
decisions at regular intervals to ensure that like applicants are not being treated differently.” 
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The program has codified discretionary decision-making procedures primarily through its SAMIN 
system. As noted in a 2008 internal report, there are 179 “non-continuous or continuous/non-
continuous codes in SAMIN.”  
 
While there have been efforts to codify the discretionary decision making process through the 
information technology system, little effort seems to have been put into training or evaluation in 
respect of the decision making exercise itself.  
 
All decisions affecting program participants must be fair and must be made fairly. While fairness is 
important in all government decision-making processes, it is particularly critical in circumstances 
where the outcome of decisions can have a significant impact on members of the public. It is hard 
to imagine a circumstance where it could be more critical than in a program of last resort that 
provides for people’s basic needs.   
 
Making discretionary decisions always requires a decision maker to exercise judgment. Discretionary 
decisions are not exempt from the requirement that they be fair.  
 
While it would not be reasonable to expect EIA program staff to be trained to the same extent as 
members of administrative or quasi-judicial tribunal, they should have a basic understanding of the 
following concepts of fair decision making: 
 


Procedural fairness:  how decisions are made - the steps to be followed before, during and  
   after decisions are made;  
Substantive fairness:  the fairness of the decision itself; and  
Relational fairness:  how people are treated during the decision making process.  


 
The 2008 internal report referred to previously highlighted another concern that we identified in the 
course of this review. In exercising discretion EIA staff are most often guided by their interpretation 
of written program policy, or the interpretation favoured by their immediate supervisor. At the same 
time, their ability to process non-continuous needs approvals is contingent largely on the SAMIN 
code system. There is often a lack of clear guidance in policy, and no easy means of connecting 
policy guidance with SAMIN approval codes.  
 
The report described the issue as follows:  
 


Need Code Guidance - The EIA Program did not have a need code guidance document available to 
workers to facilitate the selection of appropriate need codes for non-continuous need requests. Although EIA 
policy, consisting of the EIA Manual and Directives, provides benefit information, the policy guidance generally 
did not provide a suggestion of SAMIN need codes that should be utilized to process the benefits. A 
SAMIN Code Book provides a list of SAMIN need codes available, however, the Code Book does not 
provide a description of benefits that should be funded utilizing those codes and it is not cross-referenced to 
policy. Workers indicated that the Code Book and other workers were consulted if they were unsure of which 
need code should be utilized, but they also indicated a desire for enhanced guidance. 
 
During our sample testing, we found that where EIA policy provided more definitive guidance on benefits, the 
need codes associated with the benefits were more consistently utilized. For example, as shown in 
Appendix E, Special Needs benefits were clearly described in legislation and policy. Correspondingly, our 
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sample testing found that the Special Needs benefits, with the exception of SNES, tended to be sufficiently 
described in the case notes or cheque message documentation and were consistently processed through the 
appropriate need codes across all the District Offices. 
 
Conversely, for situations where the need codes were more generalized in nature, or could not be clearly linked to 
specific policy guidance, we found that the codes were often used for a wide variety of benefits, and in some 
situations, other more appropriate codes may have been available. Staff speculated that the codes that are more 
"open" may be more frequently utilized in lieu of other more specific codes as they are viewed as the quickest 
alternative and easy to use. 


 
To address this concern the report recommended that the EIA program should: 
 


Develop a Code Manual to provide guidance to staff on the purpose and appropriate use of needs codes. 
The following should be considered in the development of the Manual: 


• The purpose of non-continuous need codes should be described and similar codes should be grouped to 
facilitate review; 


• For each major group of codes, the Manual should indicate a reference to the EIA Program 
policy and legislative sections associated with the needs being paid through the need code group; 


• Where required by EIA Program policy, any higher levels of staff that should be processing the 
benefits utilizing the given need codes should be listed. Where deemed appropriate, associated 
dollar limitations, by staff level should also be provided. If such dollar limitations are included in 
the Manual, the amounts provided should match any dollar limitations prescribed in policy or 
legislation. 


• The SAMIN authorization and approval dollar limits should be updated to ensure consistency 
with EIA policy. 


 
We endorse that recommendation.  
 
The link between SAMIN codes and the EIA policy manual would be very helpful in ensuring 
consistency and likely make discretionary decision making easier for program staff. However, for 
this to be most beneficial the policy manual needs to be improved in a number of ways.  
 
To address the concern set out in the 2008 internal report about the variation in the level of 
guidance provided in EIA policy, the EIA Administrative Manual should be revised to include not 
only legislative authority for discretionary benefits but specific guidance for staff on the process to 
be followed and the factors to be considered in making the decision.  
 
There is one other way in which current policy should be improved to enhance discretionary 
decision making. The program can provide staff with a written policy on discretionary decision 
making, setting out the process staff are expected to follow and incorporating the program’s 
expectations around fairness.  
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Recommendations 
 


64. It is recommended that the department assess whether administrative savings 
could be achieved from moving from a system with ad hoc consideration of 
discretionary expenditures for items that are basic needs to a system with fixed 
benefit levels that reflect the cost of those predictable non-continuous needs, in 
particular in the long-term disability and employment-ready categories.  
 
65. It is recommended that any expenditure reductions achieved through streamlined 
administration and the refinement of eligibility categories be re-invested in the 
system.  
 
66. It is recommended that the department review the spending authority levels of 
Regional Directors and Area Directors to determine if they should have “minister’s 
designate” level, currently restricted to staff of Service Delivery Support.  


 
67. It is recommended that the department adopt a Code Manual to provide 
guidance to staff on the purpose and appropriate use of needs codes for 
discretionary decisions.  


 
68. It is recommended that all staff receive a written policy on discretionary decision 
making, setting out the process staff are expected to follow and incorporating the 
program’s expectations around fairness. 
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Departmental Response 
 
The report was sent to the department and it has provided the following response: 
 


The Department would like to thank the Ombudsman for the report on the Employment and Income 
Assistance program. These reviews help programs determine strengths and identify ways to 
improve service delivery to increase efficiency and effectiveness. This review was a collaborative 
undertaking, which has resulted in a well-balanced and informed report. 
 
Over 34,000 households rely on welfare and nearly 300 staff work very hard to deliver this 
program; sometimes under challenging circumstances for both. This report is a fair examination of 
the program’s challenges and the improvements recently made. The Department agrees that the 
focus should remain on providing assistance that moves people from welfare to work. The report 
provides good insight into how the Department can move forward with that goal. 
 
Welfare has evolved over decades to respond to changes in society, including greater workforce 
participation by women and persons with disabilities.  Everyone should be provided with 
appropriate supports and the opportunity to work. The Department will enhance the way in which it 
delivers this program to make sure people are treated fairly. Staff is committed to improving 
administrative processes and to be more transparent, while at the same time recognizing that 
government has a responsibility to the taxpayers of Manitoba to spend their money wisely.  
 
The Department appreciates the recognition of the good work that it has done over the past ten 
years, and agrees that it is important that we do a better job communicating this message. We are 
committed to ensuring that staff, the general public and social assistance recipients understand 
and can access the improvements made. 
 
The Department would like to briefly highlight some of its achievements so that the public is aware 
of the improvements; particularly Rewarding Work which was introduced in 2007. This effort has 
resulted in moving people off welfare into jobs and training. Since 1999, government has made 
improvements, which means spending has increased by more than $76 million each year for 
benefits and services to help people prepare for work or stay in jobs, including: 
 
- Families with children get to keep $43 million in federal child benefits, which means that they 


now have enhanced resources, which would have been otherwise clawed back. 
 
- Families also get to keep the federal Universal Child Care Benefits, which means another    


$10 million to ensure caring for children is not a disincentive to work. 
 
- We have introduced a trust fund policy for people with disabilities so that they can plan for their 


futures and we have fully exempted the new federal Registered Disability Savings Plan. 
 
- We have increased social assistance rates, northern food allowances, supplementary benefits 


for the disabled and school supplies allowance. 
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- For low-income working people, we have increased the Manitoba Shelter Benefit, improved 
child care subsidies and extended benefits to those who leave welfare for work. 


 
- Our incentives for work are among the best in the country. 
 
- We have enhanced funding for families looking after their adult children with disabilities. 
 
- People with disabilities are now eligible for increased exemptions, double what they were 


originally entitled. 
 
- We introduced Manitoba Saves! which improves people’s financial literacy and helps them 


save for unexpected expenses. 
 
- We offer voicemail services for job seekers to ensure that employers can get a hold of them. 
 
- We also provide telephones for many families, including those at risk of domestic violence and 


persons with disabilities who need a phone for health reasons.  
 
- Likewise the program provides thousands of families with significant funding for transportation 


in and outside of Winnipeg, including those who need to see a doctor, look for work or attend 
social outings for people with disabilities who may use a wheelchair. 


 
- Through Rewarding Work, we have developed training and education services and support for 


volunteerism to help people transition into the workforce. 
 
- As noted in the report, we introduced the highly successful JobConnections initiative, and 


marketAbilities program, also as part of Rewarding Work. We also ran a myth busting 
campaign to remind employers that people with disabilities need to be seen for what they can 
do, not for what they cannot. 


 
As the Department moves ahead on Rewarding Work to help people move from welfare to work, 
we will carefully examine and consider the recommendations of the Ombudsman. 
 
Once again, thank you for your report.  The Department looks forward to working with you in the 
future. 


 
The department has been asked to provide a formal response in accordance with subsection 37(1) of 
The Ombudsman Act as follows: 


 
Where the Ombudsman makes a recommendation under section 36 he may request the 
department, agency of the government or municipality to notify him within a specified time of the 
steps that it has taken or proposes to take to give effect to his recommendations. 


 
 





		Responsibilities of the EIA office

		Responsibilities of the Applicant

		7.1.6 EIA Assessment Panel

		Responsibilities of the Panel

		Composition of the Panel



		At the present time, most applicants who are financially eligible to receive EIA must also fit within one of the following categories: Persons with Disabilities, General Assistance, or Single Parents. Some participants are in other categories, such as...

		6.3.1 EMPLOYMENT HISTORY AND PERSONAL JOB PLAN

		6.3.2 THE PERSONAL JOB PLAN

		1. Family Responsibilities

		In addition to the expectation that plans consider the unique circumstances of participants, program policy also recognizes specific circumstances that may impact a plan, including circumstances where necessary resources are not available:

		6.5.3 Deferring Employment Expectations

		Unavailability of resources to support the participant's action plan



		6.6.2 REPORTING

		6.6.3 MONITORING

		6.9.2 REVIEWING AND SIGNING THE EIA APPLICATION AND ACTION PLAN IN WINNIPEG

		6.5.3 DEFERRING EMPLOYMENT EXPECTATIONS

		The policy in the EIA Administrative Manual mirrors the statute and provides little additional guidance for staff or participants. The EIA Administrative Manual, section 7.1.1 states:

		For the purpose of The Employment and Income Assistance Act and Regulation, the term "disabled" refers to those persons who, by reason of a physical or mental illness, incapacity or disorder that is likely to continue for more than 90 days, are unable...

		6.7.5 INSTITUTING REMEDIAL MEASURES

		Termination Procedures
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n	 REDUCING POVERTY AND PROMOTING SOCIAL INCLUSION 
InVestInG In oPPoRtUnItIes FoR ALL MAnItoBAns to ReALIZe theIR PotentIAL


ALL Aboard: Manitoba’s Poverty Reduction and Social Inclusion Strategy (ALL Aboard) was launched in May 2009. It is 
Manitoba’s renewed commitment to action to reduce poverty. ALL Aboard brings together successful initiatives that help 
reduce poverty and improve social inclusion, while creating new initiatives 
to build on our past achievements. When The Poverty Reduction Strategy 
Act was passed in June 2011, the provincial government’s commitment to 
reduce poverty and increase social inclusion was established in law.


The Manitoba government is making tough budget choices in 2012. In 
this year, the third year of Manitoba’s Five-Year Economic Plan Manitoba 
Moves Forward, the province is strengthening its focus on building policies 
and programs based on evidence, and investing in what works to keep 
Manitoba as one of the most affordable places to live, work and raise a 
family. Provincial initiatives will focus on working smarter and more 
efficiently, as we deliver public services and supports.


Poverty reduction is a vital part of the provincial plan to build our 
economy and our communities, but it is more than just sound economic 
development. Poverty reduction is a concrete affirmation that each 
Manitoban deserves a high quality of life, that we all benefit from having 
the right tools and social supports to take care of our families and ourselves.


Poverty is not just about lack of money – it is also about social exclusion. 
Social exclusion happens when people are discouraged or blocked from 
fully participating in society because of barriers such as unemployment, 
poor housing, lack of accessibility, family breakdown, addictions, mental 
illness and discrimination. These barriers can keep people from accessing 
the benefits, resources and opportunities they need to participate more fully 
in their communities and reach their full potential.


Long-term solutions to poverty lie with all Manitobans: all levels of 
government, businesses, community groups, educators and citizens, striving 
together for a strong, successful province. We aim to ensure that Manitoba 
government services are: responsive to the needs of individuals, families and 
communities; co-ordinated; and integrated across departments. This way, 
all Manitobans can easily access the information and supports they need to reach their full potential.


We recognize the important work done by community agencies. In the coming fiscal year, the province will invest more than 
$360 million in funding for these agencies, working on the ground to address the complex and multi-faceted dimensions of 
poverty and social exclusion.


The province is also working in partnership with the non-profit sector to reduce red tape and make it easier for the sector to 
provide valuable services for Manitobans. A focus on multi-year funding agreements and a single-window application process 
will provide non-profit organizations with more financial stability and the flexibility to use their time for service provision.


LonG-teRM stRAteGIes


hoMeWorks! Manitoba’s Long-Term 
Housing Strategy – provides safe, affordable 
and accessible housing supports


neighbourhoods Alive! – helps with 
physical renewal such as housing, local 
economic development and improvements to 
safety and well-being


Rewarding Work – a plan to refocus the 
low-income support system to help more 
Employment and Income participants 
transition to work and help them gain higher 
incomes


Changes for Children: strengthening the 
Commitment to Child Welfare – a series 
of systemic changes to the child and family 
services system in priority areas of workload 
relief, training and prevention


healthy Child Manitoba – programs 
include the Healthy Baby Prenatal Benefit 
and community support programs; Families 
First Home Visiting; Parent Child Coalitions; 
early childhood, middle childhood and 
adolescent development supports (ex: Roots 
of Empathy, Books for Babies, Nobody’s 
Perfect, Summer Learning Enrichment 
Program, and Teen Clinics); and Fetal Alcohol 
Spectrum Disorder prevention and support
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The best way out of poverty is through a well-paying job. Educated, strong, 
healthy individuals who have the required skills and talents to participate 
successfully in the labour market will support the economy, as workers and 
as consumers. The private sector plays a key role in poverty reduction by 
providing jobs and training opportunities that support individuals and 
families. Together we can move forward to accomplish our goal: a strong 
and prosperous Manitoba for all.


Issues contributing to poverty are complicated. They require creative ideas 
to improve programs and services that enable Manitobans – those currently 
living in low income and those at risk of falling into poverty – to live 
independently and with dignity. Addressing these problems will help us to 
create a healthier, stronger community for everyone.


PROGRESS SINCE 2000
In 2009 (the most recent year for which data are available), 9.7 per cent of 
Manitobans lived in poverty. While this figure is too high, it is important 
to note that significant progress has been made in the past decade. In 
2000, the poverty rate in Manitoba was 10.8 per cent. This means that 
in 2009, there were 6,000 fewer Manitobans living in poverty than in 
2000. Manitoba is not immune to the effects of the world-wide economic 
recession. Unfortunately, as a result of the recession, the number of 
Manitobans living in low income increased from 2008 to 2009. 


Because of systemic barriers, some Manitobans are more likely to experience 
poverty. They include women (10.1 per cent), single parents (24.2 per cent) 
and Aboriginal Manitobans (13.9 per cent). We also know that newcomers 
and persons with disabilities are at a higher risk of experiencing poverty 
than other Manitobans.
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 • fewer Manitobans living in poverty – a decrease of 6,000 between 2000 
and 2009


 • increased minimum wages to help the lowest income earners and their 
families – Manitoba’s minimum wage is currently $10/hour


 • more people working – Manitoba’s unemployment rate in 2011 was 
5.4 per cent, compared to 7.4 per cent for all of Canada


 • more funded child-care spaces – 11,000 new spaces funded since 1999


 • higher graduation rates – Manitoba’s high school graduation rate has 
increased from 72.3 per cent in 2001 to 82.7 per cent in 2010


 • Higher earnings – between 1999 and 2011, the average weekly earnings 
in Manitoba increased from $532.92 to $764.41
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Recent Poverty Reduction and social Inclusion Initiatives


 • Rewarding Work Health Plan – helps Manitobans transitioning from 
income assistance to work.


 • Children’s Opticare – helps with the cost of eyeglasses for children living in 
low-income families.


 • Strong Payday Loan legislation and enforcement – protects low-income 
Manitobans from unfair lending practices.


 • RentAid – provides monetary assistance for low-income renters.


 • Rewarding Work in Education – helping low-income, newcomer and 
Aboriginal people to become certified education and child-care assistants.


 • Funding for SEED Winnipeg to help low-income individuals, groups and 
communities start their own businesses, as well as encouraging individuals 
to adopt healthy saving practices through asset building programs.


 • Family Choices: Manitoba’s Five-Year Agenda for Early Learning and Child 
Care – outlines commitments for child care and nursery school spaces, 
curriculum and program enhancements, and workforce expansion to help 
Manitoba parents and children.


 • Pathways to Education – community-based education programs funded 
through Bright Futures help at-risk youth to stay in school, graduate and 
plan for a post-secondary education.


 • ACCESS programs at universities and colleges – academic, personal and 
financial support to provide opportunities for under-represented Manitoba 
groups to access post-secondary education.


 • Funding to municipalities to keep transit fares low enough to enable low-
income Manitobans travel to jobs and training.


 • Funding for Opportunities for Employment with an innovative approach to 
help people move from welfare to work.


 • Wage subsidy programs – helping employers hire, train and offer part-
time and summer employment opportunities to new employees, including 
students and those seeking a career as a certified trade journeyperson.


 • Support for non-profit and co-operative housing, part of HOMEWorks! 
Manitoba’s Long-Term Housing Strategy, to increase the supply of quality, 
affordable housing for low-income Manitobans.


 • Manitoba Hydro’s Power Smart, Power Smart Water and Energy Saver, 
and Lower Income Energy Efficiency Programs – helping low-income 
households to retrofit their homes. Manitoba Hydro and community 
partners offer a viable source of green employment opportunities for 
Manitobans. 
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n	 KEY PRIORITIES FOR 2012
For Manitobans living in situations of poverty and struggling to meet basic needs, including those who are at risk of falling 
into poverty, the current economic conditions are more keenly felt. This is why, in these difficult times, Manitoba continues 
to prioritize investments in poverty reduction initiatives and in front-line services and targeted programs and supports to help 
those most at risk. The province also continues to reduce the tax burden on low-income Manitobans, increasing the Basic 
Personal Exemption by $1,000 over four years, continuing with an additional $250.00 this year. Once this measure is fully 
implemented, 22,000 Manitobans will pay no provincial income tax at all.


Manitoba continues to focus on building opportunities by helping workers during labour market transitions, providing access 
to apprenticeship programs and supporting infrastructure projects, with an emphasis on training and employment, and 
providing more opportunities for Manitobans to learn and train in their own communities. Manitoba Housing and Manitoba 
Hydro are both committed to providing training and employment opportunities for Manitobans, often to individuals who are 
living in low income.


The Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) program (social assistance) is now located within Manitoba Entrepreneurship, 
Training and Trade. EIA participants who can work will now get speedy access to employment, training and supports. This is 
an efficient and effective way to help Manitobans most in need to move from social assistance into employment.


To support those Manitobans with severe disabilities that prohibit them from working, the province is working actively with 
other provincial governments and the Government of Canada to pursue a pan-Canadian basic income support program for 
working-age Canadians.


Families create the base for children to become self-sufficient and responsible adults. As part of ALL Aboard, Manitoba will 
continue to strengthen accessible, early learning, child care, and early childhood development programming, and provide 
innovative programs and supports for parents.


Building a better future for children and youth at risk is an important part of Manitoba’s poverty reduction and social 
inclusion initiatives. The province supports parents, community organizations and young people themselves, to become well-
educated, engaged and socially connected, with access to jobs, recreation and the arts. The new Department of Children and 
Youth Opportunities leads provincial innovation to support our youth to overcome barriers and challenges so they can reach 
their full potential.
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n	 2012 BUDGET MEASURES THAT SUPPORT  
POVERTY REDUCTION AND SOCIAL INCLUSION


Housing


•	 increasing the number of social housing and rental units across Manitoba


•	 programs to help low-income Manitobans equip their homes with green, energy-efficient devices


Food Security


•	 working with partners to make milk more affordable in northern Manitoba


Building Blocks for Employment


•	 strengthening programs to help connect people with jobs


•	 investing in quality, accessible post-secondary education by limiting university tuition fee increases to the rate of inflation 
and capping fee increases at colleges at $150, and committing major multi-year funding to universities with five per cent 
operating increases until 2013/141


•	 taking steps to expand access and options for apprenticeship training in local communities across the province


•	 continuing construction of an all-season road on the east side of Lake Winnipeg creating new jobs, skills training for 
community members and long-term economic benefits for all 13 east side communities


Creating Opportunities for Youth


•	 current public consultations will lead to a new crime prevention strategy


•	 new intensive after-school program modelled after the successful Chicago After School Matters program


•	 investments in Bright Futures


Early Childhood Development and Parenting Supports


•	 funding more child-care and nursery spaces


•	 providing child care subsidies to more Manitoba parents


•	 building new schools, gyms and child-care centres


•	 parenting supports like Triple P Positive Parenting program and hot line, and ManitobaParentZone.ca


•	 first-of-its-kind in Canada pilot of the Pax Good Behaviour Game, which promotes positive emotional and social skills and 
increases self-discipline


1 The first version of this paper contained an error, which was corrected on April 18, 2012.
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n	 HOW WE WILL MEASURE OUR PROGRESS
Manitoba has developed a set of 21 indicators to monitor progress on poverty reduction efforts. These measures provide a 
picture of poverty across the province and will be included in ALL Aboard annual reports.


1. total units of social and affordable housing supported by Manitoba Housing and Renewal Corporation (MHRC)


2. new households served through MHRC programs and services


3. households in Core Housing Need


4. sense of community belonging


5. graduation rate


6. participation in adult learning programs


7. employment rates


8. average weekly earnings


9. minimum wage rates


10. low income rates


11. income inequality


12. post-secondary education participation


13. early development instrument scores


14. availability of child care


15. children in care


16. teen birth rates


17. potential years of life lost by income quintile


18. prevalence of chronic disease by income quintile


19. average monthly number of people receiving co-ordinated home care services


20. continuity of physician care


21. number of people using Access Centres
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national council of welfare reportS
no. 2


S I N G L E  P E R S O N  W I T H  A  D I S A B I L I T Y
this is one of four bulletins providing welfare income information on four household types. there is also a 
methodology bulletin you may wish to consult for further explanation.


W I D E  V A R I A T I O N  A C R O S S  T H E  C O U N T R Y


Basic Social 
Assistance����


Othe����r P/T*  
Be����ne����fits GST Cre����dit Othe����r P/T* 


Tax Cre����dits
Total 


Income����


newfoundland and labrador (nl) $7,947 $2,700 $290 $40 $10,977


prince edward island (pe) $8,517 $248 $8,765


nova Scotia (nS) $8,880 $260 $9,140


new Brunswick (nB) $7,254 $1,000 $242 $8,496


Quebec (Qc) $10,348 $282 $10,630


ontario (on) $12,030 $317 $300 $12,647


manitoba (mB) $7,397 $1,680 $255 $9,332


Saskatchewan (SK) $9,266 $840 $264 $107 $10,477


alberta (aB-iS)1 $7,594 $936 $243 $8,773


alberta (aB-aiSH)2 $13,056 $321 $13,377


British columbia (Bc) $10,877 $35 $295 $175 $11,382


Yukon (Yt) $13,460 $3,155 $366 $16,981


northwest territories (nt) $16,500 $4,044 $366 $20,910


nunavut (nu) $40,856 $2,100 $356 $43,312


*provincial/territorial 1) income Support, alberta works 2) assured income for the Severely Handicapped


D E T E R I O R A T I O N  O F  A D E Q U A C Y ,  W I T H  A  F E W  E X C E P T I O N S


W e l f a r e  I n c o m e s  c o m p a r i s o n  i n  $ 


 We����lfare���� 
Income���� AT LICO MBM*


Ave����rage���� 
AT 


Income����*


We����lfare���� 
Income���� AT LICO MBM*


Ave����rage���� 
AT 


Income����*


NL $10,977 $15,538 $14,778 $23,946 MB $9,332 $18,373 $13,935 $29,165


PE $8,765 $15,344 $15,762 $23,536 SK $10,477 $15,538 $14,179 $28,858


NS $9,140 $15,538 $15,306 $25,481 AB-IS $8,773 $18,373 $15,974 $40,012


NB $8,496 $15,538 $13,846 $25,583 AB-AISH $13,377 $18,373 $15,974 $40,012


QC $10,630 $18,373 $13,557 $27,323 BC $11,382 $18,373 $16,259 $30,802


ON $12,647 $18,373 $16,238 $33,360
* estimated
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W e l f a r e  i n c o m e s  c o m p a r e d  t o  a f t e r - t a x  L I C O ,  M B M  a n d  a f t e r - t a x 
a v e r a g e  i n c o m e  ( 2 0 0 8 )


●● alberta has the lowest and highest welfare incomes. on the income Support program, it is 48% of 
the at lico, 55% of the mBm and only 22% of at average income. on the aiSH program, it reached 
73% of the at lico, 84% of the mBm and 33% of at average income.


L I Q U I D  A S S E T  R U L E S  N O T  H E L P I N G


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  a t  a p p l i c a t i o n 


L i q u i d  a s s e t s  a l l o w e d  o n c e  o n  w e l f a r e


●● Having low exemptions for some applicants means that they have to use up most of their savings and 
other assets before they can qualify for assistance.
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E X T E N T  O F  W E L F A R E  I N C O M E S  D E C L I N E  I N  R E C E N T  Y E A R S


2008 
Amount Pe����ak Ye����ar Pe����ak 


Amount*
$ Change���� from 
Pe����ak to 2008 Low Ye����ar Low 


Amount*


$ Change���� from 
Low Amount  


to 2008


NL $10,977 1997 $11,792 -$815 2005 $10,370 $607


PE $8,765 1992 $12,496 -$3,731 2005 $8,618 $148


NS $9,140 1991 $11,986 -$2,846 2008 $9,140 $0


NB $8,496 1989 $11,343 -$2,847 2007 $8,466 $30


QC $10,630 1994 $11,064 -$434 1989 $9,743 $887


ON $12,647 1992 $15,716 -$3,069 2008 $12,647 $0


MB $9,332 1992 $12,179 -$2,846 2005 $9,169 $163


SK $10,477 1989 $12,185 -$1,708 2005 $9,480 $997


AB-IS $8,773 1991 $9,489 -$716 2005 $8,369 $404


AB-AISH $13,377 2008 $13,377 $0 2007 $13,055 $322


BC $11,382 1994 $12,717 -$1,335 2004 $10,697 $685


YT $16,981 2008 $16,981 $0 1994 $11,952 $5,029


NT $20,910 2008 $20,910 $0 1998 $12,353 $8,557


NU $43,312 2008 $43,312 $0 2007 $41,838 $1,474


*peak amounts and low amounts are in 2008 constant dollars.


●● 2008 was the peak year in only 4 cases and a low year in 2 others.


●● the majority of welfare incomes peaked many years ago. 


●● the amount of the decrease in total welfare incomes is mostly severe. 
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P e r c e n t a g e  C h a n g e  f r o m  p e a k  t o  2 0 0 8  a m o u n t  b y  p r o v i n c e  a n d  t e r r i t o r y
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B R I D G I N G  F R O M  W E L F A R E  T O  P A I D  E M P L O Y M E N T


earnings exemptions – that portion of earned 
income not clawback by welfare – as well as the 
federal working income tax Benefit (witB) and 
provincial or territorial work-related benefits or 
supplements not only allow recipients to increase 
their overall income, but they are intended to 
encourage work experience and the transition 
to the labour market. But you don’t necessarily 
keep the worth of your earnings. it depends on 
welfare rules and rates where you live.
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T h e  t o t a l  i n c o m e  f r o m  w e l f a r e  a n d  e a r n i n g s  a l s o  v a r i e s


T o  h e l p  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e  c h a r t s  m e e t  ‘ J a c k ’
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Jack is a single person with a disability living 
on welfare in winnipeg and considered not 
employable by his provincial welfare ministry. 
in 2008 he received an estimated $778 each 
month ($616 basic welfare, $140 additional 
welfare benefit and $21GSt credit). if Jack 
worked while on welfare and earned $600 
monthly, how much was that extra income 
worth? first, his provincial welfare would be 
clawed back by $280. then, Jack gained an 
estimated $2 for the federal basic witB and 
$255 from the Disability Supplement, and  
$51 as a provincial work benefit. in the end, 
his $600 was worth $628. this does not include 
work-related expenses like clothing or 
transport. if Jack lived in any other province  
(except for the alberta aiSH program), he 
would keep less than the $600 earnings. with 
$600 earnings, Jack would get the highest 
total income in alberta with aiSH ($1,864). in 
British columbia ($1,409), he would get less 
and far less in prince edward island ($1,130) 
or in newfoundland and labrador ($1,033).
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Background 


In 1998, the Connecticut legislature passed a bill to open the electricity market in the state to 
competition.  The bill, which took effect in January 2000, provided residential consumers 
with Standard Offer Service with a built-in 10 percent rate reduction through the end of 
2003.   
 
Because competition had not developed for residential consumers, in 2003, the legislature 
updated the law and created the Transitional Standard Offer (TSO) to provide electricity to 
residential consumers.  The TSO removed the 10 percent rate reduction and was in effect 
until the end of 2004.  On January 1, 2005, the TSO was extended again, but this time 
included a 10.3 percent rate increase. 
 
In 2006, the legislature will once again consider legislation on electric service for residential 
consumers.  AARP developed this survey to determine our members’ sentiments about 
electric restructuring. 
 
This report is part of a larger mail survey of 934 Connecticut AARP members conducted 
between October and November 2005.  Throughout the report, statistics representing 
member responses are reported in percentages. An annotated questionnaire presenting 
results from the substantive questions discussed in this report, as well the demographic 
items on the survey, is appended to this report.  A copy of the complete survey is available 
upon request. 
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Detailed Findings 


Importance of Regulation and Choice 
 
Most AARP members want to see a continued role for the regulation of electric rates: one-
third feel state regulations of rates is more important than choice, and more than half of 
AARP members in Connecticut contend that a combination of both options is important to 
them.  Only 8 percent of AARP members solely wanted to be able to have a choice of 
providers.  


Electric Utility Rates:  What is More Important? 
(N=934) 


Combination of Both
56%


Having a Choice of 
Providers


8%


No Answer
3%


State Regulation of 
Rates
33%


 
Support for State Rate Setting 
 
In fact, most AARP members in Connecticut seem to prefer a return to a system of state 
regulation of electricity rates.  More than three-quarters support a change in the law to 
require the state government to set stable, affordable rates based on cost and reasonable 
profits for utilities, even it that meant less opportunity to choose their electric utility 
provider.  Very few oppose that return to regulation.  A few more are undecided. 
 


Support for Requiring the State to Set Electric Utility Rates 
(N=934) 


No Answer
3%


Strongly 
Support


46%


Neither 
Support Nor 


Oppose
13%


Oppose
7%


Somewhat 
Support


30%
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Support for Low-Income Assistance Program 
 
Seven in ten AARP members would support having a state program that helps make 
electricity affordable to low-income households.  Very few members oppose such an 
assistance program; one in six are undecided. 
 


Support for a State Low-Income Electricity Assistance Program 
(N=934) 


 


No Answer
3%


Strongly 
support


42%


Somewhat 
support


29%


Neither 
Support Nor 


Oppose
16%


Oppose
9%


 
 
More than half of Connecticut’s AARP members think that if a low-income electricity 
assistance program were available, all customers–including residential, business, industrial, 
and commercial electric users–should help fund the program.   
 


Should All Customers Help Fund a  
Low-Income Electricity Assistance Program? 


(N=934) 
 


No Answer
4%


No
44%


Yes
52%
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Conclusion 


 
When it comes to their electric utilities, more than half (57%) of AARP members in 
Connecticut feel it is important to have electric rates regulated by the state and to have 
choice of companies that provide electricity.  In fact, most members (77%) support 
changing the law to require the state to set utility rates.   


In terms of utility affordability, the majority of members support (71%) a state program that 
would help make electricity affordable to low-income households, and more than half of 
members (52%) think all customers should help fund that program. 


 


 


 


Methodology 
 
AARP conducted the 2005 Connecticut Member Survey of AARP Members from October 
through November 2005.  A random sample of 2,000 AARP members in Connecticut, 
proportionally stratified by three age segments, 50 to 59, 60 to 74, and 75+, was selected 
from AARP’s membership database.  Each sampled member was contacted about the survey 
in four ways:  a pre-notification postcard, the survey itself, a reminder postcard, and a 
second survey.   


Forty-eight percent of the sampled Connecticut members returned surveys by the cut-off 
date, providing 933 useable surveys for analysis.  Thus, the survey has a sampling error of 
plus or minus 3.2 percent.  Survey responses were weighted to reflect the distribution of the 
age segments in the member population of Connecticut.  Due to rounding of the weights, the 
final number of cases for the weighted dataset is 934.  As of December 31, 2005, the 
number of AARP members in Connecticut was 604,479. 
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Demographic Characteristics 
(N=934) 


2%


3%


89%


2%


22%


19%


54%


34%


24%


34%


43%


50%


38%


31%


16%


50%


45%


29%


39%


25%


0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%


Other


Black


White


Race______________


Hispanic___________


Other


Widowed


Married


Marital status_______


College grad+


Some college


High school or less


Education__________


Employed


Retired


Employment________


50K+


$20K-$<50K


<$20K


Income____________


Male


Female


Gender____________


75+


60-74


50-59


Age_______________
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2005 AARP Connecticut Member Survey 
Weighted N = 934 AARP Members 


Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses. Questions presented here are only 
those relevant to this report.  A copy of the full survey is available upon request or on the Internet at 
http://www.aarp.org/research 


 


Electric Utility Questions 
 


14. At the end of 2006, electric companies will no longer be required to limit the amount they 
can charge consumers for electricity generation.  Some people believe that competition 
among companies might lower rates.  Other people think that consumers may be at-risk 
for rapidly increasing or unpredictable rates.    Which is more important to you? 


 


%  
33 Having electric rates regulated by the state 
  8 Having an option to choose your electric utility provider  
57 A combination of both options 
  0 Not sure 
  3 No answer 


 
15. How strongly would you support or oppose a change in the state law that would require 


state government to set stable, affordable rates based on cost and reasonable profits for 
utilities, even if it meant less opportunity to choose your electric utility provider? 


 


%  
46 Strongly support  
30 Somewhat support  
13 Neither support nor oppose  
  5 Somewhat oppose  
  2 Strongly oppose  
  0 Not sure 
  3 No answer 


 
16. How strongly would you support or oppose having a state program that helps 


make electricity affordable to low-income households? 
 


%  
42 Strongly support  
29 Somewhat support  
16 Neither support nor oppose  
  6 Somewhat oppose  
  3 Strongly oppose  
  0 Not sure 
  3 No answer 
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17. If such a low-income electricity assistance program were available, should all 
customers including residential, business, industrial, and commercial electric users 
help fund the program? 


%  
52 Yes 
44 No   
  4 No answer 


 


 
About You                                                                                                                   
 


The following questions are for classification purposes only and will be kept entirely confidential. 
 


D1.  Were you registered to vote for the last state election? 


%  


91 Yes 
  6 No 
  3 No answer 


 
D2. Thinking about your state elections for Connecticut's Governor and 


Legislators in the last ten years, how often would you say you vote?   
  %   
70 Always  
16 Most of the time  
3 About half of the time  
3 Seldom  
4 Never  
3 No answer  


 
D3.  How would you characterize your political views?    


%   
28 Conservative  
45 Moderate  
14 Liberal  
  9 None of the above  
  5 No answer  


 
D4.   Do you consider yourself to be a Democrat, a Republican, an Independent, or 


something else? 
%   
32 Democrat  
 21 Republican  
34 Independent  
  3 Other   
  3 Not sure   
  7 No answer  
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D5.  How interested are you in Connecticut's state government activities that affect 
residents age 50 and older? 


%  
36 Extremely interested 
36 Very interested 
18 Somewhat interested 
  3 Not very interested 
  1 Not at all interested 
  1 Not sure 
  5 No answer 


 
D6.  Do you have access to a personal computer at home, at work, or some other place? 


%  


63 Yes 
31 No 
  5 No answer 


 


 
D7. Are you male or female? 


%  


50 Male 
45 Female 
   6 No answer 


 
D8. What is your age as of your last birthday? ________ (in years) 


%   
25 50-59  
39 60-75  
29 75+  
  8 No answer  


 
D9.  What is your current marital status? 


  %  
 54 Now married 
   2 Not married, living with partner 
 19 Widowed 
 13 Divorced 
   1 Separated 
   6 Never married 
   5 No answer 
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D10.  What is the highest level of education that you completed?  
%   
8 0-12th grade (no diploma)  
26 High school graduate (or equivalent)  
16 Post-high school education (no degree)  
8 2-year college degree  
13 4-year college degree  
5 Post-graduate study (no degree)  
15 Graduate or professional degree (s)  
9 No answer  


 
D11.  Which of the following best describes your current employment status? 


%   


4 Self-employed, part-time  
5 Self-employed, full-time  
9 Employed, part-time  
23 Employed, full-time  
50 Retired, not working at all  
2 Not in labor force for other reasons  
1 Unemployed but looking for work  
6 No answer  


 
D12.   Are you of Hispanic, Spanish, or Latino origin or descent? 


%  


 2 Yes 
90 No 
  1 Not sure 
 7 No answer 


 
D13.   What is your race? 


 %  
89 White or Caucasian  
 3 Black or African American  


<1 American Indian or Alaska Native  
 1 Asian   
 1 Other  
 6 No answer  
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D14.   What was your annual household income before taxes in 2004? 
%  


    3 Less than $10,000  
  13 $10,000 to $19,999 
  11 $20,000 to $29,999 
  11 $30,000 to $39,999 
    9 $40,000 to $49,999 
  17 $50,000 to $74,999 
  21 $75,000 or more 
  14 No answer 


 
D15. What county do you live in?  ______________________________ 


%  %  
18 Fairfield  6 New London 
19 Hartford  3 Tolland 
 5 Litchfield  2 Windham 
 5 Middlesex 23 No answer 
20 New Haven   


 
D16. Do you own or rent a home? 


%  


79 Own 
10 Rent 
  5 Neither 
 5 No answer 


 
 
 
 


Thank you for completing this survey.       
Please use the postage-paid envelope and return it no later than November 22, 2005 


to State Member Research, AARP, 601 E Street, NW, Washington, DC 20049.  
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