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Abstract

Federation of Canadian Municipalities Quality of Life Reporting System:

Measures of Community Affordability

Despite a longstanding interest in measuring the quality of our life there is a lack
of consistent tracking and reporting of social issues on a national scale. The Federation
of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), in an attempt to rectify this problem, worked in
conjunction with sixteen municipalities to develop a framework from which to monitor
Quality of Life in Canadian municipalities. The FCM Quality of Life Reporting System
1s comprised of ten indicators.

This practicum focuses on the design, development and implementation of just
one of the indicators, community affordability. The purpose of the Community
Affordability Measure (CAM), is to measure the relative affordability of Canadian
communities and changes in their relative affordability over time for both the community
as a whole (CAM 1), and for what is referred to in this study as the ‘modest income
population’ (CAM 2). The CAM is an index of the ratio of the income of the residents to
the cost of living within the municipality compared to the aggregated experience of all
the participating municipalities. This measure allows municipalities to determine where
they stand on a national basis in relation to the quality of life their residents can afford.

The initial results have provided baseline quantitative data from which future

changes will be tracked and reported.
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I. Why Develop a Quality of Life Reporting System?

Municipalities Fear Impact of Changes to Federal Funding

A. QOverview of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities

Quality of Life Reporting System

To speak to the imperative of developing a Quality of Life Reporting System as
Hazel Henderson so succinctly stated:

“We measure what we treasure”

For the past several years, I have been working on a cooperative National Project,
referred to as the Federation of Canadian Municipalities Quality of Life Reporting
System. This project involves the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) and
representatives from sixteen municipal governments.' The purpose of this project is to
establish a framework from which to monitor quality of life in Canadian municipalities.
The project involves the identification, design and development of a core set of Quality

of Life indicators, the tracking of these indicators across the participating municipalities,

and the annual reporting of results. I have been the City of Winnipeg’s representative on

' The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) represents the interests of all municipalities on policy
and program matters within federal jurisdiction. Refer 10 Appendix A for a list of participating
municipalities.



this project since its inception in 1996 (along with whomever I have been reporting to at
the time).

The impetus for this project was changes to the funding structure of federal
transfer payments, and concern over how this would affect municipalities. In 1995 the
Canada Assistance Plan (C_A P) was replaced with the Canada Health and Social
Transfer (CHST) resulting in reduced funding of social programs and a reduction of
funding to municipalities. For almost thirty years the federal government channeled
conditional cost sharing support for welfare and social service programs through C.A_P.
It provided a legislated framework and specific standards in terms of non-residency
requirements, and appeal processes for those in need of social assistance. The demise of
C.A.P. meant the loss of national standards in terms of social assistance.

Also replaced was the Established Programs Financing (EPF), for provinces, to
support health and postsecondary education. Around the same time, changes to the
Unemployment Insurance Program were also announced, resulting in decreased
eligibility and reduced benefits for those eligible.

The anticipated net effect of these measures was fewer dollars transferred from
Ottawa into either provincial social spending, or in the case of Employment Insurance
direct cuts in the pockets of individuals. Municipalities were concerned about the impact
of these decisions on the quality of life in their communities and concerned that
municipal governments may be expected to respond to pressing and unmet human need
without access to either the financial resources or the broad political jurisdiction

necessary to do so.



Although social programs for the most part are considered to be constitutionally
a provincial responsibility, the majority of the costs of income security programs,
including Unemployment Insurance, the Canada Pension Plan, Old Age Security and the
Child Tax Benefit are paid by the federal government. Since municipalities did not
consider it likely that provincial governments would make up the federal reductions, it
was assumed that the impact would be a substantial reduction in support for low and
modest income individuals and families by way of social programs.

The changes initiated by the federal government had a direct impact on
municipalities who assumed responsibility for the delivery of social programs. Although
municipal roles vary significantly from province to province in relation to the delivery of
social programs, ultimately all municipal governments are charged with planning for the
quality of life in their communities and with assuring basic services. Therefore, all
municipalities were impacted, to some degree or another, as it seemed certain that the
quality of community life in Canada was sure to decline.

The changes to the federal funding structure were the catalyst for the Federation
of Canadian Municipalities tour across the country to consult with local politicians and
social service administrators. The Big City Mayors Caucus approved and funded this
endeavour in April 1995. The outcome of this cross-country consultation was an Issues
Paper. This paper concluded that the changes to the federal funding structure would not
only impact municipal governments, but that municipal governments lacked the
necessary tools and data required to monitor the impact of these changes in any

consistent, coordinated and meaningful way (Hunsley, 1996). It was also doubtful that

3
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the federal government would launch any meaningful evaluation of the impacts of these

changes.

There was a recognition that, despite the fact that most municipalities were
looking at this issue locally, there was no real way to look at issues across municipalities.
There was no standard collection of data, and there were no agreed upon social
indicators, which reflected social issues or quality of life. In response to this problem, the
Big City Mayor’s Caucus commissioned the FCM in 1996 to come up with a reporting
system that would monitor changes in the Quality of Life in Canadian municipalities.

This lack of consistent, available data, and standard reporting is a theme reflected
in the social indicator literature from the 1960’s through the 1990°’s. ( Bauer, 1966;
Duncan, 1969; Rossi and Gilmartin 1980; Wish, 1986, Cutter, 1985; Sherwood, 1993;
Henderson, 1996; Dilks, 1996; Bates, Murdie and Rhyne, 1996; Meyers, 1999). Hazel
Henderson (1996) suggests that this problem can be equated to the lack of significance
attached to social issues by politicians. A complementary theme is the inadequacy and
over reliance of economic indicators to report on social conditions. Henderson expresses
her dismay with this by making an analogy to a 747 airplane.

trying to run a complex society on a single indicator like the Gross
National Product is literally like trying to fly a 747 with only one

Guage on the instrument panel ... .. imagine if your doctor, when giving
you a checkup, did no more than check your blood pressure (Henderson, 1996
pg. 168).

Bauer, had earlier expressed similar concerns stating:

economic indicators have thus far dealt not with how good
but with how much, not with the quality of our lives but rather
with the quantity of goods and dollars (Bauer, 1996, pg. 57)



As previously stated, FCM and sixteen participating municipalities have
been working to develop the FCM’s Quality of Life Reporting System as a
cooperative national project. To date ten domains, or indicators, have been
identified that are perceived as relevant to conceptualizing Quality of Life from a
municipal perspective. These include:

Community Affordability
Employment

Health

Housing

Social Infrastructure
Community Safety
Community Stress

Community Participation
Population Resource Measures
Environment

Several measures have been identified for eight of the ten indicators, which will be
tracked on a nationally consistent basis and reported on annually. The Social
Infrastructure and Environmental indicators are still in the development stage.
Following is a brief description of the indicators; see Appendix B for an illustration of

indicators and measures:

Population Resource

These measures provide a profile of population characteristics, including: population
growth, citizen education and literacy levels, cultural diversity, immigration and age
structure.



Community Affordability

These measures compare levels of income with the cost of living. They measure the
relative affordability and changes in affordability over time for:

e CAM I: The whole population, utilizing the municipal median income
e CAM 2: The modest income population, utilizing the 25" percentile

The Community Affordability Measures (CAM 1 and CAM 2) will be discussed in detail
later in this report.

Quality of Employment

These measures monitor employment dimensions and trends such as: capacity of labour
market to provide opportunity, distribution of employment (equity), partial employment
and unemployment among different population groups.

uality of Housin

These measures include the affordability of housing to rent and purchase relative to
prevailing incomes, percentage of homes in need of repair, and residential property tax as
a revenue per capita. Rental costs are already factored in to overall affordability, in the
Community Affordability Measure. This measure however provides further insight into
the issue of housing, including housing stock and information pertaining to municipal
property tax bases. Housing is an important issue for municipalities and warrants its own
measures.

Community Stress

These measures reflect social problems and factors that relate to vulnerable groups, such
as incidence of low income, homelessness, incidence of lone parent families, crisis in
terms of bankruptcies, suicides and crisis calls to emergency response services.

Health of Community

These measures include measures such as: rate of premature deaths (before 75) including
reasons, incidence of illness, percentage of low birth weight babies, work time lost due to
iliness or disability.

Community Safety

This indicator includes measures such as rates of crime and violence, youth crime, and
rates of unintended injuries.



Community Participation

This measure attempts to capture the involvement of citizens in their community, and
includes: voter tumout, newspaper circulation, charitable donations, and recycling.
(The FCM Quality of Life Reporting System, Quality of Life in Canadian Communities;
May, 1999, pgs. 1 -2)

A lead and support municipality have been identified to work on each of the
indicators. It is the responsibility of lead municipal governments to work with FCM’s
consultant on the development and testing of a specific indicator and to facilitate
consultation and explanation of the indicator vis-a-vis other municipalities and interested
parties. I have assumed the lead role for the Community Affordability Measure, the first
indicator to be developed and tested, and the basis of this practicum. The Regional
Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton was to assume the support role, although for a variety of
reasons they have had little to no involvement in the development and testing of this
indicator. In addition to assuming the lead role for the Community Affordability
Measure, I have been an active member of the FCM’s technical team in identifying the
core set of indicators that were utilized as a framework for the QOL Reporting System.

To date, eight of the ten Quality of Life (QOL) indicators have been completed,
and the quantitative baseline data, as well as some preliminary analysis, have been
presented in a report released in May 1999. As previously stated, measures addressing
Social Infrastructure and the Environment are still in the development stage.

For the most part, selected indicators are concepts familiar to city planners.

However, the Community Affordability Measure (CAM), is a new measure designed



specifically to take into account both cost and income in determining affordability for
specific populations, within municipalities.

A primary source of data for the QOL Reporting System was 1996 Statistics
Canada census data. The indicators that make up the QOL Reporting System do not
combine to produce an overall ranking of the communities. In other words, no summary
composite index has been derived. Given the number of measures for each indicator, the
report does not lend itself to the ranking of communities by indicator. However,
municipalities can be ranked by individual measures falling under specific indicators.

For example under the Housing indicator, there are six measures which can be ranked
individually: 1) median family income as a percentage of average value of a dwelling, 2)
median income for both a single person and a family as a percentage of average rent of a
two bedroom apartment, 3) percentage of residents spending 30 or more percent of their
income on shelter costs, 4) substandard units as a percentage of total occupied private
dwellings, 5) residential property tax — cost per capita, 6) dollar value of real estate sales
per capita. Each of the measures on their own can be compared across municipalities, but
they do not roll up to provide an overall ranking in terms of housing, nor do each of the
eight indicators combine to provide a summary index.

The literature speaks to the problems associated with creating a single number
index, including difficulties with weighting the different measures and indicators, as well
as losing important information for the purpose of analysis when aggregating diverse
elements (Henderson, 1996; Cobb, J.,1989). Although, municipalities could be ranked by

individual measures, the number of measures per indicator in most instances makes this a



very labour intensive process. With indicators such as the Community Affordability
Measure (CAM 1 and CAM 2), however where ranking could easily occur, there was
clear political direction to avoid the ranking of municipalities. As a result, the final
report was constructed in such a way as to not easily lend itself to the ranking of
municipalities by specific measures.

This project is unique in that it represents the first time that municipalities have
come together to work on providing comparable data across municipalities. The first
report, FCM’s Quality of Life Report, focused primarily on establishing baseline
quantitative measures that can be utilized as benchmarks to track changes in
municipalities over time. Municipalities can track not only trends in their own
municipality, but across the country. They can determine how they fare in relation to
other municipalities, and for most measures, a Canadian average is also provided. All
indicators will be further refined over time and qualitative data will also be included. As
well, additional municipalities are being encouraged to join the project. The next report

is tentatively scheduled to be released in September, 2000.

B. Professional Learning Goals

The QOL project provided me with an opportunity to gain a better understanding

of the concept of quality of life, how it was being measured in different municipalities, as
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well as the ability to network with other municipalities across the country on social

issues. This afforded me, an invaluable leamning experience.

The broad professional learning goals and objectives for this practicum were as follows:

1. To explore the Quality of Life concept, to gain a better understanding of how

Q.O.L. can be measured and monitored at a community or municipal level.

2. To identify existing socioeconomic data that serve as Q.O.L. measures.

3. To network with other municipal representatives, and increase my knowledge
in terms of what others are doing by way of tracking and reporting social
issues at a local level.

More specific goals of this Practicum include:

1. To provide an overview of the Quality of Life Reporting Project.

2. As part of the larger Q.O.L. project:
To identify a measure for one of the indicators, “ Community

Affordability,” that will demonstrate changes in community
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affordability over time for different population groups, which can be

tracked on a nationally consistent basis.

To gain acceptance for this measure from the municipalities

(V3]

participating in the Q.O.L. Reporting System Project.

4. To test this measure against the criteria agreed upon by the technical
team. To determine the degree to which it is technically feasible
(addressing data source and availability, issues of affordability and
sustainability), scientifically sound (pertaining to issues of validity and

reliability), understandable and relevant to municipalities.

5. To implement this measure as part of the Q.O.L. Project across the

sixteen participating municipalities.

6. To report on the resulits of this measure.

C. Organization of Practicum

The practicum report is comprised of six chapters. Chapter One focuses on my

rationale for the practicum, including the impetus for the development of a QOL
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reporting system, and provides a brief overview of the QOL project, how I fit into

this project, and my learning goals. Chapter Two reviews the literature on Quality of
Life including, a historical perspective, the need or imperative for QOL Research, the
impediments or barriers to such research, and an exploration of what is currently
considered state of the art. The review of the literature focuses primarily on QOL as
it relates to places or geographic regions, as opposed to an individual level dealing
with relationships and personal aspirations. The literature provides a foundation for
the development of a framework to measure quality of life in Canadian
municipalities. Chapter Three describes the practicum beginnings, further clarifying
the purpose of the overall QOL project, the organization of the work, my role, and a
description of the part of the problem that I attempt to address - the measurement of
community affordability. Chapter Four outlines the methodology and design of this
study. This includes the design and development of an instrument to measure
Community Affordability, the validation of the tool including revisions, the
development of a local pricing exercise, and finally the implementation and reporting
of results. Chapter Five presents a discussion of process issues, the results of the
Community Aﬁ‘orgiability Measures validation, and an evaluation of the outcome.
Chapter Six provides a critique of the practicum in terms of professional learning
goals, and addresses implications of this study from a broader perspective, making

suggestions for future QOL research and planning.
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II. Lessons from Related Literature

There is extensive literature related to Quality of Life research which
spans the late 1920’s to the current time. This review of the literature emphasizes current
literature as well as some of the classic earlier studies. The research is primarily from the
United States and United Kingdom. The primary focus is Quality of Life as it relates to
place (geographical unit) as opposed to an individual level dealing with personal
relationships and individual aspirations. The overall goal of the review is to gain a better
understanding of how Quality of Life can be measured and monitored at a community or

municipal level and be utilized to influence public policy.

A. Historical Perspective

In order to put Quality of Life Research into an historical perspective, I have
viewed QOL from a wide perspective. Social indicators research first gained recognition
as a field of study in the mid-1960’s. This time is referred to as the rise of the social
indicators movement (Duncan, 1969; Carley, 1981; Noll, 1996; Rossi and Gilmartin,
1980). According to Carley (1981), this movement was the result of a growing
dissatisfaction with the amount and quality of social information available to

governments. Further there was a concern that there was too much reliance on economic
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indicators in determining social well- being. Thus, researchers began challenging the

implicit assumption that economic indicators were simultaneously social indicators. At
the same time, the very popularity and utilization of economic indicators has been
attributed to the increased desire to identify social indicators analogous to economic
indicators (Carley, 1981).

The most significant event in the rise of the social indicator movement took place
in 1962 in the United States, when a project for the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) was undertaken to determine the impact “nature and magnitude
of the unintended consequences of the space exploration program on American society”
(Rossi and Gilmartin 1980, p.2). The project concluded that there was a lack of data to
link the space program with specific changes in society. However, it resulted in a move
toward the monitoring of changes in social conditions and the introduction of the term
“social indicators” by the director of the project, Raymond Bauer (Rossi and Gilmartin,
1980; Carley, 1981). Heinz Noll, at a Symposium on Measuring Social Well Being, in
1996 utilized Bauer’s definition of social indicators: “statistics, statistical series, and all
other forms of evidence that enable us to assess where we stand and are going with
respect to our values and goals.” (CCSD, 1996). This definition continues to have
relevance today. Bauer (1966) examined methods to monitor and predict the
consequences of societal change, as well as social accounting and indicators in relation to
national goals.

Murdie, Rhyne, and Bates (1992) provide a historical perspective of the QOL

movement, pointing out that in the 1970’s Quality of Life focused on objective indicators
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and modeling of society using census data and the categorization of data into various

themes or domains. Common domains or categories, to a large part, were based on
available data. Flax and Palys (1973) studies included the following domains:
unemployment, poverty, income, housing, health (mental and physical), public order,
racial equality, citizen participation, and social disintegration (measured by the
proportion of drug addicts in the population) and educational attainment. Smith (1973),
after a review of the literature on territorial (geographical) social indicators, suggested
seven major domains to be included in social indicator studies: 1) income, wealth and
employment, 2) the living environment (housing, neighbourhood, the physical
environment), 3) health, 4) education, $) social order (crime, family breakdown), 6)
social belonging (democratic participation, criminal justice) and, 7) recreation and
leisure.

One of the criticisms of studies of this time was the lack of subjective data, and in
the late 1970’s there was an emergence of qualitative QOL studies. Whereas objective
studies were based on facts or statistics (predominantly census data), subjective
qualitative studies focused on attitudes and perceptions. Qualitative studies surveyed
residents to determine their satisfaction with specific domains or life experiences.
Objective social indicators, represent social facts independent of personal evaluations,
(e.g. the unemployment rate). Subjective social indicators however, are based on an
individual’s perception and evaluation of social conditions. Examples include life
satisfaction, job satisfaction, or relevance of specific life domains. Following this time

was spent examining the link between subjective and objective indicators. However, the
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findings suggested that there was little association between the two types of indicators

(Murdie, Rhyne and Bates, 1992). For example, one’s perception of safety may not
correlate with an actual decrease in criminal activity. The two types of research then
seemed to diverge. The objective indicator research led to “the places rated” literature
(Boyer and Savageau, 1981, 1985), Comparative Social Indicators in U.S. Metropolitan
Areas (Flax, Michael, 1973; Liu, Ben-Chieh, 1976), and Social Indicators of QOL in
Canadian Cities (Palys, 1973; Schulman and Bond, 1978). Subjective indicator research
continued to refine subjective measures, and some work was done at a community level.
However, the cost of large scale questionnaires and surveys limited the utilization of this
type of research (Gerein, 1998). Myer’s (1987) refers to two different lines of
measurement strategy, one focusing on individual well-being, and the other on urban
quality of life. The individual well-being was initially based on subjective indicators and
urban quality of life objective indicators. Individual well-being focused on meeting one’s
individual aspirations or satisfaction with life experiences, whereas urban studies dealt
with data pertaining to overall community health, education, and income. Over time it
became commonly accepted that both objective and subjective indicators were required
for any study of quality of life, be it individual well-being or urban quality of life.
(Carley, 1981, Cutter, 1985; Dilks, 1996; Hart, 1996; Henderson, 1996; Johnston, 1988;
Murdie et al.1996; Myers, 1987).

Another American institution, the Russell Sage Foundation, also made significant
contributions to the social indicator movement, supporting the further study of conceptual

and methodological problems of monitoring large-scale social change. This resulted in
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two major publications: Indicators of Social Change: Concepts and Measurements

edited by Sheldon and Moore (1968) and Human Meaning of Social Change by Campbell
and Converse (1972). Campbell and Converse (1972) focused on the psychological or
subjective indicators, perception, aspirations, and expectations in terms of defining
quality of life. (Carley, 1981). Their premise was that quality of life must be determined
by how individuals perceive it, or the “quality of life must be in the eye of the beholder”,
a quote that Noll (1996) utilized from Campbell (1972). Angus Campbell’s work is
considered classic in terms of its contributions to the development of subjective
indicators as they relate to quality of life. Prior to this, the concept of quality of life had
been looked at primarily from an objective, statistical information basis. Campbell
(1976) suggested that the measures that made up the contents of the social reports or
trends were very similar, dealing with population growth and movement, marital status,
unemployment and labour-force participation, health and health care, housing, education,
leisure and crime. He also suggested that it remained unknown how these measures
represent underlying psychological states or how well these represented quality of life
experience.

Although the rise of the social indicator research occured in the 1960’s, there was
important work done prior to this. William Ogburn and colleagues in the 1920’s and
1930’s at the University of Chicago worked on the measurement of social change.
Ogburn acted as the director of research, in 1929 when President Hoover commissioned
the Research Committee on Social Trends. His committee commenced annual reporting

on social trends in the United States. There were five reports published which consisted
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of comprehensive statistical reports reviewing major policy problems and trends in

specific areas including health, child and youth, recreation, and education (Rossi and
Gilmartin, 1989). Jan Drenowski was commissioned by the United Nations in 1950, to
attempt to “improve the measurement of the level of living by identifying components of
welfare and by constructing respective indicators”, (Noll, CCSD, 1996 p.1).

In terms of social indicators at the urban level, which is now extremely popular
again, early intra-urban analysis traces back to sociologist, Robert Park in the 1920’s.
Park and his associates examined in detail the overall pattern of Chicago neighbourhoods
and social characteristics of individual areas including population structure, mobility,
ethnic make-up, employment and housing characteristics. His colleagues at the
University of Chicago completed a community inventory of data for planning and policy
purposes. Today, in Chicago there continues to be a program which provides analysis of
census and other data, population estimates and projections and collection of new data for
city departments and other agencies (Carley, 1981).

Although there was interest in social trends prior to World War 11, after the war
interest waned and did not resurface until the mid-1960°s. In the 1940’s the government
was focused on evaluating economic conditions during the depression on more of a
macro level (Rossi and Gilmartin, 1989). In the late 1960’s and early 1970°s however, a
time of prosperity, there was more thought given to social costs of economic growth,
issues of poverty, and whether more was necessarily better. It was a time when national
values were being re-considered, and the concept of quality of life came into discussion.

In 1964, U.S. President Lyndon Johnson stated: “the great society is concerned not with
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how much, but with how good — not with the quantity of goods but with the quality of

their lives.”(Noll, CCSD, 1996 p.2). As Heinz Noll (1996) points out, the political
climate of the 60’s and 70’s was that the government would no longer be reactionary, but
that there would be informed rational decision making. Good information would allow
for the early identification of probiems, priority setting, and monitoring and controlling
the impact of policies. Social indicator research could help provide the necessary
information for rational decision making.

The optimism of the 1960’s and 1970’s was reflected in the popular belief that
there were endless possibilities for doing social good and improving quality of life
through social planning based on social measurement (Carley,1981). A journal, Social

Indicators Research, was established at that time. Campbell (1976) suggested that

American affluence allowed the nation to raise its aspiration to other goals. He referred
to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, suggesting that when basic needs are met one turns to
needs of a higher order such as fulfillment and self-actualization in terms of quality of
life. Campbell referred to a revolution of rising expectations: “Recognition of the nature
of this revolution is now widespread within governmental, business, and scholarly
communities, and we are at present in a phase of search for means of documenting the
quality of life with measures other than the established economic ones.” (Campbell, 1976
p.2).

Once social indicators research took off in the United States, it soon spread to
other countries and international organizations. The Organization for Economic

Cooperation and Development (OECD) started working on social indicators and the
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Social and Economic Council of the United Nations began to develop a System of

Social and Demographic Statistics. According to Noll (1996), the OECD Programme of
Work on Social Indicators in 1982 and the System of Social and Demographic Statistics
of the United Nations in 1975, conceptualized by Richard Stone, influenced modern day
reporting. Today, social reporting is entrenched in most countries. Statistics Canada, for
example, publishes quarterly Canadian Social Trends reports along with many others
including calculation and reporting on Consumer Price Index (CPI). Although most
countries now have some system of social reporting, there is no agreed upon model.
However, there are some common characteristics and most follow a system of life
domains as proposed by OECD. Generally, they include objective living conditions and
aspects of the subjective well-being of the population (Noll, 1996). More recent attempts
for new measures or summary indices include the Genuine Progress Index (GPI) and the
Human Development Index (HDI).

The GPI is a composite measure of sustainable economic welfare, which is based
on a reconfiguring of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and subtracting government
expenditures, which are considered curative. (Messinger, 1996). The GDP is the
broadest indicator of economic growth, integrating the markets for goods and services
(demand or spending) with the production of goods and services (supply and costs).

The United Nations Development Programme identified sustainable human development
as a theme, and developed the Human Development Index (HDI) for each country. This
index addresses how far each country has to go in order to achieve defined goals

including an average life span of 85 years, education for all, and a decent standard of
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living. The HDI reduces all three basic indicators to a common measuring rod by

measuring achievement as the relative distance from a desirable goal, where maximum is
1 and minimum is 0. The HDI is a simple average of the three indicators (Ontario Social
Development Council, Social Planning Network of Ontario, Centre for Health Promotion
at the University of Toronto, Ontario Healthy Communities Coalition, 1997).

In the late 1980°s and 1990’s the Sustainability and Healthy Cities Movements
have impacted Quality of Life Research. Objective indicators have been utilized in the
rating of places literature, focusing on the relative attractiveness of urban centres. At the
intra- urban level, objective indicators have been utilized as neighbourhood level targets,
and there has been some narrower research focused on the urban “poor or declining”
neighbourhoods. In the 1980’s there was a shift away from modeling per se to a stronger
emphasis on the differences between local areas, and attempts to incorporate QOL

research in the planning process (Bates, Murdie and Rhyne (1996).

B. Need or Imperative for Quality of Life Research

There are several reasons for the renewed interest in Quality of Life Research,
including social report cards, community audits, intra and inter-urban analysis. It is a time
of fiscal restraint and the popular rhetoric in management is “do more with less” and
“work smarter not harder”. At the same time there is a push for integrated planning

between levels of governments and forming new partnerships to share resources and
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information. There was a change in the funding of social programs. The Established

Program Funding (EFP) to provinces to support health and education as well as the
Canada Assistance Plan (C.A.P.) were replaced with the Canada Health and Social
Transfer (C.H.S.T.), resulting in decreased funding for municipalities, representing an
erosion in the social safety net. There is increased concern over the environment, and
principles of sustainable development are gaining much attention. Further the Healthy
Cities movement takes a holistic view of health to include social, economic, and
environmental considerations. Community development principles are now popular
again, and community participation in defining problems and decision-making is on the
forefront. Citizens are demanding that government be more accountable for its
expenditures and results. There are many factors that contribute to individuals’ concern
for their quality of life. Without going into detail, some of these are: the shift in
Canadian demographics in terms of an aging population and growing concerns regarding
the healthcare system, increasing social problems in urban centres (e.g. crime, teenage
pregnancy), globalization, rapidly changing technology, an increased realization that
quality of life is a determinant of economic development, a dissatisfaction with current
indicators that supposedly measure progress, and a prevailing notion by those in the
social sciences and social services that we continue to rely too heavily on economic
indicators to define our society’s progress, and frustration in their continued inability to
affect soctial policy dectsions.

As David Hay (1993) suggests, it is a time of increasing demands for meaningful

participation in public and private decision making, and a time of fewer and fewer
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resources to meet an increasing plurality of claims. Information on what contributes to

well-being or quality of life is therefore useful for social planners, policy makers, and
practitioners involved in service planning and delivery. This is reflected in the move
toward Quality of Life Research becoming more a part of a planning process than strictly
adhering to specific models. Overall as stressed by Judith Innes (1990), there is a
fundamental need in modern society to measure itself and determine what direction life is
moving in, and attempt to improve quality of life. As David Sherwood (1996), points out
the popularity of Quality of Life comes in part from the fact that everyone aspires to it,
people can identify with it, as each of us interprets it based on our own values and
expectations.

There appears to be a general consensus amongst economists, social scientists,
politicians, and citizens that there is a need for improved measurements that capture more
than economics. Economists and researchers are recognizing that all of the facts are not
being considered in the traditional economic indicators, which led to the development of
some new measures in the mid 1990’s. As Messinger and Sauve (1996) point out, there
is a lot of concern that GDP does not accurately reflect a society’s health, its infant
mortality, morbidity, suicide rates, crime, individual poverty, or reflect environmental or
ecological health.

At the 1996 Symposium on Measuring Well-Being, Messinger and Sauve
pointed out that certain events, such as natural disasters might actually contribute to
GDP, because they result in increased expenditure, however they do not reflect their

effect on individuals or society. This indeed was true in the case of the 1997 flood in
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Winnipeg, Manitoba. An example utilized by Henderson (1989) to make this same

point was the Exxon Valdez tanker that ran aground spilling oil, killing millions of
animals, and costing millions of dollars to clean up. In this situation, the jobs created
from clean up activities in the United States actually caused the GDP to go up. Given
that GDP does not link economic health with the social and environmental health of a
community, it could point us in the wrong direction for improving overall community
health, if we let it. GDP does not address inequalities. It says nothing about who shares
in the process and the product, nor does it say anything about the intrinsic worth of an
acuvity. Simon Kuznets, the Nobel Prize-winning economist who was the chief
architect of the GDP advised the U.S. Congress that, “ the welfare of a nation can
scarcely be inferred from a measurement of national income as defined by the GDP”
(Rowe, 1998, p.57). He continued throughout his life to emphasize the need for better
and more inclusive measures to assess a national economy (Johnathon Rowe, 1998).
Economists do not profess that the GDP measures anything more than production,
however, for all too long the notion that has been accepted is that a growing GDP means
a stronger economy and societal improvement.

There is a growing recognition and admission, however, that an increase in
production does not necessarily equate to improved quality of life, particularly for huge
portions of our population. Johnston (1988), demonstrated that the year-to-year changes
in the performance of the economy, as measured in terms of changes in real per capita
disposable personal income, were poor indicators of corresponding changes in quality of

life. In terms of quality of life, he looked at: health (life expectancy, infant mortality),
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public safety (crime), education, employment, poverty, housing, family stability, and

equality (Johnston, 1988). Messinger and Suave (1996) also concurred that increases in
GDP do not bring with them automatic improvements in well-being. This is especially
evident at the local level, where the majority of Canadian municipalities are facing
increased problems with crime rates, homelessness, family breakdown and poverty.

At the Sustainable Europe Conference in Brussels, 1995, it was reported that in
several developed countries, the calculation of an “Index of Sustainable Economic
Welfare”, which incorporated values for environmental degradation, resource depletion,
unpaid labour and inequity of income distribution, demonstrated that peoples quality of
life had been declining since around 1970, even though conventional economic indicators
continued to increase.  Standard measures of economic output lack any indication of
how output is distributed, and therefore do not provide insight about the levels of
inequality, poverty, welfare dependency, or homelessness. Standard measures of
economic output do not address well-being (Miles, 1985). Redefining Progress,
summarizes the problems with the GDP: it states that the GDP treats crime, divorce and
natural disasters as economic gain, ignores the non-market economy of household and
community, treats the depletion of natural capital as income, increases with polluting
activities and associated clean-ups, takes no account of income distribution, and ignores
the drawbacks of living on foreign assets ( Jonathon Rowe, 1998).

The limitations of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) have been recognized and
the World Bank and U.S. Commerce Department are starting to make modifications to

take into account environment and human resources. As earlier mentioned, Henderson
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(1996), describes the GNP as a one-dimensional indicator measuring the health of the

economy, at the expense of the environment and society.

The World Bank, in 1995, came out with a new Wealth Accounting System,
which included four kinds of assets: natural capital (environmental resources); produced
assets (factories, infrastructure, financial assets); human resources (educated, healthy,
productive people); and social capital (families, communities, institutions). Henderson
(1996) pointed out that these new rankings identified at least 60 percent of the wealth of
nations as human and social rescurces, 20 percent was attributed to nature and the
balance of 20 percent to “produced assets”, (previously these were the primary focus).
Major statistical agencies and researchers continue to make modifications to GNP to
expand its usefulness. The first green GDP was released in the United States in 1994,
which accounted for natural wealth. Green taxes are becoming more common with the
increase in principles of sustainable development (Henderson, 1996).

The Human Development Index (HDI), of the United Nations is gaining public
recognition. It ranks 173 countries by a measure that combines life expectancy,
educational attainment, and basic purchasing power. The Human Development Reports
come out annually and have addressed such topics as the global poverty gap, jobless
economic growth, human security, sustainable development criteria, and global gender
inequalities.

Although Henderson (1996) praises such new measures for raising the issue of
human value, or as she describes it “the real wealth of nations”, she along with others,

such as Herman Daly and John Cobb (1989) recognize problems with single number
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indices in terms of aggregating diverse elements. The concern is that new measures

are utilizing economic methods, which include traditional weighting to aggregate diverse
elements, resulting in underlying assumptions being lost. Henderson (1996) and Daly
(1989), developed the Index of Sustainable Economic Welfare (ISEW), which formed the
basis for the General Progress Indicator or (GP1) released in the United States in 1995.
These authors suggest that a single number index is not preferred. However, in terms of
gaining popularity via media coverage, the single index appears to get more recognition.
Hazel Henderson, came up with her own Country Futures Indicators, which are
unbundled so as to avoid “overaggregation and mystification...to be transparent,
multidisciplinary, and accessible to the public.” (Henderson, 1996). Henderson’s CFI
included a reformulation of the GNP to correct for what she refers to as errors as well as
an additional list of stand alone indicators to complement the GNP. Her work represents
a model, which however was never wholly implemented.

Additional new measures include the Genuine Progress Indicator (GPI), the
Fordham Index, and the Personal Security Index in 1999. The GPI is a composite
measure of sustainable economic welfare, which is based on a reconfiguring of the GDP
and subtracting government expenditures, which are considered curative (Messinger,
1996). Additional social costs such as economic costs associated with crime, family
breakdowns and natural disasters are also subtracted, as well as environmental damage
and resource depletion. The GPI also attempts to deal with personal issues such as
quality time and leisure. Some of the criticisms of this new measure according to

Messinger (1996) include such things as: aggregation limitations “difficulty and
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arbitrariness involved in aggregating social and economic indicators”, the difficulty

attaching dollar values to all variables, and although it captures some elements of natural
capital it fails to capture elements of human capital, and it is difficult to measure resource
depletion. Messinger (1996) concluded that there is a widening gap between GPI and
GDP in the United States. In his attempts to adapt the GPI to Canada, Messinger (1996)
identifies that while the Canadian GDP has increased, the GPI has not risen.

The Fordham Index is another American measure. Robert Suave at CCSD’s
{Canadian Council on Social Development’s) Symposium on Measuring Well-being and
Social Indicators (1996) described it as “an attempt to measure the well-being of
American society by addressing particular social concerns”. The Fordham Index
measures sixteen socio-economic indicators: infant mortality, child abuse, child poverty,
teen suicide, drug abuse, high school drop-out, average weekly earnings, unemployment,
health insurance coverage, poverty among the elderly, health insurance for the elderly,
highway deaths due to alcohol, homicides, food stamp distribution, housing and income
inequality. It includes a method of ranking and an overall index is generated. The
general findings demonstrated that while GDP continued to increase in the States the
Fordham Index or social health showed a decline. When a replication was attempted
utilizing Canadian data, the results showed that while GDP increased, the social health
index remained constant. (CCSD Symposium 1996). Once again, it points to the
limitations of the GDP for looking at social health or quality of life issues. There are also
many concerns with the new composite indexes, in terms of the aggregation of such

diverse elements.
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A new Canadian index is the Personal Security Index (CCSD,1999), which

attempts to gauge how confident Canadians are about their economic and physical well-
being. The Canadian Council on Social Development developed this index. This
measure is based on an analysis of national data and custom polling. The first edition
looked at changes between 1980 and 1998. The PSI will next report on changes that have
taken place since 1999. Economic Security looked at employment, disposable income,
personal debt, and income security programs, while physical security focused on health,
healthcare, safety from injury and crime. The findings suggest that overall Canadians’
economic security has weakened over the last two decades, while their physical well-
being has improved (CCSD, 1999). Problems with this work include the spatial scale of
this study, and the difficulty of using individual survey results, based on individual
perceptions of safety and security, to infer a broad Canadian perspective. As previously
discussed in the historical perspective, several researchers have commented on the
importance of the unit of study, especially when dealing with social issues and subjective
indicators, as these can change drastically from neighbourhood to neighbourhood. This
would be of greater use at a neighbourhood level where it might possibly result in some
local planning or action. Nonetheless, it draws attention to social issues other than
economic when viewing society.

One of the pressing needs for further Quality of Life Research is the need to
continue to work on better measures of Quality of Life. Although there has been some
initial work, primarily in the United States, on new composite measures to augment the

GNP/GDP, there is much refinement required and much work to be done in order to gain
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the credibility of traditional economic measures. It has also been stressed by many that

composite measures may not be the best solution when dealing with such complex social
indicators (Henderson, 1996; Wish, 1996).

This renewed interest in attempting to create new and improved measures
including both social and environmental issues, is a step in the right direction, as
providing information may act as a stepping stone to getting specific issues on the
political agenda. In order to make sound policy decisions, good information is required.
Communities are taking action, conducting community audits, establishing benchmarks
and producing progress reports no longer immobilized by the imperative for perfect
measures. Communities are learning from experience, gaining insight from each other,
and accepting that the process is as important as the results (Atkisson,1996; Beslame and
Mullin, 1997; Canadian Council on Social Development 1996; Dilks,1996; Gerein,
1998; Willms, 1991).

In the past there has been criticism that indicator projects do not change anything.
However there appears to be much more optimism about the provision of good
information being able to inform decision-making. This has fueled a renewed interest in
establishing credible, reliable indicators of quality of life. Few would arguc that
traditional economic indicators such as the GDP, CPI, Toronto Stock Exchange, and the
value of the Canadian doilar do not lead to change. Movement in these familiar concepts
generally creates action. Yet, social statistics regarding child poverty, teenage
pregnancies, and drug abuse have been much slower to get a reaction. Economic

indicators are tracked every minute of every day, as opposed to social statistics, which are
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often only collected on an ad hoc basis or once every five years as in the case of the

census (Ross, 1996). The Canadian Social Trends, for example, does not document the
same trends or social phenomena from one publication to the next. No wonder the move
is toward establishing composite indices or refining existing economic indicators to more
accurately reflect social and environmental concerns. As Henderson (1996) suggests,
statistics change our worldview and what we pay attention to. She stresses however, that
they are not all objective and value free. What we measure is based on our values and
definitions of a problem.

There appears to be more of a buy-in to the fact that social concerns have long
term economic cost implications. This is a particularly easy sell in terms of health related
issues in a publicly funded health care system. Further, globalization and rapid changes in
technology have hit home the idea that in order to compete in the global market Canada
requires highly skilled and educated workers. According to Sherwood (1996), there is a
growing awareness of the quality of life as a determinant of economic development. This
is the inverse of the conventional wisdom. He suggests that as Canada moves to a post-
industrial knowledge based economy, economic activity will increasingly be a result of
highly skilled labour rather than the traditional raw materials and transportation. Given
this, attracting and keeping well-educated people in a time of ease of mobility will
become much more important to municipalities, provinces and nations. The quality of
life becomes an investment for governments, and there is a need to focus on what
contributes to QOL. Jason Jordan of the American Chamber of Commerce Executives,

speaks to Quality of Life and redefining what is important. He suggests that few would
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now argue that substance abuse and addictions do not carry heavy costs to individuals,

families, businesses and communities (Jordan, 1996). He goes on to say that data and
information-driven decision making is increasingly more important to executives around
the world (Jordan, 1996).

Another reason for the resurgence of social indicators in Canada, particularly at
the local level, was changes to the funding of social programs. (See Chapter one, this
report). The concern about how this would affect the future of social programming and
our social safety net caused a myriad of research projects at the local level. Local
governments across the country were scrambling to do inventories of programs to start to
identify their current state, and to find measures that would identify the impact of federal
funding cuts.

Additionally, in times of fiscal restraint, when resources are scarce and there are
many competing interests, research gains importance in terms of informed decision
making. At the same time in Canada, the issue of Aboriginal self-government lent
importance to the notion of empowerment and community participation. Communities
needed a way to analyze their conditions and resources, to understand the relationships
among factors contributing to their well-being or decline and to determine their priorities.
As Gerein (1998), suggests; “What is needed to enable community development is a tool
which involves both the process of gaining self-knowledge and reporting on conditions in
a credible way while empowering the community to gain a unified direction in pursuit of

its vision” ( p.24).
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The sustainable development movement and the healthy cities movement

brought about another need for Quality of Life Research. Both of these movements
demanded an expansion of traditional economic indicators and there was great interest in
environmental sustainability as well as a more holistic view of the concept of health.
According to Sawicki & Flynn (1996), the impacts of globalization, increasing
urbanization, population growth, and environmental decline on heaith and human
development gave rise to the World Health Organization’s (WHQ) 1985 Healthy Cities
Project. Trevor Hancock, one of the pioneers of this movement stressed that creating
healthy sustainable communities was one of the major challenges of the 21% century. He
argued that in order for economic activity to assist in human development it had to be
indefinitely sustainable, both environmentally and socially” (Gerein,1998). The need for
QOL research therefore arises because it is a time when there is growing concern that our
societies are unable to continually provide the conditions necessary to enhance, or even
sustain individual and collective well-being.

Global concern for the environment has also led to the sustainable development
movement. The 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro was a serious beginning by nations
to commit to caring about the natural environment on a global basis. Henderson (1996)
stresses the need for new indicators at the local, national and international level in order
to create more sustainable societies. The majority of community indicator projects are
derived from sustainable development principles, the most noteworthy being the
Sustainable Seattle Project; one of the most commonly referred to community indicator

projects. In 1995, there was a National Round Table on the Environment and the
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Economy in Ottawa and a Task Force reported on the environment and the economy

from 1991 to 1995. It concluded that Canada did not have adequate information to
monitor, assess and report on its sustainable development progress. A need was
identified and recommendations were put forward (Hodge, Holtz, Smith and Baxter,
1995). Hodge et al. (1995), defined the concept of sustainable development as “ a
paraliel concern and respect for the ecosystern and the people within — not one or the
other not one more than the other, but both together”. The key characteristics of urban
sustainability that are often mentioned in literature and policy documents include: inter-
generational equity; intra-generational equity (including social, geographical and equity
in governance); protection of the natural environment and the importance of living within
its carrying capacity; minimal use of nonrenewable resources; economic vitality and
diversity; community self-reliance; individual well-being and satisfaction of basic human
needs (Schwartzentruber, Baker and Shookner, 1997).

The Community Indicators handbook suggests that there is a lot of overlap
between sustainability indicators and quality of life indicators. It notes the primary
difference is that sustainability indicators have a greater emphasis on the long term,
environmental issues and resource use as it pertains to economic vitality and human well-
being. QOL indicators, on the other hand, focus more on factors affecting current living
standards (Tyler & Associates, 1997). Sherwood (1996) also points out that the quality
of life has been given impetus by the incorporation of sustainable development and
healthy community’s principles in Canadian public policy. He suggests that

municipalities are more aware of the relationship between the environment, the economy
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and social well-being, and want to measure their quality of life as defined by these

integrative principles. According to Gerein (1998) the concept of community QOL has
broadened with the growing public awareness of environmental issues and sustainable
development and the concept of the healthy city related to public health. In order for
communities to progress in the direction in which they want, it is imperative to have a
better understanding of factors that influence Quality of Life, and they require indicators

and methods of measurement for this.

C. Impediments (barriers) to Quality of Life Research

First, I will focus on the limitations of the Quality of Life research as it relates to
research done from a community perspective. The focus will be on urban analysis, the
current work of most municipalities. Urban analysis refers to studies that describe the
social conditions (or quality of life) of a population found within a geographic area and
compares them to other areas or to some desired condition. Such studies are generally
designed for application and maintenance at the local or regional level.

One of the barniers to such QOL research, which may also be viewed as strength,
is the diversity in terms of interest in QOL research. Environmentalists, community
planners, public health officials, educators, social scientists, bureaucrats, and politicians
are all concerned with QOL at the community level. Each profession has studied it from
a different perspective. This is really a political issue, as different fields of study attempt

to utilize information to further their particular cause or interest. This plurality of interest
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however, has been detrimental to the establishment of a preferred or consistent model,

as varying interest groups have been slow to get together.

Criticism also prevails with regard to a lack of consistency between studies in
terms of their findings. There is no one agreed upon model or set of indicators. This has
plagued QOL research and impacted negatively on its credibility in the past. Michael
Carley (1981) suggests that social indicators are complex, more so than economic
indicators and that there are theoretical problems in terms of social indicator research.
According to Carley (1981), “Lack of theoretical development and implied causation
haunt urban social indicators, and the more closely they are allied to resource allocation
decisions the more this is the case”(p.144). There are problems with validity, as often
indicators are utilized that have an ambiguous relationship to general concepts such as
poverty.

Some argument exists as to whether or not social reports, or trend reporting is
anything more than the reporting of social statistics because they often lack a clear
conceptual framework. Regardless, such reporting is important as the more variables that
are examined, the more apt we are to identify meaningful, potentiaily testable social
indicators. Carley (1981) argues that the creators of social reports are not simply
reporting facts. The very selection of some data and the exclusion of others, the choice of
disaggregations and the method of arranging subject material are all normative acts based
on some implicit theory as to the nature, and the important components or domains, of
human welfare. Henderson (1996) suggests that social statistics are far from objective, as

there are value-laden decisions in terms of what we measure. There has been much
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debate over the lack of theory or causal relationships but all discussion leads to the

need to continue on. According to Carley (1981) and Moser (1973), social indicator
theory was likely to develop as economic theory did: whereby indicators and theories
developed parallel to each other and focused on middle range theories specific to certain
fields, eventually leading to more general theory. Fanchette (1974) suggested that
economic models be made socioeconomic models by the gradual inclusion of social
variables, and to some extent that is what has happened. Carley (1981) goes on to
suggest that given the difficulties associated with constructing social models and relating
empirical data to theory, researchers have instead concentrated on descriptive social
indicators (describing social states and changing trends) and the more prescriptive
function of indicators for policy-making and planning based on measurements of selected
indicators. A significant issue is that there are no agreed upon standards or targets of
social norms with regard to crime rates and teen pregnancy. For years there has been an
ongoing debate about what constitutes poverty, although there are some credible
measures.

After reviewing the literature on QOL, as reported in CMHC s feasibility study
the Institute of Social Research at York University stressed that most attempts to model
QOL using regression analysis have met limited results, whether for subjective indicators
or objective indicators, individual based QOL or places. The rationale was that it was
inappropriate to assume a linear relationship between variables and that a more complex
non-linear relationship was likely more appropriate. Basically they determined that given

weak findings it was not advantageous to pursue a formal regression modeling approach.



38
As stated, “These are complex issues dealing with the idiosyncrasies of individual

perceptions and behaviour. There is simply too much noise and likely too many
intervening variables to justify the development of a predictive model using regression
analysis” (Bates, Murdie and Rhyne, 1996, p.6).

The need for consistency in indicator selection was recognized by Sherwood
(1993), and CMHC proposed a model that would provide some of that consistency that
they hoped would be utilized in the future. (Refer to Appendix C, for the Community
Oriented Model of the Lived Environment). Dilks (1996) refers to a Canadian Indicators
Workshop, in which participants favoured the notion of developing a set of national
common urban sustainability indicators that could be modified at the local level to suit
the needs of individual communities. Once again, more recently, in the area of
sustainable development there has been an attempt at gaining some consistency. Both
the Healthy Cities and Sustainable Development movements are assisting in moving
toward clear models or concepts in which to utilize social indicators to look at Quality of
Life.

In 1987, the World Commission on Environment and Development (Brundtland
Commission) had on its agenda, the development of new ways to measure and assess
progress toward sustainable development. This was further echoed by the 1992 Earth
Summit, which encouraged corporations, academics and communities to consider the
notion of sustainable development. Finally in 1996, an international group of researchers
and measurement practitioners from five continents came together at the Rockefeller

Foundation’s Study and Conference Center in Bellagio, Italy, and established some
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international guidelines for assessment of sustainable development, now referred to as

the “Bellagio Principles”. These principles serve as a guideline for the whole assessment
process including selection and design of indicators, their interpretation and
communication of results. (The Community Indicators Handbook, 1997). (Refer to
Appendix D for an outline of the Bellagio Principles.) Although, this was based on
principles of sustainability, the guidelines are general enough to be useful for the
development of any social indicators.

Another recent group is “Redefining Progress”, a public policy organization
which has identified a need for new measures of progress at the national and local levels.
The purpose of “Redefining Progress” is to stimulate dialogue and share information
about trends in community indicator research. This community indicators network links
over 125 indicator projects around the nation and provides tools and resources to help
promote their development. They were instrumental in putting together the Community
Indicators Handbook, along with Sustainable Seattle and Tyler and Norris Associates.

Nonetheless, Quality of Life research in terms of urban analysis is still in its early
stages. The project with longest duration is the Jacksonville Project, which commenced
several years ago, and inspired many other communities to follow suit. Earlier works
including Lui, 1976; Flax,1972; Palys, 1973 and Sherwood, 1993 all involving urban
analysis were not repeated. These studies provided measures of indicators for specific
areas at a snapshot in time only. There is a lack of continuity, in terms of tracking change

or progress, since there was no process for ongoing measurement.
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In terms of community indicators, one of the most significant barriers, identified early

one that still remains a barrier today, is the lack of available data. All too often, measures
or indicators are selected based on availability of data rather than theory or logic. This is
extremely important, as a criteria for indicators is validity or the extent to which it
measures the phenomenon or concept it is intended to (Rossi and Gilmartin, 1980). If we
have to rely on substitute measures because what we want to measure is not available, it
impacts on the validity of our research. For example, there are no consistent measures
for homelessness, children in care, drug and alcohol dependency, fetal alcohol syndrome,
or mental health as municipalities define and track variables differently. Similarly,
Statistics Canada has difficulty with a valid measure of housing cost comparisons due to
the complexity and ability to take into account quality and like neighbourhoods.
Problems with data availability have consistently been flagged as an issue at the local
level. Toronto, Hamilton-Wentworth, Winnipeg, Seattle and Oregon have all reported
problems with data availability. This happens at the community level, and is
compounded if one is attempting to achieve comparability across communities.
Although different municipalities keep statistics on similar issues, there is not much in
the way of standard record keeping other than Statistics Canada. Thus, there is an over
reliance on census data. Most census data is only available once every five years, is not
available for all Canadian Cities, and it is not consistently available at a community level.
Myers (1987) discussed poor availability of comparative data. Costs associated
with obtaining Statistics Canada data at a municipal level also represents a barrier.

Therefore, appropriate measures for indicators that should be tracked are not always
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available. Carley (1981), speaks to this problem specifically as it relates to urban

analysis, suggesting the following problems with census data: it is not inclusive of
variables which might be needed; there are difficulties with boundaries of census tracts
not corresponding to areas under study; census is taken infrequently; is not always
available and it is generally outdated. There are also problems relying on other sources,
such as agency data, and community centers, as lack of resources often limit the accuracy
of data collection and raises concerns about the reliability of existing data. Municipalities
have attempted to have Statistics Canada widen their database, with little success to date.
Bauer (1966) stressed the lack of adequate accurate data in terms of social measures.
Earlier work in terms of comparing communities including Boyer and
Savageau’s Places Rated Almanac, Flax (1992), and Liu (1976), were criticized by
Meyers (1987) as having poor availability of comparative data, as well as poor attention
to unique local characteristics. The lack of available consistent data at the community
level was also a theme that was raised at the Canadian Council of Social Development’s
Symposium on Measuring Social Well Being (1996). The Task Force, which examined
the Sustainability of Canada (1995), concluded that Canada did not have adequate
information concerning sustainable development to monitor, assess, and report on
progress. The International Institute for Sustainable Development (1998), when working
on Quality of Life Indicators for the City of Winnipeg, also noted that ultimately data
availability would play a lead role in indicator selection. Wish’s (1986) criticism of

Johnston’s (1988) work to establish a comprehensive Quality of life index was that the
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national averages utilized lacked sufficient data to allow for disaggregation at a

meaningful geographical level.

Subjective data and survey attitudinal studies, are not often available on a large-
scale basis due to costs and comparability of different survey techniques. As Wish
(1986) points out subjective data is often neglected in comparison of geographic areas,
as data is not available to differentiate and compare the sense of well-being across states,
cities, or census boundaries. Wish (1986) states that attitudinal studies have generally
measured quality of life in a single city or at a national level, which is limiting.

Therefore, comparability on attitudinal type surveys between cities and neighbourhoods
is almost impossible (Wish, 1986). The costs of conducting surveys for a particular study
are generally prohibitive, and thus they limit the use of both subjective and objective
measures in most inter and intra- urban analysis.

The issue of geographical unit of analysis is also a problem. Because of lack of
data, the unit of study selected is often not the most appropriate. As Wish (1986)
suggests, the quality of life within most municipalities varies significantly and therefore
the unit of analysis, unless at a neighbourhood level is highly questionable. Wish (1986)
points out that the quality of life in the suburbs is generally significantly different than in
the inner or central city. It has been extremely difficult to get good consistent data at a
neighbourhood level, although this is the direction in which some municipalities are
moving with a specific focus on inner city neighbourhoods. Smaller more homogeneous

areas of study are recommended by many including Palys (1973), who attempted to
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replicate Michael Flax’s well known American study, utilizing ten Canadian urban

centres; Wish (1986); Murdie, Bates and Rhyne (1996) and Myers (1987).

Another significant barrier to Quality of life research at the local level is the
problem with cost and continued support for maintenance of a project. Although, initially
there may be support, with changing political leaders it is often difficult to maintain
support for projects. The sustainability of such projects, in terms of continued tracking of
the same indicators over time, must be addressed upfront. This is another reason why
available existing data is often utilized, as it lends itself to sustainability. This is an issue
that continuously comes up at the local level. To date there is a significant lack of
longitudinal tracking of social indicators at the local level for urban analysis. Earlier
studies such as Flax (1972), Liu (1976), Plays (1973), and Sherwood (1993), although
quite methodologically rigorous, were only done once for comparability. Thus they
could not identify changes in the various cities in terms of quality of life. In this respect
some of the urban analysis today is quite significant in terms of identifying changes in
social conditions. Rossi and Gilmartin (1980), speak to the need for commitment for
both initiation and maintenance to develop and use social indicators. Sufficient funding is
required in order to create and maintain new data sources. Also the compilation and
processing of social indicator data requires consistent reporting.

In terms of the different initiatives happening at the local level in the United
States and Canada, one of the problems is the lack of resources committed to the analysis
or development of new social indicators. There is much activity with respect to tracking

indicators. Technology has assisted in obtaining social statistics, however the resources
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in terms of time, expertise and financial costs are not often associated with the analysis

of many of these projects. Without comprehensive analysis, or much attention given to
the presentation, the usefulness of many Quality of life studies or social report cards, for
affecting social policy is limited. Also, given that social indicators may not lend
themselves to the formation of composite indexes, they are not as popular. As Bates,
Murdie and Rhyne (1996) point out in their feasibility study of monitoring quality of life
in Canadian communities, there has been much criticism of the objective social indicator
studies including; “ the lack of social theory to guide the selection of indicators, the non-
representativeness of variables, low or poor accuracy of measurement, and the lack of
suitable data at the local level” (p.3).

The current trend with local analysis at the community level, which involves
community participation, and is resulting in annual report cards and benchmark reports, is
attempting to identify new social indicators. Some of these more simplistic report
mechanisms are less burdened with methodological issues than typical social science
research, which should help move the effort along in the formulation of new measures of
progress. Common methodological issues however continue to consist of the weighting
of vanables, scaling of data and the validity of summing data for individual domains to
obtain a single QOL measure. ( Wish, 1986; Myers, 1987; Bates et al. 1996; Willms,

1991; Cutter 1985).



45
D. The Most Promising Models or Projects in Existence

Again, I am focusing my efforts on those community indicator projects that
involve some type of urban analysis or study of quality of life at an inter or intra urban
level. This has been a popular direction in the late 1980’s and 1990’s, both in terms of
examining community livability in terms of quality of life, and in terms of planning and
identifying targets for progress.

As Bates, Rhyne and Murdie (1996) point out, in the mid-80’s there was a
rejection of modeling in the social sciences and an emphasis on looking at the differences
and unique qualities of local areas. QOL research became more policy oriented and there
has been a continued attempt to make a more direct link to policy and planning. Myers
(1987) suggested the ‘community trend’ QOL methodology for planners, which is based
on QOL being a local experience and people judging community liveability by trends
over time in various aspects of local QOL. What has emerged as popular is really a
process to be followed. Myers (1987), suggested four steps to be followed: 1)
identification which was to include a review of professional literature but also a
consultation process with local leaders and various interest groups; 2) the collection and
processing of objective data; 3) the inclusion of subjective data by survey, opinion polls;
and 4) written reports for dissemination to the larger community.

Currently there exists a myriad of community indicator projects, some more

sophisticated in their approach than others, but the ones that are fast gaining recognition
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and hold promise for future direction include the following common features or

principles:

e A strong participatory component, where area residents are involved in selecting
what is important to them or what factors contribute to their quality of life.

e The use of both subjective and objective measures

e The use of social, economic and environmental measures

e The ongoing tracking of consistent data and some type of annual reporting and
analysis

e Avoidance to construct an overall summary index of QOL

e Attempts to examine iinkages between variables

Although there does not appear to be one distinguishable leading edge model,
Sustainable Seattle has won awards, and has been the most frequently cited example at
the local level in recent literature. Quite likely, it has been one of the most influential in
terms of others attempting similar processes. One can certainly see similarities to Myer’s
community trend methodology. However, Sustainable Seattle is much more rooted in the
more recent framework of sustainable development or focus on the environment. What is
of particular relevance in this model is its very comprehensive public participation
process. It was very much the community- based model, which has gained it widespread
recognition. It also consists of a fairly comprehensive list of measures, including not

only objective indicators, but also subjective measures of social well-being.
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Sustainable Seattle represents a volunteer network and civic forum working

together to identify a way to measure long-term community well-being and a2 move
toward sustainability. Sustainability is defined by Atkisson (1996) as “long term health
and vitality-cultural, economic, environmental and social” (p.134). Sustainable Seattle
grew out of a one day conference in November 1990 sponsored by the Washington D. C.
Global Tomorrow Coalition in which community leaders from all facets of the city came
together to do some visioning and discuss issues of sustainability. They are tracking 40
indicators, selected from an earlier list of 99 recommended by a civic panel of 150
citizens convened by Sustainable Seattle in 1992. The data was gathered from a variety
of sources including public information, synthesis of existing research, and public

opinion polling. There have been numerous community consultations and forums for
discussion purposes. Sustainable Seattle is really a citizen group including civic
employees which have taken on responsibility for educating the public about issues of
sustainability, developing resources and tools to allow them to monitor their progress and
track best practices in terms of sustainable living. To date, they have put out three
reports, which are more substantial than some of the other annual community report
cards.

For each of their indicators, their report includes: 1) a description of the indicator,
which addresses how it fits with sustainable development; 2) a definition of the indicator
to provide a clear understanding of the measure; and, 3) evaluation which speaks to their
progress towards sustainability for that specific indicator and linkages which attempts to

identify the link to other indicators that are being tracked. Data is also presented in graph
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form, so the presentation is such that you visualize progress and then find a descriptive

analysis. One thing that is missing is the data source for each indicator on the same page
as the results. They have attempted to look at ratios, and utilize variables together to be
more informative. For example, vehicle miles and fuel consumption is looked at together
to determine progress in terms of fuel efficiency. Refer to Appendix E for a sample of
Sustainable Seattle’s reporting.

The indicators are divided between $§ large categories or domains, which include:
Economy (which does take into consideration distribution of income and gaps),
Environment, Health and Community, Population and Resources, Youth and Education.
For example, under Health and Community, measures include: youth criminal activities,
as a ratio of the ethnic percentage of population, birthweight by ethnicity, annual Seattle
childhood asthma hospitalization rate, off-year primary voting, attendance at Seattle
Community Centers, library circulation rates, public participation in the arts by category,
gardening activities in King County, neighbourly activities and sense of well-being in
Seattle. Under Youth and Education, measures include: state literacy rate, twelfth
graders proceeding to graduation, teaching staff diversity compared to student population,
volunteers in schools, juvenile crime — police referrals and information filed. They do
not get into weighting particular domains or indicators, nor do they come up with an
overall index, but look at the 40 indicators separately in terms of progress. They also do
not set specific targets as some communities have since done. They look at their progress

toward improved sustainability and well-being as well as comparing themselves
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to national averages. In terms of the sustainability framework, there have been some

standards that have become institutionalized, such as water quality and air pollution,
which has not been the case with most social indicators.

In terms of the community indicators movement there is similarity in terms of
domains and indicator selection, although sometimes the terminology is somewhat
different, depending on whether the project was developed within the framework of
Heaithy Cities, Quality of Life or Sustainability.

In terms of the Quality of Life framework, Gerein (1998) quotes from a
dissertation completed by Hovik (1990), which demonstrates the inclusiveness of the

Quality of Life Research:

Quality of life can be characterized by a sense of economic well-being and by a

set of social objectives and factors. A good life comes from the opportunity to
work, to work at a job that is satisfying, that will afford an income that is
sufficient to cover the necessities, and that will provide the opportunity to
improve one’s income. The quality of life is the extent to which the environment
is clean and healthy, the community is safe from crime, and sufficient education is
available to enable one to take part in society and make the most of one’s abilities.
Well-being is the extent to which one has quality and affordable housing in a
congenial environment and in the absence of threat and bias, and the time and

opportunity to enjoy one’s free time and the cultural



amenities of the community. Quality of life is the freedom to choose among
the alternatives and to avail oneself of the opportunities fairly (Gerein,

1998,p.35).

As Gerein (1998), points out QOL and sustainability reporting have many
similarities, however QOL does not pay the same attention to issues of intergenerational
equity, as does the sustainability movement. Sustainability’s main focus is on the
balance between humankind’s demands on the earth and the maintenance of the earth’s
natural capital. In terms of the Healthy Cities movement, Hancock (1996) describes the
movement’s conceptual model as having health or human development at the centre of
three equivalent and overlapping rings: community conviviality, environmental viability,
and economic adequacy. Community conviviality refers to the social processes and
relationships necessary for human development. Environment refers to the ecosystems
that support community. Economic being includes ensuring that individual basic needs
are met (Gerein, 1998). (Refer to Appendix F for an illustration of this conceptual
model.)

A model that is of particular interest, however and has not been repeated, is the
Community Oriented Model of the Lived Environment (COMLE). The Canadian
Mortgage and Housing Corporation commissioned the Institute for Social Research
(ISR) at York University to undertake a feasibility analysis of modeling quality of life
indicators in Canada. The Institute for Social Research then came up with two models,

the COMLE model being the preferred model. This model is more directly related to

50
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policy issues at a municipal level. It also incorporates ideas from both the sustainable

development and healthy city perspective. This model drew heavily from a discussion
paper completed by Metro Toronto’s planning department, “Towards a Liveable
Metropolis”, which now constitutes their official plan - “The Liveable Metropolis”. As
the Institute for Social Research describes the model it; “reflects a more holistic and
multisectoral approach to evaluating QOL issues at the local level” (Bates, et. al., 1996).
The basic notion of the model is that the liveable metropolis is defined by three
interrelated components: economic wvitality, social well-being and environmental
integrity.

The COMLE model was pilot-tested in 1992 in three municipalities: Quebec
City, Toronto and Fort McMurray. I will attempt to give a brief summary description of
the model, as well as some recommendations for improvement as outlined by the Institute
of Social Research (ISR), York University, at the conclusion of the pilot test. This model
draws from recent work on ‘sustainable environments’ and ‘healthy cities’, however it
focuses more closely on policy related issues important at the municipal level. (Refer to
Appendix C for an illustration of the model, focusing on the Housing Sector as an
example). The COMLE model outlines the principal sectors of the urban environment,
which impact the components of liveability. Each sector has a series of indicators
developed which measure both inputs (physical infrastructure or dollars expended) and
outputs. For example, the percentage of population without a high school diploma. Each
of these indicators can then be compared to a norm or societal expectations to determine

liveability. The visual model consists of four headings that appear in columns. Sectoral
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Policies/Programmes is the first column and lists most of the sectors that municipal

government have some responsibility for and would address in terms of policies. Sectors
listed include: housing, land use, transportation, environment, employment and
commerce and related services delivered at a local level such as recreation, police and
fire protection. The second column, Components of Liveability, shows the major
dimensions by which each Sectoral Policy/ Programme should be evaluated. The
components of liveablility include Economic Vitality, Social Well-Being, Environmental
Integrity and Cultural Congruence. Each sector (or broad category) is considered in
terms of these four components, to determine on what it should be evaluated. The next
column is Indicators of Liveability, whereby an attempt to identify indicators of the
different programs and policies is suggested, and finally specific measures for indicators
are considered. For example, utilizing housing as a sectoral policy to be considered, an
applicable liveability component would be Economic Vitality. An indicator of that
would be employment. Specific measures of employment suggested would include,
housing units built per annum and the value of building permits. When considenng
Housing, under the Social Well Being component of liveability, indicators would consist
of affordability, suitability, adequacy, accessibility, homelessness, and advocacy.
Specific measures of the affordability indicator, include, the percentage of tenants who
spend 30% or more of their household income on gross rent. Measures of suitability
include the average number of persons per bedroom, or the National Occupancy
Standard, for adequacy, and percentage of dwellings in need of major repair. When

Housing is considered under the Environmental component of liveability, indicators such
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as density and design are utilized. The differentiation between indicators and specific

measures is explained. Indicators express a relationship, causation or correlation and
measures represent a surrogate for the indicator representing a social statistic. Many of
the specific measures utilized in the COMLE study were input measures such as the
magnitude of the expenditure for a given service, however it was noted that more of the
measures should be output measures as this is what impacts quality of life, and without
corresponding output measures impact is difficult to grasp. Specific measures rely on
data availability. (Sherwood, 1996).

There was an evaluation of the COMLE model completed by participating
municipalities and researchers, which addressed issues of practicality, affordability,
adaptability, usefulness, and whether it would be recommended for use by others. The
evaluation was fairly positive and contained a number of recommendations for future use.
Recommendations included: the expansion of indicators of liveability; the incorporation
of measures specific to the environment; a reduction of economic measures;
consolidation of measures related to social well-being; substitution of output measures
for input measures where feasible; the enhancement of the model through GIS
(Geographic Information Systems); the inclusion of qualitative indicators based on
sampling techniques; public consultation, particularly for public services where the
conceptual links between inputs and outputs are not well developed and objective
indicators are difficult to obtain or not very reliable. The author concluded that there
was a need to “ develop measures that are consistent over time and space” (Sherwood,

1996).
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Although the review was positive, this model has not been fully replicated

since. Portions of it are reflected in some work being undertaken at local levels today.
Additionally, Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation and Environment Canada have
developed a draft software package “Sustainable Community Indicators Software —
Applications and Proposed Indicators” to assist municipalities in maintaining and
sustaining community indicator projects, which is reflective of the COMLE model. Itis
proposed that this software package will be available June, 2000. The Federation of
Canadian Municipalities is currently entering data from the Quality of Life Study into
this software to form part of a database. This will represent a state of the art mechanism
in terms of generating reports and acting as a depository for information on Canadian

municipalities.

This literature review was undertaken with several goals in mind. These included
gaining a better understanding of how quality of life has been conceptualized over time,
identifying some of the barriers or impediments to establishing a framework for
monitoring quality of life across municipalities, identifying the areas or domains
commonly examined and the indicators or measures most often used in each domain and
reflecting on some current state of the art QOL projects. This review of the literature
informed the development of the Federation of Canadian Municipalities Quality of Life
Reporting System, and more specifically my work on the Community Affordability

indicator.
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II. Getting Started

A. Origins of the FCM Quality of Life Reporting System

There has been a longstanding interest in measuring where we are, where we have
been, the nature of the change, and whether we are satisfied with what is. Social
indicators research has been one approach taken to address this interest. However,
despite the fact that for decades, numerous disciplines have researched the notion of
quality of life and what contributes to it, municipalities today continue to struggle to
determine the quality of life in their communities, the impact of social policy, whether
things are actually getting better or worse, for whom, and their experience relative to
other urban centers.

In 1995, policy decisions announced by the federal government regarding the
financing of social programs further highlighted this problem. Since most of the changes
amounted to reduced financial commitments, municipalities were concerned about the
consequences of these actions on the people and the quality of life in their communities.
As mentioned earlier, this concern led to consultations across the country led by FCM
and resulted in the Big City Mayor’s Caucus commissioning FCM to develop a reporting
system that would monitor changes in the quality of life in Canadian municipalities.

It was understood that Canadian municipalities needed ways to analyze their

conditions, and resources to understand commonalities and themes across the country,
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which contribute to quality of life, and to determine priorities. Municipalities needed a

basis for influencing planning, for determining where and how to intervene, for
communication with each other, and with other levels of government. Given the fiscal
climate and a plurality of interests, the need for good information became even more
essential for municipalities at this time. Others were also echoing this need for the
development of a standardized model of quality of life, which could be utilized across
municipalities. (Sherwood, 1996; Dilks, 1996; Murdie, Bates, & Rhyne, 1996).
However, it was only the FCM that took action toward that end.

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), is an organization that
represents the interests of all municipalities on policy and program matters within federal
jurisdiction, and provides a national voice for municipal government in Canada. The
FCM has been in existence since 1937. Their members’ consist of Canada’s largest
cities, small urban and rural communities, and the 17 major provincial and territorial

municipal associations.

I. Purpose of the FCM Quality of Life Reporting System:

The purpose of the FCM Quality of Life Project was:

e To establish a framework for monitoring quality of life in Canadian

municipalities, through the identification of a core set of indicators perceived to

be relevant to quality of life by municipalities.
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e To establish baseline data, from which to track changes in quality of life.

e To report annually on changes in quality of life.

The overall intent was that the QOL Reporting System would enable the Federation

of Canadian Municipalities and participating municipalities to:

e Report on the well-being of Canadian municipalities, on economic, demographic
and social trends (and become a voice in public policy debate)

e Monitor and respond to social and economic change.

e Contribute to local planning processes by providing urban community
benchmarks

e Identify QOL concerns that require action

e Foster community participation in monitoring quality of life

e Promote cooperation and networking among Canadian municipalities (FCM

Technical report, 1996)

Up to this point, there was a lack of consistency in measuring basic information from
community to community and from province to province. No one was consolidating the
data, even at a provincial level. There was no infrastructure for sharing information
between municipalities. (Canadian Council on Social Development,1996). Any previous

comparative studies that had occurred were done on a one time only basis, not to be
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repeated. The FCM project was unique in that it marked the first time that

municipalities came together, to identify a standard reporting mechanism.

Establishing a framework for consistent reporting across municipalities over time
however, posed many challenges. The first was whether it was possible for
municipalities to come to a consensus on a core set of indicators that depicted quality of
life in a community, a set that was reasonable in number and doable. The second
challenge was whether it was feasible to identify measures that are meaningful, that can
be consistently tracked across municipalities, keeping in mind technical feasibility
including issues of affordability and sustainability. This latter issue of comparable data,
is further complicated, given the variance in responsibility for the delivery of social
programs across municipalities.

In 1996 the FCM and a team of municipal representatives from sixteen
municipalities across the country, set out to answer these questions and address this
problem of lack of nationally consistent reporting, by attempting to establish a Quality of
Life Reporting System for Canadian municipalities. The team commenced work on this
project in October 1996, and as mentioned earlier the first report containing quantitative
baseline data was released in May, 1999. The next report is tentatively scheduled to be
released in September, 2000. (Refer to Appendix B for an illustration of indicators and

measures, Appendix G for highlights of the 1999 report).



59

B. The Process

1. Organization of the Work: Who, What, How and When

The first face-to-face meeting of municipal representatives and the FCM’s
consultant took place, October 30™ and 31%, 1996 in Vancouver. This marked the
beginning of an ongoing journey to establish a tool to monitor Quality of Life across the

country.

a. Who did the Work?

The FCM Technical Team was established at the outset of this project to develop
the QOL Reporting System, with the consultant and FCM providing overall coordination.
The FCM technical team consisted of representatives from the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities, consultant, Terry Hunsley and municipal representatives from the sixteen
participating munictpalities. Representatives from municipalities consisted of a mix of
managers, social service administrators, researchers and social policy analysts employed
by the municipalities. Some of the larger municipalities had the luxury of extensive
research departments and policy analysts, which also acted as additional resources;

Winnipeg did not.
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b. Work done by the Team

The potential scope of this project was huge, and initial work consisted of goal
clarification and reaching a consensus on the purpose and scope of the reporting system
to be developed. That included clarification of objectives, and the identification of
products or required outputs. None of this was a small feat, considering the diversity of
the group. Other important tasks included the identification of potential partners, both in
terms of financing and as sources of data. The ongoing financing of this project was of
course critical in terms of ensuring its sustainability, and is an ongoing process. I address
funding for this project in Chapter Three.

Once some common understanding of the overall project goals were realized by
the team, the next task became the identification of a conceptual framework in terms of
what domains or categories to include. As previously stated, we identified ten domains
or indicators. This, of course, required a review of the literature and existing projects.
Early on we identified criteria for indicator selection based on our shared knowledge of
current literature, existing projects, and our experience as social service administrators or
researchers for local governments. Established criteria for indicator selection and
evaluation will be discussed in detail in Chapter Five when it is utilized to evaluate the
Community Affordability Measures.

We also collected, shared, and reviewed different reports on social research,
indicators, community profiles and trends that each municipality had either completed or

could obtain to determine what if anything existed in terms of comparable data and or
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reporting mechanisms. Unfortunately, although, many of the same social issues were

being tracked, the terminology and consistency for comparability were not present to a
large extent across municipalities, when considering locally gathered data, or local
government records. For example, each municipality had records about the number of
children in care, however how this was tracked and defined was very different across
municipalities. It could not be utilized as a valid measure across the municipalities in its
present form.

The organization of work, or roles and responsibilities also had to be addressed
with the group. It was decided that a lead and support municipality would be identified
for each of the indicators, to work with the consultant in terms of development, testing
and communication with regard to the indicators.

Another significant piece of work completed by the FCM technical team as a
group, was the identification of what was important in terms of each of the indicators, in
order to help guide the municipality assigned to work on a given indicator. Since the
Community Affordability indicator was viewed as key in terms of the overall impact of
federal funding changes, this indicator was chosen to be one of the first indicators to be
worked on. The consultant and participants were quick to declare what was most
significant in terms of this indicator. An essential issue was the ability to demonstrate
trends for different income groups and income inequalities, assumed to be driven at least
in part, by the federal funding changes. This indicator was the first to be developed and

tested and was utilized as the pilot indicator. Each indicator thereafter was to be subject
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to a feasibility analysis following the process that was established for this indicator.

The analysis was based on the criteria for selection and included:

¢ Technical feasibility (The source of data, process required to obtain the data and
calculate the indicator, timeliness i.e. if figures are available annually or must be
estimated in some fashion, and the date of their release, as well as cost factors)
Scientifically sound - factors of reliability, validity and responsiveness to change
Consistency and comparability across regions and countries

Potential sponsors, public and private

Relevance for municipalities

Another piece of work consisted of data collection. Each municipal
representative was responsible for local data requirements, which were fed to the
consultant, and data that was obtained through a centralized organization, such as
Statistics Canada, was for the most part obtained by the consultant. For the Community
Affordability Measure I consulted directly with Statistics Canada to obtain information as
required.

Another task included strategizing around the reporting of the data, and
determination of what the annual report would look like and include. This was, for the
most part, done on a consensus basis by the FCM Technical Team, however not without
some interference from the politicians that municipal representatives reported to, and the
FCM'’s National Board of Directors. This is discussed later under process issues, in
Chapter Four.

Lastly, a communication strategy, for the release of the report and its timing was

developed. There was a small task force, comprised of a few team members who
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strategized to come up with a communication plan. This was presented to the larger

group for feedback and final concurrence.

c. Integration of the Literature into development of QOL Reporting System

As noted above, the selection of the core set of indicators was informed by
literature, current projects in Canada and the United States, the ‘healthy cities’ and
‘sustainable development’ frameworks, as well as our shared knowledge. Some of the
lessons from the literature that were integrated into the establishment of the FCM QOL
Reporting System included, the consistency among the different conceptual frameworks
and interdependency in terms of domains or categories. The most common included
Social, Health, Economic and Environment. The generally accepted view was that the
indicators selected should maintain a balance among these categories in order to best
represent an overall assessment of the quality of life. One lesson learned was the perils
of utilizing a composite index or overall summary index of quality of life, including
difficulties associated with the weighting of indicators both from technical and political
aspects. However, it was noted that utilizing measures together was more powerful and
useful. In keeping with that notion, the FCM Technical Team attempted to look at ratios,
utilizing variables together whenever possible in order for indicators to be more
informative. Also, a review of the literature allowed the team to glean important criteria
for indicator selection, to be aware of course of the many problems associated with data

availability and the importance of credibility and ease of understanding. Additionally,
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some recent local initiatives regarding the measurement of quality of life had become

more policy oriented, attempting to link indicators more directly with policies that would
fall under local jurisdiction
(i.e. Sustainable Seattle, Oregon Benchmarks, COMLE, and Metro Toronto’s local
project). These fit well with the intent of the FCM project. Some of the municipalities
assuming the lead on specific indicators, opted to utilize a consultative process. They
involved community representatives, and other organizations in the development of their
measures, a process highly recommended in current literature.

The FCM team relied heavily on CMHC’s Community Oriented Model of the
Lived Environment (COMLE) in choosing domains or categories from which to select
indicators of representation. Three broad domains were initially agreed upon: Social
Well-being, Economic and Environment. However, the group ended up focusing more
on the first two. This is in keeping with the team’s background, in terms of its interest in

social policy issues, as well as those most relevant to municipalities.

d. How the Work was Done

The process was based on a consensus model among members of the FCM Technical
Team, with periodic approval required from the FCM’s National Board of Directors and
final approval by the Big City Mayor’s Caucus. The identification of a core set of

indicators was done through a group process and consensus of the FCM Technical Team.
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As previously stated a lead and support municipality were identified on a volunteer

basis for each of the indicators. It was the responsibility of the lead municipal
governments to work with the FCM’s consultant on the development and testing of a
specific indicator and to facilitate consultation and explanation of the indicator vis-a-vis
other municipalities and interested parties. Winnipeg volunteered to develop the
Community Affordability Measure, which marked the beginning of my journey into the
development of a measure of Community Affordability.

Communication among the FCM technical team occurred through a combination
of face-to-face meetings as a large group in different cities, regularly scheduled
conference calls, regular written communication, and email communication as a large
group to work on the overall Quality of Life Reporting System. Once the core indicators
that form the framework of the QOL Reporting System were identified, and a study of
existing data by municipality for comparability took place, the bulk of the work on
individual indicators was conducted by specific municipalities assuming lead roles. The
larger group was then utilized for consultation, accountability and approval of concept.

Once the technical team had agreed upond the selected measures and
methodology specific to each indicator, a presentation by the consultant was made at the
Big City Mayor’s Caucus to provide an update and obtain approval to proceed. This
however, appeared to be more of a formality rather than an actual formal approval
process. The consultant also had to present to FCM’s National Board of Directors for
their sanction of the process and the product to be produced. Presentations to the Big

City Mayor’s Caucus as well as FCM’s National Board of Directors never required the
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technical team to alter its methodology. A few suggestions for further additions were

received. One example was to consider “homelessness™ as an indicator, when that
became a sensitive issue. The reporting of results however, became quite another matter,
and was definitely much more politically sensitive. This will be addressed in the results

section in Chapter Four.

e. Timeframes

As previously stated, the first meeting of the technical team occurred
in October 1996. Progress reports were provided at the annual FCM conference and the
Big City Mayor’s Caucus. The first report released in May 1999 contained quantitative
baseline data on eight of the ten indicators. Timeframes throughout the project were
constantly adjusted as the process took much longer than initially expected. Two of the
indicators, Social Infrastructure and Environmental Issues, continue to be developed.

The next report is tentatively scheduled to be complete in September 2000.

2. _Funding of the Project

Participating municipalities have been a primary funding source for the Quality of Life
Reporting Project, of which Winnipeg was one out of sixteen. Other municipalities

included, Vancouver, Burnaby, Calgary, Edmonton, Regina, Saskatchewan, Windsor,



London, Toronto, Hamilton-Wentworth, Ottawa-Carleton, Peel, Waterloo, York, and
Halifax. Each municipality contributed $5,000 annually to the project as well as
assigning a representative to work on the project.

Initially, funding was also sought from the federal and provincial governments,
however it was not forthcoming and it was decided to identify and approach potential
partners for specific indicators as part of the ongoing development process. Statistics
Canada and Human Resource Development Canada have been significant partners and
have made either financial contributions or in kind contributions in terms of work and
information.

FCM has recently partnered with Ottawa’s Canada Mortgage and Housing

Corporation and Environment Canada to utilize their software package, Sustainable
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Communities Indicator Program (SCIP) for ongoing reporting. This software is intended

to assist communities to track indicators of sustainable development and act as a

warehouse or central database for similar information.

C. MyRole

I have been an active member of the FCM’s technical team since the inception of this
project in 1996. As a member of the team, I first assisted in the identification of a core
set of indicators. This role was shared equally among team members. This involved,

reviewing literature, identifying appropriate criteria for indicator selection, identifying
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what had been done at a local level and reviewing the various reports in an attempt to

identify consistencies of indicators currently being measured, as well as any available

data at a nationally consistent level. I also assumed responsibility for obtaining all of the

relevant data for Winnipeg and sharing it with the team. My involvement in the overall

Quality of Life Project included:

Strategizing and developing work plans with regards to the overall project.
The identification of possible sources of data.

The coordination of all requests for Winnipeg data (which often involved letters
of request for information, or meetings with other civic departments or other
organizations).

Consultation with other municipalities in their identification and development of
specific indicators for which they assumed the lead (providing feedback on their
consultation papers, researching data availability in Winnipeg for potential
measures applicable to each indicator).

The provision of ongoing progress reports on the status of the QOL project to
senior city officials, including the Director, the Commissioner of Planning and
Community Services, the Chief Administrative Officer, the City Councillor on the
FCM board, and the Chair of the Standing Policy Committee on Protection and
Community Services.

Following up on the City of Winnipeg’s funding of this initiative, initially through
a special request to the appropriate Commissioner, to building it into the regular
ongoing budgets of the departments that I have worked for during this project,
first the City of Winnipeg’s Social Services Department and then the City’s
Community Services Department.

I have also assumed the lead role in the development of the Community

Affordability Measures (CAM 1 and CAM 2), which is the primary focus of this

practicum. Assuming the lead role in terms of the Community Affordability
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Measure, I set out to identify a measure of community affordability that would gain

the approval of participating municipalities. This meant the measure had to meet the

agreed upon criteria for indicator selection ( i.e. technically feasible, scientifically

sound, understandable and relevant), take into account both cost and income

simultaneously, and demonstrate changes in affordability for different population

groups (specifically those of lower incomes). The question was whether this was

feasible in an affordable and sustainable way, and meaningful to municipalities.

My role then involved:

The design and development of a measure of community affordability in
consultation with the FCM consultant.

Presentation of the instrument and gaining the acceptance of the technical
team.

Testing for feasibility.
Completing required revisions (which resulted in the design,
development and implementation of a local pricing exercise across the

municipalities).

Implementation of the measure (including the coordination of a local
pricing exercise and calculation of the Cost index).

Assisting the FCM consultant in the Reporting of results.

My work on the Community Affordability Measure involved research of

available literature, research of measures, meeting with Statistics Canada in

Ottawa, and meeting with FCM’s consultant from the Advocate Institute. 1

commenced working specifically on the Community Affordability Measure in
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January, 1997. Prior to this I had been working with the technical team to

identify indicators to include in the QOL Reporting System and their relevance.
Once again, the part of the problem I am addressing in this practicum is
specifically the development and implementation of a measure of community
affordability that can be tracked on a nationally consistent basis. This has been
the primary focus of my work with the FCM technical team for the past couple of

years.
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IV. The Practicum Project: A Determination of Community Affordability

A. Panrt One: Design and Development of Community Affordability Measures

The purpose of this study was, to design and test a pilot instrument resulting in an
index of community affordability for each of the sixteen Canadian municipalities
participating in the Federation of Canadian Municipalities Quality of Life Reporting
System. This study’s overall research design included four parts. The first part
consisted of developing and presenting a draft instrument or formula for the measurement
of community affordability that could be utilized by municipalities. The second part
included testing the feasibility of utilizing this instrument. In the third part necessary
revisions were made which included the development and implementation of a local
pricing exercise. In the fourth part the instrument was implemented for all participating
municipalities, and the results were reported.

At the time of this study, there was some research being conducted in terms of
income levels and changes in available income by the Canadian Council on Social
Development. As well, Campaign 2000 was tracking child poverty across the country,
with a view to eliminating it. However, there was not a lot of research that considered
both costs and income simultaneously, particularly for the average Canadian, as most
research focused primarily on poverty or low income groups.

Terry Hunsley, the FCM consultant, recommended utilizing a ratio of income to

cost of living (income/cost) for a particular municipality as the measure of community
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affordability. It is the combination of income and cost of living that contributes to the

affordability of a community for its’ residents. This general principle quickly gained the
consensus of the group, as it was noted, that cost of living figures for urban communities
can be misleading if the average incomes of the people living there are not taken into
account, and vice versa. It was realized that either an increase in incomes or a relative
decrease in costs could affect an increase in affordability. Additionally, the group had
already agreed to construct indexes wherever possible. The QOL Reporting System was
intended to monitor changes and an index provided a good mechanism from which to
demonstrate change.

Also of significance were differences in income distribution and the need to
demonstrate changes in affordability. It was agreed that the measure utilized for
community affordability should demonstrate if lower income people were falling behind
the general movement of the community in terms of affordability. The hypothesis was
that changes to the federal funding structure would most significantly impact low income
families. With these goals in mind, I set about, in consultation with the FCM consultant,
to develop a measure that would be relevant to the participating municipalities and gain
their acceptance.

In order to design this specific measure of community affordability, further
research and specification were required for the two components, both income and cost of
living. First consideration was given to what would be utilized for the income portion of

the equation, as this was viewed as the more straightforward of the two.
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First, it was important to identify an average income, something that would

have widespread appeal and that most people could relate to. Second, it was imperative
to distinguish between the average income and a modest or low income, in order to
demonstrate if indeed lower income populations were falling behind the general
population in terms of affordability. Initial thoughts, considered establishing measures
of average income for the community broken down into several categories: overall
community, the proportion of incomes under Statistics Canada’s Low-Income Cut-Offs
(LICO), average family income in the bottom 30% or 40%, average income of the
elderly, women, one parent families and other groups of interest. Affordability could be
tracked for a variety of populations to determine how each was being impacted. This
could act to inform public policy debate.

Since information on incomes was readily available through Statistics Canada
by way of taxfiler data, there were many possibilities in terms of what could be tracked
and monitored consistently on an annual basis. However, when the corresponding costs
were taken into consideration for each of these various population groupings, it became
apparent that this task may not be so easily completed. In particular if a market basket
approach to costs was used, each population grouping may require a different basket of
goods and services, or at the very least reflect different consumption patterns.

Since it did not appear feasible to calculate the associated cost component for so
many groupings, the groupings were narrowed down. Eventually, after reviewing
literature and consulting with Terry Hunsley and Statistics Canada, three measures of

income were considered for further testing: the median income of the overall community
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(community referring to each specific municipality), the average income of the overall

community and the median income of the population that falls below the median overall
population. These measures were chosen based on a number of factors.

First, median incomes were seen as more valid measures than average incomes,
as they were not subject to skewing based on extreme incomes. However, some
individual team members expressed a preference for average income versus median
income, based on what they feit would have the most public appeal. With this in mind,
both median and average income, for the overall population were calculated in the test
phase.

There were many dilemmas, however, in terms of what to utilize for a low or
modest income measure. The goal was to utilize something understandable and
something that might avoid some of the ongoing controversy associated with measures of
poverty. Given the long standing dispute over what constitutes poverty and poverty
lines, it seemed logical to avoid utilizing that terminology. Statistics Canada Low
Income Cut Offs were not utilized, in part because of this, and their complexity. They
include a number of lines based on family size and composition. Although Statistic
Canada has consistently maintained that it does not regard the LICOs as poverty lines,
most social policy groups in Canada do (National Council of Welfare, 1996). Some
international studies have identified poverty as one-half of the median income. That is
the half-way point between zero and the median for family income in each country. This

presented an interesting option. This was easily explained, understandable in layman’s
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terms, and also considered in terms of potential future benefits, should there be a desire

to utilize this measure internationally.

In terms of costs, it was initially assumed by the consultant that a measure would
be calculated for the cost of a market basket of goods and services. These goods and
services were to include the requirements for a minimum decent living standard, such as
food, clothing shelter, public transportation, basic health, education and social service
requirements. In the construction of a basket of goods and services, items from the
basket utilized for calculating the Consumer Price Index were to be considered, as well as
models utilized by social service agencies in setting welfare prices. This basket was to be
referred to as the Basket of Basic Living Needs (BBLN). The Community Affordability
measure would then be determined by the ratio of the median income to the cost of the
BBLN, which could be converted to an index.

Given my background in the social services department and market basket
approaches to setting welfare rates, I was familiar with many different models including
Agricultural Canada’s Nutritious Food Basket, Toronto Social Planning Council’s basket,
the Montreal Diet Dispensary, the Home Economists Budget Guides, as well as
Christopher Sarlo’s meager basket. Like poverty lines, market baskets range from real
minimalist or absolute needs to more inclusive baskets taking into account the ability to
participate more fully in society. In Manitoba, prior to the Provincial standardization of
social assistance rates, the City of Winnipeg’s Social Services Department relied on
Agricultural Canada’s nutritious food basket for the determination of food requirements.

Based on the items included in the basket, the necessary pricing was completed to
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determine adequate food rates for social assistance recipients. We relied on Toronto

Social Planning Council’s basket for the remainder of items including clothing,
household items and personal needs.

Based on my knowledge, I felt strongly that Agriculture Canada’s nutritious food
basket was the best in determining food requirements since it was based on specific
nutrient intake requirements of individuals by age and gender. As well, Agriculture
Canada had previously priced their “nutritious food basket” consisting of 64 items in 18
cities across the country and since they were still conducting pricing in Winnipeg, [
thought it was possible that this may be happening in other municipalities as well. I also
felt that Toronto Social Planning Council’s basket would be a good model for the
remainder of items to be included in our basket, as it was more generous than most
others. Knowing the amount of work and thought that goes into establishing a basket of
goods and services, I favoured utilizing an existing basket, with some established
credibility rather than developing a new basket model.

Given that these market basket approaches to determining a cost of a specific
basket of goods and services are both age and gender sensitive, the next order of business
was to select a representative family size and composition, or perhaps a few different
family compositions. Again keeping in mind the amount of work required, I
recommended utilizing at most two different family compositions. The first would be a
family of four with two adults and two children, the same ages as utilized by the National
Council of Welfare for comparing social assistance rates across the country each year.

The second family composition could include an infant, as they have different
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requirements and would be representative of younger families. The FCM consultant,

not having expertise in defining a basket of goods and services, did not initially consider
that these market basket approaches were dependant on family size and composition, and
that this needed to be taken into account in terms of the corresponding income component
of our measure.

The further I got into the detail design of our community affordability measure
the more selective the measure became. I moved from a more general perspective, to a
specific family size and composition. Also, we were getting into the territory of
attempting to establish a national standard of living, defining what was required to live a
decent life, by defining our own BBLN. This was fraught with problems and open to
much scrutiny and debate. Additionally, the amount of work required to calculate our
cost and income measures became increasingly more apparent. Having some knowledge
about pricing, the need to utilize several stores and average prices [ had some recognition
of the amount of time and precision required for such an undertaking.

All of the above concerns caused me to re-examine our goals. Had we not
simply wanted to first determine where we were at in terms of affordability, relative to
each other, not to establish some new theoretical standard of living? There were already
many groups who had worked hard at developing what constituted an acceptable standard
of living, with no real concurrence in terms of which constituted the best measure. Had
we not all stated that what was important was to be able to determine if our communities
were getting more or less affordable, and if it was the same for the lower income

population and the average income population? If this was the case, then what was key
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to our success was consistency in terms of our basket of goods and services priced,

both across municipalities and within municipalities from year to year. The consistency
of the basket was more relevant than what made up the basket. The relevance would
increase the more closely the basket could reflect actual consumer expenditure patterns
(both for the average consumer and the low income group). It also had to be easy to
explain and meet the criteria previously established by the team.

I shared my thoughts with FCM’s consultant, and after further discussion it was
decided to explore whether we could utilize Statistics Canada’s data for the pricing of the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) for our cost component. The items priced for the
determination of the CPI are derived from Statistics Canada’s Family Expenditure Survey
which delineates average consumer spending. This pricing is done regularly and was
seen as an excellent source to be utilized in determining community affordability.
Statistics Canada’s CPI calculates changes in cost of living monthly and yearly. If we
could utilize their basket of items priced to determine actual costs for the same goods and
services across the country, and then construct indexes of comparability, we could utilize
their CPI data to keep our community affordability measure current. There appeared to
be potential there, and FCM consultant, Terry Hunsley, met with Statistics Canada and
arranged a second meeting in Ottawa, March 16, 1997 with representatives from
Statistics Canada’s Consumer Pricing Section, myself and the municipal representative
from the support municipality of Ottawa-Carleton.

Our initial meeting with Statistics Canada representatives proved most valuable,

not only were they interested in our project and interested in assisting, but they had expert
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knowledge in terms of pricing and issues related to community affordability. We

learned more about the calculations for the CPI, the FAMEX survey, taxfiler data and
pricing they had done in the past. They did not however, gather data for CPI in all of our
participating municipalities, which was problematic for us. We had some beginning
discussions about the possibility of their expanding their pricing to include those
municipalities participating in the FCM QOL Reporting System. They also shared with
us some of the detailed considerations in terms of attempting our own pricing exercise
across municipalities.

At the same time Statistics Canada learned all about what we were attempting,
and they provided information as to how they could see themselves assisting. We also
discussed some of the limitations that they faced and the limit of what they could provide
us without financial compensation. During the meeting it was apparent that there seemed
to be a good fit with Statistics Canada’s CPI calculations and the FAMEX survey. They
agreed to calculate our income data, the median income for all family income based on
taxfiler data, the average income, and then the median income of those below the median
income or the 25" percentile. In later discussions, they also agreed to reconfigure their
FAMEX survey data to consider expenditure patterns of that particular group. In other
words, Statistics Canada were willing to re-weight the items in the basket for CPI based
on what we had referred to as the modest or low income population in order to determine
the costs for the low income population. Statistics Canada staff were also interested in
seeing the difference. They also advised that the average consumption patterns did not

change significantly from year to year in terms of what we were looking at, and
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suggested likewise the modest income consumption patterns may also not change that

significantly from year to year.

After consultations among the FCM consultant, myself, the Ottawa-Carlton
representative, and Statistics Canada representatives it was agreed that Statistics Canada
would attempt to do the data manipulation for the calculation of the Community
Affordability measures for two of the participating municipalities (Winnipeg and Ottawa-
Carleton) in order to test for feasibility. In actuality, Statistics Canada ended up
completing the calculations for all 11 Census Metropolitan Areas (CMA’s) for which
they collected data.

It was through consultation with Statistics Canada and FCM’s consultant that the
formula for our community affordability measure became more clearly defined. It had
been determined early on that we wanted to utilize the ratio of income to costs, and look
at determining an index, and after discussions with Statistics Canada, it was evident that a
process similar to that utilized for calculating the CPI index could indeed be adopted.

Keeping these thoughts in mind, in consultation with FCM’s consultant, and
several phone calls to Statistics Canada, two proposed measures of Community
Affordability were developed: CAM 1 and CAM 2. These measures were based on the
relative affordability for each of the municipalities, in terms of the participating
municipalities across Canada, for both an average income population and a lower income

population group.
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I. Purpose of the Community Affordability Measures

The purpose of the CAM is to measure the relative affordability of Canadian
communities and changes in their relative affordability over time for both the community
as a whole, and for what is referred to in this study as the ‘modest income population’.
For the purpose of this study, ‘modest income population’ refers to the population at the
25" percentile in terms of income. The CAM is an index of the ratio of the income of the
residents to the cost of living within the municipality as compared to the average of all
participating municipalities. This measure allows municipalities to determine where they
stand on a national basis in relation to the quality of life their residents can afford. It does
not measure communities against an ideal or theoretical standard, but against the standard
established by the aggregated experience of all participating municipalities. It also
enables municipalities to track trends in affordability within their community.

The CAM has two distinct dimensions. The first is a measure of how affordable
the community is for the total population, using the median income of the total
population in relation to the cost of living of the average consumer. This is CAM 1. The
second dimension is the same measure, but applied specifically to the bottom half of the
population of the income scale. For this measure, the median income of the modest
income population or the 25™ percentile is compared to the average cost of living for this
group. The Cost of Living for the modest income population was derived by recalculating
Statistic Canada’s weights utilized for determining CPI based on the expenditure patterns

specific to the modest income population group. These weights were then applied to our
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basket of goods and services to obtain our cost of living for this group. Over time, the

two measures will indicate if conditions for the general population are changing. They
will also indicate if conditions for the upper and lower half of the population are

changing in the same direction.

2. Calculating CAM 1 and CAM 2:

CAM 1=

(Median Income City A)  divided by (the average of Median Income All Cities) (Income Index)

OR
( Cost of Living City A)  divided by  ( the average of Cost of Living All (Cost Index)
Participating Cities)
CAM 2=
Mecdian Income of the average of Median Income of
Modest Pop. City A divided by Modest Pop. All Cities

Cost of Living
Modest Pop. City A divided by the average of Cost of Living
Modcst Pop. All Cities
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The Cost of Living was to be calculated by Statistics Canada through ongoing

local pricing research done for determining the CPI. This is currently completed in

eleven CMAs. The actual costs are not released by Statistics Canada, but they do
produce an index of the relationship of costs in each CMA to the average of all. The Cost
of Living for the modest income population in each CMA was to be calculated by
Statistics Canada deriving from the consumer expenditure survey, a profile of the
consumption, or average “basket of goods” of the half of the population which falls on
the lower half of the income scale, then applying the prices determined in the ongoing
pricing research for each of the CMAs.

The income indexes were to be calculated using income percentile data from
Statistics Canada. The 50" percentile was used as the median family income for each
municipality. These medians were then calculated as percentages of the Canadian
average median, to form the index for CAM 1. The same process was to be carried out
using the 25" percentile, or median of the modest income population, for CAM 2. The
income indexes were then calculated as a percent of the cost index to derive CAM 1 and
CAM 2.

The process of development of these measures was a lengthy one and included,
identifying definitions or determinations of what would be utilized for our cost of living,

as well as how we would define average income, and low or modest income levels.
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B. Test Phase

1. The Test Phase Process

A test run of the proposed measures was attempted in July, 1997, utilizing
Statistics Canada’s data for both cost and income, and Statistics Canada’s calculation of
our index. For the test phase, these measures were calculated on the Census
Metropolitan Area (CMA) for the eleven CMAs which Statistics Canada monitors for its
“spatial index”(comparing geographic areas) of the CPI (Consumer-Price Index). The
intent was that should this prove successful, other participating municipalities would be
included in a full implementation process. This was all that Statistics Canada could

provide without extending their current capacity.

The purpose of the test phase was:

e To test the technical feasibility of computing the CAMs for participating
municipalities.

e To determine approximate costs of computing the CAMs.

e To identify problems in the process of calculating the CAMs (to ultimately
determine if it will be necessary for each participating municipality to carry out an
annual pricing exercise to determining costs of a specified “market basket” of
goods and services).
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It was hoped that the test phase would demonstrate that Statistics Canada could

meet our data requirements, thereby eliminating the need to carry out our own pricing
exercise.
The feasibility analysis previously agreed upon by the technical team, as outlined in the

previous chapter, was utilized to evaluate this.
The work required of Statistics Canada included the following:

e Calculating the costs for the 11 CMAs, and determining the technical or resource-
related obstacles of calculating them for the other municipalities.

e Presenting the costs in the form of an index related to the average costs for the
eleven CMA s currently monitored by Statistics Canada.

e Calculating a new set of costs for the 11 CMAs, but based on the spending
patterns of families in the lower half of the income scale, and presenting these in a
similar relational index.

e Calculating the average and median income for the general population in the 11
CMAs and converting them into a index relative to the average Canadian income.

e Calculating the average and median incomes for the modest income population
and converting these into an index relative to the corresponding average Canadian
income.

e Using the income index as the numerator and the cost of living index as the
denominator, to calculate the resulting indexes as CAM | and CAM 2.

The base for calculating average cost of living, the denominator was the eleven

CMAs. In terms of the income data, it was originally provided using three bases for the

average: 1) the eleven CMA’s; 2) the Big Three CMA’s — Toronto, Montreal and
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Vancouver; and, 3) all of Canada. The third base for income was chosen, so that other

cities could be readily incorporated in the future. This option however was not available
for the cost of living data.

The cost index, calculated by Statistics Canada, excluded their shelter component, as
they did not yet have a method to control for differences and thus were not comfortable
including this. For the test run, CMHC’s rental survey for average rental costs of a two-
bedroom apartment were to be added to the cost index.

It should be noted, that Statistics Canada carried out this work, valued at an estimated

$12,000 to $14,000, free of charge, for the FCM QOL project.

2. Key Lessons from the Test Phase

The test phase resulted in various insights and key learnings. These were
presented and discussed at a face to face meeting of the technical team in August 1997.
The most significant realization was that it would be necessary to conduct our own local
pricing exercise. The result of this was that I had to revise our plans to include both the
design and implementation of a local pricing exercise in order to obtain our own cost of
living figure.

Whereas initially it was felt that we could utilize Statistics Canada’s data for the
calculation of CAM 1 and CAM 2, our learnings proved otherwise. While there was no
problem utilizing Statistic Canada’s data for income, the numerator for the CAMs, there
were problems associated with utilizing their data for our cost of living, (the denominator

for the CAMs).
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The first shortfall was that their data was not broken down to the municipal

regions that we required in order to satisfy all participating municipalities. Statistics
Canada only had complete data on seven of the sixteen participating municipalities, and
the test run determined that it was cost prohibitive for them to obtain costs on the other
municipalities. (They did not have information on Burnaby, Calgary, Saskatoon,

Windsor, London, Hamilton-Wentworth, Peel, Waterloo and York.) As well, some of the
participating municipalities were highly concerned with utilizing CMA boundaries versus
city boundaries. They felt that one of the project’s strengths was that it was based on
municipal boundaries, since data is usually not available at that level. They also assumed
that community affordability would be different in the areas surrounding the

municipality, and therefore including them would skew the municipalities’ affordability.

Secondly, Statistics Canada lacked housing data that could be utilized for the
shelter portion of cost of living. Although they currently monitor shelter costs, they do
not report on them because they do not have a good method to control for differences in
housing quality. Statistics Canada indicated that they were working on a method to
include a shelter component in their ‘spatial index’ of the CPI, but it was unknown when
this might become available.

Based on this information, we had to make decisions regarding our cost
component and how to determine it. As well, we had options to consider in terms of a
shelter component. As for the cost component, I recommended and gained consensus
that we would carry out our own pricing exercise, utilizing an existing model, possibly

Agriculture Canada’s Nutritious Food Basket in combination with Toronto Social
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Planning Council’s Model. Many municipalities, had some type of pricing done and

representatives hoped that this might preclude having to conduct their own pricing.
These alternate pricing formats however did not lend themselves to consistency or
comparability across municipalities and were ruled out.

There was concern expressed about the amount of staff time required to conduct
pricing locally in each municipality. This led me to commit to ensuring that the overall
coordination, including calculations, would be done centrally and a maximum of five
weeks of one staff person’s time would be required per municipality to complete the
pricing. This timeframe was based on my previous knowledge of pricing exercises
conducted in Winnipeg. I also agreed to have a preliminary design for the pricing
exercise out to everyone as soon as possible for pricing to occur in either May or June. It
was imperative for pricing to occur at the same time in each municipality.

An outstanding methodological question that I grappled with, along with the
FCM consuitant, was whether or not two separate baskets were required, one for our total
population (CAM 1) and another for our modest income population (CAM 2).

As for the shelter componém, this posed a significant problem, as shelter
represents the single largest consumer expenditure area and varies considerably from city
to city. In the test run CAM | and CAM 2 were calculated with and without a shelter
component, and demonstrated that there was significant movement in a municipality’s
affordability based on the addition of a shelter component. (Refer to appendix H for a
comparison of test run CAMs with and without a shelter component and a listing of their

rankings.) The proxy shelter component was weighted as a proportion of the resulting
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cost index at .2907 for the general population and .3264 for the modest income

population. These proportions were provided by Statistics Canada as the weighting of the

missing shelter component. The shelter proxy utilized for the test run was CMHC’s

annual rent survey and we used average rent for a 2-bedroom apartment. There were

three options to consider for the shelter component.

Y

Not to include a shelter component, until Statistics Canada is able to supply
this information. This means the existing index is based on solid methodology,
rather than weakening it by utilizing a poor proxy for shelter.

Include a proxy for shelter based on CMHC’s annual rental survey. This
information, excludes housing costs, however rental costs are generally reflective
of housing costs in municipalities. It is too significant of an expenditure to leave
out.

Calculate CAM 1 and CAM 2, with and without shelter costs to allow users to
determine which they want to utilize. This involves more calculations but is less
vulnerable to criticism.

The group consensus was to go with the last option to calculate CAMs both with

and without a proxy shelter. CMHC’s Average Rent information was still somewhat

problematic to use as they do not control for differences in quality nor is there strong

evidence to suggest that a two-bedroom apartment is an appropriate proxy for shelter

costs. However, this represented the best source of comparison shelter information

currently available and the amount of time and cost associated with generating another

alternative was not feasible.
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Other significant observations from the test run included the following:

e Statistics Canada’s calculations of the income component of the CAM posed no
problems.

e Statistics Canada would be able to calculate CAMs for the other cities for
additional costs approximately $ 2,000 to $25,000 per city depending on data they
currently collect for that City. On some cities they have partial data, others no
data.

e Median incomes appear to be a better measure, as they are not skewed by
extremely high incomes. The average income for the total population in all
instances was substantially higher than median incomes.

e The distance between the average and the median is a measure of the degree of
inequality in the distribution of incomes. In instances of less income inequality
the median and average incomes are closer. These inequalities were also reflected
in the difference between CAM 1 and CAM 2. The larger the variance, the
greater the inequality in income distribution.

e Vancouver and Toronto had the greatest distances between the two measures, and
experienced a drop on the income index (and subsequently on CAM 1) when
median income was utilized. Other municipalities improved their relative
position given less income inequality. (Refer to appendix I for comparisons of
average and median incomes for the general population and modest income

population)

e There was not as much of a difference between average and median incomes for
the modest income population group. This was more of a homogeneous group, not
impacted by extreme incomes.

e Statistics Canada officials pointed out that the overall cost index does not change
significantly between the general population and the modest income population
and that the general changes in the CPI could be transposed in future years to
update the cost index for the modest income population. This would avoid the
cost of redoing the CPI for the modest income population each year. The method
could then be reviewed every five years or so to ensure that this finding remains
valid.

(Refer to Appendix J for comparison of cost indexes for the general population
and modest income population, including a proxy shelter.)
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¢ The addition of a proxy shelter causes some of the higher income cities to fall
in relative position of affordability because of the high rents, whereas cities with
lower average rents rise in relative standing. For the most part, a municipality’s
income level determined its’ relative affordability, with the exception of those
with extremely high rents. In other words, shelter costs had a significant impact
on affordability for those with extreme rents.

e The greatest variance between municipalities is in income versus costs. With the
exception of shelter costs, municipalities were fairly comparable in terms of costs.
However, there were significant differences in income levels across the country.
(FCM Progress Report on Community Affordability Measure, August, 1997).

C. Part Three: Back to the Drawing Board: Design and Development

of Local Pricing Exercise

The test phase resulted in a need to once again explore options in terms of a
basket of goods and services to be utilized in conducting a local pricing exercise.
Therefore a specific model, or combination of market baskets had to be identified.
Typically there are two ways of arriving at standards or costs of living and sometimes the
two are combined. First, goods and services to be included in a basket may be based on
typical purchases made by sample groups of families, which serves as an indication of
how the average families at specific incomes spend their money (e.g. Statistics Canada’s
CPI). Second, standards may be determined with the help of experts’ judgments, whereas
a group judgment is made about basic numbers of goods and services needed to maintain

a family household (e.g. Agriculture Canada’s Nutritious food basket, Budget Guides,
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Acceptable Living Level). If we were to utilize one of the existing baskets that we

were considering, (Agriculture Canada’s Nutritious Food Basket, Toronto Social
Planning Council, or Budget Guides) this would represent a move from an average
expenditure to a judgement regarding basic needs. This led me to consider the possibility
of utilizing a modification of Statistics Canada’s basket utilized for the CPI in order to
utilize expenditure patterns versus judgments.

Infometrica, an Ottawa based company well known for its economic research,
had utilized a scaled down version of Statistics Canada’s basket to ascertain price
differentials between two different locations for determining salary adjustments. If they
were comfortable utilizing a modified basket for that purpose, surely we could aiso
construct a smaller basket from which to derive our cost index. In further looking at the
details of utilizing Agriculture Canada’s Nutritious Food in combination with Toronto
Social Planning Councils’ clothing and household, for different family compositions it
included the pricing of some 506 items, which was not significantly less than Statistics
Canada’s 650 items. After much review, another meeting with Statistics Canada, Terry
Hunsley and FCM'’s assistant, it was determined that a modification of Statistics
Canada’s basket utilized for pricing the CPI was the best option for our local pricing to
determine our denominator. I set out to come up with a modified version for our use and
guidelines for our pricing exercise. At the end of April, [ forwarded information via
email to the other participating municipalities in terms of what we would utilize for our

pricing exercise as well as a survey to be completed in order to identify existing stores
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across the country for utilization in the pricing exercise. (Refer to Appendix K for survey
on stores).

The items that Statistics Canada price for the CPI are based on their Family
Expenditure Survey. Their list of items is therefore representative of average consumers
across Canada and does not attempt to identify a standard of basic living needs. I shared

my rationale for utilizing Statistics Canada list of items:

e [t avoided the problem of having to specify specific family compositions.
In the other baskets pricing of food, and clothing is based on age and
gender of children and is all inclusive to meet their basic needs.

e It was not based on a ‘basic needs’ determination but on an average
expenditure survey.

e It had widespread credibility.

e It was not seen as more labour intensive and I could utilize much of
Statistics Canada’s methodology.

e [t was consistent with our trial run and therefore we had a mechanism for
comparison for validation.

e Should Statistics Canada’s pricing become more tailored to our needs in
the future, we could utilize their pricing rather than completing our own
pricing exercise and maintain consistency.

e It was an indicator that met the technical teams established criteria.
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1. Pricing Exercise Design

My reference for the pricing exercise was Statistics Canada’s list of items priced
for the determination of the Consumer Price Index (CPI). Statistics Canada’s list
consisted of commodities identified through their Family Expenditure Survey, which
identified what the average family purchases. Statistics Canada’s list of items,
specifications and associated expenditure weights were utilized in defining our own
basket or list of commodities and services. (Refer to Appendix L for list including
weights). Statistics Canada also provided recalculated expenditure weights specific to
the spending patterns of families in the lower income scale for the test run, based on the
average of the eleven CMA’s. Our modest income weights were re-established based on
the same ratio of modest-to-average (for all participating municipalities), updated by the
year over change (1996 — 1997) in the basic components. (Refer to Appendix M).

Statistics Canada’s basket consists of over 650 items that fall under the following
eight categories: Food, Shelter, Household Operations and Furnishings, Clothing and
Footwear, Transportation, Health and Personal Care, Recreation, Education and Reading,
Aicoholic Beverages and Tobacco Products. We utilized those same eight categories
and associated expenditure weights for each category in calculating our basket. We
selected items from Statistics Canada’s list for six of the eight categories, selecting 161
items from a total of 520. We utilized a slightly different methodology for the Clothing

and Shelter categories.
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2. Selection Criteria for Items Priced

The selection criteria for priced items (excluding clothing and shelter) were as
follows:
e Items that had individual weights assigned®

e Sample size (number of items selected) per group dependant on group weighting
(sample size increased relative to group weight)

e Ease of comparability across municipalities’

e Commonality

3. Weighting Determinations

The weighting was determined as follows:

e Statistics Canada’s expenditure weights for the eight large categories were
utilized: Food, Shelter, Household Operations and Furnishings, Clothing and
Footwear, Transportation, Health and Personal Care, Recreation, Education and
Reading, Alcoholic Beverages and Tobacco Products.*

e Individual weights were utilized when specified

e Weights for items that were omitted were distributed evenly among the selected
items for that group.

* Statistics Canada’s data, for the most part, did not provide individual weights for each specific item,
rather groups of items had weights assigned which we divided equally among those items that made up a
given group (ie. dairy products, beef and games would represent groupings having assigned weights and
several items would be included in each grouping). Only select items had individual weights assigned.

? Items were omitted when it was not feasible to compare across municipalities.

* Our total weight equals 99.98, .02 less than Statistics Canada’s totat of 100 due to Statistics Canada’s data
being rounded off to two decimal points.
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e  When entire sub-groups were omitted due to problems associated with
comparability, the weight was distributed evenly among the other sub-groups in a
particular category.

4. Specifications

Specifications utilized were as follows:

Statistics Canada’s specifications were the primary source for our list of items
utilized, with the exception of Shelter and Clothing. Data provided by Statistics Canada,
however, had sensitive information (ie. brand names and store names) deleted. Therefore
we defined our own guidelines such as store brand names or largest shelf volume based
on previous pricing experience and a preliminary survey of stores available in the

participating municipalities. (Refer to Appendix K for survey form).

5. Pricing Instructions

Pricing Instructions included:

Specific instructions for store selection and in-store pricing were included in the
pricing guide. (Refer to Appendix N for pricing guide). The pricing guide included
specific instructions for each category, which addressed store selection and specific
pricing guidelines. Pricing sheets described the item to be priced including a detailed
description and specified quantity. Each item was to be priced at three different stores, as
an average price was later calculated for each item. Applicable taxes were applied, based
on tax information provided by Statistics Canada. (Refer to Appendix O for tax

information provided by Statistics Canada). A suggested script or introduction was also
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provided to municipalities, via email, and pricers were advised to alert store managers

of their presence, prior to commencing pricing. The pricing guidelines were all-inclusive
and were to be completed the same week in June by all municipalities and then returned

to Winnipeg for calculations.

6. Methodology utilized for Shelter Costs

Statistics Canada did not have shelter information that could be utilized. A proxy
figure for shelter was utilized based on the average cost of a two-bedroom apartment
determined by CMHC s shelter survey.’ Statistics Canada’s shelter weights derived from
their Family Expenditure Survey were utilized. (Detailed information on calculations are

provided later under the heading of CAM calculations).

7. Methodology utilized for Clothing Costs

Given the difficulties in defining specifications for this category that would
ensure comparability across the country, we chose a different methodology and handled
pricing centrally. Without Statistic Canada’s specifications and experienced pricers,

there were too many difficulties selecting common design, models, sizes, fiber content

and such.

> CMHC, Average Rent of Privately Initiated Apartments in Structures of Three and Over (All Units) by
Province, Ottawa.



98
Consultation with large department store chains determined that with the

exception of designer clothing, there was standard national pricing. The regional
differences in costs would be accounted for only by differences in provincial sales tax.

Given this, a set value of $500.00 was identified for adult clothing and children’s
clothing. There was a breakdown of amounts for specific articles. The appropriate
provincial sales tax was then applied.®
The following three categories were selected from Statistics Canada’s CPI basket: Shoes,
Winter Jacket, Pants/T-Shirts/Underclothing for both children and adults.

Shoes ............. $100.00

Winter Jackets .... $100.00
Pants/T-shirts .... $300.00

$500.00

The above allocations were applied to each category in all the municipalities including
their respective tax rates in order to derive the final average price and weighted cost for

each item in all municipalities.

8. Modifications to Pricing Guide:

After reviewing and verifying the pricing information received from ali
participating municipalities, minor modifications were made to the pricing guide in order

to ensure that we were all pricing the same items. Some of the problematic items were

¢ Statistics Canada provided information on Provincial Sales Tax
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were deleted and their weights distributed across other groupings. Other items were

replaced with more specific, detailed items. This was the case in household and
recreation categories. Some more complex items were re-priced centrally to ensure
consistency (e.g. cars, telephone and university and college tuitions). ( Refer to Appendix
P for a detailed list of modifications, and a description of problems and resolutions by
category).

The main challenge to the pricing exercise was to ensure that comparable items
were being priced across the municipalities. Problems ranged from item availability, to
lack of confidence in pricers ability to follow detailed instructions and record
discrepancies accurately. This latter problem was a result of utilizing inexperienced

pricers, with no consistent training.

9. Process and Formula for Deriving Cost Index

Step 1. Determinaation of the Total Weighted Cost per Municipality

e Determined the Average Cost for each item

(All municipalities were required to obtain three prices for each item).

e Applied Statistic Canada’s associated weight to each item to obtain the
Average Weighted Cost (= Average Cost x Weights)

e Summed the Average Weighted Costs for each item and obtained the average

weighted costs for each category, ie. Food, Household, Clothing. ...
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e Summed the Average Weighted Costs for each category to obtain the

TOTAL AVERAGE WEIGHTED COST per municipality

This provided us with an overall cost per municipality, which was reflective of
Statistics Canada’s weightings based on patterns of consumer expenditure. Next we
determined the average cost for all participating municipalities (Step 2), in order to
calculate a cost index for each municipality, (Step 3). The cost index then represented
how each municipality fared relative to the average of all participating municipalities.
An index of 1.00 was used to represent the average cost of living. Anything over 1
demonstrating a higher than average cost of living, and less than 1.00 demonstrated a
below average cost of living, as determined for participating municipalities. The cost
index compares the cost of living in each of the municipalities to the average cost of
living for all participating municipalities combined. In other words by calculating an

index, each municipality’s cost of living is demonstrated relative to each others. This is

similar to Statistics Canada’s CPIL.

Step 2. Determination of the Average Total Cost of all Municipalities

Average Total Cost = Sum of Total Average Weighted Costs (all Municipalities)
(All Municipalities)

Number of Participating Municipalities
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Step 3. Determination of the Cost Index for all Municipalities

City A Cost Index = Total Average Weighted Cost (for City A)

Average Total Cost (All Municipalities)

The cost index depicts cost of living for each municipality relative to all

others. This enables the tracking of trends in cost of living both within municipalities
and

across municipalities.

A decision was made to conduct a pricing exercise once every five years and to
utilize CPI increases to adjust our cost index in between pricing exercises. This was
based on several factors, including issues of sustainability as well as methodological
considerations. Conducting a local pricing exercise is very labour intensive and utilizing
CPI to adjust our cost index appeared to be an acceptable alternative. As noted earlier,
the difference in cost between municipalities was not very significant in determining
overall affordability, with the exception of shelter costs. This held true for both our test
run and our own pricing exercise. It should be noted that we could obtain our proxy
shelter annually from CMHC, to update our cost. The limited variance in costs across

municipalities was a rather surprising finding.
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For the most part, what impacted differences in affordability was the

difference in incomes. Therefore, to produce a valid measure of affordability, it is more
important to have good income data for the numerator than it is to have good cost data for
the denominator. Additionally, given that our pricing was based on a modification of the
CPI basket, it would be methodologically sound to adjust it annually by the CPI for the
CMA’s. A pricing exercise every five years would act to review the validity of this

methodology.

D. Part Four: Implementation of Draft Measure & Reporting of Results

Once the pricing exercise was completed in June 1998 and calculations were
completed to determine the Cost index (pre shelter component), the only other
information required to complete CAM 1 and CAM 2 was CMHC’s rental survey
information, and income information. For this we relied on Statistics Canada’s taxfiler
data. Implementation then consisted of calculating the data to obtain CAM 1 and CAM
2, some preliminary analysis of the findings and reporting the results. I assumed
responsibility for the design, implementation and calculations with regards to the local
pricing exercise, and calculating the Cost indexes resulting from the pricing exercise.
Part way through the process, I had an assistant for data entry and the use of the Excel

software program to complete calculations for pricing. Cost indexes were calculated and
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forwarded to Terry Hunsley, the FCM consultant. He obtained the income indexes

from Statistics Canada and performed the remainder of the required calculations to

determine CAM 1 and CAM 2, in consultation with myself.

1. CAM Calculations:

A Cost index was calculated from the pricing exercise. Statistic Canada’s weights
for the cost components were used to reflect the different proportions of income used to
purchase different items by the whole population (CAM 1) and modest income
population (CAM 2). The modest income population included all those families below
the median family income (ie, the lower half of the income scale).

A Shelter index was calculated by taking as proxy the average rent for a two-
bedroom apartment for each locale, from the CMHC rent survey. The average rents for
each municipality were combined and averaged to determine an overall average rent for
participating municipalities. The average rent for each municipality was then calculated
as a percentage of the overall average (for all municipalities) to form the shelter index.
The overall average rent for participating municipalities was $686.38. Statistics
Canada’s shelter weights (proportion of total income used to purchase shelter) were
applied. For CAM 1 the shelter weight was .2675. This was based on Statistics
Canada’s weighting derived from their family expenditure survey. For CAM 2 the
shelter weight was .3032. This was calculated based on data provided by Statistics

Canada for 1996, adjusted by changes from 1996 — 1997, in relative weights of CPI
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component indexes. (Refer to Appendix L & M for weightings of components

provided by Statistics Canada). Statistics Canada provided weighting for the Whole
Population (CAM 1), Modest Income (CAM 2) for the July 1997 test run and CAM 1 for
1998 implementation. I calculated the weights for CAM 2, based on the previous
information

and proportions provided by Statistics Canada. The shelter index was then combined
with the cost index using the Statistics Canada’s weights for shelter, for CAM 1 (whole
population) and CAM 2 (modest income calculation). The result of these calculations
was two full-cost indexes, Cost 1 and Cost 2.

As noted earlier, the shelter component represents the single largest consumer
expenditure area and varied considerably from city to city. In both the test run and our
calculations there was significant movement in a municipality’s affordability based on
the addition of a shelter component. (Refer to appendix H for a comparison of test run
CAM’s with and without a shelter component, and a listing of their rankings).

The income indexes were calculated by drawing from Statistics Canada’s income
percentile data, the 50" percentile, or median family income for each locale. These
medians were then calculated as percentages of the Canadian average median, to form the
income index for CAM 1. The same exercise was carried out using the 25" percentile, or
median of the modest income population for CAM 2. The income indexes were then

calculated as a percent of the cost indexes to result in CAM 1 and CAM 2.
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Step 1.
City A Cost Index = Total Weighted Cost for City A (from pricing exercise)
Average Total Weighted Cost (All Participating Municipalities)
Step 2.
Shelter Index = Average Shelter Cost for City A x Shelter weight component
Average weighted Shelter Cost for all participating municipalities
Step 3.

Cost index including Shelter = Cost index City A + Shelter Index City A

Step 4

City A Income Index = Median income City A

Median income all Canadian Cities

Step 5.

CAM = INCOME INDEX

COST INDEX
Median Income of Total Population
So, CAM 1=
Average Cost of Living (based on pricing exercise)
Median Income of Modest Income Population Group
And CAM 2=

Average Living Costs of Modest Income Population
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In summary the cost of living was derived from the pricing exercise carried

out in the sixteen participating municipalities whereby a cost was identified for a specific
basket of goods and services. The basket of goods and services priced was a
modification of the items Statistics Canada prices to determine the CPI, which is based
on their Family Expenditure Survey. The costs for each municipality were then
calculated as a percentage of the average total cost of all participating municipalities to
arnive at a Cost index. The cost of living for the modest income population was derived
by recalculating the weights for the items priced based on Statistics Canada deriving from
their consumer expenditure survey a profile of the consumption patterns of half of the
population which falls on the lower half of the income scale.

The median incomes were derived from income percentile data from Statistics
Canada. The 50" percentile was used as the median family income for each
municipality. These medians were then calculated as percentages of the Canadian
average median (obtained from Statistics Canada) to obtain an Income index. The same
was done utilizing the 25" percentile, or median of the modest income population. The
Income indexes were then calculated as a percent of the Cost indexes to derive at CAM 1
and CAM 2.

In calculating indexes for both cost and income, each municipality is considered
relative to the aggregated experience of all municipalities for both cost and income. The
CAMs, which are derived from Income Index/ Cost Index, likewise measure relative
affordability, that is how affordable a municipality is compared to the average of all

participating municipalities. A CAM of 1.00 would present the average or norm,
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anything higher than 1.00 is more affordable than the average; anything less than 1.00

is less affordable than the average. The higher the CAM the more affordable the
municipality. Since we first calculate a cost index and an income index separately, one
can determine whether it is the cost of living or the income in a particular municipality
that determines affordability relative to other municipalities. The CAM’s then allow for

tracking changes in affordability within municipalities, as well as across municipalities.

2. Results

Community Affordability indexes CAM 1 and CAM 2, are shown in descending
order (from most affordable to least affordable) in Figure 1 and Figure 2. Also illustrated
are cost indexes (including the shelter component) and income indexes. Refer to
Appendix Q, R and S respectively for, cost indexes prior to the addition of the shelter
component, total average costs of basket of goods and services for each municipality, and
total weighted average cost per municipality.

The CAMs portray the relative affordability among participating municipalities.
The higher the value of the index the more affordable the community is for its residents.
Affordability is impacted by both costs and income. There is a greater variance across
municipalities in terms of income than costs, for both the total population and the modest
income population. Therefore, the trend is that those cities with the highest median
incomes are the most affordable. This does not hold true in all situations however, as this

is impacted by below average costs in combination with average incomes. In other
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words, if a municipality has average income but well below average costs, their overall

affordability will be above average. For example, Windsor, Calgary, and Waterloo all
with higher incomes than Regina, fall below Regina in terms of overall affordability,

because Regina has lower than average costs.

Figure 1
Municipalities Listed in Order of Community Affordability
(CAM 1) - Total Population
Municipalities CAM 1 Cost Income
1 Ottawa-Carlton, ON. 1.26 1.019 1.28
2 | York, ON. 1.26 1.048 1.32
3 Regina, SK. 1.22 0.93 1.13
4 Windsor, ON. 1.20 1.016 1.22
5 | Calgary, AB. 1.19 0.965 i.15
6 | Waterloo, ON. 1.17 1.002 1.17
7 Edmonton, AB. 1.13 0.887 1.00
8 | Saskatoon, SK. 1.13 091 1.03
9 Hamilton-Wentworth, ON. 1.1 0.981 1.1
10 Peel, ON. 1.10 1.07 1.18
11 Winnipeg, MB. 1.09 0.934 1.02
12 London, ON. 1.09 0.998 1.09
13 Halifax, NS. 1.06 0.989 1.05
i4 | Toronto. ON. 0.96 1.114 1.07
15 | Bumaby. BC. 0.9 1.025 0.95
16 Vancouver 0.84 1.096 0.92




Figure 2

Municipalities Listed in Order of Community Affordability

(CAM 2) - Modest Income Population
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Municipalities CAM 2 Cost Income
1|Regina, SK 1.26 0.912 1.1
2|Waterioo, ON 1.23 1.005 1.24
3{Ottawa-Cariton, ON 1.21 1.019 1.23
4lYork, ON 1.19 1.054 1.25
5{Caigary, AB 1.19 0.964 1.15
6|Winnipeg, MB 1.18 0.924 1.09
7|Windsor, ON 1.18 1.01 1.19
8|Hamilton-Wentworth, ON 1.16 0.972 1.13
9|Saskatoon, SK 1.15 0.985 1.03
10|Edmonton, AB 1.13 0.885 1
11![London. ON 1.11 0.989 1.1
12|Halifax, NS 1.1 0.984 1.08
13|Peel, ON 1.04 1.093 1.14
14| Toronto, ON 0.87 1.144 0.99
15|Burnaby, BC 0.87 1.032 0.9
16]|Vancouver, BC 0.76 1.112 0.84
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The CAMs demonstrated that community affordability for the modest income
population is not consistently a reflection of affordability for the total population. In
other words, those communities, which are most affordable for what is referred to as the
“total population”, are not always the most affordable for the modest income population.
As well, a significant decline from CAM 1 to CAM 2 suggests increased inequality in the
community. Regina ranks fourth on the scale of affordability for the total population and
jumps to first place in terms of modest income population, as Ottawa and York
experience slight drops. Vancouver, Bummaby, and Toronto consistently rank as least
affordable for both population groups. Toronto depicts higher than average costs and
only slightly higher than average income. Vancouver and Burnaby depict higher than
average costs however, in combination with lower than average incomes. Vancouver’s
and Burnaby’s costs were significantly impacted by the addition of the shelter
component, as would be expected. In terms of the modest income population, Toronto,
Vancouver and Burnaby stand out as well below average. Additionally, Toronto and
Vancouver both demonstrated the greatest decline between CAM 1 and CAM 2,
suggesting an increased gap between their total population and the modest income
population.

The CAMSs demonstrate inequalities across municipalities as well as within
municipalities. First the CAM’s depict relative affordability across municipalities, and
Figure 1 and 2 shows them in descending order of affordability for both popuiation

groups. The most affordable appear at the top of the page. Secondly, a negative variance
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between CAM | and CAM 2 (a decrease in the index for CAM 2), for each

municipality identifies a gap in terms of affordability between the total population and
modest income population in a given municipality. Municipalities that experienced a
decrease in relative affordability for the modest income population included Vancouver,
Toronto, York, Peel, Ottawa, Burnaby and Windsor. The greatest decline was
experienced in Toronto, Vancouver and York. Calgary and Edmonton remained the
same in terms of relative affordability. Those demonstrating an increase in relative
affordability for the modest income population included Winnipeg, Waterloo, Hamilton-
Wentworth, Regina, Halifax, Saskatoon and London. Winnipeg, gained the most in
terms of relative affordability, moving from an index of 1.09 for the total population to
1.18 for the modest income population. This means that there is less of a gap between
the total population and modest income population in Winnipeg than in the other
municipalities. Winnipeg moved from eleventh to sixth in terms of community

affordability with respect to the modest income population.

a. Winnipeg Results

In terms of costs, Winnipeg was identified as having the fourth lowest costs, with only
Edmonton, Saskatoon and Regina having lower costs for the total population and third
lowest costs for the modest income population. Prior to adding the shelter component,
Winnipeg was the second lowest in terms of costs, for both total and modest income

population groups. Saskatoon and Regina have lower rental costs.
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As for income, data provided by Statistics Canada regarding income tax filers

identified Winnipeg as having the thirteenth lowest family income of the sixteen
participating municipalities, for the total population. Winnipeg had only higher family
income than Edmonton, Burnaby and Vancouver. When the ratio of income to costs was
calculated to determine the Community Affordability Measure, Winnipeg'’s affordability
was significantly impacted due to the low family income. In terms of the whole
population (CAM 1), Winnipeg stands at number eleven with regards to affordability.
For the modest income population (CAM 2), Winnipeg rises to number six in terms of
affordability. For the modest income population group, Winnipeg's incomes are slightly
higher than the average and costs are below average.

These indexes now form the baseline from which future change will be identified.
The most significant piece of information will be if communities are becoming more or
less affordable, and if movement is the same for both groups (CAM 1) and (CAM 2) in
communities. Changes in the index will identify if the gap between the two groups is
lessening or growing for each of the participating municipalities. The information
tracked will also provide insight in terms of whether it is costs or incomes that is
affecting community affordability for each municipality. Information to date suggests
that the variance among municipalities and between CAM 1 and CAM 2 relates to
income levels versus costs, with the exception of situations involving unusually high
shelter costs. The relevance of these indexes will increase over time in identifying trends

or movement in community affordability.
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V. Process and Validation of the Community Affordability Measures

A. Process Issues

The factor that made the FCM Quality of Life Project unique and significant, its
national coordination, also posed the greatest challenges in terms of process. This
included issues related to group work, logistics and politics. In this Chapter, I will
discuss process, both in terms of what worked well and what presented difficulties or
limitations. First, however, I would like to acknowledge that I believe the production of
the first FCM Quality of Life Report was quite an accomplishment. This marked the first

time that municipalities across the country had come together to work on a joint project.

1. Process Strengths

a. Continued involvement of municipalities in the process

One of the real strengths of this project was that municipalities were actively
involved in the design, development and testing of indicators throughout the project. I

feel that this was absolutely critical to the success of this project, as it maintained
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municipal commitment and made possible the provision of good local data. At the

same time, this also ensured continued relevance for participating municipalities.

Two other key factors, which influenced ongoing municipal commitment, were
funding and the perception of a common problem, or shared fear. First, participation in
the project required municipalities to contribute $5,000 annually, as well as assign
staffing resources. This contribution of staffing resources and finances enhanced
municipal commitment, as municipalities had to be accountable for these expenditures.
Second, as previously discussed, the changes in the structure of federal funding led
municipalities to unite as they perceived a common problem. The anticipated outcome
of these funding changes provided the momentum for municipalities to work together.
For the most part, initial municipal representatives have remained involved in the project,

which has been most beneficial in terms of continuity.

b. Staffing resources dedicated to the project

Having a consultant for overall coordination and to act as a champion for the
project was of monumental importance. I am convinced that the first report would not
have been completed, had there not been a specific individual to assume overall
responsibility for it. Representatives spread out across the country faced with changing
priorities, would not have been able to keep up the momentum and keep everyone on
track without a central coordinator and champion. Additionally, with such a large group,
it is not feasible to involve everyone in every decision. The FCM consultant, and

administrative assistant however, were a vital link in communication. They provided
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updates and worked jointly with the lead municipalities on indicator development.

The consultant and the administrative assistant arranged conference calls, meetings and
acted as mediators when consensus could not be reached on specific issues. Additionally,
as a lead municipality, it was extremely important to have someone with extensive
research experience validate our work, and be available to consult on issues of
methodology.

As well, the consultant was able to remain focused on the project, while other
team members’ level of involvement on the project fluctuated based on shifting priorities
of their other work requirements. Having a full-time consultant and a staffing resource
from FCM assigned to this task, was essential to keeping this project on track. I have
been involved in group projects that have failed to produce the intended results due to

inadequate staffing resources.

c. Division of work

The early identification of lead and support municipalities for each indicator was
an excellent strategy. This certainly helped move the project along, as work on
individual indicators could occur simultaneously. As well it helped to lessen some of the
difficulties associated with working with large groups, which I will discuss later. Further
it assisted in gaining the commitment of municipalities for the project, as it resulted in

their assuming responsibility for a particular piece of work.



116
d. Local flavour

Strong municipal involvement in the project, assisted in the community
consultation processes, when such mechanisms were utilized for indicator development.
Municipal representatives had both an awareness and established relationship with local

organizations and community leaders.

e. Partners

Financial and in-kind contributions by partners were instrumental in the
development of the Community Affordability Measures and the Quality of Employment
Measures. Initially, support for the project was sought from both the federal and
provincial governments. However, when this was not forthcoming for the overall
project, sponsors or contributors were sought out for specific indicators. This latter
strategy was successful and FCM, along with the technical team, continue to identify
potential new sponsors.

In the first phase, Statistics Canada contributed approximately $20,000 in-kind,
for the development of the CAM and the provision of additional data. Additionally,
Human Resource Development Canada (HRDC) contributed financial support of
approximately $50,000 toward the development of the employment indicator.

More recently, FCM has partnered with Environment Canada and Canada
Mortgage and Housing (CMHC), to utilize their software package, Sustainable
Community Indicators Program (SCIP). This software package is designed to assist

communities’ to track indicators of sustainability and to improve access to information
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through the sharing of information on a specific site. FCM’s Quality of Life

Reporting System will act as a pilot project for Environment Canada in terms of utilizing

this newly developed software package.

f. Networking

An added benefit of this project is the technical team. They have become an
excellent resource for day-to-day work outside of this project, providing a network from
which to obtain information and have frank discussions about emerging issues relevant to
municipalities. Given that the technical team has now worked together for over three

years, there is a significant level of mutual trust and respect among members.

2. Process Limitations and Difficulties

a. Group work & logistical issues

Although, one of the strengths of this project was the inclusion of municipal
representatives from across the country, this presented many logistical problems in terms
of how we worked together. As noted earlier, we utilized a combination of face to face
meetings as a large group, face to face meetings of indicator teams, conference calls and
emails. The majority of our communication as a large group was conducted by
conference calls and emails. Working with a large group, was not ideal when trying to

address complex issues. Although conference calls were regular, having twenty people
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participating in a conference call, does not allow for much discussion on each issue.

That was sometimes frustrating, as decisions were often not made or consensus not
reached in a timely fashion. This resulted in a lengthier process but it did ensure that
people remained committed and did not feel excluded.

This also led to my work on the development of the Community Affordability
Measures primarily on my own. I resolved most issues through consultation with the
FCM consultant, rather than bringing them to the larger group. Working with the
consultant via phone calls and emails is also not as effective as a face-to-face meeting to
address complex issues and review gathered information. The fact that I was situated in
Winnipeg, and the consultant, Statistics Canada, and the support municipality were in
Ottawa made good and regular communication difficult. Fortunately, I was able to meet
in Ottawa on three separate occasions with the consultant and Statistics Canada over a
number of days. The consultant also came to Winnipeg. Given, that I was from a small
City department, with a set budget travel required seeking approval and additional
funding.

Another difficulty with the process was that not all municipalities had equal
access to assistance with research. While some municipalities have whole research
departments and policy analysts, other smaller municipalities such as Winnipeg did not,
particularly in the small Social Services Department where I worked. My job in the
Social Services Department did not include research, and so this assignment was in
addition to my normal workload. While this was not difficult initially, as I began to

design and implement the pricing exercise across the sixteen municipalities, I required
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additional assistance. As a result I was temporarily assigned an additional clerical

resource. This had minor budget implications for the Social Services Department.

There were inconsistencies in terms of how much assistance lead municipalities
received from the identified support municipality. This concept appears to have worked
best when lead and support municipalities were in close geographical proximity. In those
situations, regular meetings occurred and often times staff had organizations and people
in common. For example, the support municipality I worked with on the Community
Affordability Measure was Ottawa Carlton. I had very little contact with them outside of
the larger team meetings. They experienced a continuous change of representatives and I
did not aggressively pursue bringing the second and third representative up to date on the
work completed. The updates occurred only at the regular group meetings.

As well, with any group, different individuals bring different levels of
commitment and resources to the project. This was certainly evident in how much work I
had to complete when dealing with the various municipalities in terms of coordinating the
pricing exercise. This was further compounded by the size of the group and the fact that

team members were spread out across the country.

b. Political issues

For the most part, politics did not play a huge role in the development stage of the
FCM Quality of Life Reporting System. However, in the reporting of resuits, politics

were responsible for the look of the final report.
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Initially FCM and the technical team planned to report on the results of the

QOL indicators, in a report card format, something very simple and catchy that would
easily identify where municipalities were in terms of specific indicators as well as each
other. This was one of the reasons indexes were favoured as they were seen as presenting
ease and simplicity in the reporting and tracking of changes. FCM consultant and the
technical team had referred to a report card all along. The report card was to report on
how each of the municipalities was doing with regards to each of the ten indicators
selected. The indicators would be looked at separately, and there would be no summary
or composite index for overall performance. The team felt that it should be clear how
municipalities fared relative to each of the individual indicators. A municipality might
fare well on one indicator, whereas a different indicator may suggest a serious problem
for that municipality.

Not only did the Big City Mayor’s Caucus not want an overall ranking or
summary index, but also they did not want a ranking by individual indicator either. The
Big City Mayor’s Caucus and the FCM’s National Board of Directors advised that they
did not want to see a ranking of municipalities of any kind. They wanted to demonstrate
trends, for example, if particular indicators are declining across municipalities. The
message was clear that they did not want to see another ranking like McLean’s, the
national magazine’s annual ranking of Canadian Universities. Additionally, some of the
technical committee members echoed this sentiment, as they were concerned about

reprisals from their City Council if their municipality did not fare well in terms of
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specific indicators. No one wants to be the bearer of bad news, and have to explain it

to the local politicians, the public and the media.

After much dismay by some of the participants, the results were reported in such a
way as to eliminate a quick determination of how municipalities fared on the ten
indicators relative to each other. Data was presented in charts and tables, from east to
west across the country consistently, not in order of highest to lowest, or most to least for
indicators. For example, the Community Affordability index was not presented in order
of most affordable to least affordable as it is in Chapter Four of this report. Also, given
the number of different measures associated with each indicator, the report does not lend
itself to quickly determining how municipalities compare to one another. The report was
deliberately presented in such a way, as to preclude someone from easily comparing
municipalities. A conscious effort has to be made to ascertain how each municipality
does by indicator, compared to others. Several municipalities, including Winnipeg
however, chose to reconfigure the data in order to share it with our respective councils.
How Winnipeg fares in relation to other municipalities is a logical next question, once the
data is presented. Although political leaders want this information, they did not want
those results flogged in the press, particularly if the results are not favourable for their
municipality. In other words, they want to utilize the data, as they perceive it to be most
useful. Thus, the style of presentation in the FCM report, with lots of data and no quick
illustrations, does not have the media or public appeal that a simpler report might have

had.
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There are potential dangers inherent in looking at a ranking by indicators

including possible misinterpretation, or having some municipalities stand out in particular
problem areas, (e.g. teen pregnancies, affordability issues). However, there is also a
danger associated with not having findings stand out: that is that it becomes just another
report that does not lead to action or further public debate. Some members of the
technical team thought that since the first report was just baseline data, there was no point
in drawing great attention to it until we had some changes or trends to report. The
report’s relevance will increase, once movement in certain facets of quality of life can be
identified.

The plan is that future reports will emphasize changes in municipalities, whether a
particular municipality is lessening or increasing in rates of crime, becoming more or less
affordable, the gap between the rich and poor widening or narrowing, and whether there
are trends across municipalities, versus emphasizing where each municipality is in
relation to each other. It will be beneficial to explore municipalities moving in a positive
direction, in an attempt to ascertain what factors can be attributed to the improvement, in
order to provide insight for other municipalities. For summary information on the first
QOL report, refer to Appendix G.

Other less significant political issues include the potential difficuities
associated with changing political leadership and priorities. As with any process that is
ongoing, situations change, which impact time and commitment to additional projects
such as the FCM Quality of Life Reporting System. For example, in Winnipeg the initial

champion of this project, the Commissioner of Protection and Community Services, is no



123
longer with the city as a result of an administrative re-organization and the

elimination of the Board of Commissioners. Additionally, the Mayor who had been
involved in the recommendation to create a reporting system is no longer the mayor. The
Department that I had been working for no longer exists, as responsibility for the Social
Assistance Program was transferred to the Province. I now work in a different
Department and report to a different Director, and I could well have left the City to work
for the Province. Had that been the case, I am not confident that Winnipeg’s involvement
in this project would have continued, given the complexity and time commitment
involved.

Winnipeg’s involvement has remained ongoing primarily because of continued
commitment to the project, despite all these changes. The Director I now report to very
much supports this initiative.

The complexity of the Community Affordability Measure and the extent of my
role, including establishing a relationship with Statistics Canada, have also been
instrumental to my continued involvement. Had it been an easier piece of work to pass
on to someone else, or had the support municipality been actively involved, I would
likely ceased to have been involved during the transfer of the City’s Social Services
Department to the Province. At that time | was heavily involved in the process of the
transfer, assigned on a part time basis to Manitoba Family Services Department, and all
other projects I was involved in were under scrutiny.

Winnipeg was not alone in this regard, as numerous municipalities were going

through major re-organizations, and/or major policy changes were being introduced such
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as “Work for Welfare” in Ontario. I raise this issue because changes in leadership and

priorities are inevitable when dealing with governments, and often are problematic in
terms of the sustainability of projects.

In retrospect I believe that the FCM underestimated the amount of time required
from municipal representatives involved on the technical team. The current estimate is
one month per year, which is to include reporting to their own Council. This may be
inadvertent or strategic, in order to downplay the time commitment required by each
municipality in order not to dissuade new municipalities from joining. This however, is
something of a disservice to those involved, as they attempt to juggle this role in addition
to already full jobs. With the addition of new municipalities, new indicators and a
qualitative component, staff time will likely increase, which may become an issue for the

sustainability of this project.

3. Technical Issues — Validation of the CAMSs

Overall, I would conclude that the Community Affordability Measures, (CAM 1)
and (CAM 2), meet the agreed upon criteria established for the purpose of indicator
selection and evaluation. These criteria are: 1) technically feasible, 2) scientifically
sound, 3) understandable, 4) relevant and 5) comparable across municipalities. The real
drivers, are of course validity and reliability. Although they were identified as separate

criteria for the purpose of this study and our evaluation, issues of validity and reliability
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are intermingled throughout each of the specified criteria. I will review the CAMs in

terms of each of the agreed upon criteria. First, however, I will provide definitions of

each of the five cnteria.

1) Technical feasibility

e to consider the credibility of the data source, the ease in which data can be
obtained, as well as availability in terms of both timeliness and costs
¢ to consider issues of affordability and sustainability

2) Scientifically sound
e to consider validity, the extent to which a measure adequately
reflects the meaning of the concept under consideration

e to consider reliability, whether repeated it would yield the same
results

3) Understandable

e the simplicity and straightforwardness with which indicator
values can be interpreted

4) Relevant

e the extent to which it contributes to quality of life, and
its’ importance to municipal representatives

5) Comparability

e it had to be comparable across all participating municipalities,
measuring the same thing in each of the municipalities
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a. Technical feasibility: Data source and process required to calculate the

index

The data source for the CAMs consist of Statistics Canada data, CMHC’s rental
survey data, and the data derived from the local pricing exercise. Data for the numerator,
or income data is easily obtained from Statistics Canada at a minimal cost. It is based on
annual taxfiler data, which represents the most valid source of income data available.
This can be provided consistently for all participating municipalities on an annual basis.
This data source can easily be expanded to other municipalities if required.

The data source for the Shelter component included in the Cost index is, Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation’s (CMHC’s), Average Rent of Privately Initiated
Apartments in Structures of Three and Over (All Units), by Province. All sixteen of the
participating municipalities were included in this survey and CMHC in Ottawa publishes
these survey results annually, so there is no difficulty continuing to use this source of
data. CMHC, is generally accepted as the most credible source of data for national rental
information. A limitation of utilizing this data for our shelter component is that it does
not include information pertaining to home ownership. This issue is discussed under
issues of scientific validity. In terms of the calculations, the shelter proportion of the cost
index was derived from the weighting of the shelter component provided by Statistics

Canada, which we will continue to obtain on an annual basis.
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As for the denominator of the equation for the CAM calculations, a local

pricing exercise was utilized to arrive at our costs. As previously discussed it was
initially hoped that we could utilize Statistics Canada’s CPI data for our denominator
however our test phase determined that this was not feasible. While they had complete
data on a number of participating municipalities, they had only partial data on others and
none on some of them. The estimated cost of up to $25,000 for municipalities where they
currentiy had no data precluded this as an option. Additionally, consideration was given
to potential problems with respect to the addition of new municipalities to the project and
associated costs. Data availability, presented a challenge for the QOL project as a whole,
in terms of obtaining data at a reasonable cost that was comparable across municipalities,
valid and reliable. This impacted the selection of measures that were utilized for each of
the indicators. The development of measures of Quality of Life was therefore an iterative
process moving back and forth between the concept and the reality of data availability.
For the Community Affordability Measures, our solution was to design our own
pricing exercise based on a modification of Statistics Canada’s basket utilized to
determine CPI. The plan was to conduct a local pricing exercise in each of the
participating municipalities once every five years, and to adjust the cost index utilizing
the annual CPI adjustment each year. This decision was made given the following
factors: the labour intensiveness of conducting a pricing exercise, the variance across
municipalities in terms of cost was not as significant as the variance in income, and given
that the local pricing exercise was based on a modification of Statistics Canada’s basket

for the pricing of the CPI, it would appear methodologically sound to adjust our cost
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index annually according to the CPI. The CPI adjustment is after all, the most

commonly recognized measure to reflect cost of living adjustments utilized in legal
contracts for wage increases, and funding agreements. The utilization of the CPI to
adjust our cost index each year assists in making the CAM measure, workable in terms of
staff and cost. The next pricing exercise will occur in 2002, which will act as a review of
this process.

As with most studies relying on Statistics Canada as a data source, data is not
current, and taxfiler data likewise is a year behind. With this in mind, our income is not
based on the same year as our pricing, given the lag in data availability for taxfiler data.

It terms of sustainability, it is hoped that over time, Statistics Canada may expand
their database to include all of our participating municipalities, in which case we would
no longer be required to complete a local pricing exercise. This would certainly enhance
the long term sustainability of this particular indicator. Municipal representation,
ongoing funding commitments by municipalities, contributions of money and in kind
from other organizations, as well as the utilization of a software package, should assist

FCM with the ongoing sustainability of the overall project.

b. Scientific Validity

As stated in Gilmartin (1980), Handbook of Social Indicators, the most important
criterion for an indicator is its validity, referring to the extent to which the measure

reflects the concept it is intended to. The concept or phenomenon the CAMs are intended
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to measure is how affordable a community is for its residents. Both for the average

resident (utilizing the median income), and the modest income population (utilizing the
median of the bottom half of the income scale or the 25" percentile). One of the
strengths of the CAM’s is that it takes into account both income and costs to determine
affordability for residents. It is logical that either a change in one’s income or in the cost
of living in a particular municipality will impact how affordable that community is for

its’ residents. In other words, the CAMs have face validity, as the notion of a ratio of
income to costs impacting affordability appears rational.

There is also evidence of construct and predictive validity, in the way the measure
behaves. For example the affordability of municipalities with known high shelter costs is
impacted and reflected in the CAMs. As demonstrated in Appendix G, when the shelter
component is added to the cost index, those with higher rents become more costly and
thus less affordable, which makes sense.

With respect to the CAMs or community affordability being an important
component of Quality of Life, the process utilized for indicator selection assisted in
validating this. Indicator selection involved the shared knowledge and experience of
representatives from sixteen different municipalities in determining what impacted
Quality of Life from a municipal perspective. Additionally, it is widely accepted in
Quality of Life research, that one’s financial state impacts quality of life.

In terms of CAM’s numerator, or income data, provided by Statistics Canada, it
has widespread credibility in terms of being scientifically valid. It is based on income tax

filer data, which is probably the best source of national income data. Another alternative,



130
often utilized is self reported income available through census data. This however is

not available on an annual basis.

In terms of our local pricing exercise, it was based on a modification of Statistics
Canada’s basket for determining the CPI, utilizing their specifications, and associated
weights, based on their Family Expenditure Survey. The Family Expenditure Survey is
based on a survey of consumption patterns, again considered a good source of
information. The test run, utilizing Statistics Canada data and their calculations to derive
the CAMs in July 1997, assisted in validating our results from our local pricing exercise,
in terms of reliability. This will be discussed in greater detail under reliability.

There were some limitations in terms of calculating CAM 2, with respect to
validity. As the same basket or items in the basket were utilized, only the weighting of
items was changed to reflect the expenditure pattern of the modest income population as
determined from Statistics Canada’s FAMEX survey. An indication of the experience of
modest income residents was obtained by reaggregating Statistic Canada’s data, using the
modest income expenditure patterns, to reweight the eight components that make up the
basket of goods and services. Since existing price level comparison information was
utilized however, the results may not reflect different shopping patterns in terms of
specific items purchased for modest income families. For example, a new private vehicle
is not affordable to the lower income groups, however it is one of the items included in
the basket. Transportation costs for the modest income population group would likely be
impacted by the cost of public transportation rather than a vehicle. However, a change in

the items included in the basket for the modest income population would require
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consideration of many methodological issues. Ideally having Statistics Canada

delineate a separate basket of items based on a survey of modest income populations
would be best, although this option was cost prohibitive.

What does help to offset this limitation is the fact that additional measures were
utilized to complement the CAM:s in addressing community affordability. Other
measures include public transportation cost as a percentage of minimum wage and
percentage of population receiving government transfer income by source (e.g. Old Age
Security, Social Assistance). These measures further enhance the CAMs in
understanding issues of community affordability and help to validate the CAMs.

Another potential limitation was that for our pricing exercise, in June 1998, we
did not have Statistics Canada reweight their basket for the modest income. Instead we
chose to recalculate the modest income weights based on Statistics Canada’s previous
reweighting, applying the same adjustment to the total population weights provided by
Statistics Canada in 1998 to obtain our modest income population weights, keeping the
same year over year change, or same proportion. The assumption was that the difference
between total population income spending and modest income spending would remain
fairly constant. The cost of having Statistics Canada reweight the components for our
modest income population was $ 8500. The plan is to have them recalculate the weights
every couple of vears, to ensure this assumption is valid. (Refer to Appendix M for
weights for test phase and weights utilized for the 1998 pricing exercise.)

As well, Statistics Canada pointed out after the test run, that the overall cost index

did not change significantly between the general population and the modest income
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population, and they suggested that general changes in the CPI could be transposed in

future years to update the cost index for the modest income population, in order to avoid
the cost of redoing the CPI for the modest income population each year. Again their
suggestion was that this method could be reviewed every five years or so to ensure that
this finding remained valid.

As previously noted a limitation in our cost index was the proxy shelter measure
that was utilized. At this time, however, I am not aware of a better alternative existing,
and time, cost and expertise preclude the creation of a consistent comparable measure of
housing costs that would control for differences in quality. Statistics Canada, is
apparently working on this and perhaps, in the future, we will be able to utilize their
information for the shelter component. Until such time, the shelter component is limited
to rental information provided by CMHC, the experts in terms of rental and housing
information. This does not control for differences in quality however, or take into
consideration the cost of houses. The assumption is that there is a correlation between
rental and housing costs in municipalities. The proxy shelter may be more relevant to the
modest income population, which is generally made up of a greater number of renters.

Overall I conclude that the CAMs have a fairly high level of validity, despite
noted limitations. In order to add validity to the overall reporting system, the FCM
technical team is planning to add a qualitative component, as highly recommended in

current literature.
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c. Reliability

Reliability refers to whether the CAMs would yield the same results, if they were
calculated again. One of the factors impacting reliability is consistent methodology
across municipalities. This was one of the most significant challenges, to come up with a
measure of community affordability that ensured consistency across municipalities. We
ultimately had to design our own pricing exercise.

In terms of other data utilized, Statistics Canada data was highly reliable in terms
of consistency and comparability, which we relied on for identifying expenditure patterns
as well as income data. As for CMHC data, the methodology is applied consistently
across the country. However as previously noted, their survey does not claim to control
for differences in quality.

As noted, the goal of the local pricing exercise was to ensure consistency and
comparability across municipalities. Not only were great lengths taken to ensure it was
applied consistently across the country, but the design of the pricing exercise, considered
factors of reliability. For example, obtaining three prices from three different stores, in
order to determine an average price enhanced the reliability of pricing. In other
instances, whenever consistency with regards to specific items was questionable,
alternate steps or modifications were taken in order to alleviate this. In future years,
training of pricers is recommended and central pricing for items of a complex nature, in

order to reduce time required for re-pricing, and to further ensure reliability.
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As previously mentioned in the validity section, the test run, utilizing

Statistics Canada data and their calculations to derive the CAM’s in July 1997 assisted in
validating the results from the local pricing exercise, in terms of reliability. The resulits
were very close to Statistic Canada’s test run, in that the ranking of municipalities
remained consistent and the indexes themselves were not that varied. Some variance
would be expected, given the addition of different municipalities, which impacts the
denominator of the cost index.

Given the magnitude of work involved in conducting a pricing exercise, and that
the results were similar to those obtained by Statistics Canada in the test run, it was
determined that such a pricing exercise would only be completed once every five years.
In each subsequent year Statistics Canada’s C.P.I. would be applied to our Cost index in
order to update it for the calculation of both CAM1 and CAM2. This was addressed
under Data Source and Technical Feasibility, and may have implications for reliability.

Since, Statistics Canada provides a specific CPI index for only eleven of the
sixteen participating CMA’s, the annual adjustment does pose a methodological issue.
Those municipalities where there is no CPI specific to them include Peel, Saskatoon,
Windsor, York, and Hamilton-Wentworth. The proposed solution is to utilize actual CPI
all items, for the eleven CMA'’s, and for the others to utilize the CMA in closest
proximity of similar size.

Another challenge is the addition of new municipalities, and we have two new
members Halton and Sudbury, Ontario. This represented a dilemma as the denominator

for our Cost index, unlike our income index, was based on the average total weighted
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cost of the sixteen participating municipalities. In order to be able to maintain

consistency and track changes in affordability from year to year, the decision is to
continue with the same base from year to year (the initial sixteen municipalities), despite
the possible addition of new municipalities. This is not problematic in terms of income,
as the denominator for our income was based on the Canadian Average Income, for this
very reason. This alternative however, did not exist in terms of costs. Pricing exercises
will be conducted in new municipalities joining.

The last pricing exercise was conducted in June, 1998, and for reasons of
comparability we should schedule the next pricing exercise in June as well. If we keep to

our plan a tentative time would be June, 2002.

d. Understandability and Relevance

Certainly, this measure is relevant to municipal governments, in terms of tracking
the affordability of their community from year to year, as well as in relation to other
municipalities. As already stated, the issue of affordability is relevant to the concept of
Quality of Life. The ability to monitor the affordability in relation to the two different
population groups is also significant, and should provide insight into whether or not
current social policy and/ or programs are effective in reducing the inequality gap.

Having information on both income and costs will help ascertain, what is causing a
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change. Municipalities should be able to look to each other for solutions, if specific

municipalities are experiencing gains in terms of affordability.

CAM’s relevancy is heightened given, its’ breadth of application. This measure
could be utilized nationally, internationally and disaggregated, for different segments of
the population, based on age, gender, income levels or other factors. This should assist
in its’ utilization for evaluating the intended consequences of social programs or policies
attempting to impact distribution of income.

While each of the indicators has been designed to measure a specific aspect of
quality of life, and may identify quantitative components related to programs and
services, the Social Infrastructure indicator is seen as the tool to asses both the
quantitative and qualitative effectiveness of programs and systems in addressing
prevailing and emerging issues. Given the complexity of the Social Infrastructure
measure, it is still in the developmental stage. It is hoped however, that this measure will
get at the inter-relationship between the indicators through examining effectiveness of
programs and services and accomplishments that are not easily quantified. Given issues
of affordability and the lack of available outcome measures, the FCM technical team
plans to rely on inputs and costs as well as outcomes, as part of the Social Infrastructure
measure.

As for understandability, an index allows for ease in comparison and tracking
changes. This measure however is somewhat complex, unless simply viewed as a ratio of
costs to income. It is however, no more complex than the calculation of the CPI, which

has gained great credibility. As long as it is made clear that a CAM of 1.00 equals the
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standard or average aggregated experience of all participating municipalities, it is

easy to understand how municipalities fare with respect to the average or each other.
CAMs higher than 1.00, are higher than the average of all participating municipalities,
CAMs lower than 1.00 are of course lower than the average.

As previously discussed, the usability and understandability of this measure was
reduced given the way the data was presented in the formal technical report. This
however, was based on political decisions, to limit the ease of comparability and ranking

of municipalities.

e. Comparability

As for comparability, given the nature of the project, comparability across
municipalities was one of the first considerations for all of the indicators. One of the
strengths of the CAMs is that it is comparable across municipalities. Given that data
sources utilized in the formula, are recognized national sources such as Statistics
Canada’s Family Expenditure Survey, and tax filer data, and CMHC’s rental survey
comparability is high. The cost component, based on a local pricing exercise may be the
weakest part of the formula, and as discussed above our methodology was determined to
enhance consistency of application and comparability.

Another criterion, which will be of significance, is the measure’s responsiveness
to change. This was not identified as one of our critena for selection since the

responsiveness of any proposed social indicator can only be assessed after it has been
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measured over a period of year, in order that its’ reaction to societal changes can be

observed. To some extent, the difference noted between municipal measures of
affordability suggests responsiveness. Additionally, the FCM consultant utilized this
same formula to calculate community affordability for the participating municipalities
utilizing Statistic Canada’s 1992 data. This additional research completed by the FCM
consultant suggests that the CAMs are indeed responsive to change. The consultant
obtained 1992 CPI data and tax filer data from Statistics Canada and calculated CAM 1
and CAM 2, the results of which demonstrated a change in indexes over time. All but
one municipality demonstrated a change in affordability between 1992 and 1996 for
CAM 1 and all municipaiities demonstrated a change in affordability for CAM 2. The

change being that municipalities became less affordable, particularly for the modest

income population group.
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VI. Conclusions — Monitor, Report... Action Anyone?

A. Crtique of Practicum

There were three broad learning goals for this practicum: 1) to explore the QOL
concept, 2) to identify existing socioeconomic data that serve as QOL measures, and 3) to
network with other municipal representatives, in order to increase my knowledge of what
others were doing by way of tracking and reporting social issues at a local level. In
conclusion, I feel that my work on the FCM QOL Reporting System, my review of the
literature and my work on this practicum has afforded me an excellent learning
opportunity from which to enhance my knowledge in the area of quality of life and social
reporting. This project has also provided me with practical research experience and the
establishment of working relationships across the country. These relationships have not
only made this project possible, but have enhanced my day-to-day work in the City of
Winnipeg’s Community Services Department. I feel that my broad learning goals have
been met.

I also delineated specific goals for this practicum, including: 1) to provide an
overview of the FCM Quality of Life Reporting Project, 2) to identify a measure for one
of the indicators, community affordability, that could be tracked on a nationally

consistent basis, across municipalities, 3) to gain acceptance for this measure from the
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participating municipalities, 4) to test this measure for technical feasibility, scientific

soundness, understandability, relevance and comparability, 5) to implement this measure
as part of the QOL project across participating municipalities, and 6) report on the resulits.

Overall I am pleased with the results of the practicum and feel that each of the
goals have been met. As for the overview of the FCM Quality of Life Project, given the
scope of that project, and the complexity of the community affordability measure (the
central focus of this practicum), the overview did not include great detail. In actuality,
each of the ten indicators, in themselves represent a small research project.

In relation to the development, testing, implementation and reporting on the
Community Affordability Measures, I feel that each was successfully completed. Two
measures of community affordability were developed (CAM 1 and CAM 2), both of
which are technically feasible, and scientifically sound. A modification to the cost
component is planned such that a pricing exercise will only be completed once every five
years versus annually, for reasons of affordability and sustainability. As previously
stated, the initial results have provided baseline quantitative data, from which future
changes will be tracked and reported. These measures will only gain in significance, as
they reflect movement in terms of affordability and demonstrate whether indeed
movement is in the same direction for both the ‘total population’ and the ‘modest income
population’. These measures, as part of the FCM’s Quality of Life Reporting System,
will continue to be refined over time, and will be enhanced with the inclusion of a

qualitative component.
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Overall, despite the many difficulties associated with a national project of

such scope and complexity I would conclude that the effort has been well worth it.
Previous concern over municipalities’ inability to monitor changes in quality of life have
been alleviated. The FCM Quality of Life Reporting System, despite some of its
limitations, has provided baseline data in terms of municipality’s current condition with
respect to Quality of Life in relation to eight broad indicators or domains. Additionally, a
framework from which to monitor future changes in Quality of Life has been established.
The end result being that municipalities are now in a position to monitor changes to their
quality of life, as the FCM QOL Reporting System provides an effective tool with which
to do so. Additionally, the breadth of application of this measure of community
affordability is such that it can be utilized nationally, internationally or disaggregated for
specific population groups by age, gender, income or a variety of factors. This further
enhances its utility as a tool to evaluate the implications of social policies or programs

aimed at impacting income distribution.

1. Immediate Insights:

Has this reporting system enabled municipalities to verify their hypothesis, that
changes in the federal funding structure would have an adverse affect on modest income
populations quality of life? Yes, but not to the degree that this will be possible in the

future. Given the amount of time taken to establish this reporting mechanism, and that it
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has primarily established baseline data it is somewhat premature to be utilized for this

purpose. However, the baseline data that has been accumulated, and the plan for annual
tracking will gain it that ability. For some of the measures, prior data has been obtained
and there is clear evidence of increased income inequality as well as a growing
concentration of related social problems in large urban communities. Problems include
lack of affordable housing, and concentrations of poverty.

To summarize, the findings demonstrated that all communities have become less
affordable for the half of the population below the median income. Between 1992 and
1996, the cost of living in all communities increased by 7.5% while median incomes
increased by only 1%. The lower the income group, the larger the loss in incomes.
People in the bottom ten percent lost 18% of their income on average. This is based on
Statistic Canada’s income data, included in the FCM QOL report. There was a
significant decrease in income received from government transfers. In 1992, the
municipalities participating in the FCM QOL project received 16.3 % of their incomes
from government transfers, which dropped to 11.5% by 1996 (FCM QOL Technical
Report, May, 1999). Some of this may be attributed to increased employment
opportunities, however much of it was due to decreased coverage and reductions in
benefit levels of social security programs such as Employment Insurance and Social
Assistance.

One of the Housing Measures utilized was particularly indicative of changes in
affordability for the modest income people. Between 1991 and 1996 the proportion of

renters in Canada who pay more than 30% of their income on shelter, increased by
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27.6%. In 12 of the QOL municipalities, more than 40% of renters pay more than

30% of their income for shelter. Homelessness is becoming a growing concern across
large urban centres, as shelters are full and more and more peopie are forced to tumn to the
streets.

These findings are further substantiated by other research carried out. The 1996
Poverty Profile completed by the National Council of Welfare states, “the total incomes
of the poorest 20 percent of Canadians had dropped dramatically because of a
combination of lower earnings and cuts to cash transfers from governments” (National
Council of Welfare, 1996, p.1). They also advised that by 1996, the poverty rate was up
to 17.6 percent, and that child poverty had reached a 17 year peak, despite a period of so
called prosperity.

Research conducted by the Canadian Council of Social Development, in
developing their Personal Secunty Index, further supports FCM'’s findings. In their
report they make note of growing levels of household debt, an increased poverty gap, a
significant reduction in number of unemployed who qualify for benefits as well as the
scaled down benefits. This is also reflective of subjective data they obtained via survey,
as two thirds of working Canadians suggested that they did not feel income security
programs would be adequate to sustain them and their families should they find
themselves unemployed

Our current situation, speaks to the need to continue to track and report on
conditions of Quality of Life in our communities. The hope is that consistent, credible

reporting will eventually lead to action.
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B. Future Direction for Quality of Life Research — Where do we go from here?

This study acts, to further emphasize the general lack of national data collection in
terms of social indicators. Statistics Canada remains the best source of national
reporting, through its census data, although themselves and others have repeatedly
identified the limitations of their database. Their database has many gaps, in terms of
geographic areas, relevant indicators of social well-being, and timeliness (much of their
data is only available once every five years). Although this is certainly not a new
recognition, the FCM QOL project marks the first coordinated action to attempt to
address this problem, by developing a standard mechanism of reporting on selected social
indicators. The fact that municipal government rather than the federal government
initiated this project however is quite interesting, for as I began by quoting Hazel
Henderson, “we measure what we treasure”. Generally, the federal government, assumes
responsibility for such national reporting, for example Unemployment rates, Gross
Domestic Product, the Consumer Price Index. The broader implication of this reporting
system is that it might help spur the federal government to take action in terms of social
reporting, in order to exert some control over it. Their involvement would greatly assist
toward the sustainability of such social reporting.

Municipal governments are hopeful that information with regards to quality of

life issues on a national basis will assist them in securing a voice in social policy debate.
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The provision of this information is viewed as the first step to getting specific issues

on the political agenda. At the very least, this information will assist local government in
local planning and enhance networking between municipalities. Additionally,
municipalities may utilize these same national indicators at a community level.

Numerous activities are occurring at a community level now, by neighbourhoods or other
such groupings, perhaps a next step could be to adopt some of these same indicators to
move toward a more common base locally. Quality of Life measurement, or community
affordability is a way to self-knowledge, self-diagnosis and ultimately self-help for
communities or municipalities.

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities, as part of the QOL project, have
requested that Statistics Canada expand their data base and collection of data. There
needs to be a strong message to the federal government that more routinized data
collection is required in order to inform future decision making. Movements like Healthy
Cities, and Sustainable Development are assisting in this message and are seeing some
results on an international level.

A review of the literature suggested some common themes in terms of identifying
imperatives for the future in QOL research. One such theme was the need for a central
site for information sharing, consistency in terms of indicator utilization, and the
overriding imperative for more and better data. Organizations such as Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation, Environment Canada, the International Institute of Sustainable
Development (IISD), Canadian Council on Social Development (CCSD), Redefining

Progress, Sustainable Seattle and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities have
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expressed this theme. Many of these organizations are in the midst of addressing

some of this through interactive websites, regular publications, internationally suggested
principles to guide indicator selection, and most recently a software package (Sustainable
Community Indicators Program) to maintain a central database relative to community
projects and government information regarding Canadian communities.

The need for continuity was also stressed. While there have been many projects
starting up, there is still a shortage of ongoing work to look at the long-term implications
and trends. Jacksonville represents one of the earlier community indicators projects that
are still tracking similar indicators and identifying trends. There is also Oregon
Benchmarks and Pierce Country Benchmarks. These last two attempt to utilize a
summary index, which makes it more difficult for the public, who do not have access to
further information to examine trends in detail. Sherwood (1996), pointed out the
difficulties with attempting to standardize subjective and objective indicators and
suggested that this is why there are few instances where the same set of indicators have
been used for the same city in two time periods, or where two cities have utilized the
same indicators. He goes on to advise that it is this lack of continuity that has limited the
utility of these indicators as a public policy tool to establish trends and comparison. This
speaks to where the future should take us. A goal of the FCM QOL project is to provide
consistent tracking and reporting. However, the FCM project has struggled with the lack
of standardized record keeping and varying terminology across municipalities. This has

limited what could be reported on in a consistent manner.
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In order to address this problem, it is imperative that the federal government

assume a role in ensuring standard reporting of certain information and

central data collection. Without this, projects either become too reliant on tracking what
1s already in existence, or they become short lived, with no sustainability, and they have
difficulty gaining credibility.

One of the more thought provoking projects recently undertaken, apart from the
FCM’s QOL Reporting System, was that of Hal Gerein (1998). Gerein (1998)
developed an instrument to derive an index of community wellness for each of the
communities in the North West Territories. Whereas a summary index is generaily not
proposed, the methodology of Gerein (1998) was quite rigorous and included public
consultation for the validation of indicators selected and weighting utilized. The index
identifies those communities below a certain threshold as being in crisis, those above in
transition, and those above an identified normative level as in balance. What was
particularly interesting was that the researcher identified certain standards based on
national averages and ranges, taking into account community size and location.

The sustainable development movement has made strides in identifying national
standards in terms of water and air quality. Perhaps if national reporting of standard
social indicators can occur, over time a next step may be to develop standards, or
benchmarks on a national level.

In conclusion, I suspect that work at a local level will continue to grow, and move
down to the neighbourhood level. The work will require new and better data sources that

can be useful at this level. As these local initiatives continue to grow, I anticipate a
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greater recognition of the need for more urban comparisons across cities, provinces

and countries, which in turn will require more standard measures in terms of social
indicators. Projects like the FCM QOL Reporting System, hopefully will assist in the
recognition of this need and assist in advocating the federal government to play a more
active role. With improved technology and communication, hopefully there will be an
increase in standard social indicators, nationally and internationally, which can then be
utilized to advocate for improved quality of life for all. In the meantime, the FCM QOL

system will continue to monitor, report and advocate for appropriate action.
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Appendix A - PARTICIPATING MUNICIPALITIES

City of Burnaby, British Columbia

City of Calgary, Alberta

City of Edmonton, Alberta

Halifax Regional Municipality, Nova Scotia
Regional Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth, Ontario
The Corporation of the City of London, Ontario
Regional Municipality of Ottawa-Carleton, Ontario
Peel Regional Municipality, Ontario

City of Regina, Saskatchewan

.City of Saskatoon, Saskatchewan

New City of Toronto, Ontario

City of Vancouver, British Columbia

Waterloo Regional Municipality, Ontario

City of Windsor, Ontario

City of Winnipeg, Manitoba

York Regional Municipality, Ontario
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Appendix B - Illustration of Quality of Life Template: Indicators and Measures

Population Community Quality of Quality of Community Health of Community Community
Resources | Affordability | Employment Housing Stress Community Safety Participatior
Population | CAMI Employment Median % lone-parent infant Young offender | Voter
age groups and income families mortality charges per turmout
unemployment | compared 100.000
rates with median residents
house cost
Population | CAM?2 Permanent, Rental % of families Low birth Violent crimes | Charitable
growth temporary and | affordability: | that are low- weight per 100,000 donations
self- % renters income babies residents
employment paying 30%
as a % of or more of
population income for
rent
Multi- Partterns of Families Median Teen births per | Premature | Propenty crimes | United Way
culturalism | change in receiving rental as & 1,000 teen mortality per 100,000 contribution:
immigrant family Employment of median women residents per resident
and visible | incomes Insurance or income
minority Social
populations Assistance as
% of all
taxfilers
Migration: | Public Median hourly | Substandard | Suicide rates Hospital Fear to walk in | Daily
internal and | wansportation: | wages by dwellings: per 100,000 discharges | neighbourhood® { newspaper
external cost as % of gender and % of houses | residents circulation
minimum age needing
wage major repair
Labour Government Long-term Residential Homelessness*; | Work hours | Injuries and Recycling,
force transfer unemployment | property tax | children in lostdue to | poisonings per kg per
replacement | income by revenues per | care®; crisis illness or 100,000 resident, per
ratios source resident calls® disability residents year
Education Employment Real estate Personal and
levels income as & sales per business
of all income resident bankruptcies
Literacy

*NOTE: Reliable data for these indicators is not yet available



Appendix C: COMLE A Community Oriented Model of the Lived Environment
(Utilizing Housing as an example)
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Appendix D - BELLAGIO PRINCIPLES

Overview

These principles deal with four aspects of assessing progress toward sustainable
development. Principle 1 deals with the starting point of any assessment-establishing a
vision of sustainable development and clear goals that provide a practical definition of
that vision in terms that are meaningful for the decision-making unit in question.
Principles 2 through 5 deal with the content of any assessment and the need to merge a
sense of the overall system with a practical focus on current priority issues. Principles 6
through 8 deal with key issues of the process of assessment, while Principles 9 and 19
deal with the necessity for establishing a continuing capacity for assessment.

PRINCIPLES

l. Guiding Vision and Goals

Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should be guided by a
clear vision of sustainable development and goals that define that vision.

2. Holistic Perspective

Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:

Include review of the whole system as well as its parts.
Consider the well-being of social, ecological, and economic sub-systems, their
state as well as the direction and rate of change of that state, of their
component parts, and the interaction between parts.

e Consider both positive and negative consequences of human activity, in a way
that reflects the costs and benefits for human and ecological systems, in
monetary and non-monetary terms.

3. Essential Elements

Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:



e Consider equity and disparity within the current population and between
present and future generations, dealing with such concerns as resource use,
over-consumption and poverty, human rights, and access to services, as
appropnate.

e Consider economic development and other, non-market activities that
contribute to human/social well-being

4. Adequate Scope

Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:

e Adopt a time horizon long enough to capture both human and ecosystem time
scales thus responding to needs of future generations as well as those current
to short term decision-making.

¢ Define the space of study large enough to include not only local but also long
distance impacts on people and ecosystems.

e Build on historic and current conditions to anticipate future conditions —
where we want to go, where we could go.

S. Practical Focus

Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should be based on:

e An explicit set of categories or an organizing framework that links vision and
goals to indicators and assessment critena.
A limited number of key issues for analysis.
A limited number of indicators or indicator combinations to provide a clearer
signal of progress.
Standardizing measurement wherever possible to permit comparison.
Comparing indicator values to targets, reference values, ranges, thresholds,
or direction of trends, as appropriate.

6. Openness
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:
e Make the methods and data that are used accessible to all.

e Make explicit all judgments, assumptions, and uncertainties in data and
interpretations.



7. Effective Communication

Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:

Be designed to address the needs of the audience and set of users.
Draw from indicators and other tools that are stimulating and serve to engage
decision-makers.

e Aim, from the outset, for simplicity in structure and use of clear and plain

language.

8. Broad Participation
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:

e Obtain broad representation of key grass-roots, professional, technical and
social groups; including youth, women, and indigenous people-to ensure
recognition of diverse and changing values.

e Ensure the participation of decision-makers to secure a firm link to adopted
policies and resulting action.

9. Ongoing Assessment
Assessment of progress toward sustainable development should:

Develop a capacity for repeated measurement to determine trends.

Be iterative, adaptive, and responsive to change and uncertainty because
systems are complex and change frequently.

Adjust goals, frameworks, and indicators as new insights are gained.
Promote development of collective learning and feedback to decision-
making.

Bellagio Principles — Source: Tyler et al. (1997) Community Indicators Handbook



Appendix E: Sustainable Seattle — Sample Reports
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Appendix F: Conceptual Model Portraying the Central Focus of Human
Development

Source: Gerein, H. (1998), pg. 41. Figure adapted from Hancock, T. 1996, pg. 20
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Appendix G — Key Findings of FCM 1999 Report as it pertains to Winnipeg

KEY FINDINGS SUMMARIZED:

Canadian urban communities reflect both positive and negative experience in the nineties.
Common trends across participating municipalities suggest that;

# Income, education and employment standards are higher for participating
municipalities than the Canadian or provincial averages.

# Canadian metropolitan areas are undergoing a dramatic transformation to a
vibrant multi-cultural society.

# The participating municipalities have larger ranges of income inequality and

higher incidence of poverty than the Canadian and provincial averages.

# The poor are getting poorer.

# Housing is a serious concern in urban communities with serious affordability -
problems.

# Youth unemployment continues to be problematic and low wages, low family

tncomes and increasing incidence of lone parent families are evident.

WINNIPEG’S PERFORMANCE:

For the most part, based on 1996 data Winnipeg was fairly typical of the Canadian
average, and other municipalities with a few exceptions. For example:

# Winnipeg had a higher than average proportion of its population over the age of
65.

# Winnipeg experienced a significantly lower population growth between 1991-
1996.

Winnipeg's employment rate was significantly higher than the Canadian average,
and the unemployment rate was below the Canadian average across all age

3t

categories.

# Winnipeg exceeded the Canadian average in terms of permanent employment and
was lower than the Canadian average in terms of temporary and self-employed.

# Winnipeg had the highest proportion of its population reporting some form of

Government transfer as income. (highest proportion receiving provincial tax
credits versus other gov=t transfers, reflective of Manitoba's more generous
Provincial tax credit program).

In terms of housing, although Winnipeg's housing situation was positive in terms

It



housing.
s Winnipeg's teen fertility rate was high in comparison, however demonstrated
improvement between 1994-1996.



POPULATION RESOURCE MEASURES

«* In 1996, 13.7% of Winnipeg’s population was age 65 and older.
o* This represents the third highest figure behind Hamilton-Wentworth and Windsor.

. Greater than the Canadian average of 12.2%.

Population Resources Measures
Table 1.1 Percentage of Population Age Group 65 and Over
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o* Between 1991 — 1996, Winnipeg experienced a population growth of only .5% . second

lowest figure behind only Edmonton, 5.2% below the Canadian average. Population
growth varied significantly across municipalities, from minus .1% to 17.3%, between
1991 - 1996.

Population Resources Measures
Tables 1.2a & 1.2b Percentage of Population Growth 1991 to 1996
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o* Internal migration (defined as a percentage of those moving from a different municipality
within Canada) Winnipeg was 8% below the Canadian average.

Population Resources Measures
Tables 1.2a & 1.2b Percentage of Internal Migration
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o* External migration (defined as a percentage of the population moving into a municipality

from a different country), Winnipeg was 8% higher than the Canadian average.

Population Resources Measures
Tables 1.22 & 1.2b  Percentage of External Migration

] I _ =

F - 5 s | = N
: g ! ° o -
t br—2 [~ ] 4 - [
£ 21 3|2gl5|sS5g|2|¢2 $18|8|3|2¢2
i |8 | ® T 2208 & & c 2/ 8/2]35
’“’ixfggség‘égzﬁ El | E( 5185
“;gg |- S| £ | S| |@a|8 |~

2] -r - -

| T 2 E 6 |~ o
'17.2] 9.8 [11.7{12.3]16.5/19.3]19.7{21.7/24.9|25.4 1365 26.0|30.6[32.641.7|47.8/51.7

Ranked Lowest to Highest



L4 In 1996. visible minorities comprised 11.9% of Winnipeg’s population which fell close to
the Canadian average but significantly lower than such municipalities as Vancouver

(44.9), Burnaby (39.4) and Toronto (37.5).

Population Resources Measures
Table 1.22 & 1.2b Percentage of Visible Minorities
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4 Similarly the percentage of Foreign born residents within Winnipeg followed the

Canadian average (17.4%) but was significantly lower than municipalities such as

Toronto (47.6%), Vancouver (44.9%). Bumnaby (41.8%) and Peel (40%).

Popuiation Resources Measures
Table 1.22 & 1.2b Percentage of Foreign Born Residents
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o Winnipeg ranked near and above the Canadian average in various levels of education
attainment in its general population.
2% higher than Canadian average with a university degree
21.6% of population holding University degrees, compared to Toronto's (30.2%)

and Vancouver’s (34.9%) for the 25 to 34 yr. Age range

Population Resources Measures
Education University with Bachelor’s Degree or Higher (For ages 25 — 34 vears)
Table 1.32 & 1.3b
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o In terms of literacy, Winnipeg ranked fairly high when it came to education levels less

than Grade 9

Table 1.32 & 1.3b
Education level less than Grade 9
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Community Affordability Measures

CAM RESULTS ARE ILLUSTRATED & DISCUSSED IN CHAPTER
FOUR OF THIS REPORT

The purpose of the CAM is to measure the relative affordability of Canadian communities and
changes in their relative affordability over time, for both the commuity as a whole (CAM]1) and for
the modest income population (CAM2). The CAM establishes a ratio of income levels to the cost of

living,
¢ In the case of Winnipeg, while costs were identified as very low through the pricing exercise,
family income was also identified as low from tax filer data. Therefore, when the ratio of income

to costs was calculated Winnipeg's affordability (CAM) declined significantly in relation to the
other municipalities with higher incomes.

¢ In looking at Winnipeg's whole population (CAM1), Winnipeg was more affordable than Halifax,
Toronto, Burnaby, and Vancouver, the same as London, and less affordable than the other ten
participating municipalities.

¢ Inlooking at Winnipeg's modest income population (CAM 2) only 31% or five of the

participating municipalities (Regina, Waterloo, Ottawa-Carleton, York, Calgary) were more
affordable than Winnipeg.

e Community Affordability is also considered in terms of percentage of income received
from Government Transfers

o The trend was for Government Transfer sources to decline between 1992 —1996
(less people eligible for Social Assistance and Employment Insurance)

e In 1996, Winnipeg had 91.2% of its population reporting some form of Govemnment
transfer as part of their income (EI, OAS, CTB, GST, Soc. Asst, Wkr’s. Comp., Ta
Credits). A disproportionally large percentage of the population (69.4%) received
provincial refundable tax credits. This may be attributed to Manitoba’s more generous
provincial tax credit program.

Community Affordability Measures
Table 2.5¢c & 2.5d Government Transfers (% Reporting)
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For the rates of employment (% of individuals who are in the labour force). Winnipeg
was 7.8% higher than the Canadian average (ages 15-24) and 5.3% higher (for ages

15-39).
Table 3.1 Employment Rate (15 -24 years)

Quality of Employment Measures
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Table 3.1 Employment Rate (15 -39 vears)

Quality of Employment Measures
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Table 3.1 Employment Rate (40+ vears)

Quality of Emplovment Measures
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In 1996, Winnipeg's unemployment rate was below the Canadian average across all age

categories.
Table 3.1 Unemplovment Rates (15 -24 vears)

Quality of Employment Measures
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4 Statistics on Employment Insurance between 1992-96 showed Winnipeg following the

national trend in a decrease in the number of claimants.

’ In 1997, permanent employment (defined as emplovment stretching longer than 6

months), Winnipeg ranked higher than the Canadian average in every age category.

Quality of Employment Measures
Table 3.2a (Permanent Employees 15 - 39 vears)
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L4 For employees defined as temporary or self-employed. Winnipeg had a rate lower than

the Canadian average within its workforce.

Quality of Emplovment Measures
Table 3.2a (Self-Employed 15 - 39 vears)
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* Between 1996-97, Winnipeg had a significant decline in the number of its long term

unemployed with the exception of males over 40.

Quality of Employment Measures
Table 3.5a & 3.5b Long Term Unemplovment ( Both Sexes: 15 — 24 vears)
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*Note: Statistics Canada defines long-term unemployment as unemployment for more than 6 months.

Quality of Employment Measures

Table 3.52 & 3.5b Long Term Unemployment ( Both Sexes; 15 - 39 vears)
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“Note: Staustics Canada defines long-term unemployment as unemployment for more than 6 months

Quality of Employment Measures
Table 3.52 & 3.5b Long Term Unemployment ( Both Sexes: 40+ vears)

i -é 4 - 1
. ‘s -4 - [3 -
NE HHE S | = |
: I3 = = @ Q & [-] -:- o c (=]
‘ § 12| § & LI 3 |28 | Biw § e 8|58
e |28 2L -4 S| o9 @Bl Q2 s e | @t
SIS |E|s58=EHx|8|5|2|@|s S|e8 = (8|3
T o 2= S 55| F 5 5% & $ @
| | E ’."‘f""" £ ?" o= 6
I =
é34.0 20.8129.2/30.6 | 9% 33.3{33.6| 34. (345]/34.6(34.7/38.7/40.1]|142.4143.4143.9/44.2

Ranked Lowest to Highes}
“Note: Statistics Canada defines long-term unemployment as unemployment for more than 6 months



o In 1996, the number of 2 parent families (5.7%), lone individuals (12.2%) and single

parents (35.5%) on social assistance was consistently lower than the Canadian average.

Quality of Employment Measures
Table 3.32 & 3.3b Percentage of 2 Parent Families on Social Assistance (1996)
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Quality of Emplovment Measures
Table 3.32 & 3.3b Percentage of Single Parents on Social Assistance (1996)
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«* In 1997. Winnipeg’'s median hourly income was less than the Canadian average
regardless of gender or age and ranked as one of the lowest among municipalities.
Quality of Emplovment Measures
Table 3.3 Median Hourly Wage for Both Sexes, Age 15 — 39, 1997 Stats
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COMMUNITY HEALTH MEASURES

o In 1996, Winnipeg recorded the third highest teen fertility rate behind only Saskatoon
and Regina and was significantly higher than the Canadian average of 22.1 (per 1.000).
However, the actual rate fell by nearly 5 (per 1,000) between 1994 and 1996. York had

the iowest rate at 5.8.

Community Stress Measures
Table 5.3 Teen Fertility Rate 1,000 Women Aged 15 -19 (1996)
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o Winnipeg’s infant mortality rate of 6 (per 1,000 live births) was slightly higher than the

Canadian average 5.5 (per 1,000) in 1996. Regina had the highest rate at 8.5. York had

the lowest rate at 3.5.

Health of Community Measures
Table 6.1 Infant Mortality Rate Per 1,000 Live Births (1996)
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. In 1997, Winnipeg was second next to Windsor in working hours lost due to illness and
disability. York has the least amount of hours lost.

Heaith of Community Measures
Table 6.5 Percentage of Work Hours Lost Due to lliness or Disability (all ages)
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QUALITY OF HOUSING

° Winnipeg ranked second among all Municipalities studied in terms of the affordability

to purchase an average priced home when using median family income as the
determining factor.

Quality of Housing Measures
Table 4.1 Median Family Income as a Percentage of Average Value of Dwelling
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o* While Winnipeg experienced an increase in the number of renters spending 30% or

more of their income on rent (Winnipeg 24.3%), several cities showed an increase

between 1991 and 1996 of nearly 40%. (Ottawa/Carleton 42.6%, Toronto 38.3%. and
London 37.4%).

Quality of Housing Measures
Table 4.12 & 4.1b Gross Rent Spending
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o* Winntpeg had the second highest percentage of substandard housing at 8.9%. Toronto

had the highest figure at 9.1%.

Quality of Housing Measures
Table 4.2 Substandard Units as a Percentage of Total Occupied Private Dwellings
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o* Residential property tax information was only available for 9 municipalities. Per capita.

Winnipeg's residential property tax was lower than London, Toronto, Regina, Ontawa.

and Windsor but higher than Edmonton, Burnaby and Hamilton-Wentworth.

Quality of Housing Measures
Table 4.1 2 & 4.1b Residential Property Tax Revenues
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Appendix H: Comparison of CAMs for Test Run. With and Without Shclter (Rankings

CAM 1|b and CAM 2b are when shelter proxy is added.

180

| City (CMA) CAM!I CAMIb CAM2 CAMIb
St. Joha's 0.97 #11 1.01 #9 0.94 =9 0.97 49
| Charlometown (ca) | 1.00 #8 1.04 #7 1.07 £6 113 #4
Halifax 1.07 #4 1.07 &S 1.08 #5 1.08 #6
| Saint fohn 1.05 #7 1.12 74 0.95 #8 1.04 #7
| Monreal | 098 210 1.03 #3 0.94 £9 0.99 #%
| Guawa | 125 #i 119 #2 123 21 RN
| Taroato .06 #6 0.96 #10 103 47 0.93 #10
| Winnioeg 1.07 1.07 #5 110 #4 111 #5
Jegina 117 #2 122 # 11§ #2 1.25 #1
Zémonion ERER: 1.17 #3 11 #3 115 #2
Vancouver ‘ 1.00 =8 091 %11 | 0.93 #11 0.84 211
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Appendix I : Comparisons of Average and Median Incomes for the Total Population (1)
And Modest Income Population (2). and the resulting index scores

City (CMA) Av.incl | [nd. | Med Inecl | Ind. Avinc2 | Ind. | Med Inc2 | Ind
St. John's 50,485 1.02 | 42,016 1.04 /il ,839 1.03 121,408 1.00
Charlotetown | 47,110 | 0.96 [40291 [+60 [22450 |1.06 |23,013 | 1.08
(ca)

Halitax 50.410 1.02 | 44,173 1.09 | 23.654 1.12 23,519 1.10
Saint John 47,180 0.96 | 41.849 1.03 21.204 1.00 | 20,493 0.96
Montreal 47,930 0.97 | 39,178 0.97 20,105 0.95 | 19,864 G.93
Otawa 59,946 1.22 | 51,309 1.27 26,572 1.25 | 26,524 1.24
Toronto $7.333 1.16 | 43,847 1.08 22,071 1.08 {22,374 1.05
Winnigeg 48,645 0.99 [ 41,455 1.02 22,222 1.05 | 22,421 1.05
Regina 52,493 1.06 | 45,846 1.13 24,665 1.16 | 24,722 1.16
Edmonton 51'765 1.05 | 43,804 1.08 22,628 1.07 | 22,490 1.06
Vancouver 53,608 1.09 | 42,630 1.05 21,190 1.00 } 20,939 0.98
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Appendix J: Cost of living indexes with a proxy shelter added for total population and

Modest income popuiation (1996 Test Run)

City (CMA) Av. monthly Reats as New cost index New costindex
rent® proxy index for CAMI1(b) for CAM2(b)
2 br. apt ()

| St. Jonn's 576 c.95 1.04 1.03

Charlottetown (ca) | 5235 0.87 0.96 0.96

Halifax 617 1.02 1.02 1.02

Satnt Jehn 441 0.73 0.92 0.92

Mon:treal 491 0.82 094 0.93

Ouawa 739 1.23 1.07 1.03

Toronto 319 1.36 1.12 (.13

Wianipeg 567 0.9+ 0.95 - 1095

Regina 494 0.82 0.93 0.93

Edmonton Si8 0.86 0.92 0.92

Vancouver 845 1.4 .15 1.17

* Reat figures arc from CMHC cenual survey, Oct, 1996
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Appendix K: Survey on Stores distributed to Participating Municipalities

SURVEY:

Please mack an “x7 1a the box o indcate thae the store exists in vour arex. [Fa
partcular store does not exist in your arei, tf possible, sug2est an aiternate siore
that would be comparable.

Storve: o No W No™ List AMrernate

(El acery S Iﬂ! (34
Safeway o -
Superstore o 0
Extra Foods o a
1GA O ad
Lablaws g
Co-Op O O
Others

Depactpent/Uousehold/ avdwares
ILatons a O
Bay a ada
Sears o ad
Zellets g O
Walinart a a
Canadian Tire o O

Car Dealership:
Ford Deulership 0O 4
General Motors Dealastup 8 O
Chirysier Dealershup o O
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Appendix L: Statistics Canada’s list and associated wcights utilized for pricing cxcrcisc

Waights for Canaga Associated with tne 1995 Basketl,
Primary Classificatton’

Ponderztons pour le Cenada assaciées au pariér ce 1885,
dassification primawal

Commodity categories 1996 Baske! at
Carggories ge procuits December 1597
Prices

Panier d= 19396
aux pnx ce
decembre 1957

All ltems - Ensemubic 100.00
Foad - Aliments 17..9
Foad purchazed from stores - Allments achelds au magasn

12.91
Moat - Viande 2.90
Fresh or frozen meat (excluding poultry) - Viande (eaicho ou
congelée (saul la voladle) 1.32
Feesn or lrozen beol - Boeut Irais au congely 0.38
Frech ar frozen pork - Porc Irais ou congoly 0.3
Othar fresn ar irozon meat (excluding poultry) - Autres
viondes fraichaz ou cangelcéas (saul la valadia) 0.10
Frogh ar feozen poultey meat - Volaslie (ralche ou cangoldoo 0.67
Frezh or trozen chickon - Poulet {rais ou congele 0.66G
Othor froch o lrozen paultey meat - Autre volaille [ralche ou
conqelga . Q12
Proces30d meat - Viando trailcén 0.91
Ham and bacon - Jambon et bacon 0.32
Other procossed maat - Autres viandos traitdgas [ -4}
Flsh and other sgafood - Poisson el autros produits de 13
mer 0.4
Fich - Paisson. 0.29
Frosh or rozen lish (including pontions and lish sticks) -
Pcissan {rais ou congelé (incluant les portions et los
titonnots do polsson) 0.19
Canned and olher preserved fish - Poisson en boile cu
gutromoni conserve 0.10
Owthor soalood - Autres produits de (a mer ) 0.12
Dairy products and eggs - Produits laitiers et ceuls 2.03
Oairy products - Produits laitiers 1.90
Fresh milk - Lalt fraws Q.74
Buttor - Beurre 0.12
Cheese - Fromage 06!
Ico cream and relatod praducts - Creme glacée et produils
cennaxes Q.14
Qther dalry products - Aulres produils laitlers 0.29

- Eggs - Oculs 0.18



Bakery and other cereal products - Produils de boutangerie
ot autres produits céréaliers

Bakery products - Produits de boulangerie

Bread, rolls and buns - Pains et peuts paiNs

Biscuits - Blscuits

Othar bakery products - Autres produits de boulangerie
Qtner cereal grains and cereal progucts - Autres grains
corégliers et produits cérealiers

Rice (including mixes) - Riz (y compris les mélanges)
Braaktazt ceresl and cther cereal products - Céréales de
table ot autros produits céréaliers

Pasta products - Patas afimentsires

Flour and flour based mixas - Farine et autres mélanges a
base de farine

Fruit, fruit preparations and nuts - Fruits, préparation & base
de fruits et noix

Fresnh fruil - Feuits lrals

Apples - Pommes

Oranges - Oranges

Bananas - Bananes

Othor fresh frult - Autres fruits frais

Preservad fruit and fruit preparations - Fruits en conserve et
préparations & basa de fruits

Fruit juices - Jus de fruits

Other preserved fruit and fruit preparations - Autres fruils en
conserve et préparalions a base de lruits

Nuts - Noix

Vegetablos and vegelablo preparations - Lagumes at
préparations & baso de ldgumes

Fresh vagetables - Légumes frais

Potatoos - Pommes do torro

Tomatoas - Tomates

Lettuce - Laitue

Othor fresh vegetables - Autres légumes frals

Proserved vegetables and vegalable preparations -
Légumes en conserve et préparations a base de légumes
Frozen and dned vegetables - Légumes congelés et
déshydratés

Canned vegetabies and olher vegetable preparations -
Légumes a@n conserve ot autres préparations a base de
legumes

Other {aod products - Auires produits alimentaires

Sugar and contectionery - Sucre et confiserie

Sugar end syrup - Sucre et sirap

Contectionery - Confiserie

Fats and oils - Matieres gracses ot huiles

Maeryarine - Marganne
"Other edible fats and oils - Autres huiles et maticres grasses
comestibles
" Coffee and tea - Calé et thé

Coffee - Caté
Tea - The
Condimenits, spices and vinegars - Condiments, épices et
vinaigres
Other tood preparations - Autres préparations allmentairos
Soup - Soupe -

2.04
1.26
0.65
0.28
0.34

0.76
0.09

0.31
0.17

0.20

1.40
0.81
.17
0.14
0.13
0.37

0.51
0.36

Q.15
0.07

1.25
0.92
0.14
0.13
0.1
Q.55

0.33

Q.11

0.21
282
0.43
Q.11
0.33
0.19
0.11

0.08
0.25
0.19
0.06

0.36
1.09
0.16



Infant and junior foads - Aliments pour bébés et enfants
Pre-cooked Irozen focd preparatons - Préparations
allmentaires précuites et congelées

All other food preparations - Toutes autres préparauons
afimentaires

Non-aicohalic beverages - Boissons non alcoolisées
Food purchased lrorn restaurants - Allments acherés au
restaurant

Food purchased {rom table-servica restaurants - Aliments
achetés de restauranis 3 service aux tables

Food purchased from fast food and take-outs restaurants -
Aliments achslds de restaurants a service rapide ou de
comptoirs de mels a4 emporter

Food purchased from caleterias and other restaurants -
Aliments achelds d¢ calétérias ou d'autres reslaurants

Shelter - Logement

Rented accommodation - Logement en location

Rent - Loyer

Tenants’ insurance premiums - Primes d'assurance de
localawe

Tenants’ mainienance, (epairs and other oxpenses -
Entretien, réparatians et autres dépenses de locataire
Owned accommadation - Logement on propricté
Mortgage Interest cost - Colt d'intérét hypothacaire
Replacement cast - Codt de remplacoment

Propenrty taxes (Including special charges) - Impdts fonciers
(incfuant les frais spéciaux)

Homeowners’ insurance premiums - Primes d'assurance de
propriétaire

Homeaowners’ maintenance and repalrs - Entretien el
téparations par le propriélaire

Other owned accommodation expenses - Autres dépenses
pour le logement en prapriéte

Watgr, fuel and electricity - Eau, combuystible et électricite
Electrloity - Electricité

Water - Eau

Pipea gas - Gaz

Fuel oil and other luel - Maxout el autres combustibles

Household operations and furnishings - Dépenses et
éauipement du menage

Household operatians - Dépenses du ménage
Communications - Communications

Telephone services - Services téléphoniques

postal services and other communication acrvices -
Services postaux el aulres services d¢ commuanication
Child care and domoslic services - Soins pour enfants et
setviccs daide familiale

Child care - Soins pour enfants

Oomestic services - Services d"aide familiale

) Hqusehold chemical products - Produits chimiques
ménagers

Detergent and soap - Détersils et savons

Q.05

Q.27

0.60
0.50

Q.72

26.75
TA7
6.98

0.1

0.09
14.95
491
2.68

3.55

1.69

1.07
4.64
265
0.39
1.02
0.s8

10.76
6.90
279
2.62

0.17
111
0.85
0.26

0.73
0356



Other household chemicel products - Autres produits
chimiques ménagers

Paper. plastic and 1oil supplies - Articlas ménagers en
papier, sn plastique et en papier d'aluminium

Paper supplies - Articles en papier

Plastic and foil supplies - Articlas en plastique el en papier
d’aluminium

Other nousehold goods and services - Autres produits et
services ménagers

Pet food and supplies - Nourriture et articies pour animaux
domestiques

Seeds, plants and cut fiowers - Semences, plantes et fleurs
coupeées

Other horticultural goods - Autres produits horticoles
Other household supplies - Autres anticles ménagers
Other household services - Autres services ménagers
Houschotd fumishings - Equipement du ménage
Fumiture and household textiles - Anticles d"ameublement
Furniture - Meubles

Upnolstered turniture - Maubles rembourrés

Woodan furniture - Meublos en baig

Other fumiture - Autres meublas

Houschold texiiles - Anticles ménagers et maltiére toxtile
Window caverings - Cache-fenétres

Bedding and other household 1extiies - Lilerie el autres
articles ménagors en matierg textile

Area rugs and nials - Tapls et carpeties

Houschold equipment - Equipement ménager

Houschold appliances - Apparells ménagers

Cooking appliances - Appareils pour cuire les aliments
RAcfrgcration snd alr conditioning appliances - Aniicles de
climatication ot de réfrigération

Laundry and dishwashing appliances - Appareils de
blanchissage el lave-vaisselie

Other household appliances - Autres appareils ménagars
Kitchen utensifs, 1ableware and flatware - Ustensiles de
cuisine, couverls et grticlgs de table

Kitchen utensils - Uslensiles de cuisine

Tableware and flatware - Couverts ot articles de lable
Tools and other household cquipment - Outils et autre
dquipement ménager

House and yard tools - Outils ménagers et de jardinage
Cther household equipment - Autre équipsment ménager
Searvices related to household lurnishings - Services reiatils
a Féquipement du ménage

Clothing and footwear - Habillement et chaussures
Clothing - Habillement

Women's clothing - Vétements pour fommes
Womon's coats and jackels -Manteaux et vesies pour
{emmes

Women's dresses - Robes pour femmes

Women's suits, skirts and pants - Jupes, 1aillours et
pantalons pour femmes

0.37

0.79
.63

.16
1.438

0.49

Q.09
0.16
0.40
d.86
1.89
1.37
0.41
0.5t
0.4S
0.52
0.1?

0.29
0.06
1.64

0.80
0.16

0.24

0.19
0.22

0.21
0.09
0.12

0.62
0.40
0.23

033
62S

4.17
227

0.35
0.24

0.63



women's bilouses. sweaters and otner 1ops - Chemisiers.
chandails et autres corsages pour femmes

Women's aclive sporiswear - Vétements de spon pour
femmes

Women's underwear. sieepwear and hosiery - Sous-
vélements, vélemenls de nuit et bas pour [emmes

Man's clothing - Vétements pour hommes

Man’s coats and jackets - Manteaux et vestes pour hommes

Man's suits and spod jackels - Complets et vestons spon
pour hommas

Men's pants - Pantalons pour hommaes

Men's sweaters and shins - Chemises et chandails pour
hommcs

Men's aclive spariswear - Vétements de spoft pour hommes

Men's underwear, slecpwear and hoslery - Suus-véiements,
vétemenits de null et bas pour hommes

Childgren’s clothing - Vétaments pour enfants

Chilgren’s oulerweadr - Vélements de dessus pour enfants
Children’s pants and dressas - Pantalons el robeé pour
enfants

Children’s sweaters, shirts and blouses - Chandails,
chemises et blouses pour enfants

Chlldren’s active sportewear - Vélements de sport pour
enfants

Children’s undorwear, sleopwear and hociory - Sous-
vétements, vélements de nuit ct bas pour enfants
Footwear - Chaussures

Womon's footwear (excluding athictic) - Chaussures pour
femmaes (excluant cefles d’athlétisme)

Men’s footwear (oxcluding athletic) - Chaussurss pour
hommes (exciuant celles ¢'athlétisme)

Children's footwear (excluding athletic) - Chaussures pour
enfants (excluant celles d’alhlétisme)

Athictic {ootwear - Chaussures dathlelisme

Clothing accessories and jewellery - Accessoires
veslimentaires el bijou

Leather accessories - Accessoires de cuir

Watches - Montres

Jeweltery - Bijoux

Olher accessories - Autres accessoires

Clothing rnaterfal, notions and services - Tissus pour
vétements, menus articles et services vestimentaires
Clathing material and notions - Tissus pour vétements ¢t
menug earticles

Laundry service - Services de blanchissaga

Ory cloaning services - Services de nettoyage a sec
Otner clothing secvices - Autrgs services vestimentaires

Tronsportation - Transports

Private transpontation - Transport prive

Purchase. leasing and rental of automotive vehicles - Achat,
location & bail el location de véhicules automobiles
Purchase and [easing of automotive vehicies - Achat et
focation a bait de véhicules automodlies

0.45
0.2

0.48
1.46

.21

0.22
0.40

0.35
0.10
0.17
045
0.07
0.20
0.07
0.05

0.06
0.93

0.36

Q.25

0.07
025

0.56
0.14
0.07
Q.20
0.16

0.59
0.12
0.14
0.21
0.12

18.96
1734

7.13

7.02



Purchase of automative vehicics - Achat de véhicules
automobiles

Leasing of automotive vehicles - Location a bail de
véhicules automabiics

Rental of automative vehicles - Location de vehicules
automobiles

Operation of automotive vehlicles - Utilisation Je vehicules
automobiles

Gasoline - Essence

Automative vehicle parls. maintenance and repairs - Pieces.
entrelien el réparation de véhicules automobiles
Autamotive vehicle parns and supplies - Pieces et matériel
pour véhicules automobiles

Automotive vehicle maintenance and repair services -
Services de réparation et d’entretien pour véhicules
automaopites

Othar automative vehicle operating expenses - Autras
dépenses d'utilisation des véhicules automabiles
Automolive vehicla insurance premiums - Primes
dassurance de véhiculos automobiles

Automative vehicle ragistration fees - Frais dimmatriculation
da véhicules automobiles

Oriverz’ liconces - Permis de conduire

Parking fees - Frals de stationnement

All othor autaomotive vehicle operaling expensos - Toutes
autros dopenses d'utilisation des véhicules aytomobiies
Public transportation - Transpont publc ’

Local and commuler transportation - Transport local 6t do
banliouo

City bus and subway transportation - Transport urbain on
autobus et metro

Taxi and otner local and commuter lransportation - Taxi et
autres rsnspons locaux et de banlieyo

intor-city transpontation - Transport interurbain

Air transportation - Transpon aéren

Rail. bus and othor intcr<ily ranspaortation - Transpon par
train, autobus et autres transpons interurbains

Health and personal care - Santé et soins personnels
Heaith care - Sains de santé

Health care goods « Produils de soins de santé
Medicinal and pharmaceutical products - Médicaments et
produits pharmaceutiques

Prescrived medicines - Médicamaents prescrits
Non-prescribed medicines - Mddicamenie non presorits
Other health care goods - Autres articles pour soins de
sante

Health care serviccs - Servicos de soins de santé

Eye care - Soins des yeux

Dental care - Soins dontaires

Othar health care services - Aulrgs services de sains de
santé

Personal care - Soins personnels

Personat care supplies and equipment - Arlicles et
accessolres de soins personnels

Personal seap - Savon pour usage personnel

0.72
0.10

10.21
3.93

2.30

0.74

3.98
3.35

0.25
Q.10
Q.16

0.11
1.63

0.63
0.46

Q.17
1.00
0.88

0.12

4.60
2.1
0.85

0.76
0.51
0.25

Q.09
1.26
0.36
0.67

0.22
2.49

1.55
0.07



Toilet preparations and cosmetics - Produits de 1oiletie et
produits de beauté .

Qrat-hygiens products - Produits dhygiene buccale
Other persona! care supplies and equipment - Autres
anicles et accessaires de soins persannels

Personal care services - Sarvices de soins personnels

Racreation, education and reading - Loisirs, formation et
lecture

Recrealion - Loisits

Recreational equipment and cervicos (excluding vchicles) -
Matériel et services de loisirs (excluant les véhicules)
Sporting and athlatic equipment - Matérie! ce spon et
datniélicme

Toys. games and hobby supplies - Jouets. jeux et macenel
pour passe-temps

Camputer equipment and supplies - Matériel et fournitures
informatques

Photographic equipment - Matériel photographique
Photographic services and supplies - Services el fournitures
photographiques

Other recreational equipment and services - Autres matdriel
et servicos do loisirs

Purchase and operalion of recreational vehicies - Achat at
wtilisation de véhicules de loleirs

Purchase of recreational vehicies - Achat de véhicules de
loisirs

Operation of rocreational vehicles - Utllisation de véhicules
ae loisirs

Fuel. pans and suppliles for recroational vehicles -
Carburant, placos et foumitures paur véhicules de loisirs
Insurance, ficences and other services fcr recreational
vehicies - Assurance, parmis et autrcs services pour
véhicules de {oisirs

Home enlertainment equipment and secvices - Matdriel et
services do divertiscoment au foyer

Audia equipment - Matérel audio

Audio discs and tapes - Bandes audio el disques
audicaumeriques

Video equipment - Matériel vidéo

Rental of videotapes and videodiscs - Location de
vidéocasseiles el de vidéodisques

Purchase of videotapes and videadiscs - Achat de
vidéocassetias et de vidéodisques

Other home entenainment services and equipment - Autres
services et malériel de diventissement au foyer

Travel services - Services de voyage

Travefier accommodation - Hébergement pour voyageurs
Travel tours - Voyages organisés

Other recreational services - Autres services récréatils
Spectator entertainment (excluding cablevision) - Spectacles
(sauf la cabledisiribution)

Cablevision (inciuding pay tv) - Cablogistribution (Incluant 1a
télévision payante)

Use of recreauonal ladlitigs and services - Ullisation
d’installations @t de services de loisirs

Education and reading - Formation et lecturo

0.92
0.14

0.41
0.85
11.25
8:58
2.06
0.50
0.40

0.65
0.0s

0.27
0.19
1.07
0.67
0.41

Q.19

0.21

1.56
0.27

0.36
Q.33

0.30
0.14
0.10
4.69
0.99
0.69
0.59
0.74

0.e8
2.67



—

Education - Formation )
Tuition tees - Frais de scolarité
Schoo! textbooks and supplies - Manuels et foumnitures

scolaires
Other lessons. courses and education services - Autres

iegons. cours et services éducatils

Reading material and other printed matter (excl. Textbooks) -

Matériel do lacture et autrgs imprimés (sauf les manueis
scolairas)

Newspapaers - Journaux

Magazinez and periodicals - Revues et périodiques
Books {excluding textbooks) and other printed matter -
Uivees (sauf les manuels scolaices) et aulres imprimés

Alcoholic beverages and tobacco products - Boissons
atcoolisées et produits du tadac

Alcoholic beverages - Boissans alcoolisées

Served alcoholic beverages - Boissons alcoolisées servies
dans les débits de boisson

Served beer - Biere servie dans los débits de boisson
Served wine - Vin senvi dans las dobits de boisson

Served liquor - Spiritueux sorvis dans les débits de bolsson

Alconalic beverages purchased (rom stores - Bolssons
alcoolisées achetées au magasin

Beer purchased from stores - Biere achclde au magasin
Wine purchased lrom stores - Vin acheté au magasin
Uquor purchased from stores - Spiritucux achetés au
magasin

Tobacco products and smokars' supplies - Produits du tabac
ol articles pour fumeurs

Clgarenes - Clgarattes

Other 1obacco products and emokars’ supplics - Autres
prodults du tabac et arnticles pour fumeurs

1.92
1.37

0.33
0.256
0.75
0.33

0.5

0.26

354
1.87

0.68
0.36
0.10
0.12
1.30
0.5
0.32
0.33

1.66
1.39

0.27



192

Appendix M: Weights provided by Statistics Canada for Test Run July 1997 &
Weights utilized for 1998 Pricing Exercise

Weights utilized for Test Run July 1997

Catcgory I (Whole Papulation CAM 1) X (Modest [ncome CAM 2) 4
Food 17 <t 18.43
Shelter 2907 32.64
tHouschold 9 30 9.28
Clothing 6353 5.06
Transport 1813 16.10
Health 412 439
Recreation o3 v S77
Alcolol 432 433

Weights utilized for 1998 Pricing exercise

|
Catezary l Whinle Popubation AN Madest Lircotne CAM 2
»
L'aad (S ] N9l
Shelter 2675 Mp32
tloaschold 1) 76 to i
Clathing 0623 Ry
Transport IS vo La 93
Health < 0 NS
Recreation | te2s v
Alcohal R 37

* Weights provided by Statistics Canada
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) Food

of koten beel

level conienl between 18% lo 22%.

N
Quantity PRICES
rRODUCT DESCRIPTION Qiy HSTRUCHION pilced 1 2 b )

Meat

Beel. Top Silok Sleak _ [1op boneless Skiokn Sieak L 1.00hg |Pike Skiokn Steak whh Tenderltoin as akemale.
) Stewing Deel Hnmml lean cubes or chunks of beel, cutin 1° . 2°, _1.00hg IanM ptice beed cubes lo londue, shish kabob,

kesh or hozen or other speciats such as Wimy,

v Ground Beel Reguist ground beel, made horn 8 mix of grounded hesh 1.omg_ Pachage of ‘medium grovnd beel, with » fal

_|Pok Sausage

Fresh or hozen pork sausage

5009

Sausage must be labelled a3 “sausage”,

Fresh or Frozen Poullry Meal

Chickon __[Fresh buoiler of liyer chicken (youngbieds) | 100kg [Frozen may be piiced on a constatent basls, e .
Tuikey, Frozen Fiozen eviscersied whote young buds, 15 - 18 whs oid 1 1.00kg |Pikce a sel-basied or deep basied premsum .
Sticed Bacon &Paepadaged bacon 500g |Pilce the volume seling biand consistently,

| Only complete if diffes

enl than quantity speclfied.

_{»g = Wiogram

B Lelire

Ut = units

P

P
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_{Health & Personal Services |

N I Quaanlity I’RICES
PRODUCT DESCRIPTION Qry INSTRUCTION Piiced 1 2 )
__ Piescilbed Medicines _
_! Anli-infective agents, Amonicillin J0CP 1Tha pikca should Le for a cash paylng cuslomer,

Asnoxiciin B P, 250img shength

Aunll-eclive agents, Teliacycline Jeuacychne 1ICL, 250img strength _ 40CP [1ha prico should be for 8 cash paying cuslomaer,
Diazepam Diazepam, S0ing suengih 50 18 |ihe price should be lor 8 cash paylig cusiomer.
[Naproxen [Hapioaen, 250mg suangih 50 18 | Vhe piica should be lor a cash paying customer, !

ﬂNon-guscubcd Medicines

Propianolol

10pranciol, 40ig sticnglh

pmmagu

Brand Nama: Johnson & Johnson

Aduicsive bendags slip, 25 stiip bandages aboul

34° & 3°, cloth with plain ot medicaled pad, ) bos

Tha piice shoukd Le lor 8 cash paylng cuslomer,

3 UT_[Piice cloth iype only,

|CP = capsules

18 = tabiets

Ul = unils

———— el en

Page 16
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Recreatlon
. Quantity PRICES
PRODUCT DESCRIPTION ary INSTRUCTION priced 1 2 3

9 Movie Casselle Renlals _[One day rental of 8 New Release’ VIIS casselle, 1.00ea  [OLaIn price iom two dillerent mavie rental outiels

_ Pick up Friday and retun Salueday. or chaing,

0 Pie-Recorded Video Cassalte Tape  [Pre-1ecorded video casselle tape VHS format 1.00 ea  {Obtain price hom deparinent slores.

_ The Lion King

U {Audio Cassetle Tape One blank audio casselle lape, (8-blas Type Il with a 1.00ea V’tkl sliiat product K ‘Maxwell is not avaliable,

_ Maxwell 1ecording capacily of 50 minules K

12 [Cable Telavision Basic cable package 101 one month |00 not knclude addiion package,
13 [Fiiness Cenlie Emmwu of an aduh membership to 8 wel-equipped Obtain prices liom non-subsidized centzes only,

. Aness cenlre for one il year. The cenite imus have The prices mustinclude e use of exercise 10dm

_ —___|a wen-equipped exeicise 100m and serobic classes and aesobic class. Oblain price hom wo difterent I I

. R _— I o fness cenwes that have cenlies In more ihan one [ DU I
. . L _|location in the clly (hanchise). I D P
" Fﬂasebal Admission [Regular aduh adniission price 1o & reguiar season 1 00 ea |00 nol obtain prices for prolessional basebad leamns,

___[basebat game
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Appendix O: Tax Rates provided by Statistics Canada utilized for pricing exercise

TAX RATES AS OF Junc 16th, 1998

FOOD

1 PEANUTS SHELLED

2 CHOCOLATE BAR
(ALLOWARNCES)

3 SOFT DRINKS
(ALLOWANCES)

HOUSEHOLD OPERATIONS

1 LONG DIST INTRA

2 LONG OIST TRANS CAM
JLONMGDISTUS A

5 MIN HALY WAGE ($)

SYMH LAUMNDAY DET

7 DISH. DETEAGEMT
8 SCOURnING PAD

9 PAPEA TOWELS
10 DATHAOOM TISSUE
11 PLASTIC wWRAP
12 00G FQOD CAMMNED
13 DOG FOOD ORY
14 POTTED FLOWERNS
15 HURSERY SHAUBS

HEALTH & PERSONAL CANLE

6 BAMOAGES

9 PEASOMNAL SOAP

10 TOILET SQAP

11 LIPSTICK

12 COLOGKE

11 TOQTHPASTE

14 OIAPERAS (DISPOSABLES)
1S MENS HAIRCUTS

iG WOMEN'S HAIRCUTS

HST PST HST HST PST PST PST PST PST PST
GST |NFDL| PEI { NS N8 | QUE | OMNT | MAN| SAS | ALTA| BC
7.0 15.0} 10.0{ 15.0f 15.0 7.5 7.0
7.0 15.0] 10.0( 150/ 150 7.5 8.C 7.0 7.0

0.50 021 0.26
7.0 15.01 100{ 150{ 150 7.5] 8.0 7.0
0.26 02t

7.0 15.0{ _10.0{ 15.0f 15.0 7.5 80 7.0f 70 7.0
7.0 15.0{ 100} 15.0] 150 7.5 8.0 70t 70 7.0
7.0 15.00 100f 15.0] 150 7.5 8.0 70/ 70 7.0

4 75| _4.75|_S5.15| 5.50| _6.45| 68S| S40f 535 500] 700
7.0 150 100| 15.0{ 150 75 80 70 70 70
7.0 150/ _10.0f 15.0f 150 7.5 8.0 70 7.0 7.0
70 150| 100] 150! 150 7.5 8.0 70l 70 7.0
70 15.0f 100 15.0] 150 7.5 80 70 70 7.0
7.0 15.0{ 10.0] 15.0] 150 7.5 00 7.0 7.0 7.0
7.0 1501 100! 15.0{ 150 75 80 7.0 70 7.0
7.0 150] 100{ 150/ 150 75 80 7.0 74
7.0 150f 100| 150] 150 7.5 80 7.0 74
7.0 150{ 100/ 150| 150 75 g0 7.0 70 7¢C
70 1501 100 150] 150 7.5 00 70
7.0 1501 100 150[ 150 7.5 0o 70 70
70 150f _100] 150t 150 7.9 g0 7.0 7.0 70
7.0 15Qf 100 15.01 15Q 75 4.0 7.0 70 70
7.0 150|_10.0| 15.0f 15.0 7.5 80 7.0 70 7.0
70 150f 10.0f 15.0{ 15.0 75 80 70 70 7.0
7.0 150{_10.0f 150f 150 7.5 00 7.0 7.0 7.0
70 1500 100 150{ 150 7S _ 70 10
7.0 15.0 15.0] 15.0 7.5
7.0 15.0 15.00 15.0 7.5




Appendix P: Modifications to Pricing Guide
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CATEGORY

CHANGESNIODIFICATIONS

Food
Page 3, ltem #8 ~ Wieners

Page §, ftem #22 = [ce Cream
Page 7, Ttem #38 — Grapefruit
Page 7, ltem #340 - Cantaloupe
Page 8, frem #3530 ~ Braccol

Page 8, fiem #3537 = Couking Ol or Satad Ol

Houschaold Operations

Page 12 = Telephone Calls

Pave 14 Item #1144 = Potted Plowers

Pases B4 e o - Maeery Shoabe Suagho Pase

Healthh & Personal Caee

Page 16 ftem B3 = Dhiazepam
Pape 16, e £5 = Propanaolal

Pape 17, Item #7 = Contact Lensien

Page 17, ltem #3 - Oral Cxamination

Pape 1§, ltem #12 - Cologne

Added to description - “all beel”
Added to description - *2 litre’

Problems with consisteat quantities being priced;
somne priced individually, some by wetght;
conversions were necessary = reter (0 Methodology

Changed quanuty to t lure’

Presented problams = cefer o Maethadalagy, peovided
specttic distance., vathun Provines 1652200 nules or
26G-1-320 hans; outside the Provinee witlun Canada
[700-2000 miden ae 2720-3200 ke, outsade ol
Canada (fo the U'S A ) 53-500-3700 b

Nat alway- avaiable at procery stone, to peace
cliewhere.

Added to descniption -3 pallon ar 6212 b,
hicphie,

Changad descoption o 75 my stiength’
Lsted under “Prescnbed Mediemes”

Added ta deseaption = *6 deposable sofl lenses (not
G pairs), Acuvue, 2 week disposable vs daily
disposabie (should be able to wear for 2 weeks prior
to disposing)’

Provided claritication - “one regular oral examination

with no problems on a regular client — pot including
an x-rav or cleaning’

Provided further detail = Chanel § cau de toilette,

S0ml’, pricec where ever available.




Appendix P: Modifications to Pricing Exercise

Problems and Resolutions by Category:

Food
Problem

Further detail was required for some items, refer to summary list for changes to
guide. As well obvious mistakes were made in terms of pricing different quantities than
specified and not recording it, resulting in numerous requests for clarification or re-
pricing of items. Fruit and vegetables were particularly problematic, as the specified
quantity of 1 kilogram was not followed consistently. Returned pricing guides included
price per fruit, (ie. individual grapefruit, cantaloupe), carrots and broccoli by the bunch,
or different weights than specified. Not only were there problems with consistency
across municipalities, but often municipalities utilized a variation of weights and/or
individual fruit prices for the three different prices obtained per item.

Solution

Since an average price per item was required, in situations where two of the three
prices were the specified quantity, the average was determined based on two prices and
the third price ignored. When there were less than two of the prices based on the
specified quantity, we completed the necessary conversion and then obtained an average
price, as long as the quantity was fairly close, which lessened the amount of requests for
municipalities to go out again and seek out the exact quantity in a similar store. (The
metric conversion table was utilized for the various conversions). Our experienced pricer
was also utilized to determine approximate weights for specific fruits and vegetables that
we utilized in order to determine a price when necessary. This latter method was an
exception and only utilized as a last resort.

Approximate weights utilized:

Cantaloupe 950 g.

Pink grapefruit 30010320 g.
Cabbage 1200 g.
Carrot 450 g/bunch

Broccoli 900g/bunch



Household O ion

Problem

Other than the pricing of telephone calls, this category did not pose problems.
There were however, many problems associated with the pricing of long distance phone
calls within the Province, outside of the Province and outside of Canada. Long distance
phone rates are in most part dependent on distance between cities, the time and day the
call was made. In an attempt to resolve these issues more specific instructions were
provided, for example the time and day to call was specified and municipalities were
advised to select a location within a specific kilometer range (165 to 200 kms) within the
province, 1700 to 2000 kms. Outside the province. Providing an estimated distance did
not however, resolve the problem. Obtaining consistent rates was further compounded by
the availability of a muititude of different savings plans offered by telephone companies.
Given the time factor and the over-riding concern with consistency in pricing we opted
for another solution.

Solution

One telephone company that had availability across the municipalities, AT& T
was selected and their rates utilized (which were uniform across the country), with the
exception of the different taxes. The appropriate taxes were then applied. This pricing
was handled centrally.

Household Furnishings

Problem

Many difficulties were experienced ensuring consistency and availability with
mattresses, microwave ovens and stainless cookware. The pricing revealed major
discrepancies in pricing within municipalities, and across municipalities (range of $1,000
for mattresses). These discrepancies were not valid and therefore “doable” solutions
were sought, and after various attempts to further clarify features, models, and
discussions with retailers it was decided to have our pricer obtain prices from stores that
represented large chains that had consistent pricing across the country and then apply the
appropriate taxes.

Household Operations & Household Furnishings combined have a weight of
10.76. We priced 19 items for this category, of which four had to be re-priced centrally.

Recreation, Reading and Education

Problem

Since Statistics Canada removed all brand names and model specifications for all
items, [ attempted to provide specifications that could be consistently priced in all



municipalities. However, feedback received was that several of the items specified were
either not available, or in some instances required further detail. Golf Clubs and exercise
bikes were most problematic, cameras and cassette players were resolved once more
specifics were provided.

Solution

For the camera, cassette player and television more specific detail was provided,
obtaining specific make and model no’s from retailers here in Winnipeg. (Refer to
summary for details on modifications)

For exercise bikes, given the types and numerous features available for the same
model number, and in the inconsistency in terms of availability, this item was omitted
from our list. We then re-distributed the associated weight of this item across the other
19 items listed under recreation. This ensured the same weight for this category.

For golf clubs, there were also many different features, and problems with
availability of same sets across municipalities. The prices obtained were so varied on a
set of Wilson Clubs fitting the original description that upon some initial checking we
determined that the same caliber of clubs were not being consistently priced. In speaking
with retailers in Winnipeg, it was determined that the primary difference in pricing on the
same set of clubs would be associated with taxes, size of store, or sales. Once again, an
average price was obtained utilizing Winnipeg and then appropriate taxes were applied to
determine a price for the various municipalities.

Education, posed another problem, and upon checking the huge variances
between prices it was determined that we lacked consistency due to differences in
semester systems at Universities and Colleges, as well instructions as to inclusiveness
(student union fees, administrative fees) was not detailed enough.

Solution

Both, University and College tuitions were re-priced centrally, utilizing our
experienced pricer to ensure the same courses were being priced. Consistency was
ensured in terms of what was included in the price, for example, administrative fees, as
well as duraticn of the course, and weights or credit hours.

Transportation

Problem

Items in this category were generally not problematic, with the exception of
automobiles and insurance prices. The latter required a fair bit of clarification and re-
confirming of prices. Automobile prices were even more difficult to ascertain due to the
complexity of features, rebates, and the nature of the flexibility afforded sales staff to



make a sale. Some of the difficulties with ensuring consistency revolved around what
was included, for example, discounts, air tax rates, administrative fees, and freight.

Solution

This item was re-priced centrally, by our experienced pricer, ensuring consistency
in what was included in the price. Our pricer contacted two car retailers in each of the
participating municipalities to ensure comparability.

Alcohol & Tobacco

This category was not problematic. There was a problem with availability in terms of the
one item, “embassy tubes”, which was omitted & its weight was re-distributed equally
among the other items in this grouping.



Appendix Q: Pricing Exercise Cost Indexes Pre-Shelter Component

|
'

i

i FCM Pricing Exercise

Cost Indexes

i

!.‘.lunic.‘pality

‘Whofe Pogoulation

Modest Income

l'lnc‘ex (Weighted Cost)

l "*Index
1 |Edmonton, AB ! Q0.e33 0.240
2 |Winnigeg, M8 l 0877 0.867
2 |Saskatoon [ Q.c7s c.857
£ |Burnzby, BC ‘ 0.c80 0.280
£ |Vancouver, EC , 0.€50 0.280
6 [|Calgary, AB l 0.cg2 0.282
7 |Reging, SK 0.ee7 0.e88S
8 [|Hamilton, ON [ 1.001 0.292
¢ |Halifax, NS 1.003 0.528
10 |Ottawa, ON | 1.005 1.000
11 jLoncdon, ON 1.0:3 1.015
12 |Wincsor, ON 1.023 1.019
i2 IYork, ON 1.025 1.031
1 lPeei. ON 4 1.028 1.033
1S !Waterloo. ON ‘ 1.033 1.04<4
i6 |Torcnto, ON ! 1.0=0 1.088
|
|
- tiizad to caicuicia CAM 1 ‘

‘ee Utiizeq to cziculata CAL 2
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Appendix R

Total Average Cost per Municipality pre- Shelter Component
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- b - — :
FCM Pricing Exercise i
i Total Average Cost by Municipality :
x B
Recreation y
Health & oy Aleshol & o
i i lotni TOTAL
Mumicipality Personal Care Ea;:::i:: & Tobacea Transportatton| Clothing A

"

")

PR

Edmanton, AB
L'Jinﬂxpcg, g
Burnaty, 8C
Vancouver, BC _
S3skataan
Regming, SK_
Calgary, A8

Hantax, NS
Ottawa. QN

Landen ON

2 Ivhndsar, O

fack, O
Peel. O
\/atertoa, O

Teranto, O

Tatat

Hamiltan, O -

£25510

25229

_$7.93009 __
655476 __

5.055 23

_ 605623
_{_11s3a_

__%mas

10109 _

SG 28

__95es

_ S8
_5507_

LR
_ecor

7485

€185 32 _
L. 1945529
2000985
2000925
1009516 _
__ 1958128
1910191 __
1077385
19,740 8
1m0
._ne6en3 -
1999265
LRI SR
__0an2%0
_?0_“.0!1 (B

21,105 1%

[51.092.00_
_ro85.00_
108500 |
_r08500
_108600_
_107500_
_i.ces500
_1075¢0_
1.0Aa5 00 A
_1.07000_
_t 0as GO"
_1.60560
112020
1conon
1 005 a0

1.005 60

__522.736.22 _

a2
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Appendix S: Total Average Weighted Cost per Municipality pre- Shelter Component
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