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FOREWORD

Welfare Incomes is a regular report on the welfare rates in each province and
territory in Canada. This report estimates welfare incomes for 1999 for four types of
households: a single employable person, a single person with a disability, a single-parent
family with a two-year-old child, and a two-parent family with two children aged ten and
15. The National Council of Welfare has published similar estimates since 1986.

The National Council of Welfare is grateful to the officials of provincial and
territorial governments who took the time to review the factual material in this report
and previous reports. The Council also appreciates the continuing support and co-
operation of the Quantitative and Information Analysis Division of the Social Policy
Directorate at Human Resources Development Canada, in particular the help of Anne
Tweddle.

In all the years the Council has tracked welfare incomes, we have found that incomes
in all parts of Canada fall well below the poverty line and represent a tiny fraction of
average incomes. The fact that welfare programs continue to keep recipients - including
children - in such deep poverty is deeply disappointing.

All levels of government have touted their intentions to help families with young
children. Governments in several provinces and territories have also introduced
programs to provide extra mncome supports for families with children. Unfortunately,
many of these financial supports completely bypass those families that are forced to
depend on welfare. As a result, very few children on welfare have seen their families’
Incomes improve. ‘

Most disappointing is the effect of the federal government’s massive investment in
the Child Tax Benefit. Last year’s version of this report showed the perverse impact of
the clawback as of July 1998. This year’s report shows the continuation of the pattern:
the federal government gives and the provinces and territories take away. The federal
government allowed the provinces and tetritories to claw back the increases in federal
funds from families that telied on welfare.

The clawback has effectively frozen welfare incomes and dampened prospects for
increases in the future. It has also made it possible for the provinces and territories to
evade their responsibilities to the poorest of the poor while the federal government now
shoulders a greater part of the cost.



WHAT IS WELFARE?

Social assistance or welfare is the income program of last resort in Canada. It
provides money to individuals and families whose resources are inadequate to meet their
needs and who have exhausted other avenues of support.

Untl March 31, 1996, welfare was paid under the terms of the Canada Assistance
Plan (CAP), an arrangement that allowed the cost to be shared by the federal
government and the provinces and territories. On Apsil 1, 1996, the Canada Health and
Social Transfer (CHST) replaced CAP. Under the CHST, the federal government
reduced its transfer payments to the provinces and tetritories for health, education and
social services. As of July 1, 1998, the Canada Child Tax Benefit has covered some of the
cost of welfare for families with children.

Although people talk about welfare as a single entity, there are really 13 welfare
systems in Canada: one in each province and territory, including the new territory of
Nunavut. Despite the fact that each of the 13 systems is different, they have many
common features. They have complex rules which regulate all aspects of the system,
including eligibility for assistance, the rates of assistance, the amounts of other income
recipients are allowed to keep, and the way in which applicants and recipients may
question decisions regarding their cases.

ELIGIBILITY

Eligibility for welfare is based on general administrative rules that vary widely
throughout the country. For example, applicants must be of a certain age (usually
between 18 and 65). Full-time students of post-secondary educational institutions qualify
for assistance in some provinces and territories only if they meet stringent conditions. In
other provinces and territories, students cannot apply for assistance without leaving their
studies. Parents must try to secure any court-ordered maintenance support to which they
are entitled. People who are disabled require medical certification of their conditions.
Strikers are not eligible in most jurisdictions. Immigrants must try to obtain financial
assistance from their sponsors.

Once applicants meet the administrative conditions, they go through a “needs test.”
The welfare department compares the budgetary needs of an applicant and any depend-
ants with the assets and income of the household. Needs, assets and income are defined
in provincial and territorial welfare laws. In general, welfare is granted when a house-
hold’s non-exempted financial resources are less than the cost of regulatly recurring
needs that the welfare department considers acceptable, for example, food, shelter,
household, personal needs and special needs.

First, the needs test examines applicants’ fixed and liquid assets. In most provinces
and territories, fixed assets such as a principal residence, furniture and clothing are



considered exempt. Most provinces and territories also exempt the value of a car,
although some jurisdictions take into consideration factors such as the need for a private
vehicle and the availability of public transportation. Property and equipment required for
employment are generally considered exempt. Applicants are usually required to convert
any non-exempt fixed assets into liquid assets and to use any non-exempt liquid assets
for their ongoing needs before qualifying for welfare.

The limits on liquid assets (that is, cash, bonds and securities that are readily
convertible to cash, and the cash value of life insurance in some provinces and
territories) appear in Table 1. The amounts vary by household size and employability.
Where a household’s liquid assets are higher than the amounts in Table 1, that house-
hold is not entitled to welfare until the excess is spent on approved needs.

The amounts shown in Table 1 are the liquid asset exemption levels that were in
effect in January 1999.

After welfare departments examine the fixed and liquid assets of welfare applicants,
they identify all the sources of income for that household. Some types of income, such
as the basic federal Child Tax Benefit (but not the supplement) and the federal GST
credit, are normally considered exempt in the determination of eligibility for welfare.
Welfare departments consider that income from other sources such as employment,
pensions and unemployment insurance is fully or partially available for support of the
household.

In most provinces and territories, welfare departments consider the supplement to
the Canada Child Tax Benefit to be income that is deducted 100 percent from the family
welfare cheque. Some provinces have reduced the amount of welfare they provide to
families with children instead of treating the federal benefit as income. Only
Newfoundland and New Brunswick allow families with children that are on welfare to
keep the supplement to the Canada Child Tax Benefit.

Finally, welfare departments subtract all non-exempt income from the total needs of
the household. Applicants qualify for welfare if their household’s needs are greater than
the household’s resources or if there is a budget surplus that is insufficient to meet the
cost of a special need such as medications or disability-related equipment.

The needs test was the central eligibility criterion required by the assistance
provisions of the Canada Assistance Plan. The law authorized the federal government to
share with the provinces and tetritories the costs of welfare only on behalf of households
that qualified on the basis of need. Since the Canada Health and Social Transfer replaced
the Canada Assistance Plan in April 1996, provinces and territories are no longer
required to use a needs test to qualify for federal contributions to their welfare programs.
As of the date of this report, however, no province or territory has replaced its needs
test.
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RATES OF ASSISTANCE

Every province and territory uses a different method of calculating basic social
assistance, which generally includes food, clothing, shelter, utilities, and an allowance for
personal and household needs.

Applicants and recipients may be eligible for extra assistance in most provinces and
territories if they have special needs such as medication, prosthetic devices, technical aids
and equipment, special clothing or dental care. Welfare departments provide cash or “in
kind” support in the form of vouchers, goods or services.

Sometimes applicants require assistance only for a special-needs item such as
medication but they are able to provide for other basic needs from their own resources.
In such cases, a province or territory may grant the specific amount that the household
requires, provided that the applicants are eligible under the needs test.

Every province and territory has a list of special needs for which it will provide extra
assistance. In some cases, only a portion of the cost of a particular item is paid. For
example, the province may reimburse a certain percentage of dental costs, and the
recipient is expected to pay the remaining amount.

Across Canada, welfare officials have some degree of discretion in deciding whether
certain households qualify for special assistance under provincial or territorial welfare
regulations. Discretion 1s both a strength and weakness of the welfare system. On one
hand, welfare recognizes the fact that individuals may have ongoing or one-time special
needs for which they require assistance. On the other hand, a person with special needs
may be considered eligible for extra assistance by one welfare worker, but not by
another.

Table 2 presents a national picture of estimated welfare incomes for 1999. The
incomes shown are for the basic needs of four household types: a single employable
person, a single disabled person, a single-parent family with a two-year-old child and a
two-parent family with two children ten and 15 years of age. When we calculated the
welfare incomes, we assumed that each of the households went on welfare on January 1,
1999 and remained on welfare for the entite calendar year.

The figures in the table must be interpreted with caution. They are estimates of what
a particular family or a single person might receive. Welfare is a highly individualized
program of income support, so every applicant could be eligible for a different amount
of financial assistance because of the circumstances in his or her household.

It is especially important to understand the derivation of the social assistance figures
in Column 1. These figures are both maximum and minimum amounts. They are
maximum amounts in that they represent the highest level of welfare that a designated
province or territory will provide to a given household unit for its basic living needs.
These rates can be reduced in all provinces and territories for a number of reasons. For
example, legislation in all jurisdictions allows welfare authorities to reduce, cancel or



suspend benefits if an employable recipient refuses a reasonable job offer, or quits a job
without just cause. In Quebec, the welfare department sometimes considers the financial
support of young people to be the responsibility of their parents. In those cases, Quebec
will reduce the assistance rate and demand a contribution from the parents of the welfare
recipient.

These figures are also minimum amounts in that they do not generally include
special-needs assistance to which a given household may be entitled, such as costs
related to a disability or the cost of searching for a job.

BASIC SOCIAL ASSISTANCE

The column called basic social assistance shows the basic welfare that eligible house-
holds are entitled to have. Basic assistance generally includes an amount for food,
clothing, shelter, utilities, personal and household needs. The figures in the basic social
assistance column also reflect the reduction in assistance caused by the clawback of the
supplement to Canada Child Tax Benefit that began in July 1998.

To ensure to the greatest extent possible the comparability of the data, we made a
number of assumptions in calculating basic assistance. These assumptions concerning
recipient households include where people lived, the ages of the children, the employ-
ability of the household head, the type of housing and the case history.

A. RESIDENCE

The rates of social assistance shown for each province or territory are for the largest
municipal area. This is because maximum shelter allowances vary by region in many
jurisdictions. Households living in smaller municipalities often receive lower benefits
because their shelter costs are lower than in large urban centres (and most shelter
allowances are based on actual shelter costs). Some provinces and territories offer
supplements to compensate welfare households living in remote areas for higher living
costs.

B. AGES OF CHILDREN

Welfare rates for families with children in this report are based on the assumption
that the child in the one-parent family is two years old and the children in the two-parent
family are ten and 15 years old. Some provinces and tertitories vary a family’s entitlement

with the age of each child in the household.

C. EMPLOYABILITY OF THE HOUSEHOLD HEAD

In Table 2, we assigned short-term rates of assistance (which are generally lower than
long-term rates) to single employable individuals and couples with children in all



jurisdictions. The rates for single parents are based on the employability classifications in
each province and territory.

In all jurisdictions, we have based our calculations on the assumption that the
disabled person received welfare, not payments for special, long-term disability
programs. In Alberta, for example, people with severe and permanent disabilities may be
eligible for a special program called Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped
(AISH), providing they can supply the province with medical proof of the severity of
their disability. In April 2000, 25,000 Albertans received support from AISH, while 8,500
people who were classified as “not expected to work” received support from the regular
welfare program.

D. TYPE OF HOUSING

We assumed that the welfare households in this report are tenants in the private
rental market rather than homeowners or social housing tenants. We also assumed that
they did not share their accommodation. All provinces and territories reduce welfare
entitlements when recipient households live in subsidized housing or share their housing.

In Newfoundland, single able-bodied people are granted welfare only under room-
and-board arrangements, which are much lower than the payments for renting an
apartment. The monthly room-and-board rate is only $93 a month. Three-quattets of
single employable people receiving welfare under the room-and-board rate receive extra
payments because of extenuating circumstances as determined by the welfare depart-
ment.

Where shelter allowances do not include the cost of utilities, we added the cost of
utilities to the shelter rates. We used maximum shelter rates in all jurisdictions.

Saskatchewan paid welfare recipients the actual cost of their utilities up to a set
maximum amount until 1993. After 1993, Saskatchewan paid the actual costs with no
limits. In last year’s version of this report, the figures showed the actual average amount
the province paid to welfare recipients of each family type. In this year’s edition, the rate
is based on the actual December 1999 payment multiplied by twelve months.

One notable change occurred in the Northwest Tetritories. Until 1997, there were
no maximum rates for shelter. The welfare department covered the cost of actual rents,
and these varied widely in the North. As of January 1, 1997, the Northwest Territories
created a new welfare program with maximum rents of §450 a month for the single
employable and single disabled people, $1,100 for the single patent with one child, and
$1,300 for the couple with two children. The Northwest Territories covers the actual
cost of utilities, but the territorial government did not provide the National Council of
Welfare with the typical amounts paid. The figures for basic assistance from 1997 and
1998 are therefore much lower than those for previous years. Officials from the
Territories provided us with the actual average utilities payments for September 1999, so
the 1999 figures represent the September payments multiplied by twelve.



E. CASE HISTORY

In order to “annualize” the rates for this report, we assumed that these four typical
households started receiving welfare on January 1, 1999, and remained on assistance
until the last day of each calendar year.

We calculated basic social assistance month by month for each category of recipient
in each province and tertitory, taking into account increases or decreases in rates as of
their effective dates within each year. We also assumed that welfare households did not
have any income from paid work during the time they were on assistance.

F. SPECIAL ASSISTANCE

Welfare departments provide two kinds of assistance for special needs. Some sup-
plementary allowances are paid automatically to recipients in certain groups, such as
people with disabilities or parents with school-age children. These ate the amounts that
appear in the second column in Table 2. Examples of this type of special assistance
include extra assistance for people with disabilities, money for school expenses, winter
clothing allowances and Christmas allowances. The footnotes explain the special assis-
tance in each jurisdiction.

Welfare departments also provide a second kind of assistance for one-time special
needs, including items such as funeral expenses, moving costs or emergency home
repairs. We have not included this type of special assistance in this report because the
special needs are established on a case-by-case basis by individual welfare workers. In
some cases, approval is required from an administrator, director or designated
professional such as a doctor.

We have incorporated special assistance in Column 2 of Table 2 only when welfare
departments would automatically provide it to certain recipients. If the welfare recipient
has to provide special reasons to qualify for this assistance, our figures exclude it.

CHILD TAX BENEFIT

The child tax benefit system changed radically in recent years. Successive federal
governments have moved to “target” their financial support to families at the lower end
of the income spectrum. The federal child tax benefit column shows the basic Child Tax
Benefit and the supplement, including increases on July 1, 1999.

In 1999, the federal government paid a basic annual benefit of $1,020 for each child
under age 18 in most parts of Canada. Quebec and Alberta asked the federal government
for different calculations of the basic benefits. In Quebec, payments vary according to
the ages and number of children in each family. In Alberta, payments vary according to
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the ages of the children. In all provinces and territories, there was a supplementary
annual benefit of up to $213 for each child under age seven.

As of July 1, 1998, the federal government provided all families with incomes under
$20,921 with a supplement to the Canada Child Tax Benefit. If a family had one child,
the supplement was $605 a year or $50.42 a month. Families with two children received
a supplement of $1,010 a year or $84.16 a month. As of July 1, 1999, the supplement was
$785 a year or $65.42 a month for a family with one child and $1,370 a year or $114.17 a
month for a family with two children. Our calculations show the lower rate from January
to June 1999 and the increase from July to December 1999.

Only those families on welfare who lived in Newfoundland and New Brunswick saw
an increase in their incomes because of the supplement to the Canada Child Tax Benefit.
The other provinces and territories clawed the money back in different ways. In Prince
Edward Island, Nova Scotia, Ontario, Manitoba, British Columbia, Yukon and the
Northwest Territories, the welfare departments consider the supplement to be non-
exempt income that triggers a cut in the families’ welfare cheques. In Quebec,
Saskatchewan and Alberta, the provincial governments have actually cut welfare benefits
by the amount of the supplement to the Child Tax Benefit. In our calculations, we have
shown the basic Canada Child Tax Benefit and the supplement under the column called
Federal Child Tax Benefit and we have shown the deductions in the column for social
assistance.

As a result of the clawback, the already complex system of welfare programs has
become even more complicated. With all the new rules and variations in welfare across
the country, it is now almost impossible for welfare recipients to be sure that they are
recetving all the benefits to which they are entitled.

The National Council of Welfare is very concerned by the fact that the clawbacks
under the Canada Child Tax Benefit discriminate against families on welfare. Our 1998
report, Child Benefits: Kids Are Still Hungry, estimated that only 36 percent of poor
families with children would benefit from the Canada Child Tax Benefit. Fifty-nine
percent of two-parent poor families but only 17 percent of poor single-parent families
would be allowed to keep the benefit. As women head most single-parent families, we
believe that this constitutes discrimination on the basis of gender.

PROVINCIAL AND TERRITORIAL CHILD BENEFITS

The Newfoundland and Labrador Child and Family Benefit began in August 1999.
The single-parent family with one child receives $17 a month and the two-parent family
with two children receives $43 a month.

Nova Scotia uses the money it claws back from the supplement to the Canada Child

Tax Benefit to support the Nova Scotia Child Benefit for all families with net annual
incomes below $16,000. Beginning in July 1998, families received $250 a year for their
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first child and $168 for the:second child. As of July 1999, families received $324 for the
first child and $242 for the second child. Our calculations show the lower amount from
January to June 1999 and the higher amount for July to December 1999.

In October 1997, New Brunswick introduced a provincial Child Tax Benefit worth
$21 a child each month, retroactive to April 1997. There have been no increases to the
Benefit since then. : :

Quebec provides a family allowance over and above the federal Child Tax Benefit.
This was worth $81.25 a month for each child from January to July 1999, then $66.25 a
month for each child from August 1999 on. Quebec also paid a special allowance to
families worth $9.77 a month for the first child under six, a single-parent supplement and
a supplement to the family allowance.

The Saskatchewan Benefit provided $75 a month for families with one child and
$167 a month for families with two children until june 1999. In July 1999, Saskatchewan
reduced this amount by the amount of the increase in the federal government’s payment
under the supplement to the Canada Child Tax Benefit. From July to December, these
families received $60 a month and $137 a month respectively. Saskatchewan also
provides an allowance of $35 a month to the single-parent family.

In July 1996, British Columbia introduced the BC Family Bonus as part of a package
of initiatives known as BC Benefits. The Family Bonus is an income-tested monthly
payment to all low-income families with children that have filed income tax returns for
the previous year and have applied for the Child Tax Benefit. Families on welfare
received $103 a month per child for January to June 1999 and $105 a month from July to
December 1999 from the BC Family Bonus. This amount includes the federal
government’s contribution for the supplement to the Child Tax Benefit. BC reduced its
basic welfare payment by the value of the BC Family Bonus.

Northwest Territories uses the money it claws back from the supplement to the
Canada Child Tax Benefit to support the NWT Child Benefit for all families with net
annual incomes below $20,921. Beginning in July 1998, families receive $330 annually for
every child. The amount did not change in 1999.

The new territory of Nunavut adopted most of the welfare policies of the Northwest
Territories. Its Nunavut Child Benefit provides $330 a year for each child.

Several provinces and territories also provide incentives to low-income workers with
children. We have not included these programs in our calculations because we base our
estimates on the welfare incomes of parents with no earned income.

GST CREDIT

The column for federal GST credit shows the federal refundable credit for the
Goods and Services Tax or the federal portion of the Harmonized Sales Tax in the
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Atlantic provinces. The GST credit is paid quarterly. The four payments received in 1999
were worth a maximum of $199 annually for each adult or the first child in a single-

parent family. For other dependent children, the total was a maximum of $105 a year for
each child.

~ Single adults, including single parents, also received an income-tested supplement to
a maximum of $105 in 1999 if their 1998 incomes were higher than $6,456.

PROVINCIAL TAX CREDITS

The tax credits in Column 6 are the provincial government refund of the
Harmonized Sales Tax in Newfoundland, the Sales and Property Tax Credits in Ontario
and the Sales Tax Credit in British Columbia.
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ADEQUACY OF BENEFITS

The incomes in Table 2 are abysmally low. To demonstrate just how low, we
compared them with the estimated low income cut-offs of Statistics Canada for 1999.
The results are shown in Table 3.

Each year, Statistics Canada calculates low income cut-offs for households of
different sizes living in communities of different sizes. They approximate levels of gross

income where people are forced to spend much of their income on food, shelter and
clothing.

The National Council of Welfare regards the cut-offs as poverty lines. Like any
poverty lines, they have their limitations, but they are widely accepted as a benchmark
for judging income adequacy in Canada. Other studies of poverty, especially local
surveys using a “market basket” approach, have produced comparable results.

Some provincial governments maintain that the poverty lines are an especially
imperfect measure of poverty when it comes to welfare incomes, because the lines are
based on pre-tax income and welfare benefits are not taxable. In reality, most of the
incomes in Table 3 are so low that there is no difference between taxable and non-
taxable income. For example, single employable people in Newfoundland with total
incomes of $1,341 were abysmally poor by any standard. Even if they had earned income
instead of receiving welfare income, they would have been exempt from income tax
because their earnings were so low.

Some provinces and territories also contend that welfare is intended to provide only
the bare necessities of life, while incomes at the level of the low income cut-offs are high
enough to allow some discretionary spending as well. The National Council of Welfare
has no sympathy for that argument. The fact is that the cut-offs already represent very
low levels of income. The only “discretion” many welfare recipients have is how to cut
back on food when the money starts running short toward the end of the month.

As Table 3 shows, no province had welfare rates consistently closer to the poverty
lines than elsewhere. Rates in some provinces and territories, especially rates for single
employables, are far below the lines. Welfare incomes which reach only one fifth or one
third of the poverty line are unacceptably low and should be raised at the earliest
possible date. How anyone manages to live on welfare rates of only nine percent of the
poverty line - as a single employable person in Newfoundland is forced to do - is beyond
our comprehension. Rates this low cannot be described as anything other than punitive
and cruel.

Column 1 of Table 3 shows welfare incomes for different types of households in the
ten provinces in 1999. None of the territories is included in this table because they are
specifically excluded from the survey used to generate the low income cut-offs.
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Column 2 indicates the estimated 1999 poverty lines (the low income cut-offs of
Statistics Canada, 1986 base) for the largest city in each province. The poverty gap, or
difference between total income and the poverty lines, i1s shown in the next column. The
last column represents total welfare income as a percentage of the poverty line, that is,
welfare income divided by the poverty line.

Welfare incomes for single employable people remained by far the least adequate
during 1999. Rates ranged from nine percent of the poverty line in Newfoundland to
41 percent of the poverty line in Ontario.

The lowest benefits for single disabled people stood at 42 percent of the poverty line
in Alberta. The highest rate was 70 percent of the poverty line in Ontario.

Welfare incomes for single-parent families ranged from a low of 50 percent in both
Manitoba and Alberta to a high of 70 percent in Newfoundland.

For two-parent families with two children, welfare incomes ranged from 45 percent
of the poverty line in Quebec to 62 percent in Prince Edward Island.
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TABLE 3, ADEQUACY OF 1999 BENEFITS

TOTAL WELFARE

oA | POy |POVETY - Ncon ASior
POVERTY LINE

NEWFOUNDLAND
Single Employable S $1,341 $14,727  -$13386 9%
Disabled Person $8,717 $14,727 -$6,010 59%
Single Parent, One Child ~ / $13,9g¥ $19,963 $6,039 70%
Couple, Two Children $16,317 $20211  -$12,894 56%
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND '
Single Employable $5,515  $14,386 -$8,871 38%
Disabled Person . $8442 $14386  -$5944 59%
Single Parent, One Child ~ $11,670 $19,501 -$7,831 60%
Couple, Two Children $17,799 $28,539  -$10,740 62%
NOVA SCOTIA
Single Employable $4,573 $14,727  -$10,154 31%
Disabled Person $8,809 $14,727 -$5,918 60%
Single Parent, One Child ~ $12,558 $19,963 -$7,405 63%
Couple, Two Children $16,633 $29,211 -$12,578 57%
NEW BRUNSWICK
Single Employable $3,367 $14,727  -$11,360 23%
Disabled Person $6,899 $14,727 -$7,828 47%
Single Parent, One Child ~ $12,319 $19,963 -$7,644 62%
Couple, Two Children $15,170 $29211  -$14,041 52%
QUEBEC
Single Employable $6,223 $16,766  -$10,543 37%
Disabled Person $8,951 $16,766 -$7,815 53%
Single Parent, One Child ~ $12,957 $22,726 -$9,769 57%
Couple, Two Children ;,15,/0(/)0 $33,262  -$18,262 /45-%/
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TABLE 3, ADEQUACY OF 1999 BENEFITS

TOTAL POVERTY |POVERTY TOTAL WELFARE
INCOME LINE GAP. INCOME AS % OF
POVERTY LINE
ONTARIO
Single Employable $6,822 $16,766 -$9,944 41%
Disabled Person $11,759 $16,766 -$5,007 70%
Single Parent, One Child $13,704 $22,726 -$9,022 60%
Couple, Two Children $18,130 $33,262 -$15,132 55%
MANITOBA '
Single Employable $5,551 $16,766 -$11,215 33%
Disabled Person $/8ﬁ,257__ $16,766 -$8,509 49%
Single Parent, One Child ($T 11,/?;28 $22,726 -$11,398 50%
Couple, Two Children $\1 6,705 $33,262 -$16,557 50%
SASKATCHEWAN
Single Employable $5,739 $14,727 -$8,988 39%
Disabled Person $8,385 $14,727 -$6,342 57%
Single Parent, One Child $11,877 $19,963 -$8,086 59%
Couple, Two Children $17,590 $29,211 -$11,621 60%
ALBERTA
Single Employable $5,023 $16,766 -$11,743 30%
Disabled Person $7,061 $16,766 -$9,705 42%
Single Parent, One Child $11,375 $22,726 -$11,351 50%
Couple, Two Children $17,919 $33,262 -$15,343 54%
BRITISH COLUMBIA
Single Employable $6,330 $16,766 -$10,436 38%
Disabled Person $9,593 $16,766 -$7.173 57%
Single Parent, One Child $13,661 $22,726 -$9,065 60%
Couple, Two Children $17,830 $33,262 -$15,432 54% .
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WELFARE AND AVERAGE INCOMES

The low level of financial support provided by social assistance is also evident when
measured against average incomes. Welfare provides only a portion of the level of
income that most Canadians would consider normal or reasonable.

Table 4 compares the welfare incomes of our four typical households with average
incomes for the appropriate household type in each province.

The averages for 1999 are based on data collected by Statistics Canada in the Survey
of Labour and Income Dynamics, inflated by the Consumer Price Index.

For the single employable person and the single disabled person, we used average
incomes in each province for unattached people under the age of 65. For single parents,
we used the average incomes of single parents under 65 with children under 18. The size
of the sample of single parents was too small to be reliable for Newfoundland and
Prince Edward Island. For the two-parent family, we used the average incomes of
couples under 65 with children under 18.

~ /

Welfare incofives-are-far, far below average. In 1999, a single employable petson on
welfare received from eight percent to 29 percent of the average income received by
single people under 65. In 1999, the disabled person on welfare got 26 to 49 percent of
the average. Single-parent families on welfare had incomes worth 38 to 61 percent of
average incomes. It is worth noting that average incomes for single-parent families in
general remain far below average incomes for couples with children. The two-parent
family on welfare had income between 23 and 32 percent of average incomes.
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TABLE 4, 1999 WELFARE INCOMES AS PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE INCOMES

WELFARE ESTIMATED WELFARE INCOME AS %
INCOME AVERAGE INCOME OF ESTIMATED
1999 1999 AVERAGE INCOME
NEWFOUNDLAND
Single Employable $1,341 $17,643 8%
Disabled Person $8,717 $17,643 49%
Single Parent, One Child $13,924 - —
Couple, Two Children $16,317 $53,096 31%
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND
Single Employable $5,515 $18,775 29%
Disabled Person $8,442 $18,775 45%
Single Parent, One Child $11,670 - -
Couple, Two Children $17,799 $56,291 32%
NOVA SCOTIA
Single Employable $4,573 $20,438 22%
Disabled Person $8,809 $20,438 43%
Single Parent, One Child $12,558 $20,711 61%
Couple, Two Children $16,633 $60,416 28%
NEW BRUNSWICK '
Single Employable $3,367 $20,927 16%
Disabled Person $6,899 $20,927 33%
Single Parent, One Child $12,319 $25,245 49%
Couple, Two Children $15,170 $57,936 26%
QUEBEC
Single Employable $6,223 $23,475 27%
Disabled Person $8,951 $23,475 38%
Single Parent, One Child $12,957 $28,572 45%
Couple, Two Children $15,000 $65,037 23%

28




TABLE 4, 1999 WELFARE INCOMES AS PERCENTAGE OF AVERAGE INCOMES

WELFARE ESTIMATED WELFARE INCOME AS %
INCOME AVERAGE INCOME OF ESTIMATED
1999 1999 AVERAGE INCOME
ONTARIO
Single Employable $6,822 $28,907 24%
Disabled Person $11,759 $28,907 41%
Single Parent, One Child $13,704 .$33,644 41%
Couple, Two Children $18,130 $78,214 23%
MANITOBA
Single Employable $5,551 $23,349 24%
Disabled Person $8,257 $23,349 35%
Single Parent, One Child $11,328 $26,197 43%
Couple, Two Children $16,705 $61,714 27%
SASKATCHEWAN
Single Employable $5,739 $23,658 24%
Disabled Person $8,385 $23,658 35%
Single Parent, One Child $11,877 $28,260 42%
Couple, Two Children $17,590 $63,085 28%
ALBERTA
Single Employable $5,023 $27,497 18%
Disabled Person $7,061 $27,497 26%
Single Parent, One Child $11,375 $30,250 38%
Couple, Two Children $17,919 $75,128 24%
BRITISH COLUMBIA
Single Employable $6,330 $28,527 22%
Disabled Person $9,593 $28,527 34%
Single Parent, One Child $13,661 $30,844 44%,
Couple, Two Chﬂdren $17,830 $71,669 25%
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PROVINCIAL AND TERRITORIAL BENEFITS OVER TIME

No other program of income support is as erratic as welfare. Every year, there are
gains and losses that vary from one category of recipient to another and one jutisdiction
to another. Table 5 summarizes the ups and downs of recent years.

The figures consist of those benefits shown in Table 2 that are exclusively within
provincial and territorial jurisdiction, in other words, total welfare incomes less the
federal Child Tax Benefit and the GST credit. Comparable figures for other years were

calculated from Welfare in Canada: The Tangled Safety Net and previous editions of
Welfare Incomes.

Using the Consumer Price Index, all the dollar figures in Table 5 are expressed in
constant 1999 dollars to factor out the effects of inflation and to show the real pur-
chasing power of welfare benefits over time. The percentages in the last two columns
show increases or decreases in real purchasing power.

The table provides comparisons of provincial and territorial benefits for 1986 to
1999 for the single employable person, the single-parent family and the two-parent
family. The National Council of Welfare did not include a single person with a disability
in its original calculations of welfare incomes for 1986, so the comparison for this group
is available from 1989 only. The National Council of Welfare first estimated welfare
incomes in the Northwest Territories in 1993, so the table shows comparisons only since
that time.

Most welfare recipients in Canada saw further erosion of their already precarious
financial situation in 1999. Between 1998 and 1999, the cost of living rose by 1.7 percent.
Welfare benefits were frozen or decreased in most jurisdictions. When the change from
1998 to 1999 appears as -1.7 percent, it means that the welfare rates were frozen and
welfare recipients lost 1.7 percent of their purchasing power to inflation.

In Newfoundland, small increases in welfate payments for single employable and
disabled recipients kept the value of welfare incomes close to the previous year. How-
ever, even with the introduction of the Newfoundland and Labrador Child and Family
Benefit, the provincial contribution to welfare for families with children failed to keep
pace with the increase in the cost of living. Newfoundland redesigned its welfare
programs in 1999, and reduced the welfare payments slightly.

In Prince Edward Island, the welfare incomes of the single employable and single
disabled person dropped in value simply because of freezes in their provincial welfare
benefits. The provincial portion of incomes for families with children dropped consid-
erably, by 5.7 percent for the single parent, and by 6.3 percent for the couple with two
children. This is because Prince Edward Island claws back the supplement to the federal
Child Tax Benefit. While the federal government gives money to poor parents, the
province takes it away. This results in a significant drop in the province’s contribution to
families.
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Nova Scotia also claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit.
Although the province gives families with children a payment under the Nova Scotia
Child Benefit, the amount is much smaller than the amount the province takes from
families on welfare. The result is that the provincial contribution to welfare incomes
drops by 3.9 percent for the single parent with one child, and by 8.1 percent for the
couple with two children. The incomes of single- employable people on welfare in Nova
Scotia dropped by 2.9 percent because of a change in welfare policy. As of 1999, welfare
recipients are no longer eligible for a clothing allowance during their first three months
on welfare. The single disabled person’s welfare was frozen, so it simply dropped in
value by the cost of living,

In New Brunswick, welfare incomes were frozen and dropped by the cost of living,
1.7 percent. New Brunswick does not claw back the supplement to the federal Child Tax
Benefit, so the incomes of families with children lost only by the cost of living.

In Quebec, there were very slight increases in the payments to single employable and
single disabled welfare recipients, which raised their incomes slightly higher than the cost
of living. Quebec claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit. Even with
Quebec’s programs for families with children, its provincial contribution to welfare
incomes fell well below the cost of living, by 4.2 percent for the single parent and by

5.6 percent for the couple.

Ontario’s single employable and single disabled welfare recipients lost by 1.7 percent,
or the cost of living, because there were no increases in their provincial payments. The
single parent and couple with children lost 4.9 percent and 6 percent respectively
because Ontario claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit.

Manitoba’s single employable welfare recipients lost 1.7 percent of the value of their
income because of a freeze in their provincial assistance. Single disabled recipients
received a slight increase in their special benefits which reduced the erosion by the cost
of living. Manitoba claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit, so the
families with children lost 5.8 percent of the value of provincial assistance for the single
parent, and 6.6 percent of the income for the couple with two children.

In Saskatchewan, the figure for assistance for utilities is now based on the December
1999 rate. In previous years, this report used the September rate. This is a slightly higher
figure, so it masks the fact that there were in reality no increases in the provincial
payments to people on welfare. In reality, single employable and single disabled welfare
recipients saw a decline in the value of their welfare incomes equivalent to the cost of
living. Because Saskatchewan claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax
Benefit, the value of the provincial payments to families with children declined signifi-
cantly.

In Alberta, value of the single employable welfare recipient’s income declined by the
cost of living. Alberta increased the Personal Needs Supplement for welfare recipients
with disabilities, so the value of their incomes increased slightly. Because Alberta claws
back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit, the value of the provincial
contribution to the income of the single parent declined by 2.8 percent, and the value
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of Alberta’s contribution to the income of the couple on welfare declined by 4.9 percent.
This occurred even though Alberta increased the shelter allowance for both types of
families with children.

In British Columbia, the single employable and single disabled person saw the value
of their provincial incomes decline by the value of the cost of living. British Columbia
claws back the value of the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit, so these
families saw a decline of 4.9 percent and 6.1 percent respectively for the single parent
and couple with children.

The incomes of single employable and single disabled welfare recipients in Yukon
wete frozen between 1998 and 1999. The two families with children saw a decrease in
the value of Yukon’s contribution to their incomes because Yukon claws back the
supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit. ‘

The value of the Northwest Territories’ contribution to welfare incomes appeats to
have increased significantly. This is because in the previous edition of this repott,
Northwest Territories was not able to provide an estimate of its payments for utilities. In
fact, welfare incomes in the Territories have not increased, and the Territories claws back
the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit. Although the Territories began the
NWT Child Benefit in July 1998, this increase in its contribution did not entirely offset
the decrease caused by the clawback.

The view of welfare incomes over the last decade is bleak. The purchasing power of
welfare incomes fell everywhere in Canada for most of the 1990s.

Many of the welfare rates shown in Table 5 peaked in 1986 or 1989 and fell more or
less steadily since then. In Alberta, for example, provincial benefits for single employable
recipients as measured in 1999 constant dollars plummeted from $8,578 a year in 1986 to
$4,824 in 1999, a decline of 43.8 percent. The peak years in Prince Edward Island were
1986 and 1989, followed by cuts year after year ever since.

The patterns were substantially different in Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba and British
Columbia. In these provinces, welfare rates peaked in the early to mid-1990s. The end
result was the same, however, as welfare rates declined further and further by the end of
the decade.

In most cases, it was single employable people on welfare who suffered the most.
Between 1986 and 1999, welfare benefits for a single employable person in
Newfoundland dropped by a shocking 76.2 percent. A sizeable increase in Quebec
resulted from a decision to raise abysmally low rates for single employable people under
30. Even then, a single employable person in Quebec received only $6,024 a year in
1999.

32



€L

%18 %GELl" %9 S6LTL  626'€l  OLEYT LSI¥T 0CTEl LOS'ET TES'CL LEL'EL +TL'EL 961PL 98P SHI'CI  ULIPIYD om(, ‘didnon
%6'€-  %L€l-  %¥0l-  TSIOL  6SS0L  SH8OL +10TL +6I1L LOVIL GVTIT LSHIL 8SHIL #6STTL S89°TL 9£CIT PIYD 2UQ “udred 3uig
%L'1- %6"01- 8968  VIL8  66L8 9¢6'8 780G  €SC6  vII'6  T8C6 116 8¥S6 €19 uosIdJ PI[qEsI]
%6'C" %L0b-  %CEe-  YLEY  €0SY 8PS LLI'9  8ST9  6ED 909 +TS9  $T99 $96°9  €0€L  9¥S9 a1qefordwry 2[3uig
VILOOS VAON
%E9"  %IIT-  %YTC- 196l S68FL  09S°ST CIS'ST SISOl 9ZSLl  TL8LT SI08T T08'LL ¥69°LL €0LL1 066'LT  UdIPIYD om], 9dno)
%L'S" %0TT-  %vvT-  LLT6  ¥E86  I¥TOL T890T SGITT I9LTL 166°T1  L90TL T8SIT ¥LG6TL 988°L1 LLTTL PIYD UQ udreq 3uig
%L1- %C'81- 80C'8  8FE'8®  0EF8  S6S8  9ZE6  S696  LI8G  S066 88LG 8266 ¥E00I uos13d PaIqEsIQ
%L1 %E'BE"  %EOP-  9IE'S  90V'S  09V'S  ILV'S  €L6°S  YSLL  TE9'B 6698 LLS8  8LS®  TTIB 9068 aqedodury 973urg
ANVTSI IVATE IONII
%91~ %¥'8- %E 0L~ 6LYTL 889TL ¥bLTL OILTL LIGTL L6L'€l TTTEL 16EE€L 6SIEl T6SEL 0£9€l LOG'El  WIpEyD om], 9jdno)
%11 %tb'C- %Er-  T0S'TT  0€9°T1  £99°T1 9VLI1 8€6°'IL LGITE GITTL +LETL 688TL SSLTT T8LIL T2OTI PIYD SUQ Iuared 2[dulg
%8°0" %0°6" 088 1658 6658 L1998 6088 0006 9106 <THL'6 SY6'8 12T6  TTEG uosIdd pa[qesiq
%1°0" %ESL-  %C9L-  THIL  ebI'l  8CI'l  019T 985y S89Y  ¥69Y  €SLY 8ISV 66SY  8T9F  S6LY dqedordury 3[3uig
ANVIANNOIMAN
6661-8661 | 6661-6861 | 68619861
HONVHD [ AONVHD | FONVHD | 6661 | 8661 | L661 | 9661 | S661 | ¥661 | €661 | 2661 | 1661 | 0661 | 6861 | 9861
% % %

SYVTIOA INV.LSNOD NI SLIIANAI TYVATAMA TYIIOLIMYA.L ANV TVIONIAOYd 6661 ‘S HTAV.L




14%

%0'9- %C61-  %LTL-  T6THYL LOTSL SL8ST 160°91 LTS'61 98I°IT G69E°IC €E¥'1T 8L6OZ 68S0C 189°L1 6LI'9T  U_IppYD omJ, 9[dno)
%6 Y- %S61-  %TEl-  6LTIL  8S8I1  S8TTL  €SHTL  SOUGT  ISE9L  IHE9L  €LE9L TB0'9L T69°ST LI0FL 866'T1 PIYD dUQ Yuarey I3wg
%L'T- %L'L 99FTT  199°TL  9LLTT 6S6'TL +SITI 8I¥TI TIFTL 68vCL 98221 8101 TLTLL uosIJ pafqesiq
%L1~ %TSL-  %L'8" €290 9€L9  TO89 L9890 ILES  LIO'G IO 906G SIS  6IS8  LOSL 8STL s[qedordury s[3uig
ONIV.INO
%9°S" %LTL-  %SLI-  TBITL LOGTI 98€°Cl 90IVL 9¢CHl 9v9'bL €81 OTHYI SP6El 9bS'€l TS8El OLLPT  UaIpIYD omf, ‘9[dno)
%C - %90~ %8L-  IPSOL  LOO'LT 16€TT #20TL 0TCTL S8FTL 1TCTL 8ELTL 6L€0l S6Z°TL L0901 8THIL PIYD 2uQ uared S[duig
%€'0 %011 TIL'8 6898 HI98  ¥TO8  €LS'8  6SL8 6198 9798 OLES  9¢I8  8¥8L uosI3d pI[qEsI(q
%L'0 %0'8¢ %V'LL  ¥20'9  086'S  0LO'9  8sZ9  09¢9 869  0¥9°9 €799  IEb9 1619  99€F  96¢°C aqedodwy o(3urg
2"agdN0
%L1 %901 %18  TECTL  STSIL  SOP'IL TLITL #bCIT 96901 1T€01 96201 TL6'6 #9001 #b20L Z8401  uaIppyD om] 9pdno)
%L1~ %8t %b'C ¥26'6  €60°01 90101 S86'6 SPOOL 8LS'6  10T'6  9LI'6  TII6  91E€6  G9¥'6 0696 PIYD AUQO Iuare] J[3urg
%L1 %8°'9C- 9699  018°9  ¢¥8°9 TIL'9 TGL9 6189 €698 TSL'® €hL'8 €006 1SI6 uosd{ pAIqeEsIqQ
%L 1" %E€"6- %8'1-  891°¢  TTTE  ¥ST'c  L9TC T8T'C O¥E'C  0TEE  89¢'E  99¢°c  8ehe  g6ov'E 92T sqedordwy 3[3uig
SIDIASNYEE AEN
6661-8661 | 6661-6861 | 6861-9861
HONVHD | HONVHD [ ONVHD | 6661 | 8661 | L661 | 9661 | S661 | +661 | €661 | 2661 | 1661 | 0661 | 6861 | 9861
% % %

SYVTIOA INV.ISNOD NI SLIJANAL AdVATIM TVIIOLIIYA.L ANV TVIDONIAOY 6661 ‘S HI1dV.L




S¢

%6'v- %L'ST-  %I'SZT-  ¥86El  TILPT  680°ST 1ISTST G6GV'ST €L9°G1 86991 +¥E'LL 9TELL OIL'ST 08%91 +L9'81  w2IpMYD om[ 9dno)
%8'C %881~ %LLZT-  6L0G  ObE6  8ISG 9856  ¥HLG  SS66  SILOT SOL'IL #6ITT €99°01 S8ILL 09STL PIYD 2UQ Iuaseq 3[3uig
%60 %0°L- 8580  86L9  S6LO 1.8 €860 €UIL  I¥IL  6SEL  6OFL  €E0L  LLEL uosI{ paqesiq
%L 1- %L'6l- %8¢k~ ¥28F  906F  ¥88%  1¢6't  CIOS 0TI TL8'G  TE€T9  L81°9  [89°C  S9G6°C  8LS8 sqedodury S[3urg
VINAdTV
%1°0- %961~ %L0T-  TSLEL 89L°EL  LIEYL OFKST 169'ST 8TO9L 966°ST  STZOL T96'ST 00991 LOI'ZL ISELL  U2IpIYD om], 3(dno)
%¥°0 %L'CT-  %EE€T-  €8¥'6  ShY'G  T990T LT8O FOOTT €¥TIL €9TIT ¥6ETT 92STL O0L6'TL 6ZETL 69€TT PIYD 2O “udred 23ulg
%L'T %0°L1- 0918 ¢¥6'L  SHG'L 9888  LLL'® 1968 +86'8 TLOG 9S16  61S'6  LE8G uosIa] pa[qesi
%0°€ %C 8" %18 0PS'S  8LE'S  YIF'S 8000 9019 8€T9  0ST9  6£6'S  TTL'S  968'S  9¢09 8209 sqedojdwy o[3urg
NVATHDILVISVS
%9°9- %E'LT-  %LET-  L98TL  TSLEL  919%WL 0€6'ST O08LLL LLI'SL 998°LT #0961 0S0'6I 8€0°6L 90L°LT SS891  waIpmyD omy, 9rdno)
%8'S- %08l %96L-  1¥6'8  T6Y6 9686 0SO0L +I1TOL 9€K0l 1TSOl €€LT1 6501 ILLOT 01601 STITL PIYD 2UQ Iud3ed 3[3uls
%¢ 1 %€ 1" L20'8  €€1'8  €IT®  I¥E'8  LLP'8 1998  0€L'8 169G  888°L 8108 6TI8 uosI pafqesiq
%L'1- %Y8C-  %L'SC-  TSE'S kPSS L6¥'S  T€E9 ‘ﬁwd ¥869  ¥OS'L  1€9°L  6LY'L 89S°L 9L¥L 10TL sqeordury 9[3urg
VAOLINVIN
6661-8661 | 6661-6861 | 6861-9861
HONVHD | AONVHD | HONVHD | 6661 | 8661 | L66L | 9661 | S661 | #661 | €661 | 2661 | 1661 | 0661 | 6861 | 9861
% % %

SYVTIOA LNVISNOD NI SLIAANAI HYVATAMA TVIIOLIMYA.L ANV TVIONIAOYA 6661 ‘S ATAV.L




9¢

%0°C TI18'CC  T9ETT I¥ETT 89SCT 6LOYT 109YT  8094T ua3p[Iy) omg, 9[dno)
%E’S 12181 9IT'LL  +IFLL +68°61 +IE0T SSLOT €6L°0C PIFYD duQ uared 2[3u1s
%06 6£9°01 €96  86L'G 68SCl TLS'Cl L98Cl T68CL uosI PI[qeEsIq
%bTl 66T8  €8€°L  ¥6EL TILIL T86'IL THTTL S9TTL s[qefojdwy 3[3urg
SHNOLNYAL ISAAHIION
%9 - %C'E %bTL  STSTCT S09°€T  SSEPT SI190C 1S6°0T SOVIT SHYIT Ov8IT L991T 0991 <T8IT TEO0T WPy omf, 9idno)
%l Y- %58 %90z  OLL'ST LEYOL 01691 9L9°€T 668°CL 00Z%L LTTHL 68YFL 96HPT SI9PL 9¢SHL  SLO'C1 PIYD VO Iudred d3uig
%L T %S"9T SPPCl  GLS9TL I8LTI  66L6 6566  09%'6  LLV'6 TS96 €696 888G  8€8%6 uoSI PR[qESI
%L 1~ %S ¥ %€0S  SP6'OT  TEI'Tl  IHTIT  $€2'8  69¢'8  0SS8 9958  +TL'8 0SL8 €688 S6L8 08TL sqedordury [3urg
NOMNA
%19- %8'L- %CL-  TGEEL  TOGHL  L9S'ST +I6'ST €LI'91 OLV9L L86°ST 006°ST 26Vl 1LT'ST LLIST 1L0°GL  UdIPIYD om], 9dno)
%6'Y- %9°L~ %81  1¢CI1 60811 o,mm,ﬁ 8LbTL TBYTL 916TL LO9TL L9STL 620TL 1LTTL TSITL +EO'1L PIYD 2uQ udreg s[dulg
%L1~ %9°0 LEE6  96Y'6 6856  8¢L6  L68G  LLOOL G6¥86  98LG  8LEG  S6S6G  €8C6 uosIdJ p3[qesi(q
%L1~ %6'8" %10 I€1°9  6€T9  L6T9  S6E9  SEOL  ¥9IL  166°9  O0L6'9  99L9  TL89  LTL9  LTI'9 aqedordwy 3[3urg
VIENNTOD HSLLIYG
6661-8661 | 6661-686T | 6861-9861
AONVHD | HONVHD [ HONVHD | 6661 | 8661 | L661 | 9661 | S661 | +661 | €661 | 2661 | 1661 | 0661 | 6861 | 9861
% % %

SYVTIOA INVISNOD NI SLIJANAD FIVATAM TVIIOLIMIAL ANV TVIONIAOYA 6661 ‘S HTdV.L




Most perverse of all the changes in provincial and territorial contributions to welfare
incomes is the effect of the federal Child Tax Benefit on the incomes of those families-
with children that are forced to depend on welfare. When the federal government intro-
duced the Benefit in 1998, it allowed provincial and tetritorial governments to claw back
the supplement by reducing the welfare benefits of families by the value of the supple-
ment. Only Newfoundland and New Brunswick refused to exercise this option.

The charts at the end of this section show the effect of the clawback on the total
welfare income of a single-parent family with one child and on a couple with two
children. We have calculated welfare incomes over time by adjusting the amounts to the
cost of living as we did in Table 5. All the annual welfare incomes are expressed in 1999
dollars.

We have separated the portion of welfare incomes that is paid by the province or
territory from the portion that is paid by the federal government. Each chart has a white
bar that shows the contribution of the provincial or tertitorial government. The
provincial or territorial contribution is the amount found in Table 5.

The black bar shows the federal government contribution to the welfare incomes of
these families on welfare. This amount includes the GST, the federal Child Tax Benefit
and its supplement. The federal portion of welfare incomes has grown every year
because of increases in the federal government’s support to low-income families. As of
July 1, 1998, a single-parent family with one child received a supplement of $605 a year
(or $50.24 a month) and the couple with children received $785 a year (or $65.42 a
month). As of July 1, 1999, the supplement for the single-parent family increased to $785
a year ($65.42 a month) and for the couple with two children, $1,370 a year ($114.17 a
month). On July 1, 2000, the federal government again increased the supplement, this
time to $955 a year ($79.58 a month) for the single-parent family, and to $1,710 a year
($142.50 a month) for the couple.

Together, the white and the black bars show the total welfare income for the single-
parent family with one child and for the couple with two children for the period since
the National Council of Welfare began calculating welfare incomes in 1986. What these
graphs show is that in those provinces and territories where the governments have
clawed back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit, the federal government is
providing a larger and larger share of the welfare incomes, but the total welfare incomes
of families with children have not improved. With few exceptions, the white bars that
show the share of welfare incomes that is paid by the provinces and the territories
become smaller as the years go on.

In Newfoundland, the total 1999 annual welfare income of a single-parent family
with one child was $13,924. This was made up of a contribution of $11,501 from the
province and $2,423 from the federal government. This is a very slight increase over the
1998 total income of $13,695, and is still well below the 1994 peak of $14,090. In 1994,
the federal government contributed only $1,874. Even with the increase in the federal
government’s contribution, various cutbacks and freezes in the provincial contribution
throughout the 1990s have brought the total welfare income down from the 1994 rate.
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The increasing federal government contribution has brought the total welfare income up
slightly, despite the fact that the province is contributing less to the welfare income than
it has since the National Council of Welfare began to track welfare incomes.

The couple with two children had a total annual income of $16,317, up slightly from
$15,464 in 1998. Almost all the increase in the welfare income is because of the increase
in the federal government’s supplement to the Child Tax Benefit. The Newfoundland
and Labrador Child and Family Benefit began in August 1999, but is worth only $17 a
month for a family with one child and $43 a month for a family with two children. The
total 1999 welfare income of $16,317 is slightly lower than the 1986 total welfare income
of $16,915, but in 1986, the federal government contributed only $1,504, while in 1999,
it contributed $2,423. As in the case of the single-parent family, Newfoundland’s
contribution to this family’s welfare income is less now than ever before, while the
federal government’s contribution is more than it has ever been.

New Brunswick is the only other province that does not take away the money the
federal government gives families on welfare. The New Brunswick Child Tax Benefit has
provided an extra $21 a month for each child since October 1997. As a result of these
two measures, a single-patent family with one child saw modest gains in its total welfare
income, from $12,125 in 1998 to $12,319 in 1999, and the couple saw its income rise
from $14,731 in 1998 to $15,170. Because of a combined effort by the province and the
federal government, the total welfare income of the single-parent family is now the
highest it has been since the National Council of Welfare began to track welfare
incomes. Both the federal government and New Brunswick now contribute more to the
single-patent family’s income than ever before.

Unlike Newfoundland and New Brunswick, which chose not to claw back the
supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit, Prince Edward Island reduced its welfare
payments by the amount the federal government gave to parents on welfare. The
province also failed to provide increases to welfare that might have helped welfare
incomes to keep pace with inflation. As a result, the total welfare income of both a
single-parent family with one child and a couple with two children in PEI declined even
as the federal government pumped billions of dollars into a system intended for poor
families. Their incomes were $11,875 in 1998 and $11,670 in 1999, and $18,102 in 1998
and $17,799 in 1999 respectively. For both families, this is a drop in total welfare
incomes from a peak in the early 1990s.

The same pattern holds for Nova Scotia. The province clawed back the supplement
to the federal Child Tax Benefit. Although Nova Scotia used that money to provide a
provincial child benefit, it never gave families enough money to keep pace with the cost
of living. Total welfare incomes declined very slightly for the single-parent family from
$12,609 in 1998 to $12,558 in 1999, and for the couple with two children from $17,135
in 1998 to $16,633 in 1999. In the case of both types of families with children, the black
portion of the bar in the chart is larger than ever, showing how the federal government is
now contributing more than ever to family incomes.
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For both family types in Quebec, the chart illustrates how total welfare incomes have
"declined very slightly each year from 1994, despite significant restructuring of Quebec’s
family benefits. All the while, the federal government’s contribution to the family income
increased. For the single-parent family, there was a decline from $12,995 in 1998 to
$12,957 in 1999, and for the couple with two children, a decline from $16,079 to $15,000
between 1998 and 1999. Quebec asked the federal government to vary the amount of
the Child Tax Benefit, so these numbers are not consistent from 1998 to 1999.

The Ontario charts show the dramatic impact of the provincial government’s
decision to cut welfare incomes by 21.6% in October 1995. Although the federal portion
of welfare incomes began to grow when the federal government introduced the Child
Tax Benefit, the impact of the provincial government’s draconian welfare cuts
overshadows any increases in federal help. Ontarno’s decision to claw back the
supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit ensures that welfare families do not enjoy
any improvement in benefits. The single-parent family received $13,928 in 1998 and
$13,704 in 1999, and the couple with two children saw its income decline from $18,414
to $18,130 between 1998 and 1999. Again, the black part of each bar is larger each year,
showing how the federal government’s portion of welfare incomes has grown.

The Manitoba charts show how welfare incomes for both family types have declined
through the 1990s. The single-parent family’s income reached a peak of $13,567 in 1992,
and the income of the couple with two children reached $22,492 that year. Incomes for
both family types have declined steadily since then, though the federal government’s
contribution to the welfare income is now higher than ever.

Manitoba claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit. The absence
of increases in welfare payments has allowed the cost of living to erode the value of
welfare incomes. For single-parent families, this meant a decline from $11,523 in 1998 to
$11,328 in 1999. For the couple with two children, incomes dropped from $16,989 in
1998 to $16,705 in 1999. Manitoba has announced that as of July 2000, the province
would no longer claw back further increases to the supplement of the federal Child Tax
Benefit. The impact of this decision will be assessed in future editions of this report.

Saskatchewan claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit by
reducing the Saskatchewan Child Benefit by the value of the federal supplement. The
clawback, combined with the erosion of inflation, has brought the value of welfare
income down slightly. However, a change in the way Saskatchewan reported the
payment of utilities for families on welfare in 1999 masks the changes in overall welfare
income between 1998 and 1999. Because of the change in Saskatchewan’s method of
reporting welfare incomes for this report, the income of the single-parent rose from
$11,492 in 1998 to $11,877 in 1999. The income of the two-parent family rose from
$16,974 in 1998 to $17,590 1n 1999.

For both family types in Saskatchewan, welfare incomes have dropped significantly
since 1986 when the National Council of Welfare first began to track welfare incomes.
In 1986, single-parent families received $13,873 and two-parent families received
$20,359. This significant decline in total welfare incomes has occurred despite the fact

39



that the federal government has never given so much money directly to families on
welfare.

The charts show how welfare incomes in Alberta have decreased since 1986. At that
time, the single-parent famuly received $13,952 and the couple with two children received
$21,814. A series of welfare reforms in Alberta caused the total incomes of these families
to decline throughout the 1990s until they began to rise in 1998.

Alberta claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit. However, the
province made several small increases to portions of its welfare payments in 1998 and
1999. These helped the total welfare income of single parents to rise slightly, but did not
make up for the cost of taking away the supplement. The shrinking white bars in the
chart show how Alberta’s contribution to the total welfare income of both families has
dwindled each year from 1991 onward. The increase in the black bars shows how the
federal government’s share has grown. The single parent received a total of $11,276 in
1998 and $11,375 in 1999; the couple received a total income of $18,017 in 1998 and
$17,919 in 1999.

Total welfare incomes for families with children in British Columbia have dropped
steadily since 1994. This occutred both because of various small cuts and freezes in the
welfare system and because of the clawback of the supplement to the federal Child Tax
Benefit. Although the province created its own provincial child benefits package, the
new BC Family Benefits have never been high enough to make up for its other welfare
policy decisions. While a single-parent family had a welfare income of $14,795 in 1994,
the income dropped to $13,882 in 1998 and to $13,661 by 1999. The couple with two
children had a welfare income of §19,338 in 1994, but that income had eroded to only
$18,109 by 1998 and $17,830 by 1999.

Yukon also claws back the supplement to the federal Child Tax Benefit. The charts
show that total welfare incomes jumped between 1996 and 1997, but this was due to a
change in the way Yukon reported the cost of utilities, not an actual increase in welfare
payments. Since then, the cost of living has eroded the value of the overall welfare
income, while the clawback to the federal Child Tax Benefit has increased the
proportion of welfare income that is in fact paid by the federal government, not the
Territory. The single-parent family had a welfare income of $18,510 1n 1998 and only
$18,201 in 1999. The couple with two children received $26,811 in 1998, which dropped
to $26,363 by 1999.

Northwest Territories claws back the supplement to the Child Tax Benefit, and the
territory made no increases in welfare payments in 1999. However, the Territories
changed the way it reported its welfare payments to cover utilities. As a result, the value
of total welfare incomes for the single-parent family fell by the cost of living between
1998 and 1999, but due to the change in reporting of utilities the figures indicate a rise
from $19, 289 in 1998 to $20,552 in 1999.

40



$18,000
$16,000
$14,000

$12,000 1
$10,000 1

$8,000

$6,000 -

$4,000
$2,000
$0

Newfoundland Welfare Income,
Single Parent, One Child (1999 Dollars)

o
i
-
I
|
T 1T 1
|
|
|
n
]
i
]

+ — — t—rt — [t — b— — — — -

o

1986 [ 1989 | 1990 | 1991 1992 ) 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 1999

[[JProvincial $12,022 [ $11,782 | $11,755 1 $11,889 [$12,374 | $12,219 | $12,917 | $11,938 | $11,746 | $11,667 | $11,630 | $11,501

Edml

$1,504 | $1,480 | $1,701 | $1,965 | §1,875 | $1,871 | $1,874 | $1,831 | $1,801 | §1,774 [ $2,064 | $2423

$18,000
$16,000

$12,000
$10,000

$8,000 -

$6,000

$4,000 -
$2,000 -
$0 1

Newfoundland Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (1999 Dollars)

T T | —— .

$14,000 A

|
]
I
I
I
1
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
[
T

1 1
I
I
|
T
T
I

I
I
I
]
[
I
1

]
I
I
1
I
I
[
[
[
[
T

]
]
I
I
1
[
I
I
I
I
[

1986 1989 1 1990 | 19N 1992 1993 1994 1995 [ 1996 1997 1998 | 1999

[D Provincial

$13,907 [$13,630 | $13,592 | $13,159 | $13,391 | $13,222 [$13,197 [$12,917 | $12,710 | $12,744 [ $12,688 | §12,479

(8 Fiedent

$3,008 | $2,631 | $2,826 | $3,179 | $2,888 [ §2,863 | §2,868 | §2,807 { $2,762 [ §2,719 | $3,207 | $3,838




PEI Welfare Income,
Single Parent, One Child (1999 Dollars)

$22,000
$20,000
$18,000
$16,000
$14,000 +——
$12000 H H
$10,000 H = —
$8000 H H
$600 H H H
s+ H H H H H H H O
$2,00 H —

Y .---liliil
1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

|0 Provincial [$12,277 [ s11,886 | 11,974 11,882 [ 512,067 [ 511,991 [ 511,761 {311,198 [ 510,682 | 510241 | 99,834 | 90,277
[wFedent | 81,504 | 51,480 [ 51,560 [ $1.967 { s1,877 [ 91,867 | s1.869 | $1.824 | 91,790 | 91,756 | 52,041 | $2303

I
]
I
I

L T 1

PEI Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (1999 Dollars)

$22,000
0000 { H— 1 | C H]

o0 H H H H H H H H
sie00 H H H H H H H H

—T—— p—
$14,000 H

s H H H H H H H H H
o0 H H H HHHHHHHHH F
00 H H H H H H H H H H H H F
sot{ H HHHHHHHHHH F

11

I
I
|
I
[
I
I
-
I T 1
I
—

$4,000 1 - - —H  H -
$2,000 -

$0 A
1986 1989 | 1990 § 1991 1992 | 1993 1994 | 1995 [ 19% 1997 1998 | 1999

’ELPm\’inCial $17,990 | $17,703 {$17,694 [$17,801 [$18,015 | $17,871 | $17,526 {$16,815 | $15,513 | $15,560 |$14,895 |$13,961
lLFedcml $3,008 | $2,631 } $2,826 | $3,179 [ $2,888 ) $2,863 | $2,868 | $2,807 | §2,762 | $2,719 | $3,207 | 33,838




Nova Scotia Welfare Income,
Single Parent, One Child (1999 Dollars)

$20,000
$18,000

$16,000

$14,000 — —

s H THHHHEHHEHHT
w0 H N H A HHHT
B0 - H H H O 0T
$6,000 L - — - — — - - - - -
$oo H HHHH =T
o i

$0 1

1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

Ingvincia] $11,336 | 311,685 | $11,594 | $11,458 [$11,457 | $11,249 | $11,407 | $11,194 | $11,014 | $10,845 [$10,559 |$10,152
|!l“cdcml $1,504 | $1,480 | $1,701 | $1,962 | $1,870 | $1,857 | $1,856 | §1,814 | $1,787 | $1,759 | $2,050 | $2,406

- Nova Scotia Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (1999 Dollars)

$20,000
$18,000
s 1 HH |
514000 o
$12,000 -
$10,000
8,00
$6,000
$4,00
200
0 |

ﬁ 1

I T T T T
T 11
[ T
L T T T 1
T
[ T T T T
[ 1

T 1T T
1 1 T

I
L
I

P 4 "
1 — & 1T 1

[ T T T -1 7
[

[
T T 1T T°1

T
I

T
1
T

1986 | 1989 | 1990 | 1991 1992 | 1993 1994 | 1995 | 1996 1997 1998 | 1999

llll’mvincial $13,645 314,864 | $14,196 [ $13,724 | $13,737 | $13,532 | $13,507 | $13,220 | $14,187 [$14,370 | $13,929 | $12,795
,l;!“cdcml $3,008 | §2,631 | $2,826 | $3,179 | $2,888 | $2,863 | $2868 | $2,807 | $2,762 | §2,719 | $3,207 | $3,838




New Brunswick Welfare Income,
Single Parent, One Child (1999 Dollars)

$16,000
$14,000
$12,000 — —
$10,000 . _"—_ - _17—% —7’_—— — — — I~ -
so0d{ H HHHHHHHHHHLE
$6,000 —J | — — — —l —l - —l —l -
so0 H -‘ . L u T o H H E
$2,000 + -
‘meEEEEEE
1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
|D Provincial | $9,690 | $9.469 | $9,316 | $9,111 | $9,176 | $9,201 | $9,578 | $10,045 | $9,985 |$10,106 |$10,093 | $9,924
8 Fedenl $1,504 | $1,480 | $1,690 | $1,931 | $1,825 | $1.812 | $1.813 | $1,776 | $1,757 | $1,738 | $2,033 | $2,395
New Brunswick Welfare Income,
Couple, Two Children (1999 Dollars)
$16,000
—
$14,000 —— — H H T
o HOH -
si0000 H |- I [ U O 6 R N
$8,000 l - I 1 I 6 O A
600 H 1000 nnnnnr
84,000 H 4 H H H H A
$2,000 1
50- 4
1986 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
lﬂmvincial $10,482 | $10,244 1$10,064 | $9,972 1$10,296 {$10,321 1$10,696 |$11,244 111,172 §$11,465 | $11,525 1 $11,332
[Wredenl | $3,008 | 32,63t [ 52826 [ 93,179 {52888 [ $2.863 [ 2,868 | s2807 | $2762 | 52719 | 93,207 | 93,838




Quebec Welfare Income,
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WELFARE INCOMES AND POVERTY OVER TIME

In the years in which the National Council of Welfare has been examining welfare
rates, provincial and territorial governments have frequently made changes to their
welfare programs. Table 6 examines the impact these changes had on the adequacy of
welfare incomes in the period from 1986 to 1999. We have used the total income of
welfare recipients, including assistance from provincial governments, federal and
provincial child benefits, GST credits and provincial tax credits. For each year, the
incomes are shown as a percentage of the poverty line. This calculation ensures that the
comparisons take into consideration factors such as the size of families and
communities. This also allows us to make compatisons across provinces.

The tetritories are not included in this table because they are excluded from the
Statistics Canada survey that is used to generate the low income cut-offs. The National
Council of Welfare did not include a single person with a disability in its original
calculations of welfare incomes for 1986, so the figures for disabled people begin in
1989. o

The last column shows that between 1998 and 1999, the standard of living for
people on welfare did not improve for most cases. In both Newfoundland and New
Brunswick, the two families with children saw their welfare incomes come closer to the
poverty line. This is because these two provinces have allowed all families with children
to keep the supplement to the Canada Child Tax Benefit when all the other provinces
and territories took the extra money away from families on welfare.

The single parent in Nova Scotia saw a very slight improvement in benefits.
In Quebec, families with children also made a slight gain on the poverty line.

In Saskatchewan, all cases saw an improvement in benefits, but this is largely due to
the change in the way the Saskatchewan government reported utility rates for this report.

In Alberta, the disabled person and the single parent with one child saw slight
improvements.

The column showing changes between 1986 and 1999 shows that in only nine cases
were there improvements in the welfare rate as it compares to the poverty line. In
Newfoundland, the adequacy of welfare incomes for single employable people dropped
by a shocking 257.7 percent.

At no point between 1986 and 1999 did any province or territory provide welfare
benefits which allowed welfare recipients to reach the poverty line. As Table 6 shows,
the highest rates ever achieved were still substantially below the poverty line. In 1989,
Prince Edward Island provided benefits for single employable people which reached
66 percent of the poverty line, and for couples with children which reached 78 percent
of the poverty line. In 1992, 1993 and 1994; Ontario provided welfare incomes to single
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parents which reached 80 percent of the poverty line. In all cases, these incomes have
since deteriorated significantly.

Table 6 also illustrates the disparity in incomes between the different types of
families in need of assistance. The poorest of all welfare recipients in Canada are always
single employable people. Newfoundland now has the dubious distinction of providing
incomes far below the worst incomes in other provinces and territories.

The adequacy of incomes for people with disabilities has remained relatively stable in
comparison to the incomes of other welfare recipients. During recent welfare reforms in
the 1990s, provinces and territories frequently exempted people with disabilities from
cuts to benefits. The value of the incomes ranged from a high of 77 percent of the
poverty line in Prince Edward Island in 1989, where the incomes for people with
disabilities dropped to 60 percent of the poverty line in 1998. The least adequate
assistance for disabled people was in Alberta from 1996 onward, where incomes reached
only 42 percent of the poverty line. We note that in Alberta, people with severe and
permanent disabilities are eligible for further assistance through the Assured Income for
the Severely Handicapped program.

The maximum welfare income a single parent received was 80 percent of the poverty
line in Ontario in 1992, 1993 and 1994. The value of the income received by a single
parent with one child was only 49 percent of the poverty line in Alberta in 1997.

The lowest welfare income in Canada for a couple with two children on welfare was
44 percent of the poverty line for families in New Brunswick in 1989 and 1990. The
highest income for families on welfare was 78 percent of the poverty line in Prince
Edward Island in 1989.
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As the graphs on the next page illustrate, there is wide variation in the adequacy of welfare
incomes even within regions. Among the five eastern provinces, the most consistently low
welfare incomes for single employable people were once the New Brunswick welfare payments.
Single employable people on welfare in New Brunswick received grossly inadequate assistance
ranging from a low of 22 percent of the poverty line in 1986 to 25 percent of the poverty line in
1991. In 1996, the Newfoundland government imposed a severe cut to the welfare rates of
single employable people, bringing those incomes down to only nine percent of the poverty line.

The highest welfare income in Canada for single employable people was 66 percent of the
poverty line in Prince Edward Island in 1989. By 1999, welfare incomes in PEI had deteriorated
to 38 percent of the poverty line. In Quebec, welfare incomes reached 48 percent of the poverty
line in 1990, but eroded to 37 percent for 1997, 1998 and 1999. Nova Scotia’s incomes dropped
to only 31 percent of the poverty line by 1999.

Changes in the welfare incomes in the five western provinces also differed significantly.
Manitoba’s incomes dropped from a high of 47 percent in 1992 and 1993, to only 33 petcent in
1999. Saskatchewan’s incomes rose and fell slowly throughout the period. British Columbia
incomes remained more constant but low.

In Ontario, changes in the welfare system brought incomes from 43 percent of the poverty
line in 1986 to a peak of 55 percent in the eatly 1990s. By 1998 and 1999, Ontario’s support for
single employable people had dropped to 41 percent of the poverty line. In Alberta, incomes
dropped from a high of 51 percent in 1986 to 30 percent from 1997 on.

Welfare incomes in all the provinces are grossly inadequate. Yet instead of improving the
living standards of people on welfare, the provinces have imposed freezes and cuts to welfare
rates. The National Council of Welfare 1s extremely concerned about this trend. Incomes which
provide adequate standards of living covering the cost of the necessities of life must be a goal of
welfare programs.
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EARNINGS EXEMPTIONS

The figures in the tables in this report do not take into account the fact that welfare incomes
may be higher if recipients have earnings. Each province and tertitory allows welfare recipients
to retain a certain amount (a flat-rate sum, a percentage of earnings or a combination of both)
without any reduction in their welfare cheques. The National Council of Welfare did not include
these extra amounts in the tables because it is not certain that recipients could actually increase
their incomes by these levels. They may be unable to work or unable to find jobs.

Table 7 shows the allowable earnings exemptions for January 1999 in each province and
territory. The exemptions vary by family size and sometimes by employability. All provinces and
territories recognize work-related expenses, including childcare expenses in most cases. Welfare
recipients are allowed to deduct all or some of these costs when declaring their earnings for
welfare purposes. In effect, that means that the actual earnings exemptions in some provinces
and territories are more generous than they appear at first glance. They also provide a greater
incentive for people to take paying jobs.

Earnings exemptions ate important because they provide a means for welfare recipients to
improve the quality of their lives, at least marginally. These exemptions also encourage
individuals to get experience in the labour market and to gain sufficient confidence to leave the
welfare system.

No one would disagree that sensible earnings exemption policies offer genuine incentives for
people on welfare to improve their financial situation by taking a job. But earnings exemptions,
no matter how generous, are no substitute for adequate welfare rates. It is disheartening to note
that Canada’s two largest provinces have opted for higher earnings exemptions instead of
increases in welfare benefit levels.

As patt of its welfare reforms of 1989, Quebec introduced the concept of “threshold of
recognized needs” based on a Statistics Canada study of the cost of living of the lowest ten
percent of working households in Canada. Quebec welfare rates are set as different proportions
of this threshold based on the recipient household’s classification. The amount of monthly
earnings that may be exempted is equal to the difference between the threshold of recognized
needs and the benefit level payable to the household. In April 1997, Quebec increased its
earnings exemptions while reducing payments under the Property Tax Refund program.
Employable people, including single parents with children of school age, have to find work to
get the same total income. Finding a decent job is hard enough today with the high
unemployment in Quebec. But for people on welfare, there is the added barrier of insufficient
training and, despite the efforts of the Quebec government, a shortage of quality affordable
child care continues to pose an obstacle for parents.

As of April 1996, Yukon granted an additional earnings exemption to people who had been
on assistance for three months. Recipients are now permitted 25 percent of net earnings
exceeding the flat-rate exemptions.
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The National Council of Welfare feels that it is fair to require some effort on the recipient’s
part towards self-sufficiency wherever possible. Job search and training requirements have
always been a condition of eligibility for employable welfare applicants. But we also feel that
welfare rates should be based on the cost of a reasonable basket of goods and that recipient
households should receive the full amount. Paying decent welfare rates and improving incentives
to work by increasing earnings exemptions is sound social policy. Cutting benefits is not.
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CONCLUSION

The National Council of Welfare has tracked welfare rates since 1986. In all those years, we
have had very little opportunity to announce any good news. From the beginning, the Council
was concerned about how low welfare incomes were. Welfare incomes have never reached the

poverty line for any family type at any time anywhere in Canada.

But the news got worse. In 1990, the federal government opened the door with its infamous
“cap on CAP,” cutting the federal transfer program that supported the welfare system in
Ontario, Alberta and British Columbia. In the early 1990s, the economic recession opened the
door a little further. The federal, provincial and territorial governments took the opportunity to
make wholesale cuts to the welfare system. By the mid-1990s, several provincial and territorial
governments embarked on a series of welfate reforms that made the system mote demeaning for
even less support. Despite increasing awareness of the importance of early child development
and the damaging effects of child poverty, families with children on welfare were not spared
when governments cut social programs.

The one ray of hope was the federal government’s investment in the Child Tax Benefit. The
Council was encouraged to see that the federal, provincial and territorial governments identified
mcome support for poor families with children as one of its priorities when it issued its Report
to Premiers of the Ministerial Council on Social Policy Reform and Renewal in March 1996. We
were encouraged to learn that the two levels of government were prepared to put aside their
differences and create a new system for improving the situation of families with children.

. We were very pleased to learn that the federal government’s investment in this new program
would be substantial. When the new Child Tax Benefit was announced in 1997, the federal
government committed $850 million a year. The 1998 budget announced a further $425 million
a year beginning in July 1999 and another $425 million beginning in July 2000. As of July 2000,
the total commitment by the federal government 1s worth $1.7 billion a year.

After years of cuts to social programs, the Child Tax Benefit represented a major effort to
improve the conditions of poor families with children. Unfortunately, the new arrangement
came with a condition that allowed the federal government’s support to bypass the families that
needed the money the most: those families with children that were forced to rely on welfare.
What the federal government gave, the provinces and territories could take away.

When the Child Tax, Benefit was negotiated with the provinces and tettitories, the federal
government allowed the provincial and territorial government to take part of the money away
from those low-income families that rely on welfare. The money the provincial and territorial
governments claw back must be reinvested in programming related to children, but the criteria
for these reinvestment programs is loose. Programs that are funded by the money that is clawed
back from families on welfare do not necessarily reach families on welfare. Another condition
was that those families whose welfare income was clawed back by the amount of the supplement
to the Child Tax Benefit were supposed to be no worse off.
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Only Newfoundland and New Brunswick decided not to exercise the option of taking
money away from families on welfare. Manitoba announced that it would no longer take awat
increases in the supplement to the Child Tax Benefit as of July 2000.

This year’s edition confirmed our fears about the clawback. Welfare incomes for families
with children have declined across the country — except in the two ptrovinces that chose not to
claw back the supplement to the Child Tax Benefit. In all cases, the federal government is now
paying a greater share of welfare incomes than ever before, but welfare incomes temain far, far
below the poverty line. While the federal government poured money into efforts to reduce child
poverty, the provinces and territories wete allowed to syphon it off.

Not only did the money bypass the families that needed it the most, the value of welfare
incomes for families declined. No provincial or tetritorial government that cuts its welfare costs
by letting the federal government pick up more of the tab was going to raise welfare rates for
families with children. Inflation eroded the value of welfare incomes and families ended up
worse off than before.

The Council has seen no convincing evidence that taking money away from the poorest of
poor families provides will motivate parents to enter the work force. What we know helps
parents to provide for their children are a series of family supports such as job training, better
minimum wages, and labour policies that help parents to balance their responsibilities to their
children with their responsibilities to their jobs. Good, integrated family policy must also include
early child development programs that provide the best possible eatly education for children
while providing the dependable, affordable child care that allows parents to patticipate in job
training and to take jobs.

The National Council of Welfare has expressed its deep concern about the clawback on
many occasions. In our opinion, any program that is intended to support poor families, but
bypasses the poorest families has missed the boat. Until the federal government puts a stop to
the clawback, the value of the federal government’s enormous investment in this important
source of family support is badly compromised. The National Council of Welfare still has hope
that the National Children’s Agenda can plug this leak.

When the federal budget was announced in February 2000, we were disappointed that the
federal government chose to defer action on the Children’s Agenda until the end of this year.
When the Children’s Agenda is finally announced — and we hope that this will be soon — the
National Council of Welfare will be looking to see that suppotts go to the families who need
help the most, those families with children who are so poor that they are forced to depend on
welfare. Ending the clawback to the Child Tax Benefit should be among the first items of
business in any serious effort to provide family supports.
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TABLE 9, POVERTY LINE, 1999 ESTIMATE

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE ESTIMATES OF STATISTICS CANADA'S
LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (1986 BASE) FOR 1999

FAMILY
SIZE COMMUNITY SIZE

CITIES OF 100,000- 30,000- LESS THAN RURAL

500,000+ 499,999 99,999 30,000 AREAS

1 16,766 14,727 14,386 13,115 11,414

2 22,726 19,963 19,501 17,775 15,474

3 28,888 25375 24,787 22,595 19,666

4 33,262 29,211 28,539 26,017 22,642

5 36,339 31,918 31,180 28,424 24,741

6 39,446 34,643 33 845 30,852 26,855
7+ 42,426 37,265 36,404 33,186 28 884

Based on inflation of 1.7%.

TABLE 10, POVERTY LINE, 2000 ESTIMATE

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE ESTIMATES OF STATISTICS CANADA'S
LOW INCOME CUT-OFFS (1986 BASE) FOR 2000 '

FAMILY
SIZE COMMUNITY SIZE

CITIES OF 100,000- 30,000- LESS THAN RURAL
500,000+ 499,999 99,999 30,000 AREAS

1 17,068 14,992 14,645 13,351 11,619

2 23,135 20,322 19,852 18,095 15,752

3 29,408 25,832 25,234 23,001 20,020

4 33,861 29,737 29,053 26,485 23,050

5 36,994 32,492 31,741 28,936 25,186

6 40,156 35,267 34,454 31,407 27,338
7+ 43,190 37,936 37,059 33,783 29,404

Based on estimated inflation of 1.8%
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NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WELFARE

The National Council of Welfare was established by the
Government Organization Act, 1969, as a citizens' advisory body to
the federal government. It advises the Minister of Human
Resources Development on matters of concern to low-income

Canadians.

The Council consists of members drawn from across Canada
and appointed by the Governor-in-Council. All are private citizens
and serve in their personal capacities rather than as representatives
of organizations or agencies. The membership of the Council has
included past and present welfare recipients, public housing tenants
and other low-income people, as well as educators, social workers
and people involved in voluntary or charitable organizations.

Reports by the National Council of Welfare deal with a wide
range of issues on poverty and social policy in Canada, including:
income security programs, welfare reform, medicare, poverty lines
and poverty statistics, the retirement income system, taxation,
labour market issues, social services and legal aid.

On peut se procurer des exemplaires en frangais de toutes les
publications du Conseil national du bien-étre social, en
s'adressant au Conseil national du bien-étre social, 2¢ étage,
1010, rue Somerset ouest, Ottawa K1A 0]9.



