
GROWING 

PROSPERITY 

IN THE CAPITAL REGION  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: Capital Regional District  

 

Looking for trends: an examination of 2006 and 

1996 Census data  
 

Compiled by the Community Social Planning Council  

for the  

Growing Prosperity Consortium 



Growing Prosperity Summary Report March 2012 

 

 1 

Contents 
Introduction and purpose ................................................................................................... 2 

Background on the data ...................................................................................................... 2 

How do we understand poverty? ....................................................................................... 2 

Thinking about affordability – food for thought ................................................................. 4 

Understanding prosperity at the regional level .................................................................. 5 

A regional snapshot ............................................................................................................ 7 

Examining low-income rates across age groups reveals surprising trends ........................ 9 

Low-income rates are higher for women and lower for men in the Capital Region ........ 10 

Working poor appear to be a constant in the labour force in the Capital Region ........... 11 

Overall, families experienced increases in prosperity from 1996 to 2006 ....................... 14 

Census data indicates that more renters than owners live at or below LICO .................. 18 

Discussions and Projects ................................................................................................... 19 

Appendix A: Data Tables for the Capital Region ............................................................... 21 

Appendix B: Endnotes ....................................................................................................... 25 

Appendix C: Glossary of Terms ......................................................................................... 27 

Appendix D: Methodological Notes and Acknowledgments ............................................ 29 

 

 

 

  



Growing Prosperity Summary Report March 2012 

 

 2 

Introduction and purpose 
 

This summary provides an overview of a lengthier report- in-progress which examines 

Statistics Canada 2006 and 1996 Census data1 on income and socio-economic status of 

residents of the Capital Regional District. It is supplemented by more recent Statistics 

Canada information on income and employment up to 2009 that captures some of the 

impacts of the 2008 recession.  

 

Both these reports provide some preliminary analysis of key observations and trends, but 

their main purpose is to be another tool to inform evidence-based discussions, policy 

development, and community action on poverty.  

 

Background on the data 
 

These reports are part of a two-year project involving representatives from local 

governments, community organizations, and other stakeholder groups, called the 

Growing Prosperity Consortium.  The Census data was purchased by a group of 

Consortium members, Capital Regional District, Vancouver Island Health Authority, the 

Community Social Planning Council of Greater Victoria, and the City of Victoria, through 

an initiative of the Canadian Council on Social Development and Statistics Canada called 

the Community Social Data Strategy.  

 

While these are the standard and most statistically relevant sources of data at a national 

comparative level on income and poverty, there are restrictions that should be noted.  

This data does not accurately represent the position of households on First Nations 

reserves, nor of people without a stable address.  It is reasonable to assume, therefore, 

that these statistics underestimate the extent of poverty in our region.   

 

On the other hand, it should also be noted that, due to the federal government's 

decision to make the long-form census voluntary, this may be the last time we will ever 

be able to get as accurate a statistical representation of our region as this one. 

 

How do we understand poverty? 
 

How we define poverty is a crucial factor in the development of our solutions to alleviate 

it. This summary, and the report it is based on, is primarily comprised of data and 

statistical analyses of income levels in the Capital Region. However, these statistics 

represent only one piece of a larger puzzle in helping us understand poverty.  
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Statistics Canada has three different ways of evaluating or defining "low income" which it 

commonly uses.  

  

 The Low Income Cut-off (LICO) is calculated relative to average household 

spending levels on food, clothing and shelter.  

 The Market Basket Measure (MBM) calculates poverty by measuring income 

relative to the cost of “essential” goods and services.  

 The Low Income Measure (LIM) is assessed in relation to the median household 

income. 

 

Each of these contributes to our understanding of poverty in different ways, and each 

has limitations. The Low-Income Cut-Off is used as the measure of economic hardship 

for the purposes of this report. Please see Appendices C and D of this report for a more 

in-depth discussion.  

 

Agencies and organizations that provide services, assistance, or advocacy for people with 

low incomes often bring other important perspectives to our understanding of what 

poverty is. Some other aspects or types of poverty include the following:  

 

"Invisible" Poverty: Some of our poorest citizens live outside the frameworks of 

our normal statistics-gathering operations. What are some of the ways we can 

ensure that people who are transient or homeless, or living on low incomes on 

First Nations reserves, are appropriately included in our understanding of the 

extent of poverty in our society? 

 

Opportunity Poverty: Apart from one's current financial condition, an important 

indicator of poverty for many is the degree to which opportunities exist for 

finding jobs, developing new skills, lifting income levels, achieving financial 

security etc. in the near future. So if troubled economic conditions are increasing 

stress, reducing opportunities, shaking stability, and negatively affecting mental 

well-being and quality of life for many people, how much more seriously are the 

financially poorest in our communities being affected, and how do we measure 

that?  

 

Public Service Poverty: Cuts to publicly-funded services often have serious 

impacts on our most poor and vulnerable citizens. How much more challenging is 

living at a lower income level, when one's community is also experiencing 

reductions to extended care, low-cost counselling, immigration services, legal aid, 

daycare, or disability supports? And how can all of this be measured? 

 

Non-economic Poverty: Most of us do not define personal or community 

"wealth" and "poverty" strictly in economic terms. We may also value leisure time, 

opportunities to grow one's own food, access to parks, clean air and water, and 

safe neighbourhoods, to name but a few "non-economic" indicators of prosperity 
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or poverty. So how do we evaluate these, and where do we place income 

statistics relative to this broader spectrum of values? 

 

So the statistics in these reports are only one small part of broader community research, 

analysis, dialogue and action. To this end, the section on "Discussions and Projects" 

provides an overview of some of those efforts already in progress, and invitation and 

encouragement for more. 

 

Thinking about affordability – food for thought  

 

Regional affordability is an important issue to keep in mind when reviewing the statistics 

presented in this report. The Community Social Planning Council of Greater Victoria 

calculates an annual Affordability Index to determine the Living Wage for the region. The 

Living Wage reflects the real cost of living in the region to maintain an adequate quality 

of life and is based on the needs of a family of four; two employed parents, one school 

aged child and one preschooler. It takes into account shelter, food, transportation, and 

child care, Medical Services Plan (MSP) and other health expenses, education costs and 

other related items that are part of the cost of living in the region2.  

 

Figure A: Year over year changes in the Living Wage for the Capital Region (2006-2011)  

Year Living Wage Difference Percent Change 

2006 $15.63   

2007 n/a n/a n/a 

2008 $16.39 $0.76 4.9%1 

2009 $17.02 $0.63 3.8% 

2010 $17.31 $0.29 1.7% 

2011 $18.03 $0.72 4.2% 
1
Note: Over a two year period. Averages 2.5% per year. 

Source: Community Social Planning Council of Greater Victoria, 2011 

 

If two parents are working 35 hours a week and earning $18.03 an hour, their annual 

household income would be approximately $65,629.20. They would not be able to 

service debt, save for retirement or take care of an elderly relative or disabled family 

member.  



Growing Prosperity Summary Report March 2012 

 

 5 

Understanding prosperity at the regional level  
 

The statistics presented here are to provide some context for what is happening at the 

regional level. It is understood that each municipality and Electoral Area in the region has 

its own unique relationship with poverty and prosperity therefore, more focused 

Municipality and Electoral Area data are available. Please see Appendix D for information 

on how to access this data.  

 

This section offers summary analyses based on the following five main topic areas:  

 Age 

 Gender 

 Family Structure 

 Labour Force Activity  

 Housing Tenure 

 

These topic areas are commonly associated with experiences of poverty. For instance, a 

person’s level of labour market activity is generally a determinant of their level of 

income; single parent families are generally known to face more challenges meeting their 

families’ everyday needs.  The demographic categories explored here are very broad. This 

report does not account for ethnicity, Aboriginal identity, ability/disability, visible 

minority status, immigration status and other demographic variables. For more 

information on how to obtain a more in-depth analysis including these variables, please 

refer to the contact information at the end of this report.     

 

Some key things to keep in mind when looking at the data presented in this report: 

 

 LICOs are not a measure of poverty but a calculation based on a comparison to 

average income levels3.  For instance, a family is considered low-income when 

they spend 20% more of their before-tax income on food, shelter and clothing 

than the average family.  

 

 Use caution when interpreting low-income rates. Prevalence of low income rates 

are calculated from rounded counts of low income persons or families and the 

total number of persons or families. These counts have been rounded 

independently of the rounded counts shown in the table; thus, there may be a 

small difference between the rate shown and the one derived from the counts 

shown. Users are advised to interpret prevalence of low income rates based upon 

small counts with caution
4. 

 

 Appendix C on page 26 is a glossary of Statistics Canada terms used and 

concepts measured in this report. It provides the actual definitions provided by 

Statistics Canada in the 2006 Census Dictionary.  
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When available, and if applicable, other Statistics Canada data sources are used to 

supplement the Census data and to provide more recent information specifically on 

income and employment. The more recent employment and income data included in this 

report are for Victoria CMA and are not directly comparable to the Capital Regional 

District (See Figure B below). However, they do provide some insight into shifts in socio-

economic trends that have occurred since the 2006 Census data was collected.  

 

 

Figure B: The difference between Victoria CMA and the Capital Regional District  

 
Victoria CMA 
 

Victoria CMA is a Census 

Metropolitan Area, which is an area 

consisting of one or more 

neighbouring municipalities 

situated around a major urban core. 

A census metropolitan area must 

have a total population of at least 

100,000 of which 50,000 or more 

live in the urban core. (Source: 

Statistics Canada 2006 Census 

Dictionary).  

 

Victoria CMA includes: 

 

Central Saanich 

Colwood  

Esquimalt 

Highlands 

Juan de Fuca EA (minus the most 

western point - Capital H Pt. 2) 

Langford  

Metchosin 

North Saanich  

Oak Bay 

Saanich  

Sidney  

Sooke 

Victoria  

View Royal  

 

 

Capital Regional District  
 

A region created by the provincial 

government in the late 1960's for the 

delivery of certain services; regional 

districts cover all of the province with 

the exception of the northwest area 

called Stikine Region. Regional districts 

including Stikine are used by Statistics 

Canada as Census Divisions. (Source: 

BC Stats, 

http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/glossary.as

p#c3) 

 

Capital Regional District Includes: 

 

Central Saanich 

Colwood  

Esquimalt 

Highlands 

Juan de Fuca EA (total)  

Langford  

Metchosin 

North Saanich  

Oak Bay 

Saanich  

Salt Spring Island  

Sidney  

Sooke 

Southern Gulf Islands 

Victoria  

View Royal  

 

http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/glossary.asp#c3
http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/glossary.asp#c3
http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/glossary.asp#c3
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A regional snapshot  
 

When Census data from 1996 and 2006 are compared, there appears to be a decrease in 

the low-income rate for the region overall. Chart 1 shows the changes in levels of 

poverty and prosperity across the region. For the CRD as a whole, the overall low-income 

rate fell by 2.3% over ten years, from 15.4% in 1996 to 13.1% in 2006. In other words, this 

indicates a move towards prosperity in the region between 1996 and 2006.  

 

Chart 1: Income Population and Low-Income Rate by Municipality and Electoral Area, 1996 & 

2006 Censuses 

Source: Statistics Canada – 1996 and 2006 Censuses, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table1 and UPP96_Table1  

Note: See Table 1 in Appendix A for more detail. 
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NOTABLE TRENDS FROM CENSUS DATA: 

 
 In 2006, there were 43,610 residents in the Capital Region with an income at 

or below LICO.   

 

 In 1996, 47,555 residents in the Capital Region had an income that was at or 

below LICO. 

 

 Some municipalities experienced notable changes, particularly in terms of a 

reduction in the number of residents living at or below the LICO between 

1996 and 2006:  

 Esquimalt had a 5% decrease in those living at or below LICO 

 Langford saw a 6.5% decrease 

 View Royal and the Gulf Islands also experienced decreases (Table 1, 

Appendix A) 

 Highlands was the only area to experience a notable increase of 

4.3%.  

Update: Low-Income Rate for Victoria CMA* in 2009 was 9.2% 
 
According to more recent income data at the Victoria Census Metropolitan Area 
(CMA) level, since 2006, the number of residents living at or below LICO increased 
and then decreased. In 2009, the percentage of persons in low-income, was 9.2% or 
approximately 32,000 persons.**  
Data for Municipalities and Electoral Areas are not available.  
 

 
 
 
* Victoria CMA does not directly equate the Capital Regional District. For more information, please see page 4 of 
this document. 
**Source: Statistics Canada, CANSIM table 202-0802, Persons in low income. 
Footnote: Using Low income cut-offs before tax, 1992 base. Data quality indicator is D – Acceptable with the 
exception of the data from 2008 which has a data quality indicator if E – Use with caution.  
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Examining low-income rates across age groups reveals 

surprising trends  

 

The chart below illustrates how different age groups are represented in low- income 

populations in 1996 and 2006. Young people between the ages of 15 and 24 consistently 

experience higher rates of low-income compared to those who are older. Research 

suggests that high youth poverty rates are linked to experiences of child poverty and 

labour market challenges in terms of accessibility and low wages 5. What is surprising 

however is that those in the middle age groups appear to have experienced increases in 

the number of those considered to be living at or below LICO.  

 

Chart 2: Low Income Status by Age, CRD, 1996 and 2006 Censuses 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Census 1996 and 2006 – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table1 and UPP96_Table1  

Note: See Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix A for more detail. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTABLE TRENDS FROM CENSUS DATA: 

 

 Youth poverty continues to be an issue. Young people between the ages 

of 15 and 24 consistently represent approximately 20% of those living at 

or below LICO in the Capital Region (1996 and 2006 Census).  

 

 Child poverty rates changed somewhat. Between 1996 and 2006, children 

under 15 experienced a 4% decrease in the number of living at or below 

LICO. 

 

 Middle aged residents experienced increases of around 4 to 4.5% in the 

number of those living at or below LICO.  
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Low-income rates are higher for women and lower for 

men in the Capital Region 
 
Overall, women experience higher rates of low-income than men in the Capital Region. 
This is not surprising given the historical trends of income inequality6 between men and 

women7. The distribution changed very little between 1996 and 2006. Even when age is 
considered, income inequality between men and women remain relatively the same8.  
 
Chart 3: Distribution of Low-Income Females and Males by Age Group, CRD, 2006 and 1996 

Censuses 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Census 1996 and 2006 – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table1 and UPP96_Table1  

Note: See Tables 2 and 3 in Appendix A for more detail. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

NOTABLE TRENDS FROM CENSUS DATA: 

 

 Women ages 25 to 34 experienced about a 2% decrease in those living at 

or below LICO.  

 

 Male and female children experienced relatively the same decrease in the 

number of those living at or below LICO. 

  

 Overall, women in the middle age groups experienced notable decreases 

in those living at or below LICO however, they still have higher low income 

rates than men.  

 

 Women in the over 75 age group experience high rates of low-income 

compared to men in that category.   
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? 

Working poor appear to be a constant in the labour force 

in the Capital Region 

 

Labour force activity is an important determination of whether or not an individual or 

household will live in poverty. In the CRD in many cases individuals are employed full-

time and still fall below the low-income cut off line. For this reason labour force activity 

can also be a strong indicator of the quality of jobs that exist within the region. Chart 4 

shows how low-income residents are represented in the labour force. In 1996 and 2006, 

approximately 1 in 10 (10%-11%) of those employed in the region had an income that 

was at, or below, LICO (Chart 4, Figure C).  

 

Chart 4: Percent of Low-Income Participants in Labour Force, CRD, 2006 and 1996 Censuses 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table3 and UPP96_Table3 

Note: See Tables 4 and 5 in Appendix A for more detail.  

 

Helpful Definitions9: 
 

Labour force: is the civilian, non-institutional population 15 years of age and over who, 

during the survey reference week, were employed or unemployed.  

 

Employed:  a person did any work at all for pay or in self-employment or without pay in a 

family farm, business or professional practice (please see the Glossary for more detail). 

 

Unemployed: Persons who, during the week (Sunday to Saturday) prior to Census Day 

(May 16, 2006), were without paid work or without self-employment work and were 

available for work (please see Glossary for more detail).  

 

Not in Labour Force: Refers to persons who, in the week (Sunday to Saturday) prior to Census Day 

(May 16, 2006), were neither employed nor unemployed (see Glossary for more detail) 
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High percentage of those with low-incomes in the labour force are employed 

 

A closer look at the distribution of the low-income population in the labour force reveals 

that the majority are employed. For instance, out of the 21,210 low-income participants 

in the work force in 1996, 78% were employed. In 2006, 90% of low-income labour force 

participants were employed. Overall, low-income labour force participants represented 

approximately 11% of the employed work force in 1996 and approximately 10% in 2006 

(Figure C).  

 

It is interesting to note that while the representation of low income participants in the 

labour force reduced slightly between 1996 and 2006, the number of those who were 

considered low-income and who were employed increased from 16,635 in 1996 to 

18,465 in 2006.  

 

Figure C: Low-Income in the Labour Force: Employed and Unemployed, CRD, 1996 and 2006 

Censuses 

  

1996 2006 

Total 

Population 

in Labour 

Force 

Low Income  
Total 

Population 

in Labour 

Force 

Low Income 

# 

% of 

total 

% 

within # 

% of 

total 

% 

within 

In the Labour 

Force  165,565 21,210 

12.8

%   187,185 20,525 11.0%   

Employed  152,950 16,635 

10.9

% 78.4% 179,395 18,465 10.3% 90.0% 

Unemployed  12,615 4,575 36.3% 21.6% 7,795 2,060 26.4% 10.0% 

Not in the 

Labour Force  90,560 16,915 18.7%   97,230 16,330 16.8%   

Source: Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table3 and UPP96_Table3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOTABLE TRENDS FROM CENSUS DATA: 

 

 Low-Income workers appear to consistently represent approximately 1 

in 10 of the employed labour force, 10.9% in 1996 and 10.3% in 2006 

(Figure C). 

 

 While the number of low-income members of the labour force 

decreased between 1996 and 2006, the number of employed, low-

income workers increased by approximately 12%.  

 

 The number of those considered low-income in the labour force that 

are unemployed decreased between 1996 and 2006. This means that 

more people were employed with low-incomes in 2006 than there were 

in 1996.  
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 … What is an employment rate? 
An employment rate is the number of employed persons in a population 

expressed as a percentage (Statistics Canada).   

 

 

 

 … What is an unemployment rate? An unemployment rate is 

the number of unemployed persons expressed as a percentage of 

the labour force (Statistics Canada). 

Labour Force Activity for Victoria CMA from 2007 to 2010 
 
While the low-income status of those in the labour force is not currently 
available without cost, it is interesting to look at the labour force activity as 
labour market activity can be an indicator of level of income. According to 
data from Statistics Canada’s Labour Force Survey, the unemployment rate 
experienced a 3% increase in 2009 and decreased slightly in 2010. Since 2008, 
the employment rate has remained close to 62%*.  
 

 
 

* Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey (Annual Averages). Prepared by BC Stats, 
February 2011. Available online at www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca 
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Overall, families experienced increases in prosperity from 

1996 to 2006 

 

Not surprising, lone-parent families have the highest rates of low income compared to 

the other family types in both the 2006 and 1996 Censuses. As a group, lone-parent 

families also have the highest proportion of families living on less than 50% of the low 

income threshold.  That said there was a notable decrease in the low-income rate for 

lone-parent families from 1996 to 2006. In addition, there was an overall decrease in the 

number of families (all family types) living below 50% of LICO in the Capital Region from 

1996 to 2006.  

 

 

 

But what does less than 50% of the LICO actually mean?  

 

Statistics Canada measures the depth of low-income by looking at the 

shortfall between a family’s income and the appropriate LICO for their family 

and community size10. The Capital Region fits into the 100,000 to 499,999 community 

size category. Figures D and E show what the depth of LICO looked like, in dollars, for a 

family of four and a family of three in 1995 and 2005.  Knowing what living below LICO 

looks like in dollar values provides a more concrete picture of what kind of economic 

hardship families living at or below LICO actually face. While 124% or 125% do not 

necessarily make conventional sense, this calculation is used as a tool to illustrate that 

families with an income that hovers around LICO also face a level of economic hardship 

particularly because while in need, they tend not to be eligible for certain kinds of 

supports.  

 

 

Figure D: Depth of LICO for a family of four, 1995 and 2005  

 1995 ($) 2005 ($) 

LICO $27,239.00 33,272.00 

Less than 50%   $13,619.50   16,636.00  

50% to 74% 13,619.50 - 20,156.86   16,636.00 - 24,621.28  

75% to 99%  20,429.25 - 26,966.61   24,954.00 - 32,939.28  

100% to 124%   27,239.00 - 33,776.36   33,272.00 - 41,257.28  

Greater than 125%   34,048.75 +   41,590.00 +  

Note 1: The Census data for income is based on the previous calendar year’s income so for the 1996 Census, 

the income data would be based on 1995 income and for the 2006 Census, the income data would be based on 

2005 income.  

Note 2: These calculations are approximations.  

Source: Statistics Canada 
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Figure E: Depth of LICO for a family of three, 1995 and 2005 

 1995 ($) 2005 ($) 

LICO 22,435 27,403 

Less than 50%   11,217.50   13,701.50  

50% to 74%  11,217.50 - 16,601.90  13,701.50 - 20,278.22  

75% to 99%  16,826.25 – 22,210.65   20,552.25 – 27,128.97  

100% to 124%   22,435.00 - 27,819.40   27,403.00 - 33,979.72  

Greater than 125%   28,043.75 +   34,253.75 +  

Note: See Note 1 and Note 2 above 

Source: Statistics Canada 

 

Making comparisons between the different family types can be misleading because each 

family type is not equally represented in the population. Instead, looking at the 

distribution of income levels in relation to LICO within family types can be quite telling. 

The pie charts below illustrate this point. For example in 2006 (see following page), out 

of all of the couples with children under 18 families, 87% live on an income above the 

low-income threshold. On the other hand, only 56% of lone parent families with children 

under 18 live above the low income threshold.  

 

Another observation can be made here, particularly if we look at what has not changed. 

In both 1996 and 2006, there appears to be a consistent proportion (approximately 15%) 

of couples with children under 18 families living at or below the LICO.  

 

Charts 5A & 5B: Families with children under 18 (Couples and Lone-parent), CRD, 1996 Census  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table10EF_Part A  

Note: See Table 7 in Appendix A for more details.   
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years (1996 Census) 
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  75% to 99%
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14.6% 

9.3% 

46.6% 

5B: Lone parents with children under 
18 years (1996 Census) 
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Charts 6A & 6B: Families with children under 18 (Couples and Lone-parent), CRD, 2006 Census  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source: 1996 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table10EF_Part A  

Note: See Table 7 in Appendix A for more details.   
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  6B: Lone parents with children under 
18 years (2006 Census) 
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NOTABLE TRENDS FROM CENSUS DATA: 

 

 While there was a notable decrease from 1996 to 2006, lone-parent 

families with children under 18 consistently experience higher rates 

of living below LICO. 

 

 The percentage of lone-parent families with children under 18 living 

at 125% and above increased by approximately 9% from 1996 to 

2006.  

 

 However, the percentage of lone-parent families with children under 

18 living at, or below, 50% of LICO remained at approximately 11%.  

 

 Approximately 15% of couples with children under 18 lived at or 

below the LICO in 2006 and 1996.  

 

2.5% 1.9% 
3.5% 

4.9% 

87.2% 

  6A: Couples with children under 18 
years (2006 Census) 

  Less than 50% of
LICO

  50% to 74%
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Low Income Rates by Economic Family Type for 
 Victoria CMA, 2007-2009 

 
According to more recent income data at the Victoria Census Metropolitan 
Area (CMA) level, since 2007, the percentage of low income persons in lone-
parent families decreased quite dramatically. In the same period of time, the 
percentage of low-income persons in two parent families with children 
increased slightly.  
 

 
*Source: Statistics Canada, CANSIM table 202-0804, Persons in low income by economic family type. 
Footnote:  

1. Data must be used with caution (Data quality indicator ‘E’) 
2. See above note: reliable data is only available for couples with children and lone-parent 

families.   
3. This is based on the Low income cut-offs before tax, 1992 base.  
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NOTABLE TRENDS FROM CENSUS DATA: 
 

 Lone-parent families with children under 18 were the only family type 
that experienced any noteworthy changes in low income status.  
 

 The numbers of low income renters and owners in 1996 and 2006 had 
similar distributions.  
 

 

Census data indicates that more renters than owners live 

at or below LICO 

 

It is not surprising to find that in both 1996 and 2006, many low-income, lone-parent 

families with children under 18 years rent, as opposed to own their homes. Charts 7 and 

8 below compare the number of low-income renters to the number of low-income 

owners in 1996 and 2006.  

 

Chart 7: Number of Low-Income Families by Housing Tenure, CRD, 1996 Census 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: 1996 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table9EF_Part A 

Note: See Table 8 in Appenidx A for more detail.  

 

Chart 8: Number of Low-Income Families by Housing Tenure, CRD, 2006 Census  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table9EF_Part A 

Note: See Table 8 in Appenidx A for more detail.  
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Discussions and Projects  
 

These reports are meant to provide a platform and launching ground for further 

investigations, dialogues, and community-based solutions. We invite and encourage 

government agencies, community groups, advocates and researchers to access this data 

directly to conduct further analyses (see the Appendix for more information), or join 

forces to develop innovative ways to grow prosperity in our region. 

 

These are a selection of some of the promising discussions and initiatives currently in 

progress: 

 

Community Investment Funds 

Often we separate the discussion of poverty from the discussion of wealth, but 

the two are in many ways intertwined. Finding ways to encourage some portion 

of the savings and investment income of local citizens to be recycled into the 

local community could have substantial impacts.  

 

Local Initiative:  

The Community Social Planning Council is currently working on developing a 

Community Investment Fund for the region.  

 

What is a Community Investment Fund and how does it work? 

Community Investment Funds or CIFs (sometimes called Community Economic 

Development Investment Funds or CEDIFs) are gaining popularity across Canada 

and internationally as tools for communities to build and support local economic 

and social development. In financial terms, a CIF is usually a tax-incentivized 

equity investment in a community enterprise or group of enterprises. For 

example, people could invest in a CIF as part of a Registered Retirement Savings 

Plan or as part of a venture capital initiative and receive a tax credit. A multi-

stakeholder, independent board then evaluates applications and invests money 

from the local CIF to local environmentally responsible and socially innovative 

businesses, cooperatives, community enterprises, or affordable housing 

developments. The CIF in turn provides investors a specific withdrawal date and a 

guaranteed rate of return.    

 

Why Build a Community Investment Fund for the Capital Regional District? 

Would you like to see an end to homelessness in our community? Our research 

has shown that the main stumbling block for developers of affordable housing is 

a lack of access to low-interest, long-term equity investments. And that's exactly 

what a CIF can offer! Many such worthy projects and enterprises that could 

become self-sufficient and benefit our community are challenged to raise funds 

when trying to develop, expand or innovate. However, access to "friendly" or 

"patient" capital (long-term or low cost capital) can support the construction of 
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affordable housing, and create opportunities for businesses, cooperatives and 

community enterprises to stabilize, expand and more effectively contribute to 

social, environmental and economic sustainability.  

For more information, please visit the CSPC website: 

http://www.communitycouncil.ca/initiatives/cif.html 

 

Regional Sustainability Strategy 

Our economic circumstances are going to be increasingly affected by climate 

change, rising fuel prices, international financial instability and other factors 

largely outside our local control. What sort of regional initiatives could help our 

collective economic resilience?  

  

Regional Initiative:  

The Capital Regional District is presently developing its Regional Sustainability 

Strategy.  Part of this process involves making decisions concerning policy 

direction.  One of the resulting nine key policy briefs is focussed on Social 

Wellbeing. Social Wellbeing is about people – individuals, families and the 

community. The way we plan and build our communities impacts public health 

and social wellbeing. Comprehensive planning affects residents’ activities and 

behaviours every day – how we get safely to work or school, opportunities for 

physical activity and recreation, access to nutritious food and clean air and water. 

With our region’s rapidly aging population, policies and practices that facilitate 

health and wellbeing become even more important.  

For more information on the Regional Sustainability Strategy for the Capital 

Region, please visit the CRD website: http://sustainability.crd.bc.ca/ 

 

GUI and Alternative Financial Tools 

The Bank of Canada has long practised maintaining lower rates of inflation in our 

economy at the expense of higher rates of unemployment. So regardless of any 

personal efforts or local-level initiatives, a certain percentage of our population 

may always be unemployed due to federal monetary policies. Do we need to 

begin more serious public dialogue, then, about creating a guaranteed livable 

income, alternative local financial currency, or some other type of response in 

recognition of this conundrum? 

 

Local Initiatives:  

Community Micro Lending Society is a non-profit organization that provides 

loans and mentorship to people who want to start or expand a small business, 

but can’t get the credit they need from a financial institution. Please visit the 

Community Micro Lending website for more details: 

http://www.communitymicrolending.ca/ 

 

Communities throughout Victoria are involved in a growing informal barter 

network including, but not limited to, sharing garden tools and sharing backyard 

http://www.communitycouncil.ca/initiatives/cif.html
http://sustainability.crd.bc.ca/
http://www.communitymicrolending.ca/
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garden space, surplus produce from backyard gardens and more. Please visit the 

LifeCycles website for more details: http://lifecyclesproject.ca/ 

 

Appendix A: Data Tables for the Capital Region 
 

Table 1: Table 1: Distribution of Low Income and Non-Low Income Population in Capital Region 

by Municipality and Electoral Area, 2006 and 1996 Census 

 

Total Income 

Population  Total Poor  Percent Poor  

Poor as Percent 

of CRD Overall 

2006 1996 2006 1996 2006 1996 2006 1996 

Capital Regional District 

331,64

0 

307,80

5 

43,61

0 

47,55

5 13.1% 15.4% 

100.0

% 

100.0

% 

Central Saanich 15,535 14,385 1,065 975 6.9% 6.8% 2.4% 2.1% 

Colwood 14,655 13,750 920 1,050 6.3% 7.6% 2.1% 2.2% 

Gulf Islands 14,405 13,255 1,785 2,275 12.4% 17.2% 4.1% 4.8% 

Esquimalt 16,250 15,745 2,775 3,485 17.1% 22.1% 6.4% 7.3% 

Highlands 1,905 1,445 155 55 8.1% 3.8% 0.4% 0.1% 

Juan de Fuca
1
 2006 4,155 n/a 225 n/a 5.4% n/a 0.5% 0.0% 

Langford 22,265 17,345 1,910 2,615 8.6% 15.1% 4.4% 5.5% 

Langford EA 
2
1996 n/a 560 n/a 15 n/a 2.7% n/a 0.0% 

Metchosin 4,460 4,305 170 255 3.8% 5.9% 0.4% 0.5% 

North Saanich 10,705 10,360 670 535 6.3% 5.2% 1.5% 1.1% 

Oak Bay 17,640 17,545 1,535 1,890 8.7% 10.8% 3.5% 4.0% 

Saanich 106,725 100,060 12,630 12,875 11.8% 12.9% 29.0% 27.1% 

Sidney 10,620 10,535 1,140 1,265 10.7% 12.0% 2.6% 2.7% 

Sooke DM (2006)
4
 9,605 n/a 1,155 n/a 12.0% n/a 2.6% 0.0% 

Sooke EA (1996)
3
  n/a 11,415 n/a 1,420 n/a 12.4% n/a 3.0% 

Victoria 74,355 70,510 16,890 17,695 22.7% 25.1% 38.7% 37.2% 

View Royal 8,140 6,405 560 1,110 6.9% 17.3% 1.3% 2.3% 

Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table1 and 1996 Census – Statistics 

Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table1 

Footnotes: 

1. Juan de Fuca E.A. includes Capital H (Part 1) only.  

2. Langford E.A. in the 1996 Census is Capital Subd. B 1996 

3. On December 6, 1999, the new municipality of Sooke came into being, comprising a portion of the 

former Sooke Electoral Area. The remainder of the Sooke E.A and, plus the Langford E.A, were 

combined into the new Juan de Fuca E.A.   

4. 2006 Census Population counts are for geographic boundaries as of Jan. 1
st
, 2006. Changes to 

Sooke’s and Juan de Fuca E.A. boundaries due to Sooke boundary extensions to the East (Gillespie 

Road) and to the West (Kemp Lake/West Coast Road) in Feb. 2006 are not reflected in these counts.  

 

 

 

 

http://lifecyclesproject.ca/
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Table 2: Low-Income Status by Age and Sex, CRD, 2006 Census  

 Total Income Population Low  

 Total Male Female Total 

Male  Female 

# % # % 

Total  331,640 158,550 173,085 43,610 19,300 44.3% 24,310 55.7% 

< 15 years 47,225 23,905 23,320 6,755 3,460 7.9% 3,295 7.6% 

15 to 24 years 43,095 21,610 21,475 8,885 4,015 9.2% 4,870 11.2% 

25 to 34 years 38,925 19,055 19,865 6,435 2,930 6.7% 3,510 8.0% 

35 to 44 years 46,705 22,230 24,475 5,515 2,540 5.8% 2,980 6.8% 

45 to 54 years 54,160 25,115 29,045 5,775 2,665 6.1% 3,105 7.1% 

55 to 64 years 45,170 21,980 23,185 4,910 2,265 5.2% 2,650 6.1% 

65 to 74 years 26,755 12,485 14,270 2,215 850 1.9% 1,370 3.1% 

75 years +  29,610 12,165 17,445 3,130 580 1.3% 2,550 5.8% 

Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table1 

 

Table 3: Low-Income Status by Age and Sex, CRD, 1996 Census 

Source: 1996 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table1 

 

Table 4: Low-Income Status by Labour Force Activity and Sex, CRD, 2006 Census  

 

Total population    Male   Female 

Total Low income Total Low income Total Low income 

# # % # # % # # % 

In the labour 

force 187,185 20,525 11.0% 94,530 9,605 10.2% 92,655 10,925 11.8% 

Employed 179,395 18,465 10.3% 91,055 8,660 9.5% 88,335 9,805 11.1% 

    

Unemployed 7,795 2,060 26.4% 3,475 945 27.2% 4,320 1,120 25.9% 

Not in the 

labour force 97,230 16,330 16.8% 40,120 6,235 15.5% 57,110 10,095 17.7% 

 Total Income Population Poor  

 Total Male Female Total 

Male  Female 

# % # % 

Total  307,805 147,420 160,385 47,555 20,895 43.9% 26,655 56.1% 

< 15 years 51,675 26,480 25,195 9,430 4,705 9.9% 4,725 9.9% 

15 to 24 years 38,095 18,910 19,190 9,555 4,075 8.6% 5,480 11.5% 

25 to 34 years 45,245 22,060 23,185 8,415 3,810 8.0% 4,605 9.7% 

35 to 44 years 50,815 24,180 26,635 6,820 3,310 7.0% 3,515 7.4% 

45 to 54 years 42,205 20,860 21,350 4,155 2,050 4.3% 2,105 4.4% 

55 to 64 years 26,810 12,860 13,955 3,330 1,640 3.4% 1,690 3.6% 

65 to 74 years 28,260 12,455 15,805 2,390 795 1.7% 1,595 3.4% 

75 years +  24,680 9,610 15,075 3,455 510 1.1% 2,945 6.2% 
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Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table3 

 

Table 5: Low-Income Status by Labour Force Activity and Sex, CRD, 1996 Census 

 

Total population    Male   Female 

Total Low income Total Low income Total Low income 

# # % # # % # # % 

In the labour 

force 165,565 21,210 12.8% 85,560 10,560 12.3% 80,005 10,560 13.2% 

Employed 152,950 16,635 10.9% 78,650 8,225 10.5% 74,295 8,225 11.1% 

    

Unemployed 12,615 4,575 36.3% 6,910 2,335 33.8% 5,710 2,335 40.9% 

Not in the 

labour force 90,560 16,915 18.7% 35,375 5,630 15.9% 55,185 5,630 10.2% 

Source: 1996 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table3 

 

Table 6: Income Groups and Percent of LICO by Economic Family Type, CRD, 2006 Census 

 

Total - 

Economic 

families  

Couples w/o 

children <18 

years  

Couples w/ 

children < 18 

years 

Lone parents 

w/ children 

<18 years 

Other 

economic 

families 

# % # % # % # % # % 

Total - 

Family 

income 

groups 95,880 100.0% 53,770 100.0% 26,170 100.0% 8,175 100.0% 7,765 100.0% 

<$10,000 2,215 2.3% 935 1.7% 445 1.7% 580 7.1% 255 3.3% 

$10,000 

to 

$19,999 3,290 3.4% 1,045 1.9% 425 1.6% 1,365 16.7% 460 5.9% 

$20,000 

to 

$29,999 6,230 6.5% 3,140 5.8% 960 3.7% 1,315 16.1% 810 10.4% 

$30,000 

to 

$39,999 8,590 9.0% 4,425 8.2% 1,515 5.8% 1,580 19.3% 1,075 13.8% 

$40,000 + 75,555 78.8% 44,235 82.3% 22,820 87.2% 3,330 40.7% 5,170 66.6% 

           

Total - 

Economic 

families  95,880 100.0% 53,770 100.0% 26,170 100.0% 8,175 100.0% 7,770 100.0% 

< 50% of 

the LICOs 2,840 3.0% 1,020 1.9% 650 2.5% 895 10.9% 275 3.5% 

50% to 

74% 2,210 2.3% 570 1.1% 510 1.9% 870 10.6% 265 3.4% 

75% to 

99% 3,065 3.2% 995 1.9% 910 3.5% 795 9.7% 365 4.7% 

100% to 

124% 4,385 4.6% 1,580 2.9% 1,280 4.9% 1,040 12.7% 485 6.2% 

125% + 83,380 87.0% 49,600 92.2% 22,820 87.2% 4,580 56.0% 6,375 82.0% 

Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP06_Table10EF_Part A
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Table 7: Income Groups and Percent of LICO by Economic Family Type, CRD, 1996 Census 

 

Total - 

Economic 

families  

Couples w/o 

children <18 

years  

Couples w/ 

children < 18 

years 

Lone parents 

w/ children 

<18 years 

Other 

economic 

families 

# % # % # % # % # % 

Total - 

Family 

income 

groups 87,690 100.0% 46,750 100.0% 27,225 100.0% 8,370 100.0% 5,345 100.0% 

< $10,000 2,570 2.9% 840 1.8% 545 2.0% 935 11.2% 245 4.6% 

$10,000 to 

$19,999 6,840 7.8% 2,495 5.3% 1,005 3.7% 2,725 32.6% 620 11.6% 

$20,000 to 

$29,999 9,375 10.7% 5,375 11.5% 1,685 6.2% 1,410 16.8% 900 16.8% 

$30,000 to 

$39,999 10,575 12.1% 5,995 12.8% 2,445 9.0% 1,240 14.8% 890 16.7% 

$40,000 + 58,330 66.5% 32,035 68.5% 21,545 79.1% 2,060 24.6% 2,690 50.3% 

           

Total - 

Economic 

families  86,530 100.0% 46,065 100.0% 26,970 100.0% 8,270 100.0% 5,225 100.0% 

< 50% of 

the LICOs 2,620 3.0% 740 1.6% 745 2.8% 940 11.4% 195 3.7% 

50% to 

74% 2,905 3.4% 580 1.3% 665 2.5% 1,500 18.1% 165 3.2% 

75% to 

99% 3,345 3.9% 920 2.0% 910 3.4% 1,210 14.6% 305 5.8% 

100% to 

124% 4,860 5.6% 2,405 5.2% 1,305 4.8% 770 9.3% 380 7.3% 

125% + 72,795 84.1% 41,420 89.9% 23,345 86.6% 3,855 46.6% 4,180 80.0% 

Source: 1996 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table10EF_Part A  

 

Table 8: Number of Low-Income Economic Family Households by Housing Tenure, CRD, 2006 and 

1996 Census 

 

  Couples w/o 

children <18 

years 

  Couples w/ 

children <18 

years 

  Lone-parents w/ 

children <18 years 

  Other economic 

family households 

2006 1996 2006 1996 2006 1996 2006 1996 

      Owned 1,240 1,095 965 1,035 570 510 345 230 

      Rented 1,145 1,120 990 1,260 1,825 3,135 490 425 

Source: 2006 Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP09_Table9EF_Part A and 1996 

Census – Statistics Canada, Custom Tabulations, UPP96_Table9EF_Part A 
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Appendix B: Endnotes  

 
                                                      
1
 It is important to mention that the 2006 Census represents 2005 calendar year income; and the 1996 

Census represents 1995 calendar year income. Statistics Canada states that “income data were collected 
during the 2006 Census for the non-institutional population comprised of persons aged 15 years or over. 
All income received during the preceding calendar year (2005) was to be reported, even non-taxable 
income, except: capital gains and losses; withdrawals from registered retirement Savings Plan (RRSP) and 
other savings plans to cover living expenses or to pay off debts; inheritances received; lottery winnings 
and lump sum insurance settlements.” For more information, please consult the Statistics Canada website 
at: http://www12.statcan.ca/census-recensement/2006/ref/rp-guides/income-revenu-eng.cfm 
 
2
 Community Social Planning Council of Greater Victoria (2011). Affordability Index 2011. Accessed online 

at: http://www.communitycouncil.ca/pdf/2011_CSPC_AI_backgrounder.pdf 
 
3
Since its initial publication, Statistics Canada has clearly and consistently emphasized that the LICOs are 

not measures of poverty. Rather, LICOs reflect a consistent and well-defined methodology that identifies 
those who are substantially worse-off than average. These measures have enabled Statistics Canada to 
report important trends, such as the changing composition of those below the LICOs over time. 
 Income status before tax - Refers to the position of an economic family or a person 15 years of age and 
over not in an economic family in relation to Statistics Canada's low income before tax cut-offs (LICOs). 
Income status after tax - Refers to the position of an economic family or a person 15 years of age and over 
in relation to Statistics Canada's low income after-tax cut-offs (LICO-AT). 
      Measures of low income known as 'low income (before tax) cut-offs (LICOs)' were first introduced in 
Canada in 1968 based on 1961 Census income data and 1959 family expenditure patterns. At that time, 
expenditure patterns indicated that Canadian families spent about 50% of their total income on food, 
shelter and clothing. It was arbitrarily estimated that families spending 70% or more of their income (20 
percentage points more than the average) on these basic necessities would be in 'straitened' 
circumstances. With this assumption, low income cut-off points were set for five different sizes of 
families. 
      Subsequent to these initial cut-offs, revised low income before tax cut-offs were established based on 
national family expenditure data from 1969, 1978, 1986 and 1992. The initial LICOs were based upon the 
total income, before tax, of families and persons 15 years and over not in economic families. 
After a comprehensive review of low-income cut-offs completed in 1991, low income cut-offs based upon 
after-tax income were published for the first time in Income After Tax, Distributions by Size in Canada, 
1990 (Catalogue no. 13-210). Income after tax cut-offs are estimated independently for economic families 
and persons 15 years of age and over not in families based upon family expenditure and income after tax.           
Consequently, the low income after-tax cut-offs are set at after-tax income levels, differentiated by size of 
family and area of residence, where families spend 20 percentage points more of their after-tax income 
than the average family on food, shelter and clothing. 
      For the purposes of low income statistics (before or after tax), economic families and persons 15 years 
of age and over not in economic families in the Yukon Territory, the Northwest Territories and Nunavut 
and on Indian reserves were excluded. The low income cut-offs are based on certain expenditure-income 
patterns which are not available from survey data for the entire population. 
      Prevalence of low income (before or after tax) can also be derived for census families, persons not in 
census families and the population in private households. See Low Income Statistics for Census Families 
and Households, Staff Report no. 1991-1, Labour and Household Surveys Analysis Division, Statistics 
Canada. This explanation comes directly from the Statistics Canada Census Dictionary. For additional 
information and a table of low income cut-offs, please refer to the 2006 Census Dictionary, Catalogue no. 
92-566-XWE. 
 

http://www12.statcan.ca/census-recensement/2006/ref/rp-guides/income-revenu-eng.cfm
http://www.communitycouncil.ca/pdf/2011_CSPC_AI_backgrounder.pdf
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4
 For additional information and a table of low income cut-offs, please refer to the 2006 Census 

Dictionary, Catalogue no. 92-566-XWE. 
 
5
 Aassve, Arnstein et al. Youth Poverty and Transition to Adulthood in Europe. Demographic Research, 

Max Planck Institute for Demographic Research:  July 2006.  Accessed online at: 
http://ideas.repec.org/a/dem/demres/v15y2006i2.html 
 
6
 It is important to make a distinction here between income inequality, and low-income. Income inequality 

refers to the unequal distribution of income within a population particularly the size of the gap between 
those with the highest income and those with the lowest income. A standard measure of income 
inequality is the Gini Coefficient. “The Gini coefficient is a number between zero and one. Zero represents 
perfect income equality, where everyone receives the same income; the number one represents perfect 
inequality, where one person receives all the income and other receives nothing. The higher the value of 
the Gini coefficient, the higher the degree of income inequality in a given society. This measure is 
particularly useful in examining income inequality trends over time.” (Canadian Council on Social 
Development, accessed online at http://www.ccsd.ca/factsheets/economic_security/income/index.htm) 
Low-income in this context is based on the Low-Income Cut-Off (LICO) which, “… is an income threshold 
below which a family will likely devote a larger share of its income to the necessities of food, shelter and 
clothing than an average family would.” (Statistics Canada, 2012, accessed online at 
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/2009002/s2-eng.htm).  
 
7
 Historically, women have experienced lower-incomes than men, even in professional occupations. This is 

a well documented phenomenon. When looking at low-income rates, gender-based income inequality 
becomes more obvious as more women than men are considered living on a low-income. For more 
information please see Williams, Cara. Women in Canada: A gender based statistical report (catalogue no. 
89-503-X). Statistics Canada. Available online at http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-503-
x/2010001/article/11388-eng.pdf. December, 2010.  And, Women’s Legal Education and Action Fund: 
www.leaf.ca/education/documents/EdHO_Women_Poverty.pdf 
 
8
 Any changes that occurred in terms of rates tended to occur within the gender category. For example, 

the number of women ages 25 to 34 years experienced a 2% decrease in the number of those living at or 
below LICO.   
 
9
 These definitions come from the Statistics Canada 2006 Census Dictionary and can be accessed online at: 

http://www12.statcan.ca/census-recensement/2006/ref/dict/index-eng.cfm 
 
10

 Statistics Canada (2009). Low income cut-offs for 2008 and low income measures for 2007. Catalogue 
no. 75F0002M — No. 002.  Available online at http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/2009002/s2-
eng.htm 
 

http://ideas.repec.org/a/dem/demres/v15y2006i2.html
http://www.ccsd.ca/factsheets/economic_security/income/index.htm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/2009002/s2-eng.htm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-503-x/2010001/article/11388-eng.pdf
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/89-503-x/2010001/article/11388-eng.pdf
http://www.leaf.ca/education/documents/EdHO_Women_Poverty.pdf
http://www12.statcan.ca/census-recensement/2006/ref/dict/index-eng.cfm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/2009002/s2-eng.htm
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/75f0002m/2009002/s2-eng.htm
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Appendix C: Glossary of Terms  

 

This report uses many technical terms and concepts used by Statistics Canada. The 

following definitions are taken directly from the 2006 Census Dictionary and the 

Statistics Canada website. For more information, please visit the Statistics Canada 

website http://www.statcan.gc.ca/start-debut-eng.html 

 

Economic Family: “Refers to a group of two or more persons who live in the same 

dwelling and are related to each other by blood, marriage, common-law or adoption. A 

couple may be of opposite or same sex. For 2006, foster children are included.” (Statistics 

Canada, 2006 Census Dictionary).  

 

Employed:  Persons who, during the week (Sunday to Saturday) prior to Census Day 

(May 16, 2006): 

1. did any work at all for pay or in self-employment or without pay in a family farm, 

business or professional practice 

2. were absent from their job or business, with or without pay, for the entire week 

because of a vacation, an illness, a labour dispute at their place of work, or any 

other reasons (Statistics Canada, 2006 Census Dictionary). 

Employment Rate:  “(employment/population ratio) Number of employed persons 

expressed as a percentage of the population 15 years of age and over. The employment 

rate for a particular group (age, sex, marital status, province, etc.) is the number 

employed in that group expressed as a percentage of the population for that group” 

(Statistics Canada, 2011).  

 

Low Income Cut-Off:  “In short, a LICO is an income threshold below which a family will 

likely devote a larger share of its income on the necessities of food, shelter and clothing 

than the average family. The approach is essentially to estimate an income threshold at 

which families are expected to spend 20 percentage points more than the average family 

on food, shelter and clothing” (Statistics Canada, 2012). LICOs are discussed more in-

depth throughout the report and in the endnotes.  

 

Labour Force: “Civilian non-institutional population 15 years of age and over who, 

during the survey reference week, were employed or unemployed. Prior to 1966, persons 

aged 14 and over were covered by the survey” (Statistics Canada, 2011).  

 

Labour Force Activity:” Refers to the labour market activity of the population 15 years 

of age and over in the week (Sunday to Saturday) prior to Census Day (May 16, 2006). 

Respondents were classified as Employed, Unemployed, or Not in the labour force. The 

labour force includes the employed and the unemployed” (Statistics Canada, 2006 

Census Dictionary). 

 

http://www.statcan.gc.ca/start-debut-eng.html
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Unemployed:  Persons who, during the week (Sunday to Saturday) prior to Census Day 

(May 16, 2006), were without paid work or without self-employment work and were 

available for work and either: 

1. had actively looked for paid work in the past four weeks; or 

2. were on temporary lay-off and expected to return to their job; or 

3. had definite arrangements to start a new job in four weeks or less (Statistics 

Canada, 2006 Census Dictionary) . 

Unemployment Rate:  “Number of unemployed persons expressed as a percentage of 

the labour force. The unemployment rate for a particular group (for example, age, sex, 

marital status) is the number unemployed in that group expressed as a percentage of the 

labour force for that group” (Statistics Canada, 2011). 

 

Not in Labour Force: Refers to persons who, in the week (Sunday to Saturday) prior to 

Census Day (May 16, 2006), were neither employed nor unemployed. It includes 

students, homemakers, retired workers, seasonal workers in an 'off' season who were not 

looking for work, and persons who could not work because of a long term illness or 

disability (Statistics Canada, 2006 Census Dictionary). 
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BC Per Capita Personal Income and GDP 
 
Per capita personal income in British Columbia 
1996 – $29,319 (Value before inflation adjustment: 23,917) 
2006 – $33,626 
 
Per capita GDP in British Columbia* 
1996 – $34,445 (Value before inflation adjustment: 28,099) 
2006 – $42,947 

 
*1996 figures adjusted for inflation to match 2006 levels 
 

Appendix D: Methodological Notes and Acknowledgments  
 
 
Comparing 1996 and 2006 Data  
 
One of the most notable findings in the report is the broad growth in prosperity in the 

region between 1996 and 2006. Although this growth in prosperity is an encouraging 

finding, it is also important to keep in mind the relationship between the results of the 

1996 and 2006 Census and the larger economic context during these times. 

 

Due to the fact that an individual or family’s income earnings is the main consideration 

when determining if one is below the low-income cut-off line, it is important to consider 

the ways that LICO measurements are linked to larger economic trends.  

 

1996 and 2006 were very different economic eras. 2006 was a time of sound economic 

growth and the 1996 Census came on the wake of an international recession. In 2006 

there were much lower unemployment rates and significantly higher per capita average 

earnings. We illustrate this difference in the economy by presenting per capita personal 

income and per capita GDP in Figure F. In 2006 both the personal income per capita 

(+$4,307) and per capita GDP (+$8,502) in British Columbia are significantly higher than 

in 1996, even once adjusted for inflation.  

 

Figure F: BC Per Capita Personal Income and GDP 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To ensure that the higher per capita wage in 2006 does in fact mean a better financial 

well-being for individuals, it is important to recognize the rising cost of living between 

1996 and 2006. Since LICO is an annual calculation of essential living expenses and 

derived from family expenditure data, it is used here as a crude indicator to ensure there 

has not been any significant change in cost of living in the last ten years. This ensures 

that rise in per capita income between 1996 and 2006 is not completely offset by the 

rising costs in living. According to LICO figures, after adjustments for inflation there was 

only a $37.00 ($17,869 to $17,906) increase between 1995 and 2005 living expenditure 

calculations.    
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Figure G: Comparison of LICO for 1 person, 1995 and 2005 

 
 

This being said, it is not surprising then that in 2006, with a $4,307 per capita increase in 

personal income, that there was this general increase in financial prosperity. If this 

growth in per capita income was distributed in an equitable fashion in the province one 

would also assume that there should be no decreases in poverty in any of the categories 

– but in fact as we will see many increases (some slight) in poverty have taken place in 

the region. 
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For more information and to request data tables,  

please contact: Community Social Planning Council by email: 

info@communitycouncil.ca or by phone: 250-383-6166 

Difference between LICO (1 person) 1995 
and 2005, adjusted for inflation 
   
  1995 - $17,869*  
  2005 - $17,906 
 
* 1995 figure adjusted for inflation 
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