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Preface

TRACKING THE TRENiBghbourhood Welbeing in
Edmonton provides a comprehensive picture of many
FaLSOia 2F 9RY-Beifigi2y Qa
This 18' edition of Tracking the Trendsresents a
number of new social and economic data variables in
addition to updates on the trends featured in th& 9
edition released in 2007.

As in the previous edition, we have divided the trends

into six major categories:

+ Demographics indicators of population growth,
immigration and population diversity.

+ Education & Employmentindicators of education
achievement and employment status of the
population.

+ Cost of Living & Housing Trendmdicators of the

Presented together, these trends give us a clearer
picture of the social changes taking place in Edmonton.

& 2 O ATihdy also $fferf a broad understanding of the segments

of the population which are disadvantaged or
marginalized.

Research on the social determinants of health tells us
that socioeconomic inequality, in particular, impacts
LIS2 L SQa K-Hding.THe negafie ¢ St €
consequences of inequality are fagaching, with
implications for disadvantaged individuals as well as
their communities (and their city). The costs to all levels
of government are also significant.

As these pervasive impacts illustrate, decisions that
effect the citizens of Edmonton must be informed by an
understanding of social trends in order to be effective in

costs of basic necessities, such as food and housing, asthe longterm.

well as the housing status of the population.

+ Wages, Income & Wealthindicators of the changing
value of the wages, incomes and net worth of
individuals and families.

« Poverty-indicators of the prevalence of low income,
as well as the incidence of acute forms of poverty,
such as homelessness.

+ Government Income Supportsindicators of the
investments made by governments towards
improving financial security and the impact of those
investments on low income families.

This edition offracking the Trendgatures a special

section on Edmonton neighbourhoods. The-éalour

maps presented in this section capture demographic,

income, unemployment and housing tenure data at a

neighbourhood level. This level of detail gives us a

picture of the variation between neighbourhoods in

Edmonton.

Finally, this edition also includes an updated and
expanded Social Health Index. The intention of this
index is to provide a rough measure of the overall social
health of Edmonton, and how it has changed over time.

The ESPC is pleased to present thi¥ddition of
Tracking the Trend3wenty years after the release of
the first edition in 1989, we remain committed to
regularly updating this valuable compendium of social
and economic data critical to sound decisimaking.

We hope that decisiomakers, social policy planners,
researchers and the general public will find this
publication useful in broadening their understanding of
the social trends in the Edmonton Region.
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Introduction

Why Track the Trends?

Whether for planning programs and services, or
developing policies, timely, accurate information is
critical. Likewise, an understanding of the historical
context of social issues is critical to the development of
effective strategies for positive social change.

Presenting data in a central source, sucii escking the
Trends permits us to see the trends in the context of
other social changes occurring simultaneously. For
example, that the Consumer Price Index and average
rents have risen at a more rapid rate than Alberta
Works benefits.

Most Canadian publications present data at the national
or provincial levelTracking the Trends unique in its
inclusion of primarily Edmontelevel data. This makes

it a useful tool for people working on social issues in the
Edmonton metropolitan region.

A Tool for the Public

ORY2Yyl2yAlyaQ | gl NBySaa
improving the social inclusiveness of our communities.
A better understanding of the challenges that our fellow

citizens face can affect the way we think of and treat
each other. Regardless of our socioeconomic

backgrounds, we all share this city and region, and have

an interest in its healthy future.

|ldentifyingthe TRENDS

A Tool for DecisiorMakers

As a planner or policy maker, this collection of data
provides a clearer understanding of the current and
historical social conditions in Edmonton. This
information can provide the background necessary to
make informed decisions, and even the insight needed
to anticipate future changes.

We encourage readers to u3eacking the Trends
assess how well all levels of government are fulfilling
their role in ensuring that its citizens have the support
they need to maintain a decent standard of living.

A Tool for Social Organizations and Researchers

The work of organizations involved in social
development activities must be informed by the current
and historical social contexts. The information in
Tracking the Trendsill prove useful for program
planning, organizational stratedyilding, as well as

2 Fothér 2dhinlinkty dévelaprdeStactivitias. ONR G A OF f

Students and researchers will also benefit from this rich
and unified source of data to inform their research
projects. Such Halepth research is important for
expanding our knowledge of specific issues and
informing social policy development.

Tracking the Trendsnce again featurethe TRENDS
markerg symbols that indicate, at a glance, how the
aAlbdzZ- A2y KI & OKFy3ShkeTF?2
¢ w9 b raafkers reflect change over a 10 year time
period, unless indicated otherwise.

the TREND Direction
A Numbers/value increasing
¥ Numbers/value decreasing

€ No historical trend / situation stable

Ly (0KAa
by indicating both thalirectionof the trend (whether

NJ tie ndriversthlB goe uh i dowrd ghdvsike © Y

(whether we believe it is socially positive or negative).
The following siX RENDnarkers are used:

the TREND Value
@ positive trend / situation improving
® negative trend / situation worsening

(® neutral / positive and negative aspects

Page[l
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Part 1| major Social & Economic Trends

In any community, public policy, social health and The data presented in Part 1 dfacking the Trendsill
economic weHoeing are intricately linked. Still, there is help to answer the following questions:

disagreement on how these factors influence each
other and on how to use public policy and social
programs to bring about social change.

> > > >

The following section presents graphs, tables and
analysis on social and economic trends in the Edmonton
area. Some data show us what it costs to live, suchas  «
the Consumer Price Index and average rents. Other data «
AYRAOIFGS LIS2L)X SQa OF LJ OAde
maintain a decent standard of living.

*

Labour force participation and minimum wage tell us
something about what percentage of the population is
working and how much employers are paying for
labour. Alberta Works benefit rates reflect the standard

| 2¢6 A& 9RY2y(2yQa L] Lz I
Have opportunities to make a living increased?

How has the cost of living changed?

| I @S 9RY2yG2yAlLyaQ FoAf Al
living changed?

Has social equality improved?

What groups within the population experience
ingquities, Aldf holv deephaye G Mesjuities Ry
experience?

Are disadvantaged people receiving the support

they need to improve their situations?

A Note on the Economic Downturn

of living for those on the margins of the labour market. At the time of publication, the economic situation in
Low income data give an indication of the proportion of ~Edmonton (and around the world) is undergoing major

the population that live on incomes that are insufficient ~ changes as a result of the financial crisis which began in
to cover the costs of living. late 2008. Wherever possible, we have included partial

year data for 2009 in order to capture the impact of this
major economic shift on other social trends.

the TRENDMarkers

the TREND Direction the TREND Value

A Numbers/value increasing @ positive trend / situation improving

¥ Numbers/value decreasing (® negative trend / situation worsening

€ No historical trend / situation stable (® neutral / positive and negative aspects

Page|2
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Section A‘ Demographics

the TRENDS: (© population increasing
@ diversity increasing

Why are Demographic Trends Important?

At the most basic level, population is an important An aging population also foreshadows a shrinking
variable to be able to plan for future services. Knowing labour force. Immigration is part of the solution to such
how many people live within the boundaries of a given  labour shortages. The recent economic boom, for

area, as well as their basic characteristics, is critical. example, brought an large number of temporary foreign
Demographic Signals, Planning Challenges workers to Edmonton.

The age profile and cultural composition of a city, for However, there are many challenges that accompany
example, have significant consequences for the types of welcoming new immigrants to the city, particularly in
programs, services and policies needed. terms of integration into communities. Immigrants and

newcomers are often at an economic and social
disadvantage, and need additional support to feel
welcome and valued, and to become fully active
citizens.

In Edmonton, as in most developed nations, the
population is aging due to a combination of a lower
birth rate and higher life expectancy. Strategies for
dealing with this demographic shift must be made in
advance in order to respond to the needs of the l'Yy20KSNJ aA3YyAFAOLIYG GNBYR A
changing population in an effective and timely manner.  population is significantly younger, and growing more

rapidly, than the general populatidity of Edmonton]

This trend, too, presents a challenge for planners and

Aboriginal organizations.

How is Edmonton Changing?

9RY2y 2y Qa LRLMAFGA2y KI & DivB@tgy G | NXradS Fo20S GKS
Canadian average for most of the past quaitentury

. ) - e ) Edmonton is the sixth most popular city in Canada for
[Statistics Canadal]Trhis can be primarily attributed to

h | ities in Alb cularly i new immigrants, attracting 3% of all immigrants to the
the employment opportunities in Alberta, particularly in country in 2004CIC] In recent years, Edmonton has

pe[ioglsAof apcelgra}ed economic growth. During the atIracted a growing nymber of immigrants from all over
NBOSYid S$O02y2YAO 022Y3 GKS Ohdi ebA NGl S 24 gl\?@d’é{"

LLNEFOKSR GKS LIk OS SELS NJ\.r’F‘tﬁéaB Ry d.&ekée ok 8 ex{)ehtéﬁ%o odon el /R
SENXIé ynQao more so.

Age Profile Temporary foreign workers, as a category, grew

¢CKS OAGEeQa LRLlzZ FGA2y Aa Isigdifitantly Bdtey tHan thél riirdbdzdKimntigiants 1 NI
below the national averagfstatistics Canada]lt settling permanently. This exponential growth was a
appears that irmigration is helping to slow population result of the recent boom. The full effect of the current
aging. economic downturn on this group remains to be seen.

However, it is likely that these workers are among the
most vulnerable to job losses, and it may not be feasible
for them to simply return to their home countries.

Section A|Demographics Pagel3



Population

the TRENDS: A (© population increasing rapidly
A (© population aging

+ The population of the City of Edmonton grew 69.5% from 1976 to 2009. Over the past ten year8(Q9pthe
population grew by nearly one quarter (23.0%).

+ The population of the Edmonton CMA has grown 82.4% since 1976; it grew 22.6% in the ten years between the 199
and 2006 Census, and a further 4.7% by 2008.

Population, Edmonton City & Edmonton CM
1,200

1,100
1,000
900

Edmonton CMA
800

Edmonton City —

600 T

Population (000's)

500 +———=—
400 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

1976 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 2009
Year [Data Table 01, page 9]

+ From 1996 to 2006, the 50 to 59 age group had the greatest proportional growth (from 9.0% to 12.8% of the total
population); as of 2009, this group has grown a further 0.5 percentage points (to 13.3% of the population).

+ The 30 to 39 age group had the largest proportional decrease between 1996 to 2006 (from 18.4% to 14.3% of the
total population); however, it increased by 0.6 percentage points (to 15% of the population) by 2009.

+ The 0 to 9 age group experienced the second greatest proportional decline (decreasing from 13.8% to 11.0% of the
population from 1996 to 2006, with a slight recovery of 0.1 percentage points by 2009).

Population by Age Group, Edmonton Ci
100% -

] || || ] LI

S B B . HE m = = B B ® 80 and over
5 80%- ] 0 o 27079
g 70%- . . I I " 60-69
S 60% — I I .: 5059
S 50% - —  m40-49
é 40% :I I I I I 30-39
5 30% I I I I I: B 2029
o 20% 7 T r1019

fl B B N B .

0% - : : : : : : : : :

1976 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2005 2006 2008 2009
Year [Data Table 02, page 9]

NOTEDue to gaps in age reporting in the 2008 and 2009 census, age group data should be interpreted with caution.
Pagep PART 1|Major Social & Economic Trends



Families

the TRENDS: A @ family units increasing rapidly
A (© number of unattached individuals increasing most rapidly

The number of families residing in Edmonton has increased considerably in recent years; from 1997 to 2007, the
number rose 26.7% to 308,000 family units.

+ Over the past 30 years, the number of families has more than doubled (108% increase since 1977).

The number of single individuals has increased at an even faster pace; from 1997 to 2007 this group increased 57.5%
« This indicates that many of the people attracted to Edmonton during the economic boom were single individuals.

Number of Families & Unattached Individuals, Edmonton CN
350

Families with 2 or more persons
300

> —
o
8 /V
E 200 A _V
5 A\ \
; 150 =X N \
= Unattached Individuals
S 100 — -
50 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007

Year [Data Table 03, page 10]

The overall composition of family types in Edmonton has also evolved:
+ Most people in Edmonton live in twparent families with children (420,000 in 2007).

+ The family type that experienced the greatest growth from 1997 to 2007 was couples without children (increased by
46.2%, or 61,000 people).

Number of People, by Family Type, Edmonton CN

500

450

400 o~ -

350 N 7 //
i Two-parentFamilies with Children
o> 300 7
o
2 250
@ Couples without Children
8_ 200 g ‘_—S/\/
2 150 —

100 - _/__/‘.'Av

50 —_— SN~ - T

0 Loneparent Familie{
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007

Year [Data Table 03, page 10]
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Immigration

the TRENDS: A (© immigrant and refugee settlement increased

A © temporary settlement increased rapidly
Immigration to the Edmonton area has increased considerably in recent years:
+ The number of immigrants and refugees permanently settling in Edmonton nearly doubled from 1998 to 2008
(97.9% increase, to 7,512 people in 2008).

Annual Entry of Permanent Immigrants, Edmonton Cv

%JI”I”I”E

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Year [Data Table 04, page 10]

People (000's)

w
|

+ The number of temporary residents coming to Edmonton increased 162.7% between 1998 and 2008.

o This increase is primarily due to the influx of temporary foreign workers during the recent economic boom; this
group more than tripled in size between 1998 and 2008 (an increase of 231.6%, to 8,301 workers in 2008).

o The number of foreign students entering Edmonton increased 60.3% since 1998.
o From 1998 to 2007, the number of humanitarian immigrants to Edmonton increased 144.4%.
+ For the first time, in 2008, more immigrants came to the Edmonton area as temporary foreign workers than as
permanent residents.

+ About onein-two temporary foreign workers are in legkilled occupations such as retail trade, food services, and
the hospitality sectofAFL] workers in these types of jobs are more economically vulnerable, especially during a

recession.
Annual Total Entry of Temporary Residents, Edmonton CI
12
B Humanitarian Students W Workers —
10 —
»
o 8 .
o
e
2L 6
Q.
S - — —
a 4 B e T — —
M EREREEENR
0 - T T T T T T T T T T

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Year [Data Table 04, page 10]
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Language Diversity

the TRENDS: A @ language diversity increasing

The Edmonton area is becoming increasingly diverse, as evidenced by the proportion of residents speaking language
2ZU0KSNJ 0KIyYy 9y3fAaK 2N CNBYOK o6/ I ylIRFEQa 2FFAOALE I y3
+ In 2006, 203,990 Edmonton CMA residents reported speaking only-afficial mother tongue; this represents an

18.3% increase from the 2001 census.
+ The most common necofficial mother tongues are: Chinese, German, Ukrainian, Punjabi, and Tagalog (Pilipino).

Proportion of Population Speaking Ne@fficial Mother
Tongues, by Language, Edmonton CMA, 2006

Punjabi

7%

Tagalog (Pilipino)
5%

Polish
5%
. \Spanish
19%
\Arabic
4%
\Vietnamese

4%

[Data Table 05, page 11]

« The Spanish, Punjabi, Tagalog (Pilipino), and Arabic languages experienced the greatest growth between 2001 and
2006.

Percentage Change in Population Speaking Only-No
Official Mother Tongues, Edmonton CMA, 20@Q006
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[Data Table 05, page 11]
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Ethnic Diversity

the TRENDS: A @ ethnic diversity increasing

The majority of Edmonton residents report European, British Isles, or North American origin.

Proportion of Population by Ethnic Origin,
Edmonton CMA, 2006

French
8%

East & SE Asian

[ 6%

Aboriginal
5%

British Isles
28% South Asian
3%
~—_African

1%

Arab

European 1%

2%

[Data Table 06, page 11]

The ethnic composition of Edmonton has changed in recent years.

+ The West Asian and African ethnic groups experienced the greatest growth from 2001 to 2006.

+ The number of Edmontonians reporting North American origins (other than Aboriginal) decreased by 42,135 people
(or 17%) from 2001 to 2006.

Percentage Change in Ethnic Origins of Populatiol
Edmonton CMA, 2002006

100%
80% %)
S 3 3 W
S 60% 2— ¢ O
c W 2 c g
(@) 0 c _ ) o) ® < ©
g 40% 1 8 5 o3 = = c
8 = S w G o
2 o o
g 20w E—2° 8 2 g O
- N - 2
0% '_. T T T T T T T T T 1
Ethnic Origin

-20%
[Data Table 06, page 11]

Note: See Terms & Definitions section for information on the composition of ethnic origin groupings.
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Data Tables|Section A

Table 01: Population, Edmonton City &
Edmonton CMA

Year Edmonton City Edmonton CMA
1976 461,005 616,055
1981 521,245 742,018
1986 571,506 786,596
1991 614,665 853,900
1996 616,306 875,590
2001 666,104 951,114
2006 730,372 1,073,800
2007 740,578 1,100,900
2008 752,412 1,124,163
2009 782,439 N/A

[Source: City of Edmonton, Canada West Foundation &
Statistics Canada]

Table 02: Population, by Age Group, Edmonton City

Age 1976 1981 1986 1991 1996 2001 2005 2006 2008* 2009*
g Federal Federal Federal Federal Federal Federal Municipal Federal Municipal Municipal
0-9 68,515 71,926 83,207 92,231 85,080 80,025 77,041 78,821 71,850 75,530

(14.9%) (13.8%) (14.6%) (15.0%) (13.8%) (12.0%) (10.8%) (11.0%) (11.1%)  (11.1%)
1019 91,585 86,472 73,815 76,159 81,360 89,400 93061 92,185 80,506 82,840
(19.9%) (16.6%) (12.9%) (12.4%) (13.2%) (13.4%) (13.1%) (12.7%) (12.5%)  (12.2%)
2029 103,360 137,653 140,162 123,043 98,655 110,160 129,789 131,897 113,191 121,135
(22.4%) (26.4%) (24.5%) (20.0%) (16.0%) (16.5%)  (18.2%) (17.5%) (17.5%) (17.8%)
3039 56,235 74,686 100,502 119,342 113525 105,685 104,624 107,656 94,303 101,694
(12.2%) (14.3%) (17.6%) (19.4%) (18.4%) (15.9%) (14.7%) (14.3%) (14.6%)  (15.0%)
4049 51,075 52,590 58471 73,764 91,025 107,940 113,663 114,669 98317 101,678
(11.1%) (10.1%) (10.2%) (12.0%) (14.8%) (16.2%)  (16.0%) (15.9%) (15.2%)  (15.0%)
5059 41,925 45948 49,791 50,683 55275 70,485 85091 89,553 84,259 90,229
(9.1%) (8.8%)  (8.7%)  (8.2%)  (9.0%) (10.6%)  (11.9%) (12.8%) (13.0%) (13.3%)
60-69 27,100 28,970 36,304 43,442 45725 47,320 49,670 51,784 48,816 51,762
(5.9%) (5.6%) (6.4%) (7.1%) (7.4%) (7.1%)  (7.0%) (7.2%)  (7.6%)  (7.6%)
7079 14,680 16,475 20,228 24952 30,875 36,680 37,962 38870 33,738 34,022
(32%) (3.2%)  (35%) (4.1%) (5.0%) (5.5%)  (5.3%) (5.4%)  (5.2%)  (5.0%)
80 + 6,530 6,525 9,015 11,049 14,785 18,405 21,490 22,740 20,708 21,173
(1.4%) (1.3%) (1.6%) (1.8%) (2.4%) (2.8%)  (3.0%) (3.2%)  (3.2%)  (3.1%)
Total 461,005 521,245 571,495 614,665 616,305 666,100 712,391 721,173 752,412 782,439

* Age group counts for 2008 and 2009 do not add up to the total, due to [Source: City of Edmonton & Statistics Canada]
persons being counted with unreported ages. Percentages for 2008 and
2009 were calculated using the total number of persons with reported ages.
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Data Tables|Section A, cont sd.

Table 03: Number of Families, by Family Type, Edmonton CMA

Number of Number of People

Census Families, Two-parent Families Married Loneparent Unattached
Year 2+ persons with Children Couples Families Individuals
1977 148,000 328,000 70,000 33,000 87,000
1978 143,000 307,000 68,000 37,000 86,000
1979 160,000 310,000 78,000 54,000 109,000
1980 143,000 278,000 74,000 33,000 94,000
1981 171,000 357,000 76,000 41,000 121,000
1982 178000 369,000 86,000 54,000 130,000
1983 202,000 392,000 99,000 43,000 127,000
1984 203000 368,000 90,000 63,000 116,000
1985 184,000 322,000 94,000 48,000 119,000
1986 207,000 370,000 103,000 58,000 129,000
1987 205,000 378,000 92,000 49,000 132,000
1988 215,000 378,000 100,000 53,000 129,000
1989 220,000 409,000 99,000 48,000 130,000
1990 226,000 397,000 103,000 70,000 125,000
1991 226,000 388,000 104,000 64,000 130,000
1992 224,000 351,000 108,000 76,000 148,000
1993 230,000 404,000 108,000 73,000 150,000
1994 235,000 404,000 111,000 73,000 145,000
1995 250,000 407,000 126,000 71,000 135,000
1996 235,000 389,000 120,000 68,000 148,000
1997 243,000 392,000 132,000 63,000 167,000
1998 249,000 405,000 139,000 68,000 180,000
1999 258000 401,000 150,000 70,000 186,000
2000 259,000 414,000 155,000 54,000 180,000
2001 265,000 418,000 159,000 57,000 175,000
2002 257,000 381,000 153,000 52,000 200,000
2003 266,000 384,000 171,000 46,000 190,000
2004 262,000 371,000 178,000 54,000 195,000
2005 293,000 415,000 163,000 76,000 253,000
2006 298,000 434,000 164,000 67,000 251,000
2007 308,000 420,000 193,000 72,000 263,000

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Table 04: Annual Entry of Permanent and Temporary Residents,
Edmonton CMA

Permanent Temporary Residents
Year Residents Workers Students Humanitarian Total
1998 3,795 2,503 1,433 99 4,035
1999 3,843 2,471 1,600 153 4,224
2000 4,301 2,717 1,832 135 4,684
2001 4,583 2,921 2,062 183 5,166
2002 4,226 2,349 1,914 170 4,433
2003 4,819 2,036 1,780 174 3,990
2004 5,057 2,137 1,562 150 3,849
2005 6,016 2,146 1,629 97 3,872
2006 6,441 3,023 1,647 195 4,865
2007 6,541 6,122 1,904 223 8,249
2008 7,512 8,291 2,299 242 10,832

[Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada]
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Data Tables|Section A, cont sd.

Table 05: Population, by Mother Tongues Spoken, Edmonton CMA

2001 2006 Change 2001t 2006)
Language Spoken Total % Total % Total %
Total 927,020 100.0% 1,024,820 100.0% 97,800 10.5%
English Only 720,680 77.7% 785,755 76.7% 65,075 9.0%
French Only 21,390 2.3% 21,980 2.4% 590 2.8%
English and French 1,910 0.2% 1,830 0.2% (80) (4.2%)
English and nowfficial language 9,915 1.1% 10,600 1.0% 685 6.9%
Non-official languages Onlydetail below) 172,415 18.6% 203,990 22.0% 31,575 18.3%
Chinese 32,810 3.5% 37,990 4.1% 5,180 15.8%
German 18,805 2.0% 18,520 2.0% (285) (1.5%)
Ukrainian 18,050 1.9% 16,150 1.7% (1,900) (10.5%)
Punjabi 8,825 1.0% 13,905 1.5% 5,080 57.6%
Tagalog (Pilipino) 7,885 0.9% 11,455 1.2% 3,670 45.3%
Polish 9,770 1.1% 10,330 1.1% 560 5.7%
Spanish 5,940 0.6% 9,695 1.0% 3,755 63.2%
Arabic 6,505 0.7% 8,815 1.0% 2,310 35.5%
Viethamese 7,070 0.8% 7,715 0.8% 645 9.1%
Italian 5,935 0.6% 6,070 0.7% 135 2.3%
Dutch 5,615 0.6% 5,735 0.6% 120 2.1%
Portuguese 3,945 0.4% 4,285 0.5% 340 8.6%
Cree 1,875 0.2% 2,340 0.3% 465 24.8%
Greek 945 0.1% 1,180 0.1% 235 24.9%
Inuktitut (Eskimo) 45 0.0% 30 0.0% (15) (33.3%)
Other nonofficial languages 36,705 4.0% 49,775 5.4% 13,070 35.6%
Note: Statistics Canada allows people to report more than one mother tongue. [Source: Statistics Candda

Table 06: Population, by Reported Ethnic Origins, Edmonton CMA

2001 2006 Change 2001t 2006)
Area of Origin Total % Total % Total %
Total 927,020 100.0% 1,024,820 100.0% 97,800 10.5%
British Isles 369,870 39.9% 436,245 42.6% 66,375 17.9%
North American 246,675 26.6% 204,540 20.0% (42,135) (17.1%)
French 113,345 12.2% 131,810 12.9% 18,465 16.3%
Aboriginal 55,170 6.0% 70,120 6.8% 14,950 27.1%
Caribbean 7,735 0.8% 8,920 0.9% 1,185 15.3%
Latin, Central and South American 8,405 0.9% 11,295 1.1% 2,890 34.4%
European 437,755 47.2% 510,330 49.8% 72,575 16.6%
African 9,370 1.0% 17,085 1.7% 7,715 82.3%
Arab 12,355 1.3% 16,050 1.6% 3,695 29.9%
West Asian 2,950 0.3% 5,850 0.6% 2,900 98.3%
South Asian 30,190 3.3% 41,175 4.0% 10,985 36.4%
East and SE Asian 73,350 7.9% 89,385 8.7% 16,035 21.9%
Oceania 2,130 0.2% 3,195 0.3% 1,065 50.0%
Note: The totals for each ethnic origin do not add up to the reported total (population), [Source: Statistics Canada]

because Statistics Canada allows people to report more than one ethnic origin.
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the TRENMarkers

the TREND Direction
A Numbers/value increasing
¥ Numbers/value decreasing

€ No historical trend / situation stable

Page[12

the TREND Value
@ positive trend / situation improving
(® negative trend / situation worsening

(® neutral / positive and negative aspects
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Section B|

the TRENDS:

Education & Employment

@ education trends consistently improving

® employment trends improved until recent economic downturn

Why are Education Trends Important?

Education is a determinant of future career options and
lifetime earning potential, particularly as the economy
becomes increasingly knowledgpased. Earnings for
university graduates are significantly higher than high
school graduates. People with pestcondary degrees
are also more likely to receive significant income
increases over their working years.

Why are Employment Trends Important?

Employment measures serve as indicators of a

L2 Lddzt F A2y Q& oAt AGe G2
The higher unemployment rises, the more people will
need financial support to maintain a decent standard of
living. Times of high unemployment also challenge
government and business to find opportunities to
stimulate job growth.

How is Edmonton Changing?

In general, Edmontonians benefited from the strong
economic situation in the province over the past five
years. They also appear to be investing more in their
education, likely a response to the increased prevalence
of highskilled and knowledgbased jobs.

Education

ORY2Yy 2y Qa LRLMzZ IFIGA2Yy KI &
educated, both in terms of high school completion and
post-secondary educational attainment.

Section B|Education & Employment

Higher education also provides some protection against
economic fluctuations; more highly educated individuals
are less likely to become unemployed in the event of an
economic downturn.[Statistics Canada]

Times of low unemployment are not without challenges

& delitbiel?2 Addexampied otkifig famiiesBfezdface LI A R

difficulties maintaining a balance between their work
and family roles, and may face difficulties securing
adequate child care, etc. These situations also require
informed program and policy planning.

Employment

Economic growth has been strong in Edmonton over the
past decade; employment increased as a result of that
growth. However, the economic downturn that began

in late 2008 has resulted in significant job losses. The
full consequences of this shift have yet to be
d5te@iae¢:s vy NB KA IKE &

It is also important to note that some groups have
historically tended to be, and continue to be, at a
greater risk of unemployment. Young people, as well as
the Aboriginal population, for example, continue to be

at a disadvantage.
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High School Education

the TRENDS: A @ high school completion increasing
¥ @ student dropout rate declining

The rates of student participation in, and completion of, public education in Edmonton have improved.

+ The threeyear high school completion rate increased 16.3 percentage points in the Catholic school system, and 14.3
percentage points for Public schools, between the 1997/98 and 2007/08 school years.

Percentage of Students Completing High School Within Thre

Years, Edmonton Catholic and Public School Districts
75%

B Catholic  ® Public

70%

65%

60%

55% -

Percentage of Students

50% -

45% -
1997/98 1999/00 2001/02 2003/04 2005/06 2007/08
School Year [Data Table 07, page 24]

« The annual drout rate decreased 0.4 percentage points for Catholic schools and 1.4 percentage points in Public
schools since the 1997/98 school year.

Percentage of Students Aged 14 to 18 Dropped Out of Scho
Edmonton Catholic and Public School Districts

10%
B Catholic = Public

8%

6%

4% -

Percentage of Students

2% -

0% -
1997/98 1999/00 2001/02 2003/04 2005/06 2007/08
School Year [Data Table 07, page 24]
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High School Education, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS: A @ completion of high school education increasing

The proportion of all Edmontonians that have completed high school has increased considerably.

+ Since 1996, the percentage of people who had not completed their High School Diploma decreased 9.9 percentage
points, to 21.9% in 2006.

LY HAncI TyoMm: 2F 9RY2Yy G2y Qa LJ2 LIz t dningreaseidf1R4 pergevtage S G
points since 1986.

Proportion of Population Aged 15 & Older by High Schoc
Completion Status, Edmonton City

100% . - . -
® High School not completec = High School Diploma or highe
c
o
T 80%
>
Q.
(o)
o 60%
©
S
g 40%
c
[}
o
o 20% -
o
0% -
1986 1991 1996 2001* 2006
* 2001 data is based on the population aged 21 and Year [Data Table 08, page 24]

older; interpret with caution.
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Post-Secondary Education

the TRENDS: #4 @ more high school students transitioning to pesicondary
A @ population becoming better educated

Postsecondary educational attainment in Edmonton has improved:

+ The percentage of high school graduates who attend a-pesbndary institution within 6 years of starting grade 10
increased 16.0 percentage points for Catholic schools, and 12.1 percentage points for Public schools, between the
2000/01 and 2007/08 school years.

SixYear High School To Postsecondary Transition Ratt
Edmonton Catholic and Public School Districts

75%
70%

65%

60%

55%

50% -

45% -

40% - - - . . .

2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06  2006/07 2007/08
School Year [Data Table 07 page 24]

H Catholic = Public

Percentage of Students

+ Between 1996 and 2006, the proportion of the population that had earned a university degree increased 4.4
percentage points; postecondary certificates/diplomas increased 2.1 percentage points; and, trades increased 7.0
percentage points.

Proportion of Population Aged 15 & Older by Level of Ros
Secondary Education Completed, Edmonton City

30%
5 ETrades  ®™College/university certificate/diplome  ® University, bachelor's degree
" 25%
2
o 20%
a
o 15%
g
c 10% -
Q
=
L 5% -
0% -
1986 1991 1996 2001* 2006
* 2001 data is based on the population aged Year [Data Table 08, page 24]

21 and older; interpret with caution.
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Employment

the TRENDS: A @ number of employed persons increased
A @ labour force participation rising

The recent economic downturn has led to significant changes in the Edmonton labour market since late 2008. This
change is not reflected in the data for 2008; we have included the most recent monthly data for 2009, where available,
in order to capture some of this change.

+ In 2008, 621,100 Edmontonians were employed; this was 30.2% more than the number of people employed in 1998
« As of July 2009, the number of employed people has decreased 0.39% from the 2008 level.

Number of Employed Persons, Edmonton CN

650

= Annual data — Monthly data (July 2009)
600

550 — /

a /
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o
9 /
o 450
8- /_\/—
& 400
350
300 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1988 1993 1998 2003 2008

Year [Data Table 09, page 25]

+ The labour force participation rate increased 1.9 percentage points between 1998 and 2008. As of July 2009, the
participation rate increased a further 0.6 percentage points.

Labour Force Participation Rate, Edmonton CN\
78%

— Annual data — Monthly data (July 2009)
76%

74%

720 S N\ /
70% \/\/\/ \V/

68%

Percentage of Population Age 15-

66% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

1989 1994 1999 2004 2009
Year [Data Table 09, page 25]
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Employment, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS:

¥ (© part-time employment decreased

Since 1998, the proportion of employed persons working-fiare decreased 2.3 percentage points.

Page[18

Percentage of Employed Person

22%

20%

18%

16%

14%

12%

10%

Proportion of Employed Persons Working Pdriine,

Edmonton CMA

2008
[Data Table 09, page 25]
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Unemployment

the TRENDS: A ( unemployment recently increased
¥ @@ gender gap in unemployment closing

Between 1998 and 2008, the unemployment rate decreased 2.4 percentage points; as of July 2009, these gains were
lost to a 3.3 percentage point increase in unemployment. The unemployment rate is at its highest level since 1996.

1l TOE2I 9RYZ2YylU2yQa dzySYLX 28YSyld NIGS Ay WdzA & wnnd |
lfOSNIIFWYaE Tdw: dzySYLIX 28YSyid NIGSo

Unemployment Rate, Edmonton CM,
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wlin
6% \\ /
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= Annual data — Monthly data (July 2009)
O% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
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Year [Data Table 09, page 25]

Historically, the unemployment rate has been different for men and women.

oLy HnanyI GKS dzySYLX 2@8YSyid 3L 6SG6SSy YSY YR 62YSy
dzy SYLX 28 YSYy(d oO6o0dc20 f26SNI UGKFEY YSyQa o60dy: 20 d

+ The gender gap in employment has widened during the current economic downturn; 71% of Canadians who lost thei
jobs between October 2008 and June 2009 were MEGPAWe expect to see a similar trend for Edmonton when
data for 2009 become available.

Unemployment Rate, by Gender, Edmonton CN
14%

12% —
Men \
10% f \
8% \

Percentage of Labour Forct

\ A
6% Women S—— ~_
2%
0% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1988 1993 1998 2003 2008
Year [Data Table 09, page 25]
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Unemployment, cont éd. . .

the TRENDS: #4 (© age gap in unemployment widened
A (© Aboriginal unemployment recently increased
& (O Aboriginal unemployment still higher than average

ORY2Yy 2y Q& dzySYLX 28YSyid NIXaGS [fa2 SFENARSa o0& |3ISo

+ The unemployment rate for youth (age-28) remains considerably higher than for older workers; the gap in
unemployment between the 124 and 2554 age groups was 4.8 percentage points in 2008 (1.9 percentage points
higher than in 1998).

+ However, between 1998 and 2008, youth have experienced the greatest improvement in unemployment rates (a 4.0
percentage point decrease).

Unemployment Rate, by Age, Edmonton CV
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Year [Data Table 09, page 25]

Percentage of Labour Forct

Before the current economic downturn, significant gains have been made in terms of Aboriginal employment.

« From 2001 to 2008, the Aboriginal unemployment rate decreased 2.2 percentage points. Those gains have been
erased in the first seven months of 2009, with a 6.7 percentage point increase in Aboriginal unemployment.

«+ Currently, the Aboriginal unemployment rate is more than twice that of the overall population.

Umeployment Rate for Offeserve Aboriginal People and
Overall Population, Edmonton CMA
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Unemployment, cont éd. . .

the TRENDS: ¥ @ duration of unemployment reduced

In terms of the length of time that people are unemployed, considerable improvement has been made in Alberta over

the past decade.

+ Between 1998 and 2008, the average duration of unemployment decreased by 3.7 weeks.

+ 2009 data on unemployment duration was unavailable at the time of publication. We expect that the current
economic downturn will lead to longer periods of unemployment, particularly in light of the recent upsurge in
Employment Insurance recipierisee page 69]

Average Duration of Unemployment, in Weeks, Alber
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Occupation

the TRENDS: @ (© sales & service most common occupation
A (© social science, education, government & religion highest growth

The most common occupations in the Edmonton area in 2008 were: sales and service; trades, transportation and
equipment operation; and, business, finance and administration.

Proportion of Employed Persons by Occupation (2008

Edmonton CMA
Art, Culture, | - Tfagesii T;qannstport.
Recreation, Spo Sales & Servic Oq;e?ati?) "
3%
’ 7 20%

Primary Industry
2%
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Manufacturing,

Social Scienc
Education,
Government,
Religion ’
9%
Health

6% Utilities
Natural & Applie ~ Business, 3%
Science Fmanfgé/Adml Management
(]
7% 8% [Data Table 12 page 26]

+ The fastest growing occupations between 1998 and 2008 were: social science, education, government and religion
(54% increase); trades, transportation and equipment operation (48.8%); and, art, culture, education and sport

(37.5%).

Percentage Change in Proportion of Employed Persol
by Occupation Type (1998008), Edmonton CMA
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Class of Employment

the TRENDS: & (@ private sector employment most common
A © public sector employment highest growth

The majority (65.6%) of employment in Alberta in 2008 was in the private sector. Approximately one in six (17.2%)
Edmontonians worked in the public sector in 2008.

Proportion of Employed Persons by Class o
Employment (2008), Alberta
no paid help

/ 12%

\\_ Unpaid family

worker
0.1%

SeltEmployed,
paid help
5%

SeltEmployed,

\_ Public Sector
17%
[Data Table 13 page 26]

+ The greatest proportional growth in employment from 1998 to 2008 occurred in the public sector, which grew by

41%, or 100,800 jobs.
« In comparison, the private sector grew by 356,700 jobs, but at a slightly slower rate of 37% (due to the size of the

sector).
Percentage Change in Proportion of Employed Persor
by Class of Employment (1998008), Alberta

Unpaid family
worker

SelfEmployed, no
paid help
SeltEmployed,
paid help
|
Private Sector

Public Sector

Total
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Percent Change [Data Table 13 page 26]
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Data Tables|Section B

Table 07: High School Completion Rate, Student Drop Out Rate andS&xsindary
Transition Rate, Edmonton Catholic and Public School Districts

3-Year High School Drop Out Rate 6-Year PostSecondary

School Completion Rate (Students Aged 14 to 18) Transition Rate

Year Catholic Public Average Catholic ~ Public Average Catholic Public  Average
1997/98 55.2% 51.1% 53.2% 5.0% 7.1% 6.1% n/a n/a n/a
1998/99 56.6% 53.0% 54.8% 5.5% 7.0% 6.3% n/a n/a n/a
1999/00 61.8% 57.5% 59.7% 3.6% 6.8% 5.2% n/a n/a n/a
2000/01 59.7% 57.0% 58.4% 5.4% 6.9% 6.2% 52.7% 50.2% 51.5%
2001/02 61.7% 57.3% 59.5% 5.1% 7.9% 6.5% 53.3% 51.3% 52.3%
2002/03 64.1% 57.6% 60.9% 4.8% 6.9% 5.9% 55.9% 53.7% 54.8%
2003/04 69.3% 60.5% 64.9% 4.5% 6.8% 5.7% 56.5% 55.0% 55.8%
2004/05 68.5% 63.6% 66.1% 4.6% 6.1% 5.4% 63.5% 59.2% 61.4%
2005/06 70.5% 63.5% 67.0% 4.0% 6.3% 5.2% 65.6% 59.8% 62.7%
2006/07 71.5% 64.6% 68.1% 4.6% 6.3% 5.5% 68.7% 61.3% 65.0%
2007/08 71.5% 65.4% 68.5% 4.6% 5.7% 5.2% 68.7% 62.3% 65.5%

[Source: Alberta Education, Edmonton Catholic Schools & Edmonton Public Schools]

Table 08: Highest Level of Education Completed, Population Aged 15 & Older*,
Edmonton City

Education Level 1986 1991 1996 2001* 2006
Attained Number % Number % Number % Number % Number %
Total 448,575 100% 479,440 100% 483,095 100% 487,855 100% 598,900 100%
High School not

completed 171,875 38.3% 161,720 33.7% 153,785 31.8% 122,795 25.2% 131,220 21.9%
High School

Diploma, or higher

(detail below) 276,700 61.7% 317,720 66.3% 329,310 68.2% 365,060 74.8% 467,680 78.1%
High School 129,910 29.0% 147,280 30.7% 142,065 29.4% 127,750 26.2% 154,680 25.8%
Trades 11,435 2.5% 14,665 3.1% 15,690 3.2% 61,085 12.5% 61,155 10.2%

College/university
certificate/diploma 78,105 17.4% 87,920 18.3% 96,050 19.9% 82,870 17.0% 131,700 22.0%

University,
bachelor's degree+ 57,250 12.8% 67,855 14.2% 75,505 15.6% 93,355 19.1% 120,145 20.1%
* 2001 data based on population aged 20 & older [Source: City of Edmonton & Statistics Canada]
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Data Tables|Section B, cont 5d.

Table 09: Employment & Unemployment Statistics, Edmonton CMA

Employment Unemployment
Employed Participa- Parttime Gender Age Group
Year Persons tion Rate (%) Average Men Women 1524 yrs 2554 yrs 55+ yrs
1987 403,100 73.3% 16.6% 11.0% 11.9% 10.0% 15.5% 9.6% 11.1%
1988 414,400 73.2% 16.8% 9.0% 9.3% 8.6% 13.0% 7.4% 10.4%
1989 421,200 72.8% 17.0% 8.2% 8.3% 8.2% 10.4% 7.7% 6.8%
1990 428,600 72.0% 16.1% 7.6% 8.0% 7.1% 10.8% 6.6% 7.0%
1991 430,700 72.2% 16.4% 9.3% 10.3% 8.0% 12.3% 8.5% 8.6%
1992 430,900 72.4% 18.2% 10.7%  12.0% 9.3% 14.7% 9.6% 10.6%
1993 424,200 70.9% 19.8% 11.2% 12.2% 10.0% 14.9% 10.2% 11.2%
1994 431,400 71.3% 18.2% 10.7% 11.2% 10.1% 15.2% 9.5% 12.0%
1995 444,700 71.6% 18.6% 8.9% 9.4% 8.4% 14.3% 7.5% 10.1%
1996 444,600 70.5% 19.2% 8.3% 8.8% 7.7% 13.6% 7.0% 8.9%
1997 468,900 72.0% 18.6% 6.8% 6.7% 6.9% 11.8% 5.7% 5.8%
1998 477,000 71.1% 19.2% 6.1% 6.2% 6.0% 11.6% 4.9% 5.3%
1999 484,100 70.6% 19.9% 5.9% 6.2% 5.5% 12.5% 4.6% 3.2%
2000 491,100 70.0% 19.5% 5.6% 5.7% 5.4% 11.3% 4.3% 4.1%
2001 507,600 70.5% 18.9% 5.0% 5.5% 4.5% 11.1% 3.9% 2.6%
2002 523,200 71.3% 17.4% 5.2% 6.0% 4.4% 9.6% 4.3% 3.5%
2003 538,300 72.0% 18.1% 5.0% 5.5% 4.4% 8.8% 4.2% 3.9%
2004 553,800 72.8% 17.5% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 9.4% 3.9% 2.9%
2005 545,800 70.3% 18.1% 4.5% 4.5% 4.5% 7.6% 3.9% 2.6%
2006 561,300 69.7% 17.0% 3.9% 3.5% 4.3% 7.3% 3.2% 2.3%
2007 599,100 71.9% 16.0% 3.8% 4.0% 3.7% 7.5% 3.0% 2.6%
2008 621,100 73.0% 16.9% 3.7% 3.8% 3.6% 7.6% 2.8% 2.4%
2009 * 618,700 *73.6% n/a *7.0% n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
* July 2009, dnonth unadjusted average [Source: Statistics Canada]
Table 10: Aboriginal Unemployment Table 11: Average Duration of
Rate, Edmonton CMA Unemployment, Alberta
Year Aboriginal Overall Population Year Weeks Year Weeks
1981 11.0% 4.0% 1976 7.9 1993 20.6
1986 24 0% 12.0% 1977 8.1 1994 19.7
2001 12.0% 5.0% 1978 9.1 1995 18.3
2005 11.1% 4.3% 1979 7.9 1996 16.5
2006 7.0% 3.5% 1980 6.9 1997 14.4
2007 8.0% 3.6% 1981 7.0 1998 11.6
TINE T L "
* * . .
2009 : _16'5% 7'0% 1984 19.7 2001 9.0
based on the montly Labour Force Survey. A data are 1985 190 {2002 o8
3-month moving averages for December. 2609 figures are the 1986 17.0 2003 9.7
average for July. 1987 18.2 2004 104
1988 17.2 2005 104
[Source: Alberta Employment and Immigration, ESPC & 1989 16.0 2006 8.4
Statistics Canada ] 1990 14.2 2007 7.9
1991 16.0 2008 7.9
1992 17.8

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Data Tables|Section B, cont 5d.

Table 12: Population, by Occupation, Edmonton CMA

1998 2008 Change (1992008)
Occupation Number % Number % Number %
Total 477,000 100% 621,100 100% 144,100 30.2%
Management 46,100 9.7% 50,500 8.1% 4,400 9.5%
Business, Finance, Admin. 93,100 19.5% 117,400 18.9% 24,300 26.1%
Natural & Applied Science 32,300 6.8% 42,700 6.9% 10,400 32.2%
Health 27,600 5.8% 36,500 5.9% 8,900 32.2%
Social Science, Education, Government, Religion 37,200 7.8% 57,300 9.2% 20,100 54.0%
Art, Culture, Recreation, Sport 12,000 2.5% 16,500 2.7% 4,500 37.5%
Sales & Service 113,000 23.7% 143,000 23.0% 30,000 26.5%
Trades, Transport, Equipment Operation 81,700 17.1% 121,600 19.6% 39,900 48.8%
Primary Industry 14,600 3.1% 13,600 2.2% (1,000) (6.8%)
Processing, Manufacturing, Utilities 19,300 4.0% 22,100 3.6% 2,800 14.5%

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Table 13: Population, by Class of Employment, Alberta

1998 2008 Change (1992008)
Class of Employment Number % Number % Number %
Total 1,509,900 100% 2,013,300 100% 503,400 33.3%
Public Sector 245,900 16.3% 346,700 17.2% 100,800 41.0%
Private Sector 964,000 63.8% 1,320,700 65.6% 356,700 37.0%
SelfEmployed, paid help 92,100 6.1% 110,800 5.5% 18,700 20.3%
SelfEmployed, no paid help 201,000 13.3% 232,300 11.5% 31,300 15.6%
Unpaid family worker 6,900 0.5% 2,900 0.1% (4,000) (58.0%)

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Section C| cost of Living & Housing

the TRENDS: @ living costs rising

® housing affordability reduced

Why are Cost of Living Trends Important?

hyS 2F GKS (1Sé& T O0d2Na
of life is the cost of the goods and services they need to
maintain their household food, housing, clothing,
education, health care, child care, etc.
LYONBIFraSR Oz2aitia 2F ftAGAYy3
support a decent standard of living. If costs rise faster

Why are Housing Trends Important?

Like cost of living, the availability, affordability and
adequacy of housing is crucial to the quality of life of
both renters and home owners.

Renters tend to have lower than average wealth
[Kerstetter, 2002]and are therefore less able to afford
substantial rent increases or the cost of purchasing a
home. This also applies to recent immigrants who often
need lowercost housing in order to become established
[CP]]

Home ownership rates offer a crude indicator of the
overall level of financial independence in a community.
Purchasing a home requires a great deal of capital,
which many low to moderate income families do not

How is Edmonton Changing?

The recent economic boom, and the resultant increase
in population, created multiple pressures on individuals
and families living in and moving to Edmonton.

Costs of Living

The costs of living (and particularly housing) have risen
significantly in Edmonton. The combination of rising
costs, decreasing vacancy rates, and population growth
created a housing crisis for many people, including a
growing number of working poor.

Section C|Cost of Living & Housing

0 K I G0K FRYS 1S NBYIAYWAStae @& TheoahwIya jKdz

financial security of the family may deteriorate.

The greater the number of families unable to maintain a
decent standard of living, the greater the costs to the

goMeryimeht ¥ tSFm® &f providifighsafvices@attlancomeé A f
supports.

have access to. Rising housing costs can make it more
difficult to enter the housing market, thereby delaying
financial independence.

Incomes are, of course, closely linked to housing
affordability. If incomes do not keep up with the rising
O2aid 2F K2dzaAy3dax LIS2LX SQa
living and to save for their future (education,

retirement, etc.) will decline.

Policy makers and program planners need to be aware
of these trends in order to anticipate and appropriately
respond to housing needs. Rising rents and decreasing
vacancy rates, for example, signal a need for more
affordable rental housing.

Housing

Core housing need has remained stable over the past
decade. However, housing affordability remains an
issue for renters despite the recent rise in vacancy rates.

Likewise, despite the modest decline in housing
purchase prices since 2007, the high cost of home
ownership remains a barrier for low and modest income
households.
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Costs of Living A

the TRENDS: A @ cost of living increased

A © food prices rising

The cost of living in the Edmonton area has risen considerably over the past ten years.
+ The Consumer Price Index (CPI) increased 34.9% between 1998 and 2008.
¢ The economic downturn has had an impact on inflation; from July 2008 to July 2009, CPI decreased 1.5% in
Edmonton[Statistics Canada]

Consumer Price Index (Inflation), Edmonton CV
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* based on July 2008July 2009 change in CPI Year [Data Table 14, page 35]
for Edmonton

+ Between 2000 and 2008, the cost of a nutritious food basket for a family of four increased $34.36 per week; this
amounts to an increase of $1,786.72 per year.
o As of January 2009, the average food basket cost rose an additional $8.08 per week from the 2008 average.
o Alberta Agriculture calculated the average cost for a family of four from January to June 2009 based on Health
/'Yl RIFEQa YySé Hnny b dziNanthazdge is $1B21R per moathh3B.a8Wyreater theth a A
the 2008 average based on the 1998 Food Basket.

Average Weekly Cost of a Nutritious Food Baske
Family of Four, Edmonton CMA
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Year [Data Table 15, page 35]
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Rental Housing A

the TRENDS: AN @ rentsrising
A @ rental availability increased moderately

Renters in Edmonton have faced housing challenges in recent years, particularly in terms of affordability and
availability.
« From 1998 to 2008, the average rent for-b&droom apartment in the Edmonton CMA rose 87.7%.

+ The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) reported that the average rent increased a further 2.4% as
of April 2009. CMHC has also forecast a 1.0% rent increase in 2010.

Average Monthly Rent, Twd@®edroom Apartment,
Edmonton CMA

$1,200
= October Average = April2009 Average ** 2010 Projection
$1,100
$1,000 p
= /
2 $900 /
S $700
>
<
$600 _—
—_— /
$500
$4OO T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

Year [Data Table 16, page 36]

The apartment vacancy rate in the Edmonton CMA has fluctuated significantly in Edmonton; over tteerorihe

rate increased 0.5 percentage points between 1998 and 2008.

+ Following a low of 1.2% in 2006, the vacancy rate rose 4.7% as of April 2009.

+ Despite the fact that vacancy rates have almost doubled between 2008 and 2009, rents continue to rise, albeit at a
slower pace.

Total Apartment Vacancy Rate, Edmonton CIv
12%

10% /A\
o / \
6%

|/ \ /N ...
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\/ \—

1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010
Year [Data Table 16, page 36]
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Percentage of Units Vacani
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Home Ownership

the TRENDS: A ( home prices increased significantly
A @ home ownership rising

Home ownership has been on the rise in Edmonton, as have housing prices.

+ From 1998 to 2008, residential sale prices increased 190.6%. In 2008, home prices abruptly stopped increasing, anc
declined an average of 1.5% from 2007 prices.

o As of June 2009, the average sale price for the year to date dropped an additional 4.8% from the 2008 average

Average Residential Selling Price, Edmonton Cl
$350

= Annual Average = Jan-Jun 200%verage /\
$300

$250 /

$200 /

$150 /

$100 \__/,—

$5O T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

1984 1989 1994 1999 2004 2009
Year [Data Table 17, page 36]

Average Price ($ 000's

+ Between 1999 and 2009, the proportion of Edmontonians owning their own homes increased 3.6 percentage points;
three out of five (60.5%) dwellings in Edmonton were owned, rather than rented, in 2009.

Percentage of Dwellings Owned or Rentec

(Housing Tenure), Edmonton City
70%

® Owned = Rented

60%
50% -
40% -
30% -
20% ~
10% -
0% - - - - - . . . .

1986 1991 1996 1999 2001 2005 2006 2008 2009
Year [Data Table 18, page 36]

Percentage of Dwellings

Page|30 PART 1|Major Social & Economic Trends



Core Housing Need

the TRENDS: 4 (@ core housing need relatively unchanged
A (O core housing need increasing for seniors
¥ @ core housing need decreasing for youth

Core housing neadthe proportion of residents without adequate, suitable and affordable sheliarEdmonton

declined very slightly from 11.0% in 1996 to 10.6% in 2006.

+ Core housing need is much higher for renters than owners; in 2006, nearly one in four renters (24.6%) were in core
housing need, compared to one in twenty owners (4.6%).

+ 2006 data does not capture the full extent of the increases in housing prices (both rental and ownership) that
occurred between 2006 and 2008; as a result, we expect that core housing need has increased, and that this chang
will be reflected in the 2011 data.

Households in Core Housing Need, by Housing Tenut

Edmonton CMA
3 30%
©° = Total ® Owners Renters
S 25%
(2]
>
% 20% —
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(]
(@)
S 10% —
c
[}
S 5% —
()
a
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Year [Data Table 19, page 37]

,2dziK YR ASYA2NAR FNB Y2NB tA(1Ste (2 06S Ay O2NB K2dz
+ In 2006, 15.1% of households headed by seniors, and 12.9% of households headed by peopleagaedbin

core housing need.
+ The situation for seniors has become worse, as the level of heed increased 5.6 percentage points from 1996 to 200¢
+ On a positive note, core housing need has declined significantly for ymattied households, dropping 5.4

percentage points since 1996.

Core Housing Need, by Age of Head of Househol

20% Edmonton CMA
0
3
S 18% —
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o
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(1] T T T 1
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Year

[Data Table 19, page 37]

Section C|Cost of Living & Housing Pagel31



Core Housing Need, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS: @ O need highest for longarent and single households
¥ @ core housing need decreasing for leparents

Loneparent families and single adults (néamily households) are more likely to be in core housing need than other

family types.

+ In 2006, one in four lorparent families (24.2%), and one in five Aamily households (19.1%), lived in core hous-
ing need.

« Itis encouraging that core housing need for lgperents declined 4.9 percentage points from 1996 to 2006.

Core Housing Need, by Household Type, Edmonton C
40%

35% \
30%
\ _ Loneparent

25% ——

20%
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15% \ .
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10%
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5% -ﬁé —
0% . . . .
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Year [Data Table 19, page 37]
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Homelessness

the TRENDS: A (O homelessness increasing
A O youth homelessness rising

Edmonton has experienced a steady climb in the number of homeless persons over the past decade.

+ Since the first Edmonton Homeless Count in March 1999, the homeless population has nearly quadrupled from 836
to 3,079. *
+ Over the past five years (20@008), the count results indicate that the homeless population increased 40.5%.

Number of Homeless Persons, Edmonton C
3,500

3,000

2,500

2,000
1,500
1,000
-1

Mar,99 Nov,99 Mar,00 Sep,00 Oct,02 Oct,04 Oct,06 Oct,08
Count Date (Month, Year) [Data Table 20, page 37]

People

When broken down by age, the results indicate that the 17 to 30 age group had the greatest proportional growth,
increasing 8.2 percentage points since the first count in March 1999. *

+ While the 31 to 54 age group is still the largest (1,940 individuals), the proportion of homeless in this group
decreased 4.1 percentage points since 1999.

Proportion of Homeless Population, by Age Group
Edmonton City
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Count Date (Month, Year) [Data Table 20, page 37]

Proportion of Homeless Population

* Due to data collection challenges, Homeless Count data should be interpreted with caution.
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Food Bank Use

the TRENDS: A (© food bank use recently increased

C22R

ol

Y1 dza8 Kla RSOtAYSR nnodc: aAyoOS Ada LSH] Ay M

+ Over the past ten years (1998 to 2008), food bank use has declined 31.2%; however, a modest 3% increase in use \
experienced in the past year (20@D08).

«+ A further increase in food bank use has occurred in response to the economic downturn. Data provided by
9RY2Yy(i2yQ& C22R .lyl AYRAOIGSa GKIG cdnzncd AYRADARMZ
June). If this rate of use continues in the second half of the year, approximately 180,000 people will have used the
Food Bank in 20@9a 40% increase over 2008 usage.

Number of Individuals Served by Edmonton's Food Bank
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* based on data for Jadun 2009 (x2) Year [Data Table 21, page 37]
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Data Tables|Section C

Table 14: Consumer Price Index (2002 base year),
Edmonton CMA

Year Consumer Price Index| Year Consumer Price Index
1988 69.4 | 1999 92.1
1989 72.5 2000 95.1
1990 76.3 | 2001 97.2
1991 80.6 | 2002 100.0
1992 82.0 | 2003 105.3
1993 82.7 | 2004 106.4
1994 84.0 | 2005 108.6
1995 85.7 | 2006 112.0
1996 87.6 | 2007 117.4
1997 89.2 | 2008 121.4
1998 90.0 | 2009 *121.4

* based on July 2008uly 2009 [Source: Canadian Union of Public Employees

change in CPI for Edmonton (CUPE) & Statistics Canada]

Table 15: Average Weekly Cost of a Nutritious Food Basket, for Family of Four & by
Gender and Age Group, Edmonton
Family of Four Male Female Male Female

Year Cost  $Change  (2549)  (2549) (7-18) (718)  Child (26)
2000 $120.49 n/a $36.69 n/a n/a n/a n/a
2001 $127.52 $7.03 $38.95 n/a n/a n/a n/a
2002 $132.10 $4.58 $40.35 n/a n/a n/a n/a
2003 $133.11 $1.01 $40.65 $29.44 $35.21 $25.47 $17.53
2004 $137.96 $4.85 $42.62 $30.36 $36.56 $29.90 $17.98
2005 $139.51 $1.55 $42.96 $30.63 $37.05 $30.29 $18.32
2006 $143.92 $4.41 $45.40 $31.60 $38.27 $31.46 $19.17
2007 $147.84 $3.92 $45.29 $32.53 $39.26 $32.37 $19.60
2008 $154.85 $7.01 $47.49 $33.99 $41.23 $33.81 $20.54
2009 (Jan) $162.93 $8.08 $49.99 $35.79 $43.37 $35.56 $21.57
2009 (JarJun) * $193.13 $38.28 $62.98 $51.28 $57.90 $44.04 $30.80
Total Change/ Week (20008) $34.36 $10.80 $4.55 $6.02 $8.34 $3.01
Total Change/Year (20008) $2,206.88 $561.60 $236.60 $313.04 $433.68 $156.52
b23SY ! foSNIF ! ANRKOdzZ GdzNB ol aSa A i a[SoOrtet Albarta Adiigulpuke and Ryfal Degelopmei] / | y I R

Nutritious Food Basket.

* The January to June average for 2009 is based on the new 2008 Canada
Food Guide Nutritious Food Basket. The age categories have also been
changed for the Jadun 2009 data to:-8 years (children),-28 years, and 19
50 years.
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Data Tables|Section C, cont &d.

Table 16: Average Monthly Rent, by Apartment Type, & Rental Vacancy Rate,
Edmonton CMA
Average Monthly Rent

Year Bachelor 1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom Vacancy Rate
1992 $365 $442 $544 $614 4.0%
1993 $371 $441 $543 $611 6.5%
1994 $365 $432 $524 $593 8.9%
1995 $353 $423 $519 $586 10.2%
1996 $355 $421 $518 $591 7.6%
1997 $359 $429 $525 $595 4.6%
1998 $389 $450 $551 $624 1.9%
1999 $402 $468 $576 $656 2.2%
2000 $421 $489 $601 $670 1.4%
2001 $458 $537 $654 $734 0.9%
2002 $490 $575 $709 $776 1.7%
2003 $503 $588 $722 $797 3.4%
2004 $504 $597 $730 $804 5.3%
2005 $513 $608 $732 $814 4.5%
2006 $561 $666 $808 $902 1.2%
2007 $658 $784 $958 $1,060 1.5%
2008 $707 $847 $1,034 $1,170 2.4%
2009 (April) N/A N/A *$1,059 N/A *4.7%
2010 (F) N/A N/A *$1,070 N/A *3.5%

[Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC)]

Table 17: Average Residential Selling  Table 18: Dwellings, by Ownership or Rental

Price, Edmonton City Status , Edmonton City
Annual Annual Owned Rented
Year Average Year Average Year Number % Number %
1981 $91,438 | 1996 $ 109,042 1986 (F) 109,620  50.1% 109,205  49.9%
1982 $91,405 | 1997 $ 111,545 1991 (F) 123,150  52.2% 112,970  47.8%
1983 $85,667 | 1998 $ 114,536 1996 (F) 138,425  57.7% 101,625  42.3%
1984 $79,246 | 1999 $ 118,871 1999 (M) 148,033  56.9% 112,066  43.1%
1985 $ 74,175 | 2000 $ 124,203 2001 (F) 157,695  59.4% 107,645  40.6%
1986 $ 74,306 | 2001 $ 133,441 2005 (M) 178,129  61.8% 110,208  38.2%
1987 $76,878 | 2002 $ 150,258 2006 (F) 187,290  62.9% 110,435  37.1%
1988 $81,841 | 2003 $ 165,541 2008 (M) 181,276  62.7% 107,919  37.3%
1989 $89,017 | 2004 $ 179,610 2009 (M) 193,136  60.5% 122,740  38.5%
1990 $101,014 2005 $ 193,934 M - municipal census [Sources: City of Edmonton
1991 $107,076 | 2006 $ 250,915 F- federal census & Statistics Canada]
1992 $109,594 | 2007 $ 338,009
1993 $111,796 | 2008 $ 332,853
1994 $112,501 | 2009 * $316,968
1995 $ 110,577
* January June average. [Source: Realtors Association

of Edmonton]
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Data Tables|Section C, cont &d.

Table 19: Households in Core Housing Need, by Housing Tenure, Age of Head of Householc
& Household Type, Edmonton CMA

Household 1991 1996 2001 2006
Characteristics Number % Number % Number % Number %
Total 290,445 12.6% 301,735 11.0% 338,490 10.9% 389,530 10.6%
Housing Owner 7,100 4.1% 7,910 4.0% 10,460 4.6% 12,470 4.6%
Tenure Renter 29,400 25.3% 25,370 24.5% 26,270 23.7% 28,750 24.6%
Age 1529 yrs 10,125 19.0% 7,500 18.4% 7,295 15.9% 7,110 12.9%
(Head of 30-44 yrs 12,385 10.7% 12,070 10.4% 11,495 9.9% 11,835 10.1%
Household) 4564 yrs 7,770 9.7% 8,905 9.5% 9,675 8.3% 11,700 7.9%
65+ yrs 6,225 14.8% 4,805 9.5% 8,260 13.9% 10,575 15.1%
Couples 9,400 5.3% 9,305 5.1% 8,405 4.2% 8,440 3.8%
Household Loneparents 9,505 34.9% 8,605 29.1% 8,790 25.6% 9,530 24.2%
Type Multi -family 120 4.0% 275 7.2% 295 5.1% 285 4.0%
Non-family 17,480 21.0% 15,095 17.4% 19,235 19.3% 22,955 19.1%

[Source: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation]

Table 20: Number of Homeless Persons, by Age Group, Edmonton City

Age Group Proportion of Homeless by Age Group
Count Date Total 0-16 17-30 31-54 55+ 0-16 17-30 31-54 55+
Mar 1999 836 112 87 561 76 13.4% 10.4% 67.1% 9.1%
Nov 1999 1,117 111 86 807 42 9.9% 7.7% 72.2% 3.8%
Mar 2000 1,125 117 112 725 81 10.4% 10.0% 64.4% 7.2%
Sep 2000 1,160 146 108 711 108 12.6% 9.3% 61.3% 9.3%
Oct 2002 1,915 167 133 1,342 157 8.7% 6.9% 70.1% 8.2%
Oct 2004 2,192 306 510 1,133 243 14.0% 23.3% 51.7% 11.1%
Oct 2006 2,618 194 678 1,460 286 7.4% 25.9% 55.8% 10.9%
Oct 2008 3,079 259 574 1,940 306 8.4% 18.6% 63.0% 9.9%

[Source: Homeward Trust]

Table 21: Number of Individuals Served by

O9RY2Yy U2y Qa C22R .|yl 9RY2ylUu2y [/ Ale
Year Individuals Served | Year Individuals Served
1989 111,427 @ 2000 165,572
1990 98,049 | 2001 142,530
1991 99,280 | 2002 154,274
1992 105,086 | 2003 153,988
1993 123,030 | 2004 161,239
1994 168,302 | 2005 164,514
1995 186,071 | 2006 143,436
1996 217,151 | 2007 125,069
1997 192,067 | 2008 128,989
1998 187,513 | 2009 * 180,138
1999 186,483
* Projection based on total individuals w{ 2dz2NOSY 9RY2y(i2yQa C22R .l yl6
served from January to June 2009

(90,069).
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the TRENMarkers

the TREND Direction
A Numbers/value increasing
¥ Numbers/value decreasing

€ No historical trend / situation stable
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the TREND Value
@ positive trend / situation improving
(® negative trend / situation worsening

(® neutral / positive and negative aspects
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Section D| wages, Income & Wealth

the TRENDS: @ value of incomes increased
® women, youth, singkparent families at income disadvantage
® wealth gap increasing

Why are Wage and Income Trends Important?

At the most basic level, income is a key determinant of a costs of living rise at a faster rate than incomes, more
FLYAfeQa [oAfAlGe G2 YI Ayilldwand moteSiarsnye famijedzird ak risieof ppvertyf A F
such, it is important to understand how incomes are

. X o Family income also affects educational attainment,
changing in relation to costs of living.

which in turn impacts lifetime earning potential. For
People with low incomes or wages are the least able to  example, low income youth are less likely to attend
withstand rising costs or emergency expenses. When university[Frenette, M., 2007]

Why are Wealth Trends Important?

2SHEOK Aa Ffaz2 |y AYLR NI yoieatd Fiskdf podeityGn tiings ofiedbhodit Wctatiodsl Y
assets (what they own) and debts (what they owe) or emergencies. People with modest incomes are also
provide a gauge of their overall financial independence likely to feel pressure in these circumstances, as much

and security. Families with more assets than debts are, of their overall wealth is often tied up in their housing

of course, better able to afford homes, and save for [Kerstetter, S., 2002]f residential purchase prices
NBGANBYSYyid FyR G4KSAN OKAf RnIase) dicreSsRaidét lGakis2ae tikely to worsen this

It is not only important to track wealth overall, but also  Situation for many families.

how it is distributed among the population. In Canada, it is increasingly the case that financial
security is limited to people with abowaverage wealth

As with low incomes, families with few assets are at a
[Kerstetter, S., 2002]

How is Edmonton Changing?

The recent economic boom did not benefit all families Income
equally. The gap between the richest and the poorest,

) ’ As a result of the economic boom, the real value of
in terms of both income and wealth, has been

incomes kept better pace with inflation in recent years

Increasing. than over the past two decades.

Wages The gender gap in income persists despite

The provincial minimum wage is now linked to the improvements in the past decade, and has actually
average weekly wage index, helping to ensure that widened. Age disparities in income also persist;
minimum wage earners can keep up with rising costs of however, young people have experienced a

living. considerable increase in income as a result of the boom.

The assumption that low wage earners are all teenagers \Wealth
is incorrect. Many low wage workers in Edmonton
belong to age groups that often have families to
support.

Overall, economic growth appears to have
disproportionately benefitted those with the highest
incomesg[see page 84&nd net worth. The wealth of the
poorest families has declined, while the overall share of
wealth has shifted even more to the richest 10%.
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Income

the TRENDS: M4 @ value of earnings increased for both men and wome

A @ femaleto-male earnings ratio increased slightly

While median earnings have increased for both men and women over the past decade, income inequality still exists.
+ In 2007, men working full time earned $20,200 more per year than women working full time. This gap is only $800

less (in con

stant dollar terms) than it was in 1977.

+ The gap between men and women narrowed considerably in the 1980s and 90s; this was in part due to significant

RSONXB

FaSa Ay (GKS @FftdzS 2F YSyQa SIENYyAy3Ia RdNAy3I (KA

+ Between 1997 and 2007, the overall gap in median earnings between men and women increased 15.0%. When onl
ful-i AYS 62NJ SNBR IINB O2YyaARSNBRIXI UKS 3IlL)I 0SU¥SSY YSyQa

Median Earnings, by Gender and Work Activity, $2007 Constat
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points since 1997.

+ Women wo
percentage
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points since 1997.

Femaleto-Male Median Earnings Ratio, by Work Activity,
Edmonton CMA
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Income, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS: A4 @ value of market incomes increased
A @ value of total incomes increased

¢tKS SO02y2YAO 0622Y Ay !''f06SNIF KFER F AA3IYyATFAOLYy(d AYLI O

employment), which increased in value by 17.2% from 1997 to 2007.

+ People under 25 years of age, in particular, benefitted from a 150.7% increase in median market income since 1997

+ The median income of people aged 65 and over decreased 15% since 1997. This may reflect a decrease in
investment income due to low interest rates in recent yg&tRSDC]

« Historically, the value of median market income is at the highest level (in 2007) since 1981. The value of market
income declined significantly in the early 1980s and remained low throughout the 1990s and early 2000s.

Median Market Income, by Age Group, $2007 Constan
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Year [Data Table 23, page 49]

The overall median total income was $59,300 in 2007; this represents an increase of 22.8% from 1997 to 2007.

+ The total income of people under age 25 was $1,400 less than their market income. Since 1997, the value of this
ANRdzLIQE G20Ff AyO02YS AYONBFASR MHHOM: ®

+ The total income of people aged 65 and over, on the other hand, was $21,000 more than their market income. The
G tdzS 2F aSyA2NRQ G201t AyO02YS AYyONBlFaSR com: aiyos

Median Total Income, by Age Group, $2007 Constan

Edmonton CMA
$70
» All Ages_
S $60 ~
o \/\//\ W
S 65yrs+
£ $40 L
g J\/\/_V\A
c $30 — WVAv a
©
@ N
2 $20 N e A P
Under 25 yrs
$10 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 23, page 49]

Section D|Wages, Income & Wealth Pagej4l



Family Income

the TRENDS: #4 @ value of average family income increased
A @ value of median family incomes increased
A (O income gap between loreand two-parent families widening

The economic boom benefitted families in terms of income. The averagetaktéamily income increased 40.7% (to
$69,200) from 1997 to 2007.

+ In contrast, the median income increased 26.7% (to $55,600) over the same time period. This indicates that much of
the gains in income were experienced by families on the higher end of the income distribution.

+ Data available at the time of publication does not capture the effect of the current economic recession. We expect
that family incomes will show a decline in 2009 as a result.

Average and Median Family Income, Aftédax, $2007 Constant,

Edmonton CMA
$70
$65
™ Average Income\/
8 $60
& 7 N\ A4
8 $50 = . \\
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E $45 Median Income
$40 v
$35 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 24, page 50]

When broken down by family type, it becomes apparent that {paeent families and unattached individuals
experienced the greatest increase in median income (65.4% and 64.8% increases, respectively) since 1997.

+ The median income of twparent families with children increased 43.3% (to $88,400) between 1997 and 2007.
sloneldr NBY1aQ YSRAILY AyO2YS AY HnAanT ¢ apaten fadilks Thein®mé G
gap between longparent and twaparent families increased 27.5% from 1997 to 2007.
Median After-Tax Income, by Family Type, $2007 Constan
Edmonton CMA
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Family Income, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS: #4 (© after-tax income gap increasing
A (O marketincome gap increasing

Income inequality has increased as the average déteiincome has risen during the boom. In 2007, the top 20% of
income earners earned $135,600 more than the bottom 20% of earners.

+ The gap in aftetax income was $41,500 greater in 2007 than it was in 1997 (in 2007 constant dald)1%
increase.

+ The market income gap was $49,500 more than the gfigrincome gap in 2007; however, it increased at a slower
rate (36.3%) than the aftdiax income gap between 1997 and 2007.

After-Tax and Market Income Gap Between Top and Bottom 20'

5200 of Income Earners, $2007 Constant, Alberta
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MarketIincome Gap—_
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1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007

Year [Data Table 25, page 51]
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Family Wealth A

the TREND: A (O wealth gap increasing

Most Canadian families experienced an increase in their net worth between 1984 and 2005. However:

+ The top 10% was the only group to experience growth in their share of the total wealth, which increased 6% over the
twenty year time period from 52% to 58%.

+ The gap between the top and bottom quintiles increased 125% (from $537,000 to $1.2 million).

It is apparent that families with the lowest 30% of wealth experienced a consistent decrease in net worth from 1984 to
2005. (The fourth decile increased from 1984 to 1999, and then decreased slightly in 2005.)

+ The lowest 10% of families have negative net worth, meaning that they owe more than they own.
+ Only the top 10% of families gained in relative wealth share, while the share of the bottom 90% decreased.
+ While these numbers represent the Canadian population, we expect that a similar trend is occurring in Alberta and

Edmonton.
Median Family Net Worth, by Decile, $2005 Constant, Can:
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[Data Table 26, page 51]
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Minimum Wage

the TRENDS: A @ value of minimum wage increased

From 1998 to 2008, the value of the minimum wage in Alberta (in 2008 dollars) rose 15.4%.

« Despite the recent increases, the value of the minimum wage in 2008 was 21% lower than at its peak in 1977.*

+ The Alberta Government has committed to raising the minimum wage annually by linking it to the average weekly
wage index. This commitment will maintain the value of the minimum wage in relation to cost of living.

+ In 2009, the minimum wage was raised to $8.80 per hour.

Value of Provincial Minimum Wage, $2008 Constan
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N V ~ N
$6.00 11T
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* Calculated using Edmonton ConsurReice Index
(CPI)2009 value based on July-08 CPthange

Year [Data Table 27, page 52]

Note: The value of the minimum wage presented in the graph above does not reflect the actual minimum hourly wage rate.
Instead, it represents the purchasing power of the wage if its value had increased with inflation until 2008. For example, t

minimum wage in 1977 was $3.00 per houn 2008, that wage would be worth $10.62 per hour.
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Low Wage Earners

the TRENDS: & (& women are more likely to earn low wages

Despite the economic boom, many Edmontonians continue to earn low wages.
+ 42,000 people earned $10.00 per hour or less between April 2008 and March 2009.
+ 64% of these low wage earners are women.

Proportion of Employed Persons Earning
$10.00 per hour or less, by Gender
(Apr 2008 Mar 2009)

[Data Table 28, page 52]

There is a clear gender inequality when it comes to low wage earneosnen are considerably more likely to earn
low wages than men.
+ 37% of all employed women earn $15.00 per hour or less, compared to just under 1 in 5 men.

+ Given the rising cost of living in Edmonton, it is likely that a $15.00 per hour wage is inadequate. The Canadian
Housing and Renewal Association (CHRA) reported that, in 2006, an hourly wage of $15 54 was required in order to
afforda20 SRNR22Y LI NIYSYyd Ay 9RY2y(i2yd ¢KAA WYAYAYdzy K2
increases that occurred since 200EHRA]

Proportion of Employed Persons Earning Low Wages, by Genc
(Apr 2008 Mar 2009)
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Hourly Wage [Data Table 28, page 52]
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Low Wage Earners, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS: € (& young people are more likely to earn low wages

In addition to gender inequality, there are notable differences in wages between workers in different age groups.
+ 47% of people earning $10.00 per hour or less are 25 years of age or older.

Proportion of Employed Persons Earnin
$10.00 per hour or less, by Age
(Apr 2008 Mar 2009)

[Data Table 28, page 52]

+ Most (84%) people aged 15 to 19 earned $15.00 per hour or less; over 1 in 3 people aged 20 to 24 (42.2%) earned
hourly wage in that range.

+ While workers aged 25 and older are much better off, 1 in 5 earn $15.00 or less per hour. Given the cost of living in
Edmonton, this is likely not an adequate wage for those who are supporting a family.

Proportion of Employed Persons Earning Low Wages, by A
(Apr 2008 Mar 2009)
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Data Tables|Section D

Table 22: Median Earnings by Gender and Work Activity ($2007 Constant) & Feoiale
Male Earnings Ratio, Edmonton CMA

Median Earnings Median Earnings
(All Earners) (Fulttime Earners) Femaleto-Male Median Earnings Ratio

Less than Full
Year Women Men Women Men All earners Fullyear, FIT year, FIT
1976 $21,200 $43,000 $32,200 $55,500 49.3% 58.0% 62.5%
1977 $20,300 $45,200 $32,100 $53,100 44.9% 60.5% 71.7%
1978 $20,300 $43,800 $30,500 $51,800 46.3% 58.8% 74.6%
1979 $20,100 $44,000 $32,700 $54,600 45.6% 59.9% 53.7%
1980 $19,600 $43,100 $31,600 $54,600 45.5% 58.0% 46.4%
1981 $25,100 $45,100 $33,700 $55,300 55.7% 61.0% 62.9%
1982 $22,100 $44,600 $32,500 $53,600 49.7% 60.7% 52.7%
1983 $21,100 $40,300 $33,000 $51,800 52.4% 63.8% 43.0%
1984 $21,200 $35,300 $33,100 $51,500 59.9% 64.3% 73.5%
1985 $19,500 $37,200 $34,000 $53,100 52.5% 64.0% 88.4%
1986 $23,100 $34,000 $33,200 $49,300 67.9% 67.3% 71.4%
1987 $18,100 $37,100 $32,000 $50,500 48.8% 63.5% 75.0%
1988 $20,500 $38,700 $32,500 $54,800 53.0% 59.4% 69.9%
1989 $22,400 $37,300 $34,300 $48,100 60.0% 71.3% 88.4%
1990 $19,900 $39,200 $31,300 $49,800 50.8% 62.9% 68.3%
1991 $19,000 $36,300 $31,700 $47,100 52.2% 67.2% 89.8%
1992 $20,900 $33,000 $34,900 $49,100 63.3% 71.0% 68.9%
1993 $20,800 $36,500 $36,500 $52,100 57.0% 70.0% 78.3%
1994 $18,000 $32,500 $34,500 $48,100 55.5% 71.6% 94.2%
1995 $18,100 $31,400 $34,400 $48,400 57.7% 71.1% 81.9%
1996 $19,000 $35,300 $33,700 $50,200 53.9% 67.1% 84.6%
1997 $19,700 $37,000 $33,300 $51,400 53.3% 64.8% 88.9%
1998 $20,300 $36,100 $35,100 $49,300 56.3% 71.2% 95.3%
1999 $18,000 $37,200 $32,400 $51,400 48.4% 63.0% 90.1%
2000 $19,900 $39,100 $34,400 $48,200 50.8% 71.5% 99.7%
2001 $20,500 $40,100 $35,800 $53,700 51.2% 66.6% 77.7%
2002 $20,200 $38,400 $34,000 $53,600 52.5% 63.5% 83.6%
2003 $24,200 $39,100 $34,500 $55,200 61.9% 62.6% 66.5%
2004 $24,400 $40,300 $36,200 $56,700 60.5% 63.8% 83.7%
2005 $27,000 $41,700 $38,100 $57,900 64.8% 65.7% 76.3%
2006 $26,300 $41,700 $38,800 $60,400 63.1% 64.3% 71.2%
2007 $29,100 $49,000 $43,700 $63,900 59.4% 68.4% 86.9%

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Data Tables|Section D, cont 6d.

Table 23: Median Total Income & Median Market Income ($2007 Constant), by Age Group,
Edmonton CMA

Median Total Income Median Market Income Average Total Average Market
Year All Ages Under 25 65+ All Ages Under 25 65+ Income Income
1976 $54,900 $31,700  $20,400 $57,400 $32,300  $26,000 $61,600 $61,200
1977 $57,600 $30,200  $22,000 $56,600  $30,100  $11,700 $63,600 $62,200
1978 $56,700  $23,500  $18,400 $58,500  $27,400  $11,000 $65,200 $65,600
1979 $54,600 $36,500  $27,900 $56,000 $36,500  $29,800 $63,600 $64,100
1980 $58,300  $30,500  $24,000 $58,000  $28,300  $18,300 $67,600 $66,100
1981 $59,300  $33,700  $25,900 $59,100 $33,300  $16,000 $67,800 $67,000
1982 $56,600  $33,000 $27,700 $55,900 $32,200  $24,100 $64,200 $62,900
1983 $52,400 $29,700  $22,800 $50,800  $29,700  $12,600 $57,600 $56,700
1984 $50,000 $30,000  $31,700 $47,700  $28,500  $20,300 $57,200 $54,400
1985 $51,300 $20,800  $28,500 $49,600 $20,500  $15,900 $59,600 $57,400
1986 $52,000 $24,400  $29,300 $49,900 $21,900  $16,800 $61,100 $57,800
1987 $52,600 $22,100 $27,700 $52,800  $20,200  $14,000 $59,600 $57,800
1988 $52,900 $19,700  $25,200 $51,600 $18,300  $13,800 $59,600 $57,600
1989 $54,200 $22,500  $28,700 $52,900 $21,900 $15,800 $61,700 $59,200
1990 $56,500  $20,500  $32,400 $53,500 $15,600  $16,700 $64,200 $60,700
1991 $50,800 $20,800  $29,000 $49,700  $18,400  $16,000 $62,200 $59,000
1992 $47,400  $13,100  $30,000 $44,500 $11,900 $12,800 $58,200 $55,200
1993 $53,500 $21,700  $30,500 $52,200 $17,000  $18,100 $60,700 $58,200
1994 $49,200  $15,100  $31,600 $45,700  $13,000  $14,200 $58,100 $54,500
1995 $48,600 $14,800  $35,000 $43,900 $12,700  $18,800 $57,000 $52,500
1996 $51,500 $15,700  $31,400 $48,900 $17,700  $15,100 $59,500 $56,700
1997 $52,100 $14,500  $34,400 $50,600  $13,400  $18,000 $60,800 $58,400
1998 $52,400 $18,700  $31,500 $48,500 $14,700  $13,200 $63,200 $60,200
1999 $55,900 $16,000  $35,400 $52,100 $13,500  $20,300 $65,000 $61,500
2000 $56,100 $25,100  $36,600 $52,400  $24,500  $20,900 $66,600 $63,400
2001 $58,300 $20,100  $39,200 $53,700 $19,000  $22,500 $69,200 $65,400
2002 $53,400 $16,900  $39,000 $47,600  $15,900  $21,500 $62,600 $59,100
2003 $57,700  $22,200  $36,900 $52,000 $20,800  $18,000 $68,000 $64,700
2004 $57,600  $25,100  $40,400 $52,000 $23,600 $22,600 $69,200 $65,700
2005 $56,600 $19,100  $36,900 $53,200 $18,800  $15,400 $71,800 $67,300
2006 $61,400 $26,800  $38,000 $56,100 $27,900  $13,700 $75,200 $68,700
2007 $64,000 $32,200 $36,600 $59,300 $33,600  $15,300 $83,400 $78,800

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Data Tables|Section D, cont 6d.

Table 24: Average and Median Family Income, Affax ($2007 Constant),
by Family Type, Edmonton CMA

Median Income

Average Two-parent Families  SingleParent Unattached
Year Income  All Family Units with Children Families individuals
1976 $52,600 $48,800 $63,700 N/A $24,400
1977 $53,600 $49,100 $70,100 $35,800 $22,300
1978 $55,800 $50,000 $69,800 $30,700 $20,800
1979 $52,900 $47,900 $70,800 $27,700 $25,400
1980 $55,400 $48,300 $67,200 $36,100 $24,300
1981 $56,300 $51,000 $71,300 $37,900 $28,100
1982 $53,800 $48,200 $67,800 $35,900 $26,400
1983 $47,900 $43,900 $57,400 $22,600 $22,100
1984 $47,900 $43,000 $58,500 $21,700 $26,300
1985 $50,300 $43,600 $63,500 $28,200 $23,800
1986 $51,000 $44,700 $62,400 $34,300 $22,900
1987 $48,800 $44,700 $61,500 $22,700 $21,600
1988 $48,700 $44,500 $61,000 $27,600 $20,500
1989 $50,400 $45,700 $61,600 $23,100 $23,400
1990 $51,800 $46,500 $59,900 $25,000 $22,800
1991 $49,900 $42,600 $61,200 $28,200 $21,800
1992 $47,300 $39,200 $60,800 $26,700 $17,800
1993 $49,500 $44,900 $61,700 $28,500 $21,600
1994 $47,600 $41,600 $59,000 $25,800 $20,300
1995 $47,000 $41,600 $56,500 $26,700 $23,100
1996 $48,900 $44,000 $60,500 $23,800 $20,800
1997 $49,200 $43,900 $61,700 $25,700 $19,600
1998 $51,500 $43,900 $63,200 $31,600 $19,600
1999 $52,800 $46,600 $64,800 $38,000 $22,000
2000 $54,500 $47,300 $63,500 $29,300 $25,100
2001 $58,100 $50,300 $70,300 $36,200 $26,100
2002 $53,000 $46,000 $67,700 $36,600 $24,100
2003 $56,900 $50,300 $77,100 $40,500 $23,800
2004 $58,100 $50,200 $79,800 $44,200 $24,900
2005 $60,500 $51,300 $81,700 $38,200 $25,500
2006 $63,300 $53,500 $82,100 $37,800 $28,600
2007 $69,200 $55,600 $88,400 $42,500 $32,300

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Data Tables|Section D, cont 6d.

Table 25: AftefTax and Market Income Gap Between Highest and Lowest Income
Quintile (20% of Earners) ($2007 Constant), Edmonton CMA

Average AfterTax Income Average Market Income
Year Lowest 20% Highest 20% Gap Lowest 20% Highest 20% Gap
1976 $11,900 $110,400 $98,500 $5,100 $131,600 $126,500
1977 $9,100 $103,100 $94,000 $2,700 $122,500 $119,800
1978 $12,300 $112,500 $100,200 $5,800 $132,400 $126,600
1979 $13,300 $105,000 $91,700 $7,400 $128,100 $120,700
1980 $13,100 $115,100 $102,000 $6,900 $141,600 $134,700
1981 $14,500 $109,000 $94,500 $7,500 $134,000 $126,500
1982 $14,300 $113,900 $99,600 $6,800 $139,500 $132,700
1983 $11,400 $103,100 $91,700 $3,200 $126,400 $123,200
1984 $11,800 $99,200 $87,400 $3,800 $121,200 $117,400
1985 $13,800 $103,200 $89,400 $4,900 $126,000 $121,100
1986 $13,300 $103,200 $89,900 $4,400 $126,300 $121,900
1987 $12,700 $97,900 $85,200 $4,300 $123,600 $119,300
1988 $13,200 $98,900 $85,700 $4,200 $124,700 $120,500
1989 $12,500 $99,400 $86,900 $3,700 $125,400 $121,700
1990 $12,900 $100,200 $87,300 $4,100 $127,900 $123,800
1991 $12,900 $101,300 $88,400 $4,000 $130,600 $126,600
1992 $11,900 $99,900 $88,000 $2,700 $126,600 $123,900
1993 $12,100 $96,300 $84,200 $2,700 $119,700 $117,000
1994 $12,500 $96,600 $84,100 $3,500 $121,500 $118,000
1995 $12,500 $96,900 $84,400 $3,800 $122,400 $118,600
1996 $12,700 $98,600 $85,900 $3,900 $126,500 $122,600
1997 $12,000 $106,100 $94,100 $4,200 $140,000 $135,800
1998 $11,200 $113,400 $102,200 $3,600 $149,800 $146,200
1999 $12,400 $109,100 $96,700 $4,300 $141,800 $137,500
2000 $12,900 $116,700 $103,800 $4,100 $149,600 $145,500
2001 $13,600 $124,100 $110,500 $4,900 $154,600 $149,700
2002 $13,400 $119,500 $106,100 $4,700 $148,900 $144,200
2003 $12,400 $123,400 $111,000 $4,400 $155,300 $150,900
2004 $13,400 $127,200 $113,800 $5,100 $159,500 $154,400
2005 $14,800 $131,400 $116,600 $5,900 $164,900 $159,000
2006 $15,800 $143,800 $128,000 $6,400 $180,200 $173,800
2007 $17,100 $152,700 $135,600 $7,800 $192,900 $185,100

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Table 26: Median Net Worth of Families by Net Worth Decile, $2005 Constant
Change (198£2005)

Decile 1984 1999 2005 $ %
Bottom 10% $ (2,100) $(6,570) $(9,600) ($7,500) (357%)
Second $ 780 $120 $ 10 ($770) (99%)
Third $7,770 $ 6,820 $ 6,000 ($1,770) (23%)
Fourth $ 24,630 $ 26,150 $ 25,500 $870 4%
Fifth $ 52,260 $ 57,120 $ 63,250 $10,990 21%
Sixth $ 83,130 $ 93,850 $ 109,050 $25,920 31%
Seventh $ 120,690 $ 148,610 $ 173,590 $52,900 44%
Eighth $ 170,210 $ 221,770 $ 263,000 $92,790 55%
Ninth $ 256,740 $ 344,890 $ 413,750 $157,010 61%
Top 10% $ 534,980 $723,590 $1,194,000 $659,020 123%

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Table 27: Alberta Minimum Wage, in Current & Constant Dollars (Edmonton CPI)

Year Current Dollars Constant Dollars (2008) | Year Current Dollars Constant Dollars (2008)
1973 $1.90 $9.65 1992 $5.00 $7.40
1974 $2.00 $9.23 1993 $5.00 $7.34
1975 $2.50 $10.39 1994 $5.00 $7.23
1976 $2.75 $10.60 1995 $5.00 $7.08
1977 $3.00 $10.62 1996 $5.00 $6.93
1978 $3.00 $9.74 1997 $5.00 $6.80
1979 $3.00 $8.93 1998 $5.40 $7.28
1980 $3.50 $9.46 1999 $5.90 $7.78
1981 $3.80 $9.14 2000 $5.90 $7.53
1982 $3.80 $8.25 2001 $5.90 $7.37
1983 $3.80 $7.79 2002 $5.90 $7.16
1984 $3.80 $7.59 2003 $5.90 $6.80
1985 $3.80 $7.36 2004 $5.90 $6.73
1986 $3.80 $7.12 2005 $7.00 $7.83
1987 $3.80 $6.83 2006 $7.00 $7.59
1988 $4.50 $7.87 2007 $8.00 $8.27
1989 $4.50 $7.54 2008 $8.40 $8.40
1990 $4.50 $7.16 2009 $8.80 * $8.67
1991 $4.50 $6.78
* $2008 Constant Dollar value for 2009 calculated using [Sources: Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE),
change in Edmonton inflation rate, July 20081ly 2009 Human Resources and Social Development Canada (HRSDC) &

Statistics Canada]

Table 28: Employed Persons Earning Low Wages, by Gender & Age Group,
Edmonton CMA

Gender Age
Wage Total Male Female 1519 yrs 20-24 yrs 2544 yrs 45+ yrs
Number
Total Employed 540,700 287,700 253,000 39,600 66,300 235,500 199,300
$10.00 or less 42,900 15,600 27,300 15,600 7,100 10,200 10,000
$11.00 or less 62,000 21,900 40,100 21,300 10,200 16,300 14,200
$12.00 or less 81,500 29,000 52,500 26,000 14,100 22,400 19,100
$13.00 or less 99,500 35,300 64,200 27,400 18,200 29,200 24,700
$14.00 or less 120,300 42,900 77,400 29,600 21,600 37,700 31,400
$15.00 or less 148,900 55,200 93,700 33,200 28,000 47,500 40,200
Percentage

Total Employed 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
$10.00 or less 7.9% 5.4% 10.8% 39.4% 10.7% 4.3% 5.0%
$11.00 or less 11.5% 7.6% 15.8% 53.8% 15.4% 6.9% 7.1%
$12.00 or less 15.1% 10.1% 20.8% 65.7% 21.3% 9.5% 9.6%
$13.00 or less 18.4% 12.3% 25.4% 69.2% 27.5% 12.4% 12.4%
$14.00 or less 22.2% 14.9% 30.6% 74.7% 32.6% 16.0% 15.8%
$15.00 or less 27.5% 19.2% 37.0% 83.8% 42.2% 20.2% 20.2%

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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the TRENDS: @ poverty rates declining

©® poverty is higher for female, loagarent and youth headed households

©® full-time work does not guarantee freedom from poverty

Why are Poverty Trends Important?

Poverty is not a desirable feature in any society. It is
closely linked to other social concerns, such as poor
health, low educational attainment, inadequate
housing, and unemployment, to name a few. Poverty
prevents our society from reaching its full potential.

The Costs of Poverty

In terms of daily reality, poverty represents an inability
to maintain a decent standard of living that will ensure a
FILYAf @Qa 2 @S Nbeind. Sokn&df thei K
consequences of poverty include poor nutrition and
physical health, social isolation, and limited financial
stability.oh QI I N ¥ HnAannc68

The effects of poverty are not limited to those who are
poor. As shown repeatedly by research on the Social
Determinants of Health (SDOH), poverty and social
inequality decrease the overall health of a society. This
issue is (or should be) particularly concerning to health
care providers and governments (and taxpayers), who

How is Edmonton Changing?

While Edmonton is a relatively wealthy city, it has a
significant (and perhaps surprisingly high) level of
poverty.

People in Poverty

Poverty rates tend to respond to economic bo@md
bust cycles. As the economy improves, poverty rates
decrease; as the economy deteriorates, poverty rates
rise. When incomégsee pages 4d2] and poverty[see
page 54}trends are compared, one can see that this
trend holds true for Edmonton. The recent boom, and
the resultant increase in income, led to a decrease in
poverty rates. As a result, we expect poverty rates to
increase over the duration of the current economic
downturn.

Despite the decline in poverty, specific social groups
continue to be more likely to experience poverty,

Section E|Poverty

bear the cost of addressing the health issues resulting
from poverty.

Measuring Poverty

{GFrdAadAOa /I yLOFILETY) it &
most commonly used measure of poverty. The average
Canadian family spends 43% of its affze&x income on

food, clothing and shelter. Families are considered to be
in low income if they spend 63% or more of their after

| yi&X ingoBié dn these three necessities. The poverty (or

low income) rate refers to all persons whose aftax
incomes fall below the LICO afiex threshold
compared to the total populatiorfKolkman, 2008]

Several years ago, a Federal/Provincial/Territorial
Working Group developed a Market Basket Measure
(MBM) of poverty. This measure attempts to define a
more absolute measure of poverty based on the actual
costs of consumption (costs of living). Poverty rates are
slightly higher under the MBM than LICO aftax (AT).

including young people, women, loiparents, and
Aboriginal people. In addition, the income gap between
wealthy and poor Edmontonians continues to widen,
despite lower poverty levelsee page 84]

Deepening Poverty

The depth of poverty for poor Edmontonians has only
improved modestly over the past decade, despite the
significant drop in the poverty rate. In addition, there is
evidence that acute poverty, in the form of
homelessness, is on the rise.

Work and Poverty

Fulkime work does not guarantee that people will
avoid poverty. A significant proportion of children living
in poverty in Edmonton have at least one parent
working fulktime, fullyear.
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Low Income Families A

the TRENDS: ¥ @ family poverty decreased
¥ @ poverty reduced most for unattached individuals

Overall, family poverty rates have decreased 13.6 percentage points between 1997 and 2007.

+ In 2007, 8.8% of families lived below the Low IncomedifutAfter-Tax (LICO AT).
+ The available data does not reflect the impact of the current economic downturn; we expect that the percentage of
families in low income will begin to increase in 2009.

Percentage of Families in Low Income (AffEax), Edmonton CM£

30%

25% A
20% /[N~ / \\/\
N

Percentage of Families

15% VAVQT
10% N\
5% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 29, page 59]

Poverty rates vary considerably by family unit type:

+ The poverty rate for unattached individuals (16.4%) is nearly double the rate for all family units (8.8%). However, thi
group has experienced the greatest decline in poverty rates since 1997 (28.8 percentage point decrease).

« Over one in four (26.1%) lorparent families lived below LICO in 2007. The poverty rate forpanent families has
fluctuated widely over time; since 1997 the poverty rate for this group decreased 12 percentage points.

Percentage of Families in Low Income (AfEax), by Family Type,
Edmonton CMA

70%
™ T~
50% A /\v —

\ / \/ \ AUnattached Individuals
40% - \ 1 L %’«- !

NI\ A\
30% \/ V \L‘\/—'Qi

10% — — // _
Two-Parent Families with Children
O% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1

1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 29, page 59]

LoneParent Families

20%

Percentage of Families

Note: The historical LICOs are available in Table 35, page 62.
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Low Income Families, cont 6d. . .

the TRENDS: ¥ @ gender gap in poverty narrowed
A (O age gap in poverty increased

While femaleheaded households are still more likely to live in poverty than rhakded households (13.3% versus
6.0%, respectively), the gender gap in poverty narrowed considerably over the past decade.

+ In 2007, the poverty rate for femaleeaded families was 13.3%, versus 6.0% for men.
+ The proportion of femaldneaded families in poverty in 2007 was less than half the rate in 1997 (32.7%).

Percentage of Families in Low Income (Aff€ax), by Gender of
Head Income Earner, Edmonton CMA

60%

ig 50% /\
g ,—/ \
(O]
o 30% Y
g /\ \/\/\
S 20% Female
(&)
g N
10%
Male/
O% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007

Year [Data Table 29, page 59]

Families headed by young people (aged 24 and under) are considerably more likely than average to live in poverty.

+ In 2007, 30.8% of youtheaded households lived under the Low Income-@fjtthat is nearly three times more than
the average for all families!

+ The situation has significantly improved over the past five years, however. Since 1997, the poverty rate for this
group has decreased 34.5 percentage points.

+ The poverty rate for senidneaded households decreased 9.3 percentage points over the same time period.

Percentage of Families in Low Income (Af€&ax), by Age of
Head Income Earner, Edmonton CMA

80%

24 yrs and under__

Percentage of Families
= N w iy a1 (e} ~
2223282 ¢8°¢%
S S > > > &> &

é"

65 yrs andover \ —
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1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 29, page 59]
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Low Income Families, cont 6d

the TRENDS: ¥ @ lowincome gap reduced slightly
¢ © MBM poverty rate slightly higher than LICO AT rate
¢tKS £2¢6 AyO2YS 3IIL) A& 2FG4SYy NBFSNNBR (2 a WRSLIIK 27

below the Low Income Cutff (LICO). In 2007, the average family living below LICO earned $8,000 less than the LICO

for their family size, aftetax[see Table 34, page 62 for LICOs]

+ The low income gap in 2007 was 2.5% (or $200) less than it was in 1997 for all family units.

+ Historically, the low income gap for families with 2 or more persons was greater than that for unattached individuals.
In recent years, however, this difference has been reduced.

+ The available data does not capture the current economic downturn; the depth of poverty may begin to increase in
2009, as a result.

Average Low Income Gap (Afté'tax), by Family Type, Edmonton CV
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m
&+
-$10,000 -
> Fanmilies, 2+ Persons
-$11,000 v
-$12,000

[Data Table 30, page 60]

Since the Market Basket Measure (MBM) was first measured in 2000, the MBM poverty rate has been consistently
highen by about one percentage pointthan the LICO AT poverty rate.

Family Poverty Rate, Comparison of Market Basket Measul

(MBM) and Low Income Cuiff After-tax (LICO AT), Alberta
18%

16% -

—

T ——

14%

12%

.

10%

LICO AT~ S

8%

Percentage of Families in Povert
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6%
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Year

2005 2006 2007

[Data Table 31, page 60]
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Low Income Children

the TRENDS: § @ number of children living in poverty reduced
¥ @ child poverty rates declined

Poverty rates for children in Edmonton have decreased over the past decade. Child poverty has tended to decline
during years of economic growth, and increase during periods of economic downturn.

+ 20,000 children (under 18 years of age) in the Edmonton CMA lived below LICO1n220B00 fewer than in 1997.
+ The number of children in poverty is likely to increase as a result of the economic downturn.

Number of Persons under 18 Years of Age Living Below LI
(After-Tax), Edmonton CMA

70

Number of Children (000s)

1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 32, page 61]

The strong economy, combined with improvements in programs like child tax benefits, has led to overall child poverty
rates falling to 30 year lows. The challenge is how to sustain this progress during the current recession.

+ Since 1997, the overall child poverty rates have decreased 9.5 percentage points.

+ Femaleheaded loneparent families saw the greatest improvement, with a 14.9 percentage point reduction in child
poverty rate since 1997.

« Over the same time period, the poverty rate for children living in-paoent families declined 8.7 percentage points.

Percentage of Persons under 18 Years of Age Living Below L
(After-Tax), by Family Type, Edmonton CMA
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Year [Data Table 32, page 61]
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Low Income Children, cont 6d.

the TRENDS: & (@ significant proportion of children live in low income
¢ (O mostchildren living in poverty have working parents

In 2006, 16.0% of children in Edmonton who were living in a census family lived in low income. Children under 18 whc
were not living in a census family, or who live at home with their own children, are much more likely to live in poverty.
In 2006, nearly half (47.1%) of these individuals lived below the Low Incorudf@diter-tax (LICO AT).

Poverty rates for children vary by age.

«+ For those living in census families, the poverty rate declines as they get older.
« For those not living in census families, the risk of living in poverty is highest between the ages of 15 and 17 (59.8%).

Percentage of Children Living Below LICO AT, by Age ¢
Family Status, Edmonton City, 2006

70%
M Children in Census Familie®™ Children Not in Census Familie

e
o
o
X

50%
40%
30%
20%
10% +
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Percentage of Children

< 18years 0-4yrs 5-9yrs 10- 14 yrs 15-17yrs
Age Group [Data Table 33, page 61]

The likelihood that children will live in poverty also varies by the work activity of their parents or caregivers. The
majority (73%) of children living in poverty have parents who work.

+ Nearly half (47%) of children living in low income had at least one parent workinggaaror parttime. One in four
(26%) had at least one parent working irthe, fullyear.

Percentage of Children Under 18 Years, in Census Families, Li\
Below LICO AT by Work Activity of Parents, Edmonton City, 20!

One parent worked
full-year, fulltime

el

One or both parents
worked less than ful
year, fulltime

Two parents worked
full-year, fulltime

No parent worked

[Data Table 34, page 61]
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Table 29: Proportion of Families Living Below Low Income-@U({LICO), AfteiTax, by
Family Type, Gender and Age, Edmonton CMA

All Family Type Head/Major Income Earner Characteristics
Year Families Two-Parent LoneParent Individuals Male Female 24 and Under 65 and Over
1976 13.5% 5.8% F 30.1% 9.0% 24.7% 22.0% 36.1%
1977 15.6% 3.5% 34.4% 35.3% 9.2% 32.2% 27.2% 37.7%
1978 16.3% 4.6% 42.9% 36.4% 9.9% 32.4% 34.9% 34.1%
1979 16.3% 5.9% 39.2% 28.2% 8.9% 34.1% 21.9% 32.8%
1980 17.0% 5.4% 20.9% 33.8% 12.0% 34.0% 36.9% 41.3%
1981 15.0% 4.6% 26.5% 30.9% 9.8% 33.9% 29.1% 33.7%
1982 16.6% 6.4% 36.2% 32.0% 9.9% 38.5% 30.7% 30.5%
1983 23.4% 12.7% 62.0% 40.1% 16.4% 46.7% 36.7% 39.9%
1984 22.8% 12.0% 59.9% 34.2% 16.3% 44.6% 40.1% 22.6%
1985 20.8% 10.6% 53.2% 35.7% 15.0% 39.4% 50.2% 28.4%
1986 16.7% 7.8% 28.1% 33.8% 13.4% 29.3% 43.4% 23.4%
1987 21.3% 12.6% 54.4% 38.3% 15.2% 42.9% 50.1% 22.7%
1988 21.3% 10.8% 38.7% 40.8% 16.2% 38.6% 56.9% 30.2%
1989 19.8% 13.2% 58.2% 34.7% 13.5% 41.6% 48.6% 24.6%
1990 18.2% 8.5% 52.2% 36.1% 11.2% 41.4% 60.9% 17.0%
1991 21.1% 11.4% 47 7% 40.0% 12.6% 47.0% 57.1% 27.3%
1992 27.4% 13.7% 56.6% 50.3% 15.8% 57.2% 74.1% 27.7%
1993 22.3% 13.9% 55.0% 37.6% 14.6% 45.3% 59.0% 19.0%
1994 22.3% 13.5% 58.5% 37.3% 16.1% 41.8% 67.7% 12.4%
1995 19.8% 13.1% 56.6% 31.1% 13.9% 39.4% 61.9% 8.3%
1996 21.0% 12.1% 51.8% 43.0% 15.6% 32.2% 55.8% 12.8%
1997 22.4% 10.1% 38.1% 45.2% 17.2% 32.7% 65.3% 12.2%
1998 20.5% 11.2% 42.8% 39.3% 15.4% 29.6% 54.2% 9.9%
1999 18.0% 11.7% 30.1% 37.0% 12.3% 28.2% 62.5% 5.4%
2000 16.3% 11.7% 46.6% 30.4% 10.0% 27.8% 46.6% 5.6%
2001 14.4% 8.6% 31.3% 28.1% 9.3% 24.4% 49.0% 2.5%
2002 15.4% 10.2% 21.5% 28.7% 9.2% 27.3% 52.4% 5.9%
2003 14.1% 7.1% 27.9% 28.4% 9.4% 23.8% 46.7% 3.6%
2004 15.6% 8.7% 27.5% 30.2% 8.6% 28.4% 47.4% 7.1%
2005 14.3% 2.7% 33.8% 28.6% 7.6% 26.2% 49.3% 8.3%
2006 11.6% 0.7% 34.1% 24.5% 8.6% 17.4% 34.0% 4.3%
2007 8.8% 2.5% 26.1% 16.4% 6.0% 13.3% 30.8% 2.9%

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Table 30: Average Low Income Gap (LICO AT), by Family
Type, $2007 Constant, Edmonton CMA

All Families, Unattached
Year Family Types 2+ Persons Individuals
1976 $5,900 N/A $5,500
1977 $7,800 $9,800 $6,900
1978 $7,200 N/A $6,000
1979 $7,500 $9,700 $5,800
1980 $8,500 N/A $7,900
1981 $8,400 $11,300 $7,200
1982 $7,500 $9,300 $6,700
1983 $8,000 $9,500 $7,000
1984 $9,000 $10,800 $7,000
1985 $7,100 $8,900 $5,800
1986 $7,300 $8,700 $6,600
1987 $8,100 $9,800 $7,000
1988 $7,400 $7,700 $7,200
1989 $7,900 $9,600 $6,500
1990 $7,900 $9,600 $6,800
1991 $7,800 $8,100 $7,600
1992 $8,100 $8,700 $7,700
1993 $7,700 $7,700 $7,700
1994 $7,700 $8,600 $6,800
1995 $8,400 $9,300 $7,300
1996 $8,000 $8,300 $7,800
1997 $8,200 $8,800 $7,800
1998 $8,700 $9,800 $8,000
1999 $8,300 $9,000 $7,900
2000 $8,500 $9,900 $7,600
2001 $8,100 $8,400 $8,000
2002 $8,100 $7,800 $8,300
2003 $8,000 $6,800 $8,500
2004 $8,500 $8,900 $8,300
2005 $7,700 N/A $7,000
2006 $7,200 N/A $8,000
2007 $8,000 $8,300 $7,800

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Table 31: Family Poverty Rate, Comparison of Market Basket Measure
(MBM) and Low Income Cudff After-tax (LICO AT), Alberta

Year Market Basket Measure (MBM) Low Income Cubff After-Tax (LICO AT)
2000 16.0% 15.0%
2001 15.4% 13.5%
2002 14.5% 13.5%
2003 16.5% 15.1%
2004 15.6% 14.3%
2005 12.8% 12.1%
2006 10.9% 10.7%
2007 9.7% 8.9%

[Source: Statistics Canada & HRSDC]
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Table 32: Percentage of Persons Under 18 Years of Age Living
Below LICO (Afteffax), by Family Type, Edmonton CMA

All Persons under 18 % In TweParent % In Female Lone
Year Number % Families Parent Families
1976 N/A 9.5% 8.4% N/A
1977 16,000 8.9% 4.6% 45.7%
1978 N/A 13.0% 5.7% N/A
1979 25,000 14.5% 7.2% 49.6%
1980 N/A 9.5% 6.7% 29.9%
1981 20,000 10.6% 6.8% 41.0%
1982 25,000 12.7% 7.2% 49.2%
1983 48,000 23.6% 16.1% 61.7%
1984 60,000 28.4% 20.7% 69.2%
1985 40,000 22.4% 14.4% 70.8%
1986 28,000 13.7% 10.0% 41.7%
1987 43,000 21.1% 15.9% 60.3%
1988 36,000 17.5% 11.5% 54.8%
1989 46,000 20.7% 14.0% 63.6%
1990 45,000 19.4% 11.6% 56.7%
1991 44,000 20.1% 13.6% 60.4%
1992 60,000 27.9% 15.6% 75.2%
1993 57,000 23.8% 16.8% 58.9%
1994 56,000 24.0% 18.0% 56.3%
1995 60,000 25.5% 18.3% 61.7%
1996 51,000 22.6% 13.4% 67.9%
1997 40,000 17.8% 12.3% 52.8%
1998 50,000 21.0% 15.3% 52.0%
1999 44,000 18.5% 14.6% 37.5%
2000 46,000 19.7% 14.1% 58.7%
2001 33,000 14.1% 10.5% 45.6%
2002 29,000 13.4% 12.1% 28.5%
2003 21,000 10.3% 8.5% 37.7%
2004 30,000 14.8% 11.9% 42.3%
2005 20,000 8.3% 2.2% 42.9%
2006 16,000 6.8% 1.2% 43.3%
2007 20,000 8.3% 3.6% 37.9%

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Table 33: Persons Under 18 Years of Age Living Below LICOTaXgr
by Age and Family Status, Edmonton City, 2006 Census

Persons in Census Families Persons not in Census Families

Age Number % Number %
Less than 18 years 23,895 16.0% 1,115 47.1%
0 to 4 years 7,800 19.3% 155 39.7%
5to 9 years 6,665 17.3% 90 23.1%
10 to 14 years 6,450 15.1% 150 37.2%
15to 17 years 2,985 10.9% 720 59.8%

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Table 34: Persons Under 18 Years of Age Living Below LICO-TAKgrby Work

Work Activity
All Families

No Parent Worked
One or both Parents Worked, less than Fehr, F/T
One Parent Worked FeMear, F/T

Two Parents Worked FuMear, F/T

Edmonton CMA

Number
27,395
7,245
12,700
6,335
1,120

%
12.1%
60.9%
24.2%

5.7%
2.2%

Activity of Parents, Edmonton CMA & City, 2006 Census

Edmonton City

Number
23,895
6,515
11,205
5,350
820

%
16.0%
67.1%
29.4%

7.7%
2.6%

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Table 35: Low Income Cuiffs (LICOSs) for Households Living in Urban Areas,
Population 500,000 and over (1992 LICOs base)

Household Size

Year 1 person 2 persons 3 persons 4 persons 5 persons 6 persons 7 persons +
1976 $5,008 $6,095 $7,590 $9,468 $10,782 $11,957 $13,133
1977 $5,410 $6,585 $8,200 $10,230 $11,648 $12,918 $14,188
1978 $5,893 $7,173 $8,932 $11,143 $12,688 $14,072 $15,455
1979 $6,441 $7,839 $9,761 $12,178 $13,867 $15,379 $16,891
1980 $7,085 $8,623 $10,738 $13,396 $15,254 $16,917 $18,580
1981 $7,971 $9,701 $12,080 $15,070 $17,161 $19,032 $20,903
1982 $8,840 $10,759 $13,398 $16,714 $19,033 $21,108 $23,183
1983 $9,355 $11,386 $14,178 $17,689 $20,142 $22,338 $24,534
1984 $9,758 $11,876 $14,789 $18,450 $21,009 $23,299 $25,590
1985 $10,145 $12,347 $15,374 $19,181 $21,841 $24,222 $26,603
1986 $10,563 $12,856 $16,009 $19,972 $22,742 $25,222 $27,701
1987 $11,030 $13,424 $16,716 $20,855 $23,747 $26,337 $28,926
1988 $11,465 $13,954 $17,375 $21,677 $24,684 $27,375 $30,066
1989 $12,045 $14,659 $18,254 $22,773 $25,932 $28,759 $31,586
1990 $12,624 $15,365 $19,132 $23,869 $27,180 $30,143 $33,106
1991 $13,333 $16,227 $20,206 $25,209 $28,705 $31,835 $34,964
1992 $13,526 $16,462 $20,499 $25,574 $29,121 $32,296 $35,471
1993 $13,784 $16,776 $20,889 $26,061 $29,676 $32,911 $36,147
1994 $13,800 $16,795 $20,914 $26,092 $29,710 $32,950 $36,189
1995 $14,106 $17,168 $21,378 $26,670 $30,369 $33,680 $36,991
1996 $14,315 $17,422 $21,695 $27,066 $30,820 $34,180 $37,540
1997 $14,557 $17,716 $22,061 $27,522 $31,340 $34,757 $38,174
1998 $14,701 $17,893 $22,280 $27,797 $31,652 $35,103 $38,554
1999 $14,959 $18,206 $22,671 $28,284 $32,206 $35,718 $39,229
2000 $15,362 $18,696 $23,281 $29,045 $33,073 $36,679 $40,285
2001 $15,748 $19,166 $23,867 $29,775 $33,905 $37,602 $41,298
2002 $16,102 $19,598 $24,404 $30,445 $34,668 $38,448 $42,227
2003 $16,553 $20,146 $25,087 $31,298 $35,639 $39,524 $43,410
2004 $16,859 $20,519 $25,551 $31,876 $36,297 $40,255 $44,212
2005 $17,230 $20,969 $26,112 $32,576 $37,095 $41,139 $45,183
2006 $17,568 $21,381 $26,624 $33,216 $37,823 $41,946 $46,070
2007 $17,954 $21,851 $27,210 $33,946 $38,655 $42,869 $47,084
2008 $18,373 $22,361 $27,844 $34,738 $39,556 $43,869 $48,181

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Section F‘ Government Income Supports

the TRENDS:

® use of income supports declined overall, until recently

® real value of income supports declining for lowest income families

@ effectiveness of government income supports improved

Why are Income Support Trends Important?

Government income supports (also known as income
transfers), as well as other social programs and services,
play an important role in preventing poverty.

Despite the widely held belief that hard work is the best
solution to poverty, there are many people for whom
this is not true. Some of the barriers to adequate
employment can include: limited language proficiency;
lack of access to education; delayed recognition of
foreign credentials; social isolation; limited access to
child care; conflicting work and family responsibilities;
and even the structure of government prograf@ACL;
CCPA; DoyBedwell, 2008; PRA]hese barriers often
disproportionately affect visible minority groups
(particularly newcomers), Aboriginal people, persons
with disabilities, and lorgparent women.

How is Edmonton Changing?

The value of government income transfers given to
families in Alberta has declined modestly over the past
decade. However, the proportion of transfers given to
families in the lowest income quintile (lowest 20%)
recently increased. This is a welcome development for
the most vulnerable households in the province, and in
Edmonton.

The number of Edmontonians receiving Alberta Works
(AW) benefits and Employment Insurance (El) was on a
steady decline until the current economic slow down.
The downturn has resulted in increased need for
income support through AW and El, to the extent that
the gains made over the past decade have been undone
in the first half of 2009. This shift calls attention to the
need for effective income support programs in order to
prevent an increase in poverty.

Section F|Government Income Supports

Income Security

Ideally, income transfers help ensure that all citizens are
able to maintain a decent quality of lifein particular,

the ability to afford a nutritious diet and safe housing
and some level of financial stability. Income security is
not only necessary for people who are able to work, but
also those who are not.

When incomes do not increase at the rate of inflation,
more low and modestincome families are at risk of
poverty. Those already living in poverty fall even
further behind.

The affordability and accessibility of services such as
childcare, education, etc., are crucial to allowing people
to acquire and maintain adequate employment and,
thereby, financial independence.

Effectiveness of Transfer Payments

The level of poverty reduction achieved by government
transfer payments has increased considerably over the
past decade in Alberta. Government benefits targeted
to families, such as the Child Tax Benefit, have
contributed to lifting a significant proportion of children
living in low income above the poverty line.

The effectiveness of government transfers has
fluctuated over the years, howeversometimes due to
budgetary considerationsk-or instance, in 2006 when
there was a large budget surplus, every Albertan
received a $400 rebate cheque. This temporarily
reduced poverty by raising the incomes of poor
families. In order to avert a sharp increase in poverty
rates during the economic downturn, the provincial and
federal governments must continue to invest in income
transfer programs. If cuts to these programs are made,
poverty in Edmonton will most likely rise.
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Government Transfer Payments

the TRENDS: 4 (© value of transfers stagnant
A @ value of transfers increased for lowest quintile

The value of government transfer payments given to families in Alberta has fluctuated over the years; however, the
value of transfers was the same in 2007 as it was in 1997.

Average Government Transfers Received by Economic Famili
] $2007 Constant, Alberta
7

,A/\/ ~ e
$5 /
$4

$3 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
1977 1982 1987 1992 1997 2002 2007
Year [Data Table 36, page 70]

Transfer Amount ($ 000's)

When families are divided into income quintiles, it is apparent that the value of transfers received by families varies by
income level.

+ Families in the lowest income quintile (earning the lowest 20% of incomes) experienced a 22.8% increase in the valt
of the transfer payments they received between 1997 and 2007.

+ The average value of transfer payments for families in the second quintile (earning the lowest@a%f incomes)
decreased 7.1%; however, this group still receives the highest amount of all the quintiles.

+ The highest income quintile (families earning the top 20% of incomes) experienced the greatest cut in the value of
transfer payments (a 33.3% decrease).

Average Government Transfer Payments Received by Econor

Families, by Income Quintile, $2007 Constant, Alberta
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Government Transfer Payments, contg

the TRENDS: ¥ (@ proportion of income from government reduced
A @ share of transfer payments to highest need group increased

On average, the proportion of family income received from government sources declined 2.3 percentage points from
1997 to 2007.

« This is likely, in part, a reflection of the increase in employment and other income during the economic boom.

Average Percentage of Family Income from Government Sourc

(Implicit Rate), Alberta
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Year [Data Table 36, page 70]

Over the past decade (192007), the proportion of total government transfer payments given to families in the
lowest income quintile increased 4.4 percentage points.

+ In 2007, families in the second income quintile received the greatest proportion (26.7%) of the total amount of
transfer payments given in Alberaee Table 37, page 71).

Share of Government Income Transfers Given to Families in tl

Lowest Income Quintile, Alberta
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Year [Data Table 37, page 71]
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Poverty Prevention

the TRENDS: A @ effectiveness of government income transfers improved

Government income transfetssuch as child tax benefits, social assistance, employment insuranae pédg.a

significant role in lifting people with market incomes below LICO above the poverty line. In Alberta, the effectiveness
of government transfer payments in lifting children under 18 years of age above the poverty line increased 13.7
percentage points between 1997 and 2007.

+ In 1997, 27.2% of children living in families with market incomes below LICO were lifted above the poverty line by
income transfers given to their families. In 2007, this proportion had increased to 40.9%.

+ There remains considerable yearly variation in the effectiveness of income transfers caused by political and
budgetary considerations.

Percentage of Children Prevented from Poverty by Governmei
Income Transfers, Alberta
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Year [Data Table 38, page 72]
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Income Support

the TRENDS: ¥ (© value of Alberta Works allowances reduced
A @ value of AISH benefits increased

The value of Alberta Income Support payments (for those expected to work) has decreased considerably since the
1980s.

«+ Since 1993, the value of basic and shelter allowances for families has decreased 35.7% fpagngfamilies, and
33.7% for tweparent families.

+ The value of allowances for single adults, on the other hand, increased 0.8% since 1993.

+ Alberta Works allowances are currently about half the value of allowances in 1980.

Alberta Works Payments (Basic & Shelter Allowances) for th

Expected to Work, $2008 Constant *, Alberta
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* Calculated using Edmonton ConsurReice Index (CPI) Year [Data Table 39, page 72]

Monthly Allowance

The value of the maximum monthly AISH (Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped) benefit decreased 1.4%
between 1998 and 2008.

« However, in 2009 the Alberta government raised AISH benefits by 9.2%, bringing the value of AISH benefits back to
the 1992 level.

Maximum Monthly AISH Benefit Payments, $2008 Constant

Alberta
$1,400

$1,200
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* Calculated using Edmonton ConsurReice Index Year [Data Table 40, page 73]
(CPI1)2009 value based on July-08 CPthange

Monthly Allowance
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Income Support, cont 6d.

the TRENDS: O number of Alberta Works recipients increased recent

A © number of AISH recipients increased

The number of Edmonton CMA households receiving Alberta Works Income Support decreased 20.5% from 1998 to
2008.

+ The average number of recipients from April to July 2009 has increased 18.8% over the 2008 average. We expect
Alberta Works usage will continue to increase as the economic downturn continues.

Average Monthly Number of Households Receiving Alberta Work

5 Income Support, Edmonton CMA

B Annual Average (Agviar) B Apr-Jul2009 Average

Households (000's)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Year [Data Table 41, page 73]

The number of individuals receiving AISH benefits in the Edmonton CMA, however, increased 76.4% over the past
decade (1998 to 2008).

+ The average number of recipients from January to July 2009 is 0.7% less than the 2008 average.

Average Monthly Recipients of Assured Income for the Severe
Handicapped (AISH), Edmonton CMA

B Annual Average B JanJul2009 Average

16
14
12
10

Individuals (000's)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Year [Data Table 41, page 73]
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Income Support, cont 6d. . .
the TRENDS: #4 © number of El recipients recently escalated rapidly

The number of Edmontonians receiving Employment Insurance (El) benefits declined fairly steadily since the late
Mphn Qa @ ¢KS lyydzZZ f FF@GSNIIAS ydzYoSNI 2F NBOALIASYyua RSO
2007 during the economic boom.

+ The recent economic downturn has led to a sharp increase in El use; the average number of recipients for 2009, as
June, was 13,7t7over two and a half times the average for 2008.

Number of Individuals Receiving Employment Insurance (E
Edmonton CMA
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Data Tables|Section F

Table 36: Government Transfer Payments to Families, by Income Quintile, & Proportion of
Family Income from Government Sources (Implicit Rate), $2007 Constant, Alberta

Average Government Transfer Payments by Income Quintile Implicit Rate
Year All Quintiles Lowest Q2 Q3 Q4 Highest (All Quintiles)
1976 $3,500 $5,600 $4,200 $2,800 $2,600 $2,600 5.8%
1977 $3,500 $4,800 $4,300 $2,700 $2,900 $2,800 5.9%
1978 $3,400 $5,100 $4,000 $3,100 $2,500 $2,400 5.5%
1979 $3,200 $4,700 $3,600 $2,700 $2,700 $2,500 5.2%
1980 $3,600 $4,900 $4,300 $2,900 $2,900 $3,200 5.5%
1981 $3,400 $5,700 $4,100 $2,800 $2,400 $2,100 5.2%
1982 $4,200 $5,900 $5,400 $3,500 $3,300 $2,800 6.3%
1983 $5,300 $6,100 $6,800 $5,000 $4,500 $3,900 8.7%
1984 $5,400 $6,100 $7,600 $5,400 $4,500 $3,400 9.3%
1985 $5,300 $6,500 $7,600 $4,700 $4,200 $3,600 8.7%
1986 $5,600 $6,200 $8,000 $5,700 $4,200 $3,800 9.3%
1987 $5,500 $5,700 $7,900 $5,600 $4,000 $4,300 9.3%
1988 $5,300 $6,200 $8,200 $5,000 $3,900 $3,400 8.9%
1989 $5,600 $6,300 $7,600 $5,200 $4,600 $4,200 9.2%
1990 $5,900 $6,300 $8,400 $5,600 $4,800 $4,400 9.7%
1991 $6,100 $6,300 $8,700 $5,700 $5,300 $4,700 10.1%
1992 $6,600 $6,200 $9,300 $7,500 $5,900 $4,200 11.6%
1993 $6,600 $6,800 $9,000 $7,100 $5,600 $4,800 11.0%
1994 $6,300 $6,400 $9,000 $6,700 $5,200 $4,100 10.9%
1995 $6,300 $6,300 $8,400 $6,700 $5,400 $4,600 11.0%
1996 $6,200 $6,200 $8,500 $6,700 $5,800 $3,600 10.4%
1997 $5,800 $5,700 $8,400 $6,500 $4,600 $3,900 9.3%
1998 $5,900 $5,700 $8,300 $6,300 $5,500 $3,800 9.2%
1999 $5,900 $5,900 $8,500 $6,400 $4,800 $3,600 9.3%
2000 $6,100 $6,700 $8,500 $6,500 $5,100 $3,700 9.2%
2001 $6,100 $6,600 $8,500 $6,700 $5,200 $3,600 8.9%
2002 $6,200 $6,500 $8,000 $6,800 $5,800 $3,800 9.1%
2003 $6,000 $5,900 $8,800 $6,200 $5,400 $3,600 8.8%
2004 $5,900 $6,100 $8,700 $7,000 $4,000 $3,600 8.3%
2005 $5,800 $6,500 $8,000 $7,000 $4,600 $2,900 7.9%
2006 $6,700 $7,100 $9,200 $6,900 $6,100 $4,100 8.4%
2007 $5,800 $7,000 $7,800 $6,200 $5,600 $2,600 7.0%

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Page|70 PART 1|Major Social & Economic Trends



Data Tables|Section F, cont 6d.

Table 37: Share of Government Transfer Payments Received, by Family
Income Quintile, Alberta

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5
Year (Lowest 20%) (20- 40%) (40- 60%) (60- 80%) (Highest 20%)
1976 31.4% 23.4% 15.9% 14.4% 14.8%
1977 27.5% 24.3% 15.6% 16.8% 15.9%
1978 29.9% 23.3% 18.3% 14.5% 14.0%
1979 29.0% 22.3% 16.8% 16.6% 15.3%
1980 26.7% 23.8% 16.0% 15.8% 17.6%
1981 33.3% 24.0% 16.7% 13.9% 12.1%
1982 28.0% 25.8% 16.8% 15.8% 13.6%
1983 23.2% 25.7% 19.1% 17.2% 14.9%
1984 22.4% 28.2% 20.1% 16.5% 12.8%
1985 24.5% 28.6% 17.6% 15.8% 13.5%
1986 22.2% 28.8% 20.3% 15.0% 13.8%
1987 20.9% 28.6% 20.3% 14.7% 15.5%
1988 23.0% 30.8% 18.7% 14.6% 12.8%
1989 22.5% 27.4% 18.6% 16.5% 15.0%
1990 21.3% 28.3% 19.0% 16.3% 15.0%
1991 20.5% 28.3% 18.4% 17.4% 15.4%
1992 18.5% 28.2% 22.7% 17.9% 12.7%
1993 20.3% 27.1% 21.3% 16.9% 14.5%
1994 20.2% 28.7% 21.3% 16.7% 13.0%
1995 20.2% 26.6% 21.2% 17.3% 14.7%
1996 20.1% 27.5% 21.9% 18.8% 11.7%
1997 19.6% 28.8% 22.3% 15.8% 13.5%
1998 19.4% 27.9% 21.2% 18.6% 13.0%
1999 20.2% 29.0% 21.9% 16.5% 12.3%
2000 22.1% 27.9% 21.3% 16.7% 12.0%
2001 21.6% 27.7% 21.9% 17.0% 11.8%
2002 21.2% 26.0% 21.9% 18.8% 12.2%
2003 19.7% 29.3% 20.8% 18.0% 12.2%
2004 20.6% 29.6% 23.8% 13.6% 12.4%
2005 22.6% 27.6% 24.1% 15.9% 9.9%
2006 21.3% 27.5% 20.7% 18.1% 12.3%
2007 24.0% 26.7% 21.2% 19.2% 8.9%

[Source: Statistics Canada]
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Data Tables|Section F, cont 6d.

Table 38: Market Poverty Rate, Poverty Rate After Income Transfers, and Pro-
portion of Children under 18 Years of Age Prevented from Poverty by
Government Income Transfers, Alberta

Poverty Rate Percentage of Market Poor
Year Market Poverty Rate (LICO Befor¢ax) Children Prevented from Poverty
1989 24.7% 18.9% 23.5%
1990 27.3% 20.5% 24.9%
1991 27.4% 20.1% 26.6%
1992 33.0% 24.8% 24.8%
1993 28.9% 21.2% 26.6%
1994 29.1% 21.2% 27.1%
1995 29.6% 22.1% 25.3%
1996 29.5% 22.8% 22.7%
1997 23.5% 17.1% 27.2%
1998 26.0% 19.0% 26.9%
1999 22.7% 15.1% 33.5%
2000 21.6% 15.6% 27.8%
2001 20.0% 14.9% 25.5%
2002 21.2% 14.5% 31.6%
2003 20.6% 15.3% 25.7%
2004 20.4% 14.5% 28.9%
2005 18.6% 12.0% 35.5%
2006 19.5% 10.5% 46.2%
2007 18.6% 11.0% 40.9%

Note: These custom tabulations are calculated by comparing the market poverty (LICO)  [Source: Statistics Canada]
rate to the beforetax poverty rate.

Table 39: Alberta Works Monthly Allowances, Expected to Work, Current and Constant
Dollars (Edmonton CPI)

Current Dollars Constant Dollars ($2008)
Year Single Adult Single Parent Two Parents Single Adult Single Parent Two Parents
1980 $374 $773 $880 $1,011 $1,982 $2,379
1981 $440 $807 $955 $1,058 $1,940 $2,296
1982 $551 $902 $1,051 $1,197 $1,959 $2,282
1983 $437 $876 $1,036 $896 $1,796 $2,125
1985 $441 $911 $1,082 $854 $1,764 $2,095
1987 $326 $932 $1,082 $586 $1,676 $1,946
1988 $341 $977 $1,139 $597 $1,709 $1,992
1993 $394 $1,010 $1,206 $578 $1,483 $1,770
2002 $397 $862 $1,059 $482 $1,046 $1,286
2006 $402 $881 $1,083 $436 $955 $1,174
2008 $583 $953 $1,173 $583 $953 $1,173
Note: These are maximum amounts for the following family types: [Source: Alberta Works, CUPE, ESPC, & Potts, Karen]

(a) single adult, (b) single parent with two children, and (c) two parents with
two children. For both families with children, one child is assumed to be
under 12 years of age, and the other child is assumed to be over 12 years of
age.
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Data Tables|Section F, cont 6d.

Table 40: Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped
(AISH) Monthly Maximum Allowances,
Current and Constant Dollars (Edmonton CPI)

Year Current Dollars Constant Dollars ($2008)
1978 $500 $1,623
1992 $796 $1,178
1993 $810 $1,189
1997 $814 $1,108
1998 $818 $1,103
1999 $826 $1,089
2003 $850 $1,085
2005 $950 $1,062
2006 $1,000 $1,084
2007 $1,050 $1,086
2008 $1,088 $1,088
2009 $1,188 *$1,170
* $2008 Constant Dollar value for 2009 [Sources: Alberta Committee of Citizens
calculated using change in Edmonton with DisabilitiesAlberta Disabilities Forum,
inflation rate, July 2008 July 2009 Alberta Seniors and Community Supports,
CUPE, Kneebone, Ronald D. & Statistics
Canada

Table 41: Alberta Works, Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped
(AISH) and Employment Insurance Recipients, Edmonton CMA

Alberta Works * AISH  Employment Insurance (EI)
Year Recipients Cases Recipients Recipients
1994 48,020 24,500 5,719 N/A
1995 43,726 22,309 5,830 N/A
1996 37,607 19,187 6,713 N/A
1997 32,501 16,582 7,503 10,367
1998 29,782 15,195 8,012 10,838
1999 28,377 14,478 8,746 11,607
2000 25,688 13,106 9,472 8,784
2001 23,904 12,196 9,935 7,703
2002 24,349 12,423 10,638 9,614
2003 25,063 12,787 11,109 10,653
2004 24,429 12,464 11,247 9,287
2005 23,065 11,768 11,707 7,047
2006 22,166 11,309 13,024 6,346
2007 22,450 11,454 13,750 5,014
2008 23,689 12,086 14,130 5,118
2009 ** 28,138 ** 14,356 *** 14,027 wxkx 13,777
* Alberta Works Caseloads are measured by fiscal [Sources: Alberta Seniors and Community Supports,
year. (1994 = April 1994March 1995) Alberta Works &tatistics Canada

** April-July 2009 average
*** January to July average
¥k January to June average
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Part 2‘ Edmonton Neighbourhoods

Part 1 ofTracking the Trendsresents data and trend Edmontong A City of Neighbourhoods
analysis for the city (or region) of Edmonton as a whole.
While this overarching data is important, and gives us
an understanding of socieconomic trends in the city, it

Edmonton has about 230 neighbourhoods that are
primarily residential in character. These
neighbourhoods vary widely in populatiorfrom less

fails to capture the diversity within the city. than 1,000 (e.g. Virginia Park) to over 17,000 residents
lye2yS FEYATAFIN gAGK 9RY?2y@g dliver).] Mogt aeighboukhbails fall it a OA G & Qa
neighbourhoods are very diverse in terms of their population range of 2,000 to 7,000 residents.

demographic and socioeconomic makeup. For this
reason, we are including a detailed look at a selection of
key social indicators at the neighbourhood level in the
form of maps. Presenting data in map form gives a
clearer picture of the social and economic diversity of
Edmonton than any graph could offer.

The City can also be divided into mature and new
neighbourhoods.Tracking the Trenddefines mature
neighbourhoods as those that were substantially
developed prior to 1986, and new neighbourhoods as
those that developed after 1986. Using this definition,
about onequarter of Edmonton neighbourhoods can be
Producing the Maps considered new neighbourhoods.

In order to produce these colowwoded maps, we have

ANRdzLISR 9RY2y(i2yQa ySAIAKO2dzZNK22Ra Ayid2 a2YSgKI
broad categories. The actual data used to generate

these categories is provided in table fofpage 92]for

readers who wish to see neighbourhosgecific data.

The majority of the maps present geographic trends at a

single point in time; this allows a better understanding

of the current differences between neighbourhoods.

hyte (GKS YILI RSAONAROAY3I W KFy3aS Ay ! @GSN 3IS | 2dzaSK2f R
L y O 2[pagB@2]Jmeasures trends over time.

the TRENDMarkers

the TREND Direction the TREND Value

A Numbers/value increasing @ positive trend / situation improving

¥ Numbers/value decreasing ® negative trend / situation worsening

€ No historical trend / situation stable (® neutral / positive and negative aspects

NOTEThe sheer number of Edmonton neighbourhoods, and the page size of this publication, made it impossible to produce maps
GKFd AyOfdzRS tS3IA0ES ySAIKo2dzNK22R yIF YSao LT &2 dzQN&CityK | @Ay
2F 9RY2yG2yQa AYGSNYOGAGS YILA FSIGdz2NB i 666dYl LIAPSRY2Y (2
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Section A‘ Neighbourhood Data & Maps

the TRENDS: (® Edmonton neighbourhoods are diverse

® Edmonton neighbourhoods are changing

Why are Neighbourhood Trends Important?

Looking at trends at the neighbourhood level is
important. Neighbourhoods are places where we
interact most closely with other people; where we raise
and often school our children; where we engage in
leisure and volunteer activities; and where we
sometimes work.

Neighbourhood perceptions are very powerful. Our
opinions of the neighbourhoods we live in and how they
are changing, may influence our decisions about
whether we stay or move. Beliefs about
neighbourhoods also influence residential and business
development, and perhaps even how people outside
the neighbourhood think of its residents. Negative
perceptions attached to certain neighbourhoods (i.e.
that they are crimeridden or rurdown) can be very

hard to overcome and impede revitalization efforts.
This, in turn, impacts the quality of life in
neighbourhoods and the opportunities available to its
residents.

How Do Edmonton Neighbourhoods Look?

Edmonton Neighbourhoods Are Diverse

The greatest disparities in soedg@onomic status do not
exist between provinces or cities in Canada, but rather
between neighbourhoods within a city. Edmonton is
OSNIFAyfe y?2
lowest income neighbourhoods are located mere

For this reason, it is important that perceptions of
Edmonton neighbourhoods be checked against reality.
2006 federal census data at the neighbourhood level
provides an opportunity to track where Edmonton
neighbourhoods stand; both in relation to each other,
and how they are changing over time.

Any Neighbourhood Can be Great

Just because a neighbourhood has a high proportion of
NEBYGSNBREZ 2NJoSt2g¢ | @SNF3AS
YSFEy AG OFryQil oS I 3ANBI G
Housing may be more affordable in lower income
neighbourhoods. Public transit service may be better.
The urban forest may be more mature. Recreational
facilities and shopping areas may be easier to get to.

Any neighbourhood can be great. Some just need a bit
more help than others. Tracking neighbourhood trends
can help decision makers to direct more resources to
more vulnerable neighbourhoods to assist them in their
revitalization efforts.

Edmonton Neighbourhoods Are Changing

Neighbourhoods are constantly changing. A
neighbourhood that was made up mostly of young
families a generation ago may today have mostly older

SEOSLIiA2y d { 2adulis. 2 MeigbbBuvhaoy that ysendo cénkist midStly df

small, older homes may today consist mostly of larger,

kilometers apart. Yet the distance between them is vast newer homes and condominiums as a result of

in terms of income, wealth, housing quality, and
educational and economic opportunity.

For instance, in some neighbourhoods almost everyone
owns their home, whereas in others almost everyone
rents. Some neighbourhoods are made up mostly of
families, others mainly of singles. Families with higher
incomes tend to live in newer neighbourhoods farther
from Downtown.

Section A|Neighbourhood Data & Maps

extensive redevelopment.
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Low Income Households

the TRENDS: 4 (© one third of Edmonton neighbourhoods have an above

average household poverty rate

There are many different types of households in Edmonton, ranging from singles living alone, to nuclear families, to
extended families made up of several generations living in the same dwelling. People in households not only share th
space in which they live, they are also economically interdependent. Because of this interdependence, the economic
status of households is an important indicator of neighbourhood-iveithg.

¢

On average, 13.4% of Edmontonians lived in low income households in 2006. However, these low income
households are distributed very unevenly among Edmonton neighbourhoods.

35 Edmonton neighbourhoods have household poverty rates well above that of the City as a whole (low income
rate greater than 20.1%). Just over one in five households in these lower income neighbourhoods lived in poverty.
The largest concentration of these neighbourhoods is in north central Edmonton. There are also smaller
concentrations of neighbourhoods with above average household poverty rates in northeast Edmonton, the old
town of Jasper Place, and the older neighbourhoods in Millwoods. The rest are scattered throughout the City.

The four neighbourhoods with the highest household poverty rates are Central McDougall, McCauley, Boyle Streef
and Abbotsfield. These neighbourhoods have over one in three households living in low income.

Conversely, 66 neighbourhoods had household poverty rates well below the City average (low income rate less
than 6.7%). These neighbourhoods tend to be located in southwest Edmonton on both sides of the North
Saskatchewan River, and in the newer, more suburban neighbourhoods in all corners of the city. Several
Edmonton neighbourhoodsincluding Quesnell Heights, Terwillegar South, and Wedgewood Heighatsno low
income households.

Table 42: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Household Low Income Rate

Percentage Difference Low Income Rate Number of
Category from City Average Range  Neighbourhoods
Well below City Average > 50% lower Below 6.7% 66
Below City Average 0 to 50% lower 6.7% to 13.3% 97
Above City Average 0 to 50% higher 13.4% to 20.1% 46
Well above City Average > 50% higher Over 20.1% 35

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Note: This map measures the poverty rate by neighbourhood of all households (singles as well as families) using the Low Income
Cutoff After¢ F E 6[ L/ h ! ¢0® ¢CKS GSN¥Ya WLRGOGSNIEQ yR Wiz2g Ay02YSQ
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Proportion of Households Living in Low Income,
Edmonton City Neighbourhoods, 2006
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[Category Details: Data Table 42, page 76]
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[Data Table 49, pages 97]
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Low Income Families

the TRENDS: 4 (© fourin eleven Edmonton neighbourhoods have an
above average family poverty rate

On average, fewer families live in poverty (low income) compared to households. This is a trend that holds true for the
City as a whole as well as individual neighbourhoods. The reason for this is that both families with and without
children tend to experience less poverty than people who live alone. Single adults have higher rates of low income in
part because they are excluded from some income support programs, such as the Canada Child Tax Benefit and the
Alberta Family Employment Tax Credit, which raise the -#dteincomes of families with children. Childless couples

tend to experience less poverty because they are often older and/or they have two incomes to support the household.

+ Slightly less than one in ten (9.4%) of Edmonton families experienced poverty in 2006.

+ Thirty-eight Edmonton neighbourhoods had family poverty rates well above the City average (low income rate
greater than 14.1%). With a few notable exceptions, neighbourhoods with relatively high family poverty rates are
mostly located in north central Edmonton, northeast Edmonton, Jasper Place, and Millwoods.

+ For most neighbourhoods, there is a strong correlation between those with high family poverty rates and high
household poverty rates. However, family poverty is somewhat more geographically dispersed than household
poverty. Of the four neighbourhoods with more than one in four families living in poverty, only one is in central
Edmonton (Central McDougall); two are in north east Edmonton (Abbotsfield, Sifton Park); and, one in Southeast
Edmonton (Richfield).

+ Neighbourhoods such as Oliver and Strathcona, which have household poverty rates significantly higher than the
City average, have family poverty rates only slightly above average. The neighbourhood of Alexandra had a
significantly above average low income household rate, but a below average rate for families. A likely explanation
is that these central neighbourhoods have a high student population due to their proximity to the University and
other postsecondary institutions. Students tend to have lower incomes, and often move out of these
neighbourhoods after they graduate.

¢+ Conversely, 74 Edmonton neighbourhoods had family low income rates well below the City average (low income
rate less than 4.7%). These neighbourhoods tend to be located at the edge of the City, adjacent to the river valley
or ravines, and on the south side of the North Saskatchewan River.

Table 43: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Family Low Income Rate

Category Percentage Difference Low Income Rate Number of
Well below City Average > 50% lower Below 4.7% 74
Below City Average 0 to 50% lower 4.7% to 9.3% 83
Above City Average 0 to 50% higher 9.4% to 14.1% 51
Well above City Average > 50% higher Over 14.1% 38

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Note: This map measures the poverty rate by neighbourhood for families using LICO AT. Families ingladentven loneparent
families with children, and childless couples.
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Proportion of Families Living in Low Income,
Edmonton City Neighbourhoods, 2006
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[Category Details: Data Table 43, page 78]

|

[Data Table 49, pages %7]
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Average Household Income

the TRENDS: € @ two in nine Edmonton neighbourhoods have an
average household income under $58,000

Tracking average household income allows a meaningful comparison to be made of the relative econebamg el
Edmonton neighbourhoods.

+ The average household income in the City of Edmonton was $72,950 in 2006.

¢ There are 55 neighbourhoods in Edmonton with average household incomes more than 20% below the City
average (less than $58,360). Four out of five of these lower income neighbourhoods are located north of the river,
with the highest concentration in the north central part of the City.

+ Nine neighbourhoods have average household incomes more than 40% below the City average. Of the
neighbourhoods with the absolute lowest household incomes, seven are located in north central Edmonton
(Central McDougall, McCauley, Boyle Street, Westwood, Eastwood, Queen Mary Park and Cromdale), one is in
Millwoods (Millwoods Town Centre), and one is in the West End (Canora).

+ Conversely, 69 neighbourhoods have average household incomes over 20% above the city average (greater than
$87,540). Generally, these neighbourhoods are located adjacent to the river valley or ravines, or close to the edge
of the built up urban area. Sixteen neighbourhoods had households incomes more than double the city average.
The highest income neighbourhoods are mostly located in the southwest quadrant of the city.

+ Most of the newer neighbourhoods developed in the past 20 years have above average household incomes,
particularly those located in or close to the river valley, in southwest Edmonton or in the West End.

Table 44: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Average Household Income

Percentage Difference Average Household Number of
Category from City Average Income Range Neighbourhoods
Well above City Average > 20% higher Greater than $87,540 69
Above City Average 0 to 20% higher $72,950 to $87,54( 47
Below City Average 0 to 20% lower $58,360 to $72,949 66
Well below City Average > 20% lower Less than $58,36!( 55

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Note: This map measures the extent to which neighbourhoods are above or below the City average in average household income.
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Average Household Income, Edmonton City Neighbourhoods, 2006
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[Category Details: Data Table 44, page 80]
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[Data Table 49, pages %7]
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Change in Average Household Income

the TRENDS: ¥ © FT2dzNJ Ay FAGS 2F 9RY2yild2yQa YI i
experienced slower than average growth in average
household income

¢CKA& YIFLI YSIadzaNBa GKS OKFy3aS Ay | @SNI IS K2dz&aSK2f R Ay
2006.

+ On average, using current dollars not adjusted for inflation, average household incomes in Edmonton increased by
105.4% in the twenty years between 1986 and 2006.

+ Only 18 mature neighbourhoods saw an increase in household income well above thaedgitgverage (increases
above 125.4%) between 1986 and 2006. By contrast, over five times as many mature neighbourhoods (88) saw
income increases well below Cityjide average (increases below 85.4%) during the same time period.

+ With only one exception (Weinlos in the Millwoods district), all the mature neighbourhoods that saw significantly
higher increases in average household incomes relative to the City average were located either in or adjacent to
the river valley or ravine system. The river valley communities of Rossdale, Cloverdale and Riverdale saw among
the highest proportional increases in household incomes.

o hGKSNI GKIy GKS NAOGSNI gFfftSe O2YYdzyAGASas GKSNB Aa f
neighbourhoods. Almost all neighbourhoods with low household incomes in 1986 continued to have low
household incomes in 2006. Most lower income neighbourhoods actually lost ground in the past twenty years
when it comes to the rate of change in average household income compared to the City average.

¢ ¢CKSNBE Aa taz2 I+ Ot SIFENJIGNBYR F2NJ KAIKSNI AyO02YS K2dzi e
since 1986). On average in 2006, households in new neighbourhoods had average incomes 36% higher than
households in mature neighbourhoods. The withdrawal of federal and provincial government dollars to build
affordable housing in the 1990s may have contributed to this trend of mainly higher end market housing being
built in new neighbourhoods. Higher end housing is affordable only to those with higher incomes.

Table 45: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Change in Average Household

Income
Percentage Difference  Change in Household Number of
Category from City Average Income Range Neighbourhoods
Well below City Average > 20% lower below 85.4% 88
Below City Average 0 to 20% lower 85.4% to 105.3¥% 52
Above City Average 0 to 20% higher 105.4% to 125.4% 21
Well above City Average > 20% higher over 125.4% 18

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Background This map measures changes in average household income over a twenty year period between 1986 to
2006.
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Change in Average Household Income,
Mature Neighbourhoods, Edmonton City, 198906
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Average Household Income, by Declile

the TRENDS: A (© income gap between neighbourhoods widening

Income inequality not only exists at an individual level, but also at the neighbourhood level. This becomes clear when
neighbourhoods are compared by average household income.

+ The top 10% of neighbourhoods earned an average household income of $169,000 in 2006.

+ In contrast, the bottom 10% of neighbourhoods earned an average household income of $43,968; that is $125,802
less than the top earning neighbourhoods.

+ In terms of the growth in the value of household incomes over time, the income of the bottom 10% of
neighbourhoods increased just $4,2{8 2006 constant dollargjom 1986 to 2006. The income value of the top
10% of neighbourhoods, on the other hand, increased $36,529.

[Refer to Section D for other income data]

Table 46: Average Household Income of Edmonton Neighbourhoods, by Income Decile
($2006 Constant)

Decile 1986 1991 1996 2001 2006 Change (198&006)
10 $39,695 $40,057 $36,238 $40,737 $43,968 $4,273
9 $47,688 $48,276 $45,708 $50,223 $53,823 $6,136
8 $52,878 $54,010 $50,830 $55,594 $59,220 $6,342
7 $57,493 $58,443 $54,621 $59,583 $64,408 $6,915
6 $60,683 $62,003 $58,162 $63,310 $69,193 $8,510
5 $64,039 $65,643 $61,717 $67,687 $75,032 $10,993
4 $68,398 $70,018 $66,393 $73,539 $81,443 $13,045
3 $74,922 $76,881 $75,864 $84,433 $94,200 $19,278
2 $88,774 $96,377 $92,689 $101,386 $111,857 $23,083
1 $133,241 $137,360 $146,138 $147,690 $169,770 $36,529
Gap (1- 10) $93,546 $97,303 $109,900 $106,953 $125,802

[Sources: City of Edmonton & Statistics Canada]
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Housing Tenure

the TRENDS: ¢ ( aboutone in seven Edmonton neighbourhoods have
a high proportion of renter households

Neighbourhoods with higher levels of home rentals tend to have a less stable population as renters typically move
more frequently than home owners. Moreover, renters tend to have lower incomes than homeowners, adding to
neighbourhood instability. There are dramatic differences between neighbourhoods in terms of housing tenure.

+ Inthe City as a whole in 2006, 37.1% of households rented the accommodation in which they resided, while 62.9%
owned their homes.

¢ There are 33 neighbourhoods where the proportion of households renting is more than well above the City
average (over 55.65% renters). Of those neighbourhoods, nine have more than double the City average proportio
of renter households (Empire Park, Central McDougall, Boyle Street, Greisbach, Westwood, Queen Alexandra,
Inglewood, Garneau, Queen Mary Park).

+ Ninety-four city neighbourhoods have a proportion of renters well below the City average (less than 18.55%
renters), including ten neighbourhoods with no rental accommodation whatsoever. Many of these are new
neighbourhoods developed in the last twenty years. This is part of atéwngtrend in Edmonton (and elsewhere)
away from renting and toward home ownership.

¢ The three mobile home park neighbourhoods on the periphery of Edmonton (Evergreen, Westview and Maple
Ridge) bear special mention. According to the definition used by Statistics Canada, these neighbourhoods all hav
high levels of home ownership varying from 90% to 95%. However, other than owning the mobile home unit itself,
some other features of trailer parks more closely reflect the tenure of renters rather than owners. This includes
FoaSyidSS 26ySNAKALI 2F GKS OGNFXAEfSNILIN] AdasStTzr | yR
units sit.

Table 47: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Housing Tenure (Proportion of
Dwellings Rented)

Percentage Difference Proportion of Renters Number of
Category from City Average Range Neighbourhoods
Well below City Average > 50% lower below 18.55% 94
Below City Average 0 to 50% lower 18.55% to 37.1% 71
Above City Average 0 to 50% higher 37.2% to 55.65% 43
Well above City Average > 50% higher over 55.65% 33

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Note: This map measures to what extent neighbourhoods are above or below the City average when it comes to the proportion of
households that rent their homes.
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Proportion of Dwellings Rented, Edmonton City Neighbourhoods, 2006
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[Category Details: Data Table 47, page

S [Data Table 49, pages 927]
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Unemployment

the TRENDS: ¢ ( aboutone in nine Edmonton neighbourhoods had
unemployment rates over 7.35%

This map shows the unemployment rates of Edmonton neighbourhoods in 2006 (based on the 2006 Census). The 20(
| Syadza 61 a O2yRdzOGSR Fd GKS KSAIKG 2F !'foSNIIFQa SO2y
unemployment. Even neighbourhoods with low household incomes significantly below the City average had
historically low levels of unemployment.

+ The City of Edmonton had an unemployment rate of 4.9% in 2006.

+ In 2006, only three neighbourhoods in the entire City had unemployment rates in ddigile with McCauley
being the highest at 13%, followed by Virginia Park and Clareview Campus. 28 neighbourhoods in total had
unemployment rates more than 50% above the City average.

+ An anomaly of the recent economic boom is that several neighbourhoods with relatively high unemployment rates
also had average household incomes significantly above the City average (e.g. Westbrook Estates, Winderemere
Estates). Conversely, several low income neighbourhoods had below average unemployment rates (e.g. Prince
Rupert, Montrose).

¢ 2A0GK 9RY2ylG2yQa dzySYLX 28YSyid NI OGS fyzal R2dzmfAy3a
likely quite different. The pattern where the unemployment rate is consistently higher in lower income
neighbourhoods could well be 4establishing itself. The reason for this is that many residents of low income
neighbourhoods are likely to work in low pay jobs with minimal benefits or job security. The recent dramatic
increase in employment insurance claifase page 69k evidence that the trend of low income and higher
unemployment may be restablishing itself.

Table 48: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Unemployment Rate

Category Percentage Difference  Proportion of Renters Number of
Well below City Average > 50% lower below 2.45% 30
Below City Average 0to 50% lower 2.45% to 4.8% 106
Above City Average 0 to 50% higher 4.9% to 7.35% 79
Well above City Average > 50% higher above 7.35% 28

[Source: Statistics Canada]

Note: This map measures the unemployment rate in Edmonton neighbourhoods as gathered by the 2006 Census using a
YSGK2R2t 238 AAYAEFN) G2 GKFG dzaSR Ay {GFrGAraadAada /FylRFEQa Y2
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Unemployment Rate, Edmonton City Neighbourhoods, 2006
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SeCt|On B‘ Neighbourhood Vulnerability Index

the TRENDS: & ( aboutone inten Edmonton neighbourhoods are rated as most
vulnerable

About the Neighbourhood Vulnerability Index

This vulnerability ranking is intended to stimulate With over 230 neighbourhoods ranked, the use of
discussion, not be the final word. And there were some colourcoded maps; while broadly accurate can
intangibles such as the timing of the 2006 Census at the occasionally be misleading in the case of a specific

height of the recent economic boom. This timing neighbourhood. For instance, if a neighbourhood was
altered the normal pattern of lower income slightly below average on all five indicators its
neighbourhoods having higher unemployment rates, vulnerability might be overestimated. This is one of the

and higher income neighbourhoods to have lower rates, reasons we have provided all of the underlying data

Ay a2YS OFrasSaod C2N Ayaill yQpcn whch Bis rarkingliso&sed] ak \irell &sdhe $pacliK S
income neighbourhoods, Westbrook Estates, also had  numerical ranking[Refer to Table 50, pages-97]

one of its highest unemployment rates in 2006, thereby

negatively impacting its ranking.

How Do Edmonton Neighbourhoods Look?

When all of the measures of neighbourhood Fourteen of the 23 most vulnerable neighbourhoods are
vulnerability are combined, a picture emerges of a City  located in north central Edmonton, and in the mature
divided by socieeconomic status and equality of areas of northeast Edmonton. There is also a cluster of
opportunity. WY230G @dz ySNI 6t SQ ySAIKO 2 dzh

Place area, in the Callingwood area, and in the older

With few exceptions, neighbourhoods that rank low in 7 i )
neighbourhoods in Millwoods.

terms of one of the measures of vulnerability tend to
rank low in terms of all of them. Residents in the most  Twenty-one of the 23 most vulnerable neighbourhoods

vulnerable neighbourhoods experience significantly are on the north side of the river. Of the two

above average rates of poverty and unemployment. neighbourhoods on the south side, Garneau may be an
The most vulnerable neighbourhoods also tend to have anomaly. With its high student population and high
household incomes and rates of home ownership proportion of renters, the low incomes of many its
significantly below average. residents may be a shatérm phenomenon, compared

to the north central neighbourhoods where
vulnerability is more deeply entrenched.

Table 49: Neighbourhood Map Categories for Vulnerability Index

Number of
Category Index Rank Range Neighbourhoods
Least Vulnerable 0tol 34
Less Vulnerable 2to5 72
Average 6t09 77
Vulnerable 10to 13 32
Most Vulnerable 14 to 15 23

[Source: Statistics Canada]

NOTEThe Neighbourhood Vulnerability Index has deliberately given a double weighting to low income (poverty)atidhe
household and family low income rates are included in the index. This double weighting was given because of the imfportance o
poverty as a determinant of overall wellbeing. Refer to the note on page 92 for more detail regarding the calculatiamdekthe
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Data Tables|Part 2

Table 50: Data Presented in Section 2 Maps, Edmonton Neighbourhoods

Low Income Low Income Average % Increase Housing Unemp-
Households Families Household Avg. Income Tenure loyment  Vulnerability

Neighbourhood (%) (%) Income (1986 2006) (% Renters) Rate Index
CITY OF EDMONTON 13.4% 9.4% $72,950 105.4% 37.1% 4.9% 0
ABBOTTSFIELD 34.1% 35.1% $44,924 132.7% 68.9% 9.0% 15
ALBERTA AVENUE 23.1% 16.4% $48,536 87.1% 41.0% 8.2% 14
ALDERGROVE 9.7% 9.2% $81,313 96.3% 34.1% 6.8% 6
ALLENDALE 14.7% 4.0% $59,785 100.3% 46.4% 7.8% 9
ARGYLL 7.6% 4.5% $65,914 57.0% 16.4% 8.9% 6
ASPEN GARDENS 8.0% 5.3% $98,791 56.8% 5.6% 2.6% 3
ATHLONE 14.3% 12.2% $66,852 116.4% 24.0% 5.4% 9
AVONMORE 8.1% 4.2% $67,821 56.4% 13.1% 3.1% 4
BALWIN 26.7% 21.9% $53,872 74.2% 43.7% 7.5% 14
BANNERMAN 15.4% 13.6% $67,530 84.2% 25.1% 4.1% 8
BARANOW 14.1% 12.9% $48,019 75.6% 35.2% 8.1% 11
BATURYN 8.0% 5.1% $96,240 123.9% 13.5% 5.4% 4
BEACON HEIGHTS 16.3% 11.4% $58,040 99.3% 27.6% 5.6% 10
BEARSPAW 5.9% 3.7%  $101,570 0.3% 4.1% 4.6% 1
BEAUMARIS 10.0% 7.8% $70,250 69.1% 24.9% 3.2% 6
BELGRAVIA 7.7% 4.8%  $132,177 138.6% 24.2% 2.4% 3
BELLE RIVE 6.5% 5.8% $99,748 N/A 3.5% 2.4% 1
BELLEVUE 13.2% 9.8% $69,082 87.6% 26.7% 4.2% 7
BELMEAD 11.5% 10.3% $75,868 90.2% 27.1% 3.0% 6
BELMONT 13.4% 11.6% $71,794 116.6% 29.8% 4.9% 9
BELVEDERE 23.0% 19.8% $44,183 60.7% 50.9% 7.5% 14
BERGMAN 11.8% 8.1% $72,340 95.5% 13.2% 4.8% 5
BEVERLY HEIGHTS 11.1% 7.3% $60,961 78.1% 34.5% 6.1% 7
BISSET 8.5% 6.7% $72,317 115.7% 33.6% 5.3% 7
BLACKBURNE 4.7% 4.1%  $105,355 N/A 6.1% 4.2% 1
BLACKMUD CREEK 5.1% 3.9% $111,452 N/A 2.6% 6.6% 2
BLUE QUILL 12.7% 8.5% $65,584 68.4% 63.3% 4.9% 9
BLUE QUILL ESTATES 9.2% 7.8% $93,500 59.0% 40.9% 4.2% 5
BONNIE DOON 14.8% 8.2% $72,251 125.4% 52.0% 5.8% 9
BOYLE STREET 36.0% 24.5% $34,462 69.3% 89.0% 6.7% 14
BRANDER GARDEN 15.6% 12.6% $82,572 59.1% 39.1% 7.8% 10
BRECKENRIDGE

GREENS 9.3% 7.3%  $105,317 N/A 1.5% 2.5% 3
BRINTNELL 6.7% 5.4% $82,295 N/A 3.0% 5.2% 5
BRITANNIA

YOUNGSTOWN 21.6% 16.6% $47,225 86.8% 59.4% 8.1% 15
BROOKSIDE 8.1% 5.0%  $144,102 104.3% 19.0% 4.9% 5
BULYEA HEIGHTS 7.9% 7.4% $257,264 N/A 0.9% 2.9% 3
CAERNARVON 17.6% 13.2% $68,558 78.1% 22.2% 5.7% 9
CALDER 18.0% 14.2% $54,047 91.0% 52.6% 6.6% 12
CALLINGWOOD

NORTH 12.4% 8.2% $50,926 57.2% 59.1% 5.8% 10
* N/A: Not Available / Insufficient data [Source: Statistics Canada]

Note: The index is based on Household Low Income Rate [page 76], Family Low Income Rate [page 78], Average Household Inco
[page 80], Housing Tenure [page 86], and Unemployment Rate [page 76]. For each indicator, neighbourhoods were assigned poir
from O (low vulnerability) to 3 (high vulnerability); the points for the five indicators were then summed to derive amineexf O

to 15. The least vulnerable neighborhoods have score of 0 to 1. The most vulnerable neighbourhoods have a score of 14 to 15.
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Data Tables|Part 2, cont &d.

Table 5002 Y 1| QRO D @

Low Income Low Income Average % Increase Housing Unemp
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CALLINGWOOD
SOUTH 24.0% 23.1% $47,064 57.6% 72.3% 5.4% 14
CAMERON HEIGHTS 0.0% 0.0% $0 N/A 12.5% 0.0% N/A
CANON RIDGE 12.3% 9.4% $64,654 117.4% 21.4% 5.1% 8
CANORA 23.9% 15.6% $43,131 84.0% 68.0% 4.9% 14
CANOSSA 5.6% 3.4% $94,767 N/A 2.2% 5.4% 2
CAPILANO 4.1% 1.8% $88,957 78.1% 4.2% 4.0% 1
CARLISLE 19.8% 17.3% $66,360 77.9% 31.3% 6.5% 10
CARLTON 3.1% 2.0% $87,404 N/A 5.0% 3.2% 2
CARTER CREST 5.1% 49%  $116,819 N/A 1.9% 1.9% 1
CASSELMAN 11.6% 10.8% $59,883 87.8% 32.7% 4.2% 7
CENTRAL
MCDOUGALL 38.1% 30.9% $32,773 78.9% 89.0% 7.6% 15
CHAMBERY 1.4% 0.0%  $108,835 N/A 0.0% 6.6% 2
CLAREVIEW CAMPUS 15.0% 3.9% $55,409 N/A 59.2% 12.6% 11
CLOVERDALE 8.0% 0.0%  $130,537 313.1% 16.0% 3.8% 2
CRAWFORD PLAINS 5.5% 5.3% $86,127 111.1% 20.0% 4.7% 4
CRESTWOOD 3.0% 14%  $157,303 149.0% 14.4% 2.3% 0
CROMDALE 28.1% 23.0% $41,470 72.2% 68.0% 7.4% 15
CUMBERLAND 4.6% 3.8% $92,480 N/A 8.1% 3.8% 1
DALY GROVE 10.0% 11.4% $74,501 99.5% 23.9% 4.8% 6
DECHENE 7.5% 7.1% $112,391 84.2% 1.7% 2.6% 3
DELTON 14.1% 9.0% $58,606 89.7% 25.6% 4.6% 7
DELWOOD 7.8% 3.7% $69,085 68.3% 10.7% 3.9% 4
DONSDALE 2.7% 3.2%  $198,677 N/A 2.9% 3.4% 1
DOVERCOURT 8.5% 7.1% $67,861 88.6% 20.8% 1.6% 5
DOWNTOWN 25.4% 14.4% $47,168 90.5% 70.9% 5.1% 14
DUGGAN 12.0% 10.5% $76,891 82.9% 36.0% 5.3% 7
DUNLUCE 14.6% 12.5% $69,515 86.5% 34.0% 4.9% 9
EASTWOOD 26.5% 20.6% $40,242 73.5% 63.3% 8.5% 15
EAUX CLAIRES 5.4% 4.1% $74,935 N/A 6.4% 3.7% 2
EKOTA 14.1% 11.5% $74,648 99.0% 28.6% 3.4% 7
ELLERSLIE 8.0% 5.2% $75,531 N/A 5.2% 2.4% 3
ELLERSLIE AREA 0.0% 15.4% $175,177 N/A 0.0% 0.0% 3
ELMWOOD 9.0% 6.2% $70,847 102.7% 28.3% 5.2% 7
ELMWOOD PARK 17.5% 9.7% $44,919 57.8% 40.4% 3.9% 10
ELSINORE 2.0% 0.0%  $103,417 N/A 0.0% 1.3% 0
EMPIRE PARK 22.0% 13.6% $48,877 86.7% 92.6% 7.2% 13
ERMINESKIN 17.7% 12.3% $52,424 49.7% 70.0% 5.6% 12
EVANSDALE 23.0% 20.3% $66,720 100.3% 43.0% 6.9% 12
EVERGREEN 13.2% 12.0% $49,927 N/A 10.8% 4.2% 7
FALCONER HEIGHT: 4.8% 1.7%  $101,483 N/A 23.3% 3.7% 2
FOREST HEIGHTS 9.7% 6.1% $73,081 110.7% 38.5% 5.2% 7
FRASER 13.5% 10.6% $73,575 86.8% 29.6% 4.7% 7
FULTON PLACE 7.2% 6.2% $76,400 79.5% 13.8% 5.8% 5
GARIEPY 3.8% 4.1%  $122,694 97.0% 2.7% 3.7% 1
GARNEAU 33.1% 15.9% $49,083 69.5% 76.6% 7.2% 14
GLASTONBURY 4.6% 3.4%  $102,186 N/A 3.6% 3.1% 1
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GLENGARRY 10.9% 4.1% $58,552 61.5% 28.5% 6.0% 6
GLENORA 6.1% 3.4%  $142,560 153.3% 17.3% 4.3% 1
GLENWOOD 22.1% 15.5% $50,762 89.4% 53.4% 6.7% 13
GOLD BAR 7.0% 5.9% $73,890 70.7% 26.0% 4.3% 5
GRANDVIEW
HEIGHTS 5.5% 3.3%  $179,396 112.7% 5.7% 5.6% 2
GREENFIELD 4.6% 2.6% $95,642 61.1% 7.8% 4.0% 1
GREENVIEW 6.2% 6.1% $97,120 105.3% 14.2% 4.1% 2
GRIESBACH 19.1% 14.1% $61,790 N/A 84.5% 9.5% 13
GROVENOR 10.4% 7.8% $77,806 110.0% 25.6% 4.5% 5
HADDOW 3.4% 2.7%  $132,099 N/A 1.9% 3.3% 1
HAIRSINE 14.4% 12.1% $59,096 65.1% 33.2% 4.5% 8
HAZELDEAN 8.2% 4.1% $67,346 128.0% 40.5% 4.2% 6
HENDERSON
ESTATES 1.9% 25%  $190,524 124.0% 0.0% 5.3% 2
HERITAGE VALLEY
AREA 0.0% 0.0% $0 N/A 25.0% 0.0% N/A
HIGH PARK 9.9% 7.3% $65,342 83.7% 19.3% 4.9% 7
HIGHLANDS 10.7% 6.3% $78,150 68.7% 26.2% 4.0% 5
HILLVIEW 15.3% 13.9% $69,153 81.9% 33.3% 4.5% 8
HODGSON 4.9% 2.2%  $115,240 N/A 2.6% 1.1% 0
HOLLICKENYON 3.4% 2.9% $91,105 N/A 1.0% 4.7% 1
HOLYROOD 5.9% 3.8% $70,200 85.0% 36.8% 5.3% 5
HOMESTEADER 21.5% 20.8% $57,351 76.3% 46.3% 7.4% 14
HUDSON 8.1% 5.7% $82,181 N/A 3.8% 3.2% 4
IDYLWYLDE 10.0% 7.1% $56,555 88.1% 43.1% 4.4% 8
INGLEWOOD 23.8% 17.1% $44,401 87.2% 77.9% 6.1% 14
JACKSON HEIGHTS 4.8% 3.2%  $103,606 N/A 3.2% 3.7% 1
JAMIESON PLACE 6.7% 57%  $101,680 121.0% 4.6% 4.3% 3
JASPER PARK 6.8% 2.0% $58,197 112.5% 47.0% 4.7% 7
KAMEYOSEK 18.1% 19.1% $69,186 105.1% 38.0% 6.1% 11
KEHEEWIN 8.4% 6.4% $74,175 78.9% 17.0% 3.8% 4
KENILWORTH 4.5% 2.5% $73,238 61.3% 32.2% 6.1% 4
KENSINGTON 12.0% 6.5% $55,076 39.0% 29.4% 6.3% 8
KERNOHAN 9.0% 8.4% $78,310 84.4% 13.5% 1.7% 3
KILDARE 13.3% 7.3% $51,429 44.5% 31.9% 8.3% 9
KILKENNY 13.0% 10.7% $65,615 88.3% 36.9% 4.2% 7
KILLARNEY 16.7% 9.4% $55,724 101.4% 60.9% 6.7% 12
KING EDWARD PAF 12.3% 5.7% $58,650 96.9% 45.2% 7.2% 8
KINISKI GARDENS 5.8% 5.0% $83,820 121.4% 8.1% 4.5% 3
KIRKNESS 13.7% 14.0% $61,579 78.5% 38.6% 5.4% 10
KLARVATTEN 6.6% 4.9% $89,908 N/A 3.8% 2.9% 2
LA PERLE 17.3% 13.0% $67,417 71.4% 30.8% 4.2% 8
LAGO LINDO 8.0% 6.0% $88,019 93.6% 9.0% 3.1% 3
LAKE DISTRICT NE
PORTION 29.1% 28.6% $82,425 N/A 0.0% 6.9% 9
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LANSDOWNE 8.0% 4.9% $95,637 35.8% 37.4% 3.5% 5
LARKSPUR 8.2% 6.6% $95,639 N/A 4.3% 3.6% 3
LAUDERDALE 17.5% 12.1% $51,837 N/A 59.3% 6.9% 12
LAURIER HEIGHTS 3.0% 1.3%  $123,961 66.6% 26.6% 4.2% 2
LEE RIDGE 23.9% 20.6% $60,600 64.5% 30.4% 4.5% 10
LEGER 7.0% 8.6%  $124,630 N/A 0.0% 3.8% 3
LENDRUM PLACE 9.0% 5.7% $76,703 71.2% 28.7% 4.5% 5
LORELEI 17.8% 14.0% $68,786 87.0% 24.0% 4.1% 8
LYMBURN 12.5% 11.3% $78,825 81.5% 18.2% 4.1% 5
LYNNWOOD 9.4% 4.4% $62,927 80.1% 50.0% 4.0% 6
MACEWAN 5.1% 3.5% $78,098 N/A 20.9% 4.3% 3
MACTAGGART ARE 0.0% 0.0% $0 N/A 0.0% 8.0% N/A
MALMO PLAINS 22.6% 20.9% $61,584 44.2% 46.3% 5.7% 12
MAPLE RIDGE 10.0% 7.5% $58,829 76.3% 7.4% 3.0% 5
MATT BERRY 5.3% 5.0% $100,618 N/A 1.2% 5.2% 3
MAYFIELD 15.5% 11.0% $63,409 85.4% 16.8% 3.4% 7
MAYLIEWAN 6.0% 5.2% $95,265 N/A 2.3% 2.8% 2
MCCAULEY 37.2% 19.3% $34,528 79.6% 72.8% 13.0% 15
MCKERNAN 17.6% 5.9% $67,237 80.2% 51.2% 2.8% 8
MCLEOD 6.3% 4.9% $80,054 72.6% 4.7% 5.3% 4
MCQUEEN 14.6% 9.4% $61,341 93.4% 52.2% 7.7% 11
MEADOWLARK PAF 10.9% 7.2% $81,234 65.2% 10.0% 4.6% 4
MENISA 8.0% 7.5% $84,449 97.3% 10.8% 3.6% 4
MEYOKUMIN 7.2% 6.1% $73,531 108.7% 27.7% 5.2% 6
MEYONOHK 11.2% 10.1% $70,361 83.3% 13.2% 6.2% 7
MICHAELS PARK 11.6% 12.3% $65,580 60.5% 20.0% 2.6% 7
MILL WOODS TOWN

CENTRE 8.1% 4.3% $43,007 N/A 45.4% 8.0% 9
MILLER 3.5% 4.3% $77,876 N/A 15.9% 3.0% 2
MINCHAU 9.7% 9.3% $75,058 95.4% 19.3% 5.4% 6
MONTROSE 23.5% 17.3% $51,134 97.8% 59.3% 2.2% 12
NE Industrial 0.0% 0.0% N/A N/A N/A 6.9% N/A
NEWTON 16.6% 12.1% $62,149 81.2% 17.6% 6.6% 8
NORTH GLENORA 8.5% 5.6% $74,531 65.9% 27.2% 5.7% 6
NORTHMOUNT 8.4% 4.5% $71,883 82.7% 18.2% 9.1% 6
NW Industrial 23.8% 13.6% $56,457 N/A 28.6% 0.0% 9
OGILVIE RIDGE 4.2% 2.8%  $166,592 N/A 5.6% 2.1% 0
OLESKIW 2.0% 1.7%  $239,550 203.3% 5.1% 2.7% 1
OLIVER 21.3% 11.8% $54,093 97.7% 71.2% 4.2% 12
ORMSBY PLACE 12.3% 10.4% $79,363 104.3% 23.9% 6.1% 7
OTTEWELL 6.9% 3.6% $73,821 62.7% 18.1% 6.1% 4
OVERLANDERS 13.0% 8.8% $60,227 98.2% 68.7% 5.8% 9
OXFORD 5.9% 3.8% $98,319 N/A 5.2% 5.2% 2
OZERNA 10.1% 9.3% $84,367 N/A 6.0% 4.1% 4
PARKALLEN 9.3% 1.9% $76,805 124.4% 38.3% 4.7% 5
PARKDALE 26.7% 18.6% $47,063 80.0% 30.4% 6.8% 12
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PARKVIEW 3.1% 3.5%  $113,666 74.8% 7.8% 3.4% 1
PATRICIA HEIGHTS 12.7% 10.2% $76,344 61.6% 49.3% 4.2% 7
PLEASANTVIEW 16.1% 7.8% $64,579 108.0% 51.4% 3.7% 8
POLLARD MEADOW 9.6% 7.8% $65,114 88.7% 39.4% 6.5% 8
POTTER GREENS 5.5% 43%  $121,091 N/A 1.9% 2.6% 1
PRINCE CHARLES 9.9% 7.2% $54,568 65.1% 35.3% 3.2% 7
PRINCE RUPERT 16.5% 12.3% $51,501 117.9% 38.3% 2.0% 9
QUEEN ALEXANDR 23.2% 7.6% $48,378 90.7% 77.9% 6.8% 12
QUEEN MARY PARK 30.7% 21.2% $41,303 94.5% 76.3% 5.3% 14
QUESNELL HEIGHT 0.0% 0.0% $235,452 123.7% 8.0% 5.5% 2
RAMSAY HEIGHTS 7.1% 6.2%  $133,770 115.9% 28.8% 3.6% 4
RHATIGAN RIDGE 3.2% 3.4% $176,643 98.0% 1.4% 2.1% 0
RICHFIELD 27.7% 26.1% $57,776 66.9% 45.4% 3.9% 12
RICHFORD 0.0% 0.0%  $120,655 N/A 0.0% 0.0% 0
RIDEAU PARK 11.1% 8.6% $61,968 47.3% 56.7% 2.0% 7
RIO TERRACE 0.0% 25%  $121,691 100.8% 4.0% 2.1% 0
RITCHIE 15.7% 5.9% $59,031 130.5% 45.1% 2.4% 7
RIVERDALE 11.0% 7.8% $88,793 194.2% 26.3% 3.0% 4
ROSSDALE 14.3% 8.9%  $104,055 341.3% 33.3% 7.8% 7
ROSSLYN 7.7% 3.4% $56,699 59.7% 30.7% 6.0% 7
ROYAL GARDENS 19.2% 14.1% $66,654 67.0% 45.2% 4.4% 10
RUNDLE HEIGHTS 23.9% 23.1% $56,597 95.3% 56.2% 6.1% 14
RURAL NORTH EAST
NORTH STURGEON 0.0% 0.0% $76,239 N/A 11.5% 0.0% 1
RURAL NORTH EAS
SOUTH STURGEON 7.8% 6.5%  $146,658 N/A 8.0% 6.2% 4
RURAL NORTH WEST 8.6% 6.6% $81,506 N/A 4.3% 9.4% 6
RURAL SOUTH EAS 9.4% 0.0% $99,287 176.4% 33.3% 5.4% 4
RURAL WEST 0.0% 0.0%  $207,017 365.5% 7.9% 2.6% 1
RURAL WEST BIG
LAKE 0.0% 0.0% $0 0.0% N/A
RUTHERFORD 2.1% 1.2%  $122,723 N/A 6.1% 2.2% 0
SAKAW 8.7% 8.9% $74,698 98.8% 22.9% 4.6% 5
SATOO 10.5% 9.3% $76,158 72.7% 20.6% 4.0% 5
SE Industrial 9.4% 13.3% $63,223 N/A 38.5% 0.0% 7
SHERBROOKE 12.6% 11.1% $67,937 102.8% 35.1% 4.6% 7
SHERWOOD 18.4% 17.2% $56,247 127.9% 50.4% 2.1% 10
SIFTON PARK 26.8% 25.2% $54,090 82.6% 62.4% 9.7% 15
SILVER BERRY 4.9% 3.6% $79,592 N/A 6.5% 3.3% 2
SKYRATTLER 10.9% 7.3% $64,029 67.9% 47.3% 2.9% 7
SPRUCE AVENUE 14.3% 9.9% $56,269 105.1% 56.5% 5.6% 12
STEINHAUER 16.0% 14.4% $84,712 54.3% 23.6% 6.0% 9
STRATHCONA 20.9% 12.2% $64,560 134.8% 70.8% 5.6% 12
STRATHEARN 15.4% 8.6% $55,034 113.0% 65.4% 4.0% 10
SUDER GREENS 2.9% 0.0% $78,695 N/A 2.8% 1.6% 1
SUMMERLEA 11.3% 8.4% $63,343 27.6% 34.3% 5.4% 7
SUMMERSIDE 3.2% 2.3% $95,002 N/A 4.5% 5.8% 2
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SWEET GRASS 14.6% 13.2% $86,909 84.1% 34.3% 5.0% 8
TAWA 4.9% 0.0% $67,354 N/A 16.9% 3.0% 3
TERRA LOSA 9.2% 5.5% $54,652 N/A 25.6% 1.6% 6
TERRACE HEIGHTS 11.1% 4.7% $56,710 75.3% 55.2% 6.2% 9
TERWILLEGAR
SOUTH 0.0% 0.0%  $118,792 N/A 3.2% 1.2% 0
TERWILLEGAR
TOWNE 4.1% 3.2%  $114,028 N/A 6.7% 3.2% 1
THE HAMPTONS 2.2% 0.0% $88,887 N/A 13.0% 2.5% 1
THORNCLIFF 14.7% 12.4% $63,304 98.7% 50.8% 3.9% 9
TIPASKAN 22.4% 19.4% $57,507 73.8% 45.9% 8.6% 14
TWEDDLE PLACE 19.1% 14.7% $66,418 91.1% 38.5% 6.3% 11
TWIN BROOKS 5.4% 4.4%  $135,830 N/A 3.0% 2.9% 1
VIRGINIA PARK 17.2% 8.7% $53,127 130.1% 53.5% 12.8% 11
WEDGEWOOD
HEIGHTS 0.0% 0.0%  $150,827 N/A 0.0% 4.5% 1
WEINLOS 7.2% 5.6% $80,321 131.2% 24.7% 4.6% 5
WELLINGTON 12.6% 9.8% $59,232 65.2% 33.9% 4.1% 7
WEST JASPER PLA 23.3% 12.4% $45,518 112.4% 69.6% 8.4% 14
WEST MEADOWLARK
PARK 7.5% 3.0% $60,738 83.3% 32.5% 2.0% 4
WESTBROOK
ESTATES 12.1% 12.2%  $153,795 54.0% 34.0% 6.3% 6
WESTMOUNT 17.7% 12.4% $60,310 97.4% 44.6% 4.8% 9
WESTRIDGE 12.1% 10.0%  $182,238 70.7% 2.0% 3.3% 4
WESTVIEW VILLAGE 9.9% 6.1% $62,146 92.1% 2.9% 4.5% 5
WESTWOOD 30.1% 19.0% $39,983 78.1% 79.4% 6.9% 14
WILD ROSE 4.8% 4.2% $95,475 N/A 2.4% 2.5% 1
WINDERMERE
ESTATES 0.0% 0.0% $0 0.0% 7.4% N/A
WINDSOR PARK 11.5% 6.2%  $181,652 130.3% 17.7% 2.6% 3
WOODCROFT 13.8% 6.2% $48,969 78.5% 55.4% 2.7% 9
YORK 11.5% 7.1% $64,406 78.7% 35.9% 4.7% 6
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